
LAW. ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRA 

HEARINGS 
BEFORE THE 

SUBOOMMITTEE ON ORIME 
OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
i 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
NlNETY-FOURTH CONGRESS 

SECOND SESSION 

ON 

LA 1Y ENFORCEMENT ASSIS1.'ANOE ADMINISTRATION 

i ; MAltCR 1, 3, 4, 8, 111 25; ANi:> APRIL 1, 1976 

Serial No. 42 

Part 2 

•• 
the use of the Committe~ on the. Judiciary 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



/ , 

/' 

,( 

" 

L 

-<' 

, ' ,; 

\ ' 
j 

I , .. 

'. ~ 

'" 

" ': ~' 

.' "- ; , _, . ____ . __ .... .:. ___ . __ ,_ .. H,,_ .. _, __ .. __ ... ___ ~._'__. __ '_""o~·i, 

119311 
U.S. Department 01 Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the 
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated 
In this document arA those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the official position or pOlicies of the National Institute of 
Justice. 

Domain 
-ur."~:-House of Representatives 

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis­
sion of the ~owner. 

. ' '. ; 

, '. , 

I: 1 

1 i 

\ 

\ ;" 

f' ' 

. , 
",I:' . 

" 

. '~-

" , { 

I" 

,,'I, 

'"'. 

" 
l 

, ' 
.1 ~" 

',' 

f \. 

" 



. " 

J 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMI~TRATION 

HEARINGS 
BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 
OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDIOIARY 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

NINETY-FOURTH CONGRESS 

SECOND S·ESSION 

ON 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

FEBRUARY 19, 25, 27; MARCH 1, 3, 4, 8, 11, 25; AND APRIL 1, 1976 

60-5870 

Serial No. 42 

NCJRS. 
Part 2 

SEP ,,\9&9 

Printed ;for the use of the Committee on the Judiciary 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

WASHINGTON : 1976 

i • 



COMl\UTrEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

PETER W. RODINO, JR., New Jersey, Ohairman 

JACK BROOKS, Texas EDWARD HUTCHINSON, 1I11chignn 
ROBERT W. KAS'l'ENMEIER, Wisconsin ROBERT McCLORY, Illinois 
DON EDWARDS, California '1'OM RAILSBACK, Illinois 
WILLIAM L. HUNGAYl'E, lIIlssourl CHARLES E. WIGGINS, California 
JOHN CONYERS, JR., lIIlchlgan HAlIIILTON FISH, JR., New Yorl, 
.10SHUA.EILBERG, Pennsylvania lII. CALDWELL BU:TLER, Vlrglnln 
W AL'l'ER PLOWERS, Alabama WILLIAM S. COHEN, Maine 
JAlIIES R. MANN, Sonth Carolina CARLOS J. MOORHEAD, Callfornla 
PAUL S. SARBANES, .Maryland JOI-IN M. ASHBROOK, Ohio 
JOHN F. SEIBERLING, Ohio HENRY J. HYDE, Illinois 
GEORGE E. DANIELSON, California THOllIAS N. KINDNESS, Ohio 
ROBERT F. DRINAN, Massachusetts 
BAHBARA JORDAN, Texas 
ELIZABETH HOLTZMAN, New York 
gDWARD lIIEZVINSKY, Iowa 
I [ERMAN BADILLO, New York 
ROMANO L. MAZZOtI, Kentucky 
ImWARD W. PATTISON, New York 
CHIUS;TOPHER J. DODD, Connecticut 
WILLI AliI J. HUGHES, New Jersey 

",'", .. ., 
f~... .J: t't~ 

EARL C. DUOLEY, Jr., Gelleml OOllnBel 
GARNER J. CLINE, Staff Direotor 

HERBERT FUCHS, OOl/nBel 
WILLIAM P. SHATTUCK, OOllnBcl 

ALAN A. PARKER, OOl/nsel ./ 
JAMES F. FALCO, OOllnsel 

MAURICE A. BABBOZA, OOllllsel 
ARTHUR P. ENDRES, Jr., OOll1lsel 
TlIO~{AS' W. HUTCHISON, OOlwsel 

DANIEL L. COHEN, OOllnsel 
FRANKLIN G. POLK, Ooullsel 
TIIO~{AS E. MOONEY, OOllllsel 

, . 
'>, 

r, _ ALEXANDER B. COOK, OOllnscl 
~;ebNSTANTINE J. GEIUS, OOllnsel 

'Ar,AN F. COFFEY, Jr., OOllllsOI 
KENNETH N. KLEE; Oounsel ' 

RAYMOND V. SmETANKA, OOlwsel 

,-:';!.~ .".~" 1"" _'" SUBC01t[JIllTTEE ON CRIME 
~ .. , ... .J: i. I~Jl .IJ f;, It. f 

-.;. ~ ;':olO:a;;';l)C.o"NYERS, JR., Michigan, Ohairman 

JAMES R. MANN, South Carolina ROBERT MCCLORY, Illinois 
GEORGE E. DANIELSON, Callfol'nla JOHN M. ASHBROOK, Ohio 
WILLIAM J. HUGHES, New Jersey 

MAURICE A. BARBOZA, OOllnscl 
TIMOTHY J. HART, A8sista1lt OOlmscl 

LESLIE FREED, Assistant Oounsel 
GJilNil GLEASON, Staff AnalYBt 

CONSTASTIN~l J. GEKAS, ABsociata OoulIBel 
DOROTHY C. WADLEY, Olerk 

MARICE C. WERTH, Olerk 

(II) 



CONTENTS 

Hearings held on-February 19, 1976 ____________________________________________ _ 
February 25, 1976 ____________________________________________ _ 
February 27, 1976 ____________________________________________ _ 
March 1, 1976 _______________________________________________ _ 
March 3, 1976 _______________________________________________ _ 
March 4, 1976 _______________________________________________ _ 
March 8, 1976 _______________________________________________ _ 
March II, 1976 ______________________________________________ _ 
March 25, 1976 ______________________________________________ _ 
April 1, 1976 _________________________________________________ _ 

witnesses-
Allen, Ernie, executive director, LO\lisville Regional Criminal Justice 

Commission, Jefferson County, Ky ___________________________ _ 
Blanchard, Hon. James J., a Representative in -Congress from the State of Michigan __________________________________________ _ 

Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Boone, John 0., director of Urban Affairs, WNAC-TV, Boston, Mass_ Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Brace, Penelope, Philadelphia Police Department _________________ _ 

Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Brandstatter, A. F., professor, School of Criminal Justice, Michigan State University _______________________________________ ~ ___ _ 

Prepared statement _______ - _________________ --____________ _ 
Brown, Ronald H., director, National Urban League ______________ _ 

Prepared statement _______ --______________________________ _ 
Byrne, Hon. Brendan, Governor of the State of New Jersey _______ _ 

Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Caplan Gerald M., Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration_ Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Carey, Sarah C., National Security Studies _____________________ -

Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Dye, Robert, associate executive director, National Board of Young Men's Christian Association _________________________________ _ 

Prepared statement ___ - ___________________________________ _ 
Elfstrom, Philip, supervisor, Kane County Board of Supervisors, IlL_ Prepared statement. ______________________________________ _ 
Esser, Jeffery L., special assistant for Criminal Justice and Consumer Affairs, NCSL __________________________ • __________________ _ 
Fogel, Richard L., Assistant Director, General Accounting Office ___ _ 
Gibson, Kenneth A., mayor, Newark, N.J. ______________________ _ 
Harris, Richard N., director, Division of Justice and Crime Preven-tion, Commonwealth of Virginia _____________________________ _ 

Hefli;~11I~~~dJ~~:lreC~~irrr;~;~-Feder~l-Fu;di~g-C~;};;;m;; -ofth~ 
Conference of Chief Justices ____________________ -____________ _ 

Prepared statement. _______________ • _____________ .- _______ _ 
Holtzman, Hon. Elizabeth, a Representative in Congress from the State of New York _________________________________________ _ 

Irvi!;,e~~1~d ~~a~~ed!ii;; -Seto~ -i-I~ii -Law- C;~te-r: -ii~d -ch~i;m~;~ 
Special Study on tEAA Funding of the States Courts ___________ _ Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Jordan, Hon. Barbara, a Representative in Congress from the State of Texas ___________________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement. ______________________________________ _ 

(III) 

Page 
1 

69 
141 
189 
265 
313 
395 
423 
517 
549 

253 

90 
89 

180 
173 
491 
507 

125 
125 
424 
435 
192 
190 

552 
549 
109 
97 

415 
410 
251 
237 

145 
30 

467 

229 
210 

295 
288 

449 
454 

308 
306 

442 
446 



IV 

Judd, Leda R., National Security Studies _______________________ _ 
Prepared statement ___ .. ___________________________ ~ _______ _ 

Kennedy, Hon. Edward M., a U.S. Senator from the State of Mas-sachusetts _________________________________________________ _ 

King, Glen D., executive director, International Association of Chiefs of Police __________________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Kinney, Harry, mayor, Albuquerque, N. Mex ____________________ _ 
Larson, E. Richard, executive director, American Civil Liberties Union _____________________________________________________ _ 

LoW?,r~~t~~ ~~trn;~;t;r~ - Ge~er~l- G;veI:nme~t - i5i;'ision~ - Ge~eral Accounting Office ___________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Marbut, John A., mayor, city of Carson, CaliL __________________ _ 
Mayer, Martin J., administrato~ Criminal Justice Coordinating Coun-

cil for the Compton Judicialuistrict, CaliL ____________________ _ 
Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Merriam, Robert E., Chairman, Advisory Commission on Intergovern-mental Relations ___________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Nicoletti, Art, executive director, Americans United Against Crime __ Prepared statement-- _____________________________________ _ 
Reese, Hon. James N., Municipal Court, Compton Judicial District, Compton, Calif _____________________________________________ _ 

Ro~in.son, Renault, information officer, National Black Police Asso-clatlon ____________________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Rodino, Hon. Peter W., Jr., a Representative in Congress from the 
State of New Jersey, chairman of the House Committee on the Judiciary __________________________________________________ _ 

Rosenbaum, Hon. Paul A., chairman, Michigan House Judiciary Committee ________________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Rosenthal, Seymour, director, Center for Social Policy and Com-munity Development _______________________________________ _ 
Santarelli, Donald, former Administrator, Law Enforcement Assist-ance Administration ________________________________________ _ 
Schaefer, William D., mayor, Baltimore, Md _____________________ _ 
Schwendinger, Herman, professor, School of Criminology, University of California _______________________________________________ _ 

Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Shepard, Hon. Huey P., chairman, Criminal Justice Coordinating 

Council, Compton Judicial District, CaliL _____________________ _ 
Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Simmons/ Jarrete, chairman, Wayne County, Mich., Board of Commlssions _______________________________________________ _ 
Smart, Walter, executive director, National Federation of Settlements and Neighborhood Centers ___________________________________ _ 

Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Spencer, Hon. Harry A., Justice, Supreme Court of Nebraska ______ _ Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Stanton, Daniel F., Associate Director, General Accounting Office __ _ 
Takagi, Paul, professor, School of Criminology, University of California _________________________________________________ _ 

Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 
Travisono, Anthony P., executive director, American Correctional Association ________________________________________________ _ 

Tyle;,ren~~1dstii~mj~~-Deputy-Attor~ey--Ge~erai-of-the-UI~ited States _____________________________________________________ _ 

Veld;,rel1i~h~r~a\V~enldn;iI~i;t;~tor~ -i'-~w -E~fo-rce~e;t -As;~ta~ce Administration _____________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement _______________________________________ _ 

Pare 
109 
97 

459 

72 
69 

467 

491 
508 

30 
4 

584 

584 
587 

274 
265 
542 
539 

584 

4,91 
514 

201 

145 
141 

530 

519 
467 

54 
51 

584 
584 

256 

415 
410 
400 
395 

30 

54 
51 

166 
160 

316 
313 

345 
320 



v 
Additional material-

Clement, Richard C., president, International Association of Chiefs Paae of Police, prepared statement- _ _______________________________ 69 
Crime Profile (Detroit-·Wayne County Criminal Justice System Co-ordinating Council) _ _ _ _ _ ____ ____ _ _ ________ ____ _ _ __ _____ _ __ ___ 375 
Examples of Institute-Funded Police Research (study conducted by 

the Police FoundatiJn in Kansas City)_________________________ 562 
Grimes,,J. Robert, assistant. administrator, Office of Regional Opera-

tions, Department of Justice, memorandum, dated March 3, 1976, 
to Administrator, LEAA____________________________________ 356 

National Association of Counties, prepared statement______________ 237 
National League of Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors, pre-

pared statement_____________________________________________ 487 
"The Program To Develop Improved Law Enforcement Equipment 

Needs To Be Better Managed," memorandum in response to GAO 
report______________________________________________________ 573 

ApPENDIXES 

Apj~b~~~tte~~~ac~im~: __ ~~~~~~~_~~_~~~~r:~~_~~ __ ~i~l~ __ ~e!~~~_:~~ 
Appendix A-I.-Remarks of Hon. James H. Scheuer, a Representative 

in Congress from the State of New York ______________________ _ 
Appendix A-2.-Statement by Hon. Spark M. Matsunaga, a Repre-

sentative in Congress from the State of HawaiL ________________ _ 
Appendix A-3.-Statement by Hon. James Abdnor, a Representative 

in Congress from the State of South Dakota ___________________ _ 
Appendix A-4.-Statement by Hon. Charles B. Rangel, a Representa-

tive in Congress from the State of New York __________________ _ 
Appendix A-5.-Statement by Hon. James V. Stanton, a Representa-

tive in Congress from the State of Ohio ________________________ _ 
Appendix A-6.-Statement by Hon. Martin A. Russo, a Representa-

tive in Congress from the State of Illinois ______________________ _ 
Appendix B-Reports of the U.S. General Accounting Office on the ad­

ministration and management of the Law Enforcement Assistant Administration _________________________________________________ _ 
Appendix B-I.-Difficulties of assessing results of Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration projects, March 19, 1974 _____________ _ 
Appendix B-2.-Federally supported attempts to solve State and local 

court problems: More needs to be done, May 8, 1974 ___________ _ 
Appendix B-3.-Progress in determining approaches which will work 

in the Criminal Justice System, October 21, 1974 ______________ _ 
Appendix B-4.-Long-term impact of law enforcement assistance 

grants can be improved, December 23, 1974 __________________ . __ _ 
Appendix B-5.-The pilot cities program: Phaseout needed due to 

limited national benefits, February 3, 1975 _____________________ _ 
Appendix B-6.-How Federal efforts to coordinate programs to miti-

gate juvenile delinquency proved ineffective, April 21, 1975 _____ _ 
Appendix B-7.-Federal guidance needed if halfway houses are to be 

a viable alternative to prison, May 28,1975 ___________________ _ 
Appendix B-8.-Problems in administering programs to improve law 

enforcement education, June 11,1975 _________________________ _ 
Appendix B-9.-Conditions in local jails remain inadequate despite 

Federal funding for improvements, April 5, 1976 ________________ _ 
Appendix C-How the States administer LEAA block grants __________ _ 

Appendix C-l.-State of the States report, 1976 (a report by the Na­
tional Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Ad-ministrators) _______________________________________________ _ 

Appendix D-Safe streets reconsidered, the block grant experience, 1968-
75. (A report by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations.) _____________________________________________________ _ 

Appendix E-Enforcement of Civil Rights legislation _________________ -
Appendix E-l.-The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort-1974_ 
Appendix E-2.-Testimony of John A. Buggs, Staff Director of tile U.S. Commission on Civil Rights _____________________________ _ 
Appendix E-3.-Excerpts from report of the Senate Judiciary Com-mittee on S. 2278 ___________________________________________ _ 

AptI~~~~ob!t4;-~~~a:e_d_e~~~ _!~~~~~: __ ~~~~~~~ __ ~~s_c~~~~~~~i~~~ 

601 

601 

603 

604 

606 

607 

609 

611 

611 

685 

734 

784 

839 

917 

993 

1085 

1150 
1231 

1231 

1298 
1515 
1515 

1641 

1645 

1652 



VI 
Pale 

Appendix F-Community anticrime programs________________________ 1657 
Appendix F-l.-Community crime prevention____________________ 1657 
Appendix F-2.-Statement by network concerning community par­

ticipation in planning for crime reduction_______________________ 1659 
Appendix F-3.-Correspondence and pamphlet from Ms. Stephanie 

L. Mann concerning guidelines for safer neighborhoods and crime 
prevention through neighborhood involvement__________________ 1664 

Appendix F-4.-Minutes of meetings between representatives of 
Compton ,Judicial District and LEAA ________________ .__________ 1706 

Appendix F-5.-Additional documentation concerning testimony of 
Mr. Art Nicoletti representing Americans United Against Crime_._ 1742 

Appendix G-Funding for State courts _____________________________ 1774 
Appendix H-State legislature input into the planning for Federal criminal justice funds_ ____ _ ___ _ _ ___ ___ _ _ ____ _ _ _ ___ _ ___ _ __ _ ____ __ _ _ _ ____ _ _ 1983 
Appendix I-Correspondence concerning LEAA received by the sub-committee _________________ .;__ ___ _ _ __ _ _ _ _____ _ __ ___ __ __ ____ _ __ __ 1995 
Appendix J-Bills considered by the subcommittee in its deliberations___ 2058 
Appendix K-Report of the Twentieth Century Task Force on the LEAA_ 2107 



993 

APPENDIX B-7 

FEDERAL GUIDANCE NEEDED IF HALFWAY HOUSES ARE TO BE A VIABLE 
ALTERNATIVE TO PRISON, MAY 28,1975 

1- - C! '"I E""· I (.' 'f (1,.... ,- .... .-\ "'! 1'\ t" .... ' f':' .I. I': ,- ~) t i:: i c.d .;:, U, ·~.Cd ft •. t, ! \ G I~: .... h ... Ci I 

!-t2.1·~r/[1Y Houser;' f-\1~8 To 'E~o f1, 

Law EnforC:0.I',ient M.::isti.\I\C:H Adr,linistratia(\ 

D0p:>rtmunt of Ju:,ticc 

( "'; /., ....... ; 
~..;~ 1! 1 I :i .. U, 

.. 
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·CDflPTl101_I.I!R t.::m"r:r·lAt... pr~ THE 1,Ii"Jrrr:o STATES 
\VA!."IiI,".rnO!". rJ.c. :';O!.HI 

~o the P(Ds~dpnt o[ thQ Senate and the 
Spe"ker of th~ Ilouse of RepresentaLives 

This ~cport discusses the need for guidance by the Law 
Enforcewent Assistance Administration, Department of Justice, 
if half WRy houses are to be a viable alternative to priBo~. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting 
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act 
of 1950 (31 U,S.C. G7). 

We are sending COpiCD of this report to the Director, Of­
fice of Hanagonant and Budget; the Attorney General; nnd the 
AdministraLor, Law Enforce~enb Assistance Administration. 

. -;? aI, 5
Z 

!d ',.1'7' ,,1. 
'-'-7 {' .I!I('I""/, ,f".Il,. (I '." ... ,-,,-,'\~'" ·v,,-,,·:·'·"'i.'I -,-
Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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IJ JJ0tt.~r dated APl:J) II, 19~5, froln Assj.~tUtlt 

LJ 

Ai.taT~l~Y G~ncl:n! for Adruillistration, 
J.ll.'p:\ !.·ll~··::'I'l ~'. cf a t:s t j t.:.c· 

t't:.incj tea] officjal~ 01' the !)cpartIn(~nt of 
1.1udt:i.cC! r,:'sp(H)~'d.ble to:." ac1I!1iniGter.in':J 
<leU vi U cs ,li ,,<;,lsscc1 in this I:cport 

.c;!,u tc pli:lllrd.n~j ;;gC!l1cy. 

HO 

85 



CO/·!P'.l'/i'OLl,!:.'H G!:WRH,1L' S 
Ji'I-."YYiLt ')'0 :i'iI e COi"GRJ!~SS 

f,'i/.Y 1WN IU·:!'}}.,'l.' illlS J.!l:Dl: ------.... - ... _---- .. 

Batl':aen Scpl~mhcr 1973 anr. June 1974 
GAO ,'C!viC:llcd 15 State and locillly 
opel'i\ted II~ If\l~Y houses in Flori u;:!, 
Missouri, Pennsylvania, and 1~xa5, 

Halfl'lay houses a!'::! cC::1'l1un"ity-bJscd 
eorr(!~tien activities for adult 
offi:nc]crs, 

GrlO \'Ian ted to I:nol/ 

--wht:the;- til:;: Stat:)5 ht1d (::, v.': 1 orcd 
cooi'd; n~ltCt\, cfli.::cti v:.) str'\1.c:~!·i t':s 
fOr i nte9t't1 ti-Q!1 haH\:~1' Ilou;;j~S 
into f:li:.!i 1"'0\'el',,11 cOrl'0ction 
efforts lInd 

--11O',~ sl!ccessful tion hO\IO,I;:'5 hall bi;!l:n 
"inrehc.bi 1 ir~~fiID'fT€Ii:'~rr, , ....... ~. .-. -~..... .... 

GP,O a 150 \',,'nted to cietel''''1i 1)(:. h'lrcther 
the l.i:'o'l Enforcc',,;:lnt Ass'ish.nce Ji.d­
llIini5tr~ti"n h~d \..I!ql,uL:.U:l;llu::l\.<>:.d... 
tjlC:5U' Statos r>l~n end cf,U·hlisl! CQ­
ol,(jTi1.1t~nur~1ili:\ "y 1i(III""! 
pr.~ Til" $ .• ~ t~~ h(!d ?'~'nt,(ll.:d 
ebo\! " liill ll'j 011 f"i$c;:/\ 1 yr!(',r 
1973 ·et~ral funds for tho!e prD-

'-9r~ms, ~ 
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i 

FEf.,Ef\fIL GUiDNICE IIEEDtD rr­
ItfHl·!AY I:Oli:;l:S fIR[ TO BE 
JI VIAr:LE 1',L"fEiHlflllVE TO PillSOll 
I.'WI Fnforce:ll':r t rlssis'li\l1Ce 

I\('lI1i Ili strat, ("1 
Dapal'tlllCllt of JlI~tiee 

If they cont'il1lle to inc\'t'ilsc in I1tlnl­
bel' ilnd impl'r)ve thei I' OP€!i'(itions, 
they cOlll d (uluce the n;;c:d to pl ace 
many pCl"50nS in 50n:C-t;;I'I..!!' 6utdQtcd 
iihd t.i clI-Ideo jll'l sons, lIo\'l(!.¥cl'. the 
hOllses ill'" not a rcpl~c(,f!;~nt for 
all pl'isons since thel'a will always 
bc i neli vi dua ls IIho are not \·Ii 11 i n9 
to ?cec:pt the eanstl'aints of ha'lf­
~/ay house living or \'Iho pl'csenl too 
great a. risk to the public safety 
if placeel in a halfl'tuy house, 

The Lr::1 El1for("e:;)~l1t t;s5is1:i:nce Ad­
mi nistl't!til',l1 \H~\~ as,;' tptl II,: HI·/"y 
h,puse5 financh"d 1.v but h~s provhlr.eI 
l1\fJp. ('lIldi:ncQ 10 p\Dnnir'g 0)' 

opel'a t i I1g i.t:Ci:l, -----Two stutlit:s have sti'Cr.S(\U that ef­
forts SUdi as hal flli,Y lioU!;';$ 5iioul d 
be part of 1·:r:l1-pl<lilncd St.nta COl::' 

.. l'oetlcn," syITclfs_ But tl!~_~fi.2!!S' 
-mrs-rroL I cqllil ed th'.)$2 St(ltus thll(: 

c.tl C )1'1 elfin Ili!] or huV{~ i11 rp~~l!,y '1'1-
0<1111:.,<1 Ir,~l r.,,·y IIOU~I:S \II tli tll{! r(>d­
'c1'.lL fUd{!, to a~scr1lli! 1 n tl"1<l11' 
co:r.ilrC!II~·n<;ive plalls he.:" tl" 
.~ iI Lo ... nelP cOl'r,~ct1(m01 Sy<i'l:£:hiS. 

This rc!~lIlt$ fl'cin the llIi:' the I.i;~/ 
Enfol'C(;::lenl: lis~ist~n('(l M:nini!;tl'a­
til1n rrH·r':'fj~d its f.;J ock \F'cnt prortl'am, 
It perr1l1t ted CHich St., ti.l to cl,;VC' )(\;)' 
;1.S lj';d(" til to it'"H1V~! j.iI;~ '~ril"'!lIt' 
jU!).I.-IGC (,y;,tt'111 \'/ithin thQ fr(ltil!~\,,'ClI'I; 
of uro,;)G rcd,~t'ill 1'],11 d:!l i nc~, 

OC:I1-75-70 



III 1973 the !lilli,mal f\dvis()\'y Co::;;nis-
5ion on CI'il:l;na1 ,11J~tic(' ~tc,ndurns 
and GO;) 1 ~ rec01:r;endi!.1 I'll., t. th!! rla-
t i 011 P 1 dee urea tel' ('I'I[lhd$ is 1')11 cr·m-
111111l i ty-bosed correct; Oil pro~I),"II!S <llld 
facilitj(,s as il1tcrn.:tti'l\'~ tL) incur­
tel'~tiiJn, lhc CO/ll,)issirJl)'s .I'l'pol't 
hilS prol:\pted St.,1 v:s to 5 tudy tho; r 
crimillal justice 5yStC'I::~. 

The Statc~, Ilo;,c;'i:r, did not hJVC 
wtJll-0l'(Ji1l1ized systems for roordili<l­
ting State opc)'ated and l()(;ally op­
orated hal fllay IIOUS('S, part.ly b('cuuse 
no one Stilte agE":'H'y I/as responsible 
fo" establishing and cc'ordinating 
sUl.h a system. 

The 1ilCk of such ceordin~t;cn lil\~dnt 
that no Stclte agencies had infoll.:<1-
tion concerning the epI::rutions uf al1 
hi! 11110)' houst:; in th,.d I' Sta tcs, 
Tllel'e fOI'e, tile $t~ b:s rOlll d no till iln 
pl'o;lel'ly to insure th~t h,lliiVil,V 
bous!'s VleHl 

--located in a.rc'aS \'lith 5uffic'ient 
offender populations, 

--1 oca t!!'d where adl;qUi! te resouI'ces 
and ~ervices would be available 
fOl' rcllilbiliti.t iOIl, and 

--t:5ti!tJli~hed to serVLl segments of 
the offc:ndcr !10PUliltio'1 diffLlr'r.nt 
(rom theS\: already possibly beinl) 
served Il)' Clxistil1U hOllses in lhe 
sul'.tl 1 OCiI i.i on. 

file St,) !:i"s di d 110t; h~v(> ad,·q,nt.c 
J,r,;J,{j.!,'y(! t,k!ut tile \Illy p~~ll it. ';n'.l 
pr'i.,.~t(: 1·"~OUI·CUf> w.!r'e allocilt,r.d to 
cp'r'uLe ~nd dcn:lop halfllil,',' hOll',ClS, 
StlC11 in (O:'!"I t.i 011; S (1~5 i l"tlll 1 C' 1;0 pro­
':i rlr! Ill: 1 I 1 i Cd:. 5IJr'ill:::e !.Ild'- tit'! 5trJ It·~ 
hove \'IIJ 11-1' 1 ilJiiled end S Irpel'v'i '.I!(I COIII­
r'llI\i ty-ba';l,!d corrl'ct i(1I1 !.y~ tr!nJs. 

998 

Jl. 

--had not dev!! lope d ,1 sys tcm to cu­
oi~din(ft:r-t"rtfway-llOosC!" Lo 0i'''1 'I~(' 
I~it:h otht:r'pn I t~ of /;hei r corl'0.G­
t.ion PI"'H1I'1l1l1'; (pl'i50nS, lirClil3tic,P, 
pill'ole) unci 

--had not developed "deqlliltc pl~Jls 
fcir"tlet'En'!m n 1119 the l!l\tent to 
I'lhich they should lise halfl'hlY 
houses, 

l·lissollri <md Te>:?; hild only localiy 
opcI'uted houses .hat 1"lel"C not pal't 
of tlw States' .:ol'rect"i on systems, 
The St?i"';:; i:iJve these houses Federal 
funDS, not ilCC,OI'dil1(j to any plan to 
coordi na te them lIith s ta tewi de COI'­
rccticn effclrts, uut in I'cspollse to 
rcquC$ ts f 0'1" 11 i rI fl'o!n 1 ('Ica 1 !~rour)s 
I, .. hich hud propo:,ed the filCi liti(15 (In 

their OVJn iniLiat'ive. 

Florida and Pcnnsylvunia 11<\d il CGm­
billiltion of Stille nnd locally 0f1r!l"tl~ 
ted houses but did not effectively 
co?rdirc;te the hiO opel"i\tions. 

tlei thci' the L,il'l Enforcel:ient" /Iss is­
tdnce nd~ini5trutiDn nor the States' 
criminal justice planning agencies, 
which arc resJion~iblc for dctennin­
ing huw to spanJ the agency's block 
grants, effecti vely enroUl'iJ(jcd the 
Slates to develop coordinated half­
way house systellls. 

rledtlwl' the Lal'l EnforcC'H;ent /Iss is­
t~lIce fldl;rinislrution 1101' Lhll plan­
ni1l9 i1~Jel1ci(!s adorned op(mltinn !,l.dl1-
diln!!. ttl lit· USl',j by t.h" hous('", 1'lhl'l1 

110 S t~ ll:il'i de $ tarHr111'ds exi s t, 

Th6 ilou,cs I'le1'C! ilr:hir.vinq SIIIIIE' S\l~­
Ce5~!,5i5tillq ot'fnr:dol's, About 
3,OOU~ offcndC!!'s h,HI pill'tic:ip(1tC'rl in -



the 15 houses' rc:habil i tnU 01' pro­
YI'aIllS; some 2.GO(, had 1 L' rt the pro­
grams. 

--About (i5 pel'cent of the flartici­
p;mts s~eeessflillj' completed the 
proaram:- ('liO cstir.wt:cci thilt, as 
of June 1 974, auout ?5 pel'cent of 
these pel'sons 1·le. ~ retuI'ned to 
prison, 

--Of those that faile,d to complete 
the jW09ral<15 successfully, auout 
21 percpnt abscooded 'rom the 
houses ilnel about 4G_pcrcent. ~/ere 
I'eturned to Rri san. The other 27 
percent were (ITS""CJl!tt'g"d 01' thei r 
status could not'be determined. 

--About 2 pel'ccnt of the participa­
ting off('ndel's liCI'C ilrl'cst.cd il;:c! 
incarcerated fOI' co:riili Hill!) criu;es. 
rangi Jig from. J1\lIrdcI' to di sOI'derly 
conduct, ~llli1e at the housc$. 

--Overall, GAO l1stil11?ted that about 
ha 1f of a 11 offenders treated by 
the 15 houses had been reh~bilita­
ted; that is, tlll!Y had, according 
to the houses, sllcc'~ssfully COIl1-
pleted the; I' prograill5 and had not 
b~come I'cciclivists during the 
pel'i od covel'cel by the revi 1:1'1 j 

The States did not hove adequate 
datil reflecting the extent to which 
other correcti on I.;i!thods--pri sons,' 
probati on, or parol (!--\'ICI'C ilb 1 e to 
rehabi 1 i t,:\;c offendC!I's. Thus dil'ect 
cO~lparisol.;, 1'liLh the l'csu1ts of the 
ha1fI'lJY houses I'/ere not possible. 

The fr.dCl'al ll\JrC'~u'of Pl'isons. De­
p~rtl'::!J'IL of Ju;Lir.c, hO~.l.!ver, stw'­
ied offcndi.:r~ l'ch;;scd f\::o:n Fed(!l'al 
{ll'i5()n~ :0 1970 1111d dctc.:I'lililwd tlwe 
Lhl,i!' '1ci d i vi st:i rn tc: 1'1\1$ i!bout 33 
fiercent. This tit It'<.lsl {ll'ovielo$ il 
gCllcri)1 indicatioJl that results from 
Ira 1 (\'IiIY hOU5t.'S He:Y'(! not any l'lorsc 
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than for S(lIlie, othr.r forms of I'C-
habilitation. . 

III though all houses had the same 
basic objective--to help offel'ders 
become producti v~ and 1 ~\I-abi ding 
cit; zens-- they diffel'cd in thai.' 
methods und physi cil1 ~deqJ.iacy, Half­
WilY houses shou1 d offer eli ffrr'cnt 
methods to ui'fiel'ent types, of offen­
deI'S. l3ut sOilie minimum criteria are 
desir'able to coordinate the houses' 
operat~on. to achieve accept~ble 
living and reh&bili~DtJve conditions 
for offc11del's. and- to ilSSUl'C that 
the pub" i c safety is bei JIg PI'Q t'!ctecj. 

--!Jclel'mi ne the bas t ,1S acts of the 
d'i1' CI'ent approac H!S 110'''' lise) 

, "rial 'I'lay OLISCS iln ,e\'elop critcria' 
to ilSSCSS .he: houses' (:,flect..l 'ICIlC%. 

62!/!YfY M::!Zo;}!f • .!:..!!11 ll~IjJf .. ~:'?!~t?'!2..E:.:~r.!"!!... 
Tile Dep"I'l'I!I~nt of JlI~itice generally 
anrcod with GAO's tonclYsions,3Ad 

, 'i:econ:H\cndatioJls. (Soc: app, ll.) 

iii 

" The UCJl(J rtu;cn t: 

--RCC!lfJOizpd ibn iJ1'p('ll"t~lIee sf G~ 
ordinating st<tte\'lictc correctional 
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hu 1 fh~~Y hUIJ't.~ proqran.s l ,,\~t pr'd nt­
cd out tbol c(l(l;'lin.ltiIH) 1r:il fl.,.j 
"[n:~('s \'l1th iJ-:!.tdc's (t'rr,!tt;I!J1,ll 
sys tCr.1 is Cl'I':P 1 ex ilnd i nvo 11'eQ 
fclr-I·('?cht'fi]" issdc$ affcct;"in9 I'l/h­
) i c ~:1t1 pd vate rCSO'JI'Ce a 11 or.a-
t i 01'" llo>t!!V(,I\ 1':!Wl'c_f'"J$ i hll' the 
Lill,' Lnfol'c(!i',;)nL lissist.1(ICC' Ac!:lin­
istl'JLiu!1 will cOllsidl.!l' ,lddl"'.;"·;n9 
(1,- ~,ettin9 p~I'i'r, .. ~ter$ in terms of 
!lIJidt:lilles to be fol1oclccl to c!(!­
'.'clop il wordin~tion pol icy rot' t1 
stateil'idC! corl',!ctionili /tdl !'I'lilY ,.},od 
Ilouse pt'ogri11,Is, W 

--f,:p-c'c:d th.lt the La\! [nfol'CcI':(Jnt 
Assistance! ridminislr~tion 11el~ds 
to takc ~11 dffin:;,llive st.:tlld I'('la­
\.iv~ to devetalJil,g and C!n\ol'clIlg 
s'Ldl"k I d~ HIIt!ll1'\'ill' the il!i£:IICY' 5 
b'[j'::~ qrl1l1l funGs ill'Cl 1li','fJll'od, 
t.c·col·dlll";· ... it l'Ii11 1nlt1<ICc 

One issuC' fae;ing thp r.ollgress i'<11(,1I it 
l'ec"n~i';,~I's til(' I.m·/ i:nfr.:l·cr,nlC'lIt r,$si~­
tilJ1tr: ,,:j,,'tinistmtion's ilut.hOl'izing 
leqislction in 197G will be lhdt 0f 
dci.~I'!rj11ill<l tl'e FC'clel'ill (1nvm'll'l.'lit's 
1'&1..: ill iJr.ipi .. g 1.1 It , Stell,e" ILCI",.~ ~ 
cdl:,,' ,jill! l1I!pl'Qve theIl' Cl'lllnnill .iu:.-
tl C0 s.vs tCtli$. J~HWlllH the qlll.:'$ t1 (ln$ 
that \'1111 "ave to Ill! ilsi'c2d i~ dl~th(~r 
the role pt'C'vi OtiS 1 Y \J 1 ,1.','l~d by till! ITt.,/ 
FnlCl1"CeJj'('llt /ISS1SfsiliC,; ftrl:ni-trr:M:rrrtil:rr1 
I~il-S-iltlt~~ 

GAO bei iE'l'l."s it is ·siUl1ific~nt thnt 
the Lilli Enforcement i\<;sis\.(lnce fld­
milli!:t:-i,:,l?rI ha5 11m'/ recoonjzr:d ihi't 
it is \'Ii j hi 11 i t5 Iilr\Jldti te to I'Priui I'(! ~ 
States to (·sUiJlisfr so;r,e type (if 
minil,l!JIrl ~tiln1;:l'ds 101' "periltlll'j pro,j--

actiop to 'rcquire States to in­
cOI'porilte ccrt.,in itd'ormtioll ill 
the j I' CO:'I~' I'ul!ens i ve r 1 M15 re l.!­
the to J;linil,,'J:n ~t;'l1d,n'lj5 ,"hidl 
hill f,IiJ.Y hc,;!'(!s lIiUS l I,eet to I'C-

eels "Iliclt U';n llt receive (jlllCi~' (1I"Jnt" Cj 
--fumP.:, U 

eei ... e Lt1\J EI!tOI'Cr,I't;"t)'t ASS is I dllC~ 
fld:ninistl'iltilll1 bloc.!; gl·M~fullds. 
111 c~t',.yillg out this action, tile! 
il~ifille'l shpl!ld e,t'cf'j [y il miui,,:urn 
1~1 of ';t<tnddrds ",hidl 1111 
3tilt,~s l:iUSt ItlClllt bl' the1 r plan5 
to ill' apPI·o'/ed. 

Thesc DctioI15.\ ifeffect.ivcly illl­
p h!110llteJ I wi.Ll.J!.£l p ha 1 fl,.J,Y 
hOU~(lS becc:I!~ it n~ore viatlic il1tc!\·~ 
n~tive to pri~Ln, 

lh~ StH.;.'. gClwl'<llly "9I'<"·"d I'lith 
GUY"}, t1l1r1\q1~'\ tvl":1t1~i()l\'3, ~Ild 
t"t..!co:~. ~;1! t i (J(,,:; ~ hlh;QV~!I~ .. o,,~ 
St; e ';:dll~(:d (I:it til!! ~!iffiLLll I,il!:; 
uf tryi !ll! to (.Qt)J'(lll1~ to:: !,lCi' Y 

-npr:l'lltl d flo I f\."Y h:1lI::1;5 \'/11;11 f)Ll:('I' 
l'l(l[':\'I,L~ U1 C(Jt'f·uctl(ln~ :.y~tL.·rl",. 

Cell 

Jv 
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NaJnr f,: t ut1i(!~ .. r): 1.11(.! n.:1 t" ion \ S COl:.t~t!r.!t· . .i.t')n n~.,!;tt:IH!.~ hnvc 
c!mphaf.:,i.zcH.1 the ne~:d for ch~n'Jt'. OnD ch:.tpCj'Q advocai::cc'{ h~" 
Tni.:.ny in n ~J.Laa cur U!Jl! tiE n~JH 1 L C':U'H',lllJ"li t.y ... } r .... :..~ccJ co:t:rl.;~cl io:"; 
activit::'Cf; in lieu oj' f'(I~t'linSl OJ:f:tll'H1CJ:S t:o prir;on 01: UD a 
tJ:un:;ii:;i.cl!)~J. nto1' ))3C), ini:o t.ho cOlmnuniLy <'lfto): b::'in~i in 
pri~on. 

Ona tYl)C or con:l\\unil:y-Jmc,.:d cOl;J.·,,~ctiOll effol:t. heinrJ ' 
lIsed mQrel f:n,cluuntly in com:,mniLy·-1J<.\sed cOl:rcction centn.r.s· .. • 
more c'.):HTi10l\J.y kno"'/n us lwli:\·my hOUL'C!l.l. R8SPUCt:8d blue 
ribbon com:nibSioJlfl ];ClVO urged the. N<:lt.:i.on to c~:r,i)))d such. 
cffm:t.n. 'I'h:is J:O]Jo.1:'t dif:CU:;PGS their.' operation j,n fciur 
Stnt'..!~ nnc1 \.tDC~l i:hc tc-r.ro IIhnl[wi.!Y hO\.HH"JS '1 for such Op~t·i.1tionn 
rcgordlcss L~ si~c OJ: Ute spenGors or u\c p~oject.s. 

i'le !lei thor b:'!-"ocn te nor oppose! tl18 uno of h<\J,fvmy 
hO\WClG. 'l'j1<l ba~;ic purpNiu of: our. repol'l: is to pr()viCl~) in­
·fOl:mnL:i.oll on how 1'>1.1c:ll 'p):£"J:jecl:; an: br)illg opo::J.'0.l:.cd nnd to 
Tnnl:o Fcdc!l:Lll and Stat-:! <jO\I(t):nh·,cnt.B rst>rc tiVlt.\rC 0-2 ~iOi~'C 

mc"rHU:C<- Lhat might be uJ\d()).:tcdwl'l to improve l'clm)Jilil:utiqn 
efforts. 

1\11 halfway hou.,;o::; llU'Ic the tlCU\lC ba::;ic objective-­
rt:!hiibili.t; •• tillg o[[cnclnrn in {-.h,';! c:oHununH:y un:tng communi ty 
rCf.\ourc:CJ:[;. nut. thny di f fr2r cons 5 dora1.,ly ill t.he tYP3S of; 
orrclldm::; Lhey SC);VC ill\(1 ill 1:hu lll"thodr.l they usc. 

J.\ont ho\u;",~. 1mv" :::0',1'(: c:ri t;m: ill fQl' ntl'nH-,til1~l of£cndo)'I!.; 
i.c. I 109:11 nttd:uti, (,If:;n, (Jffcn*.c.!, and numbcl: of pravicu:; 
cor\vicLio:,~.. Ho:;t, hc:.·I .. '(!vo.t I c-}:(~1 '.l":~\! pCl:rlOnr; \"lith hintot.::~('!.::i 
or vloJf!l'lL l.:!·h;~.v·;OJ;, ::C:O~\IJlJ \1UVSdL.tOll, n,\: !-;i~)~j(JUG J.lt.'l)'-.nl 
tJrolJ,l C':':I}. 

1 
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Pnrticipan·,;t; }O;:\)' incl\\dc offcnt1(~rG [r:ol:l u '.·r~riety oJ: 
bacJ~<]):oun~ls, inclucUng p{2r~;Ons 

--released from CUfJ'.:(,ldy bcfol:e disposition of thu 
case by the court!>, 

--placed on pro)nti:ion hy th(' court~; with the.> S'~':';:->\l] a­
tionby the cC)urtr; that: they cllter a Jlalf"lay hou,w, 

.. -!:ele,wcd fro:'" pl:i!:.on a fEM months ))cfo1':e cornplctin9 
their full s(m t:OI'ICeS, 

--to be con:lidore,~ f'or pnrole \'Iithin n few months, anLl 

--paroled to a halfway house as a condition of their 
parole. 

Each houBe cstnbliGhcs u 1'ro,]):a:n to rehabilitate of­
fentlc::s. 1,1 t:hou~ih the! pl:()grruo tl~chniquoD cUf:::('.l.·, emplo~{i:\C!lt 
and cow1,,·cJ.ing arc pri.lt1C1ry rchul.il.H:o.tion progrc::rroi;. 'rho 
hounen 011(;0 dctcJl:m:i.11c whct:he): fin offt?nuor. is a succC'f.;n cr a 
failure in I:heir program., 

Each hO\1se offen:; various HCl:V.i.cCH to help rf'!hr.:bilitatc 
offc!~dc:r.s. '£hesc S!~J:Vi(,(lS, which may be pJ:()\1:i.(~cd· by 1:1'10 
hou~e or: hy othor SO\ll:Cf.lil in t.ho com::\uni.t.y, usu,;.11.y ij1cludc 
assistance in finding jol)s,' 9FQUP <lllcl indiv.i d\!.al co neilil1!]. 
and :no;-dical and dental tl:;sio tam·'). 

'l'he house itself can be a' formClr :l:cwidcncc, a rOll1e/deled 
stor~, a dCl:raitory, or u building !;peci~ic:ally c.l(~r,j.gno(l and 
con.!;tructr:d as <I halfl,'IlY hO\lse. SpaCL! requiremcnts £01' in­
e1ivithml~ <lnd u\lch acl:ivit;ic~; n::; Cjl:Oltp Olcoeingf.l, rccr~;lt:ion. 
adminiutra tion alld the gCl1~.·ral ('o!1c1ition of the house lW\1illly 

,u:c r;~i~jcct only tC) cil:y or Stab:! reCJ'uJ.ntiorw [or roomi'ng or 
bonrcling lICtIfl0!l. . 

Ba} ~\t:lV h\J\.\Gn~ hw'JO li0t l",r~(!n \\Jd,vt:'rral1y t\(!ccpt'c~\l by 
CC)rl.'c,ct:ion pCJ:nonnrJl or t:lie public. Citizen olljc:lcl:iolW 
htwc [orced :lO:.,C\ hQtI.(,r~(l to lO(;"b:: in the dc!te.>J:iOl:n.t\in0 w~c­
tion of a CO:l\!lll.tl1;i.ty (It nr .. Hll: 1r;rllHd:'l;ir.tl ;.,rO~JH. lilao nrm1~ 

houS~1r.J l:0cr.d.vc Ifu:J.o fJU1~POl:t fro'n crimjn;:,l jusLicc <l9Qnej,r,IJ, 
cr-pocinlly fl:'o;n nHClnd.C'!;, ph.i.lol.1Q)_:l.i.cal ] Y ClPpolJeod '':0 .t:hir·, 
hlOdo of! treal'::·on l. of: of: [!!ondor.!;. 

2 
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'1'he 1:>73 re1".)l·l. Oll cnl'l.',)c i. ie·r,.) by the N~l:i()l"r\] i\t]vi~.;ory 

COl'l;l.l.Hfd.ol'! ~,n crl~t:i.d.!t .j'.!:~tlG(! :;1·~:V~~1r.c1.:.~ c.,nd GOi.1J:;1 :~c· 
kno\·,r} adCJl.!d thnt, th(jU~lh a C.L(![I r j;.;ajo.t:;.ty o£ n cr~'\l.lIi.ll!icy wai' 
nuppo.ct: thc! cf)nc:~cr/l'. of h~.t.i;\·.'a~! h0\1:1(',:), il P~:olJor~lul to cBtLlb­

lis1'1 tiue)1 Zl j.ac:i.lily '-Jill (jGrlGrCllly .d.::;:""'" !·;ubc;tnnt:ial OJ.lr,n!;s.· .. 
tion from tho im;]lC(li.nte 1 • ..:d~;lh)rh':,cd \~hcrc:' it i~; to be 10-
calcd. 

'l'lli.1; ccntiitio!1 c1r.,laycu tho opMling of som::! of tho holtsc,,'; 
we rc·/jcI-H:.c1 fol.· up to '.\ 1:10111:118. Gthers v,'el:C forced to nb<lll­
dOll their plunncCl loc"ti.o!'l!3 una sc,tlle o1:lu,;lwr.e, <lIlti olle 
hou:m fillally had to lOCi:\\:o oUt:·;il!,:, t1H~ city in ;,1 rura-l 
111:0a. 'rho. opp,lziti(ll'l CWhC 1I,;lin1y frCl1:1 po);'sonl:1 \'/110 lived, or 
O'I"l1.I~c1 hUf;incss\.!H in, tho iHUlicdiatc! vicinii:y of t:he prcjpused 
hOUSCl unti I'lho I':(l):e COl1ct,.t'J1(.!d ,,1)(.ml::. public :;afoty alld tho 
dcvaltlntjon of }~);,O;::>Cl.d;y vclltltl!~. '1'hi$ oppor.d.tioll uSlwlly 
declinc(l <tftel' the 'llouf;fJR bC<;jan o)nr'ltin'J. 

I]O~·' JP 'J'}jI~ pf;rJ!~nl.L GO\r,';I:~'':'! lr.~t:'r. :rl1VOIIV""!~D? ---------:'- ._---- --.. ----------
'l'ho l'c",!aral Governr.1:!nt help::; S ti:l tell aJ1~ loculi tj GR esti\j)­

lir.lh LInd (JrlCJ:;.I\:O h;:,1f\,!C.\:;, l,O\wOIJ pri':';cu:ily by providing funds 
as paZ'l: ot Len; .... ' s progrHm. 

I,I~!,A .... ·<;>.5 r-::,ltlbl:i.ll!1ed by t110, o::u~ib\l~ Cx'J.mc control. cuid 
S<ifc S',·.~:(:e.:.u llet of 196B, as mh,';rHlcd (4?'U.8.C. 3701). :11)0 
1C!C].i.::;lrllion cncC!ur;:g,~d tho fund.h.g of proj(\ct;~ th"t \ICt:d 

ne'.! In(~tho',ln to ',?r.cvc!nL 01' r.::c]ucc ' . .cim':l or 'dl'J,t f)tr~n~lh:~nctl 
cd.min"," juoU,co n-:::t.i.viU.c::.; Llt: th(~, COi!~,\Un.i.ty 1uvol. 'rho 
Crialc Conl:l.'o). lie\; of: ),~)73, ",hid1 (':~l:';'nd0d U1Cl T.El"J'L progl.'mus 
t-.1u:ou\lh i'i flea1 yC!,~j; 1976, rccmp!1<ltd.:~C'Cl th~t login1c.tiV(.! 
inl:cnt. 

'l'ho l«gif,l'lt,:.Ol1 pc()virJC's for f:l.t\\;C\ !=!r.:1.minnl jupU.Cl? 
plarlllinv nq'.!nc:i.(;:n ([1Plln), J;'M;P(lllf;:i.blc tel th.::- Govcrno.l:n, 1:0 
mnn;: ... ),:, \:111.) hlde',:;\}. f,lllu(; IJ270V id<.,d hy J,)::i\i,. 1,1':"1'. Ct; t.alll:i,l:Jhn:J 

). 
rrl1r~ CO~l::·,Li.: .. r;iclJ) h'U~i f.ui1~I . .:·d b~' lhp r,;.t',·; ron f:arC(;~'It.l1l (: l\nu i:'i ta~lco 

l1r.lmin.i:it:r~t ic.n (tJF:i\i\), Df..'p~~lt:trl'.~nL ()~: .. JU~lt.i..r.'(,), in 1~)71. :~(:.~I". 
))01'1 hip \~;W dl:,~WI·' [;1.'0111 lh .. , JHlj !C(" (\l)\l!:I;:;, nne1 c(,n:·oct::i.rJl1 
llrul\ollns oj; SI.ate <l.lId Inc;,ll (Jm'c·)'nr.wn\:~1, f:rClln .i.lv1ustrl', ,111;1 
fro!:] c:ith:(.'tl fJ~·O\1rm. W"f;l: fI\~':·lb'1)·f.' llild \~ol:kj,rllJ c:y.pcr..ic,nc(~ 
in tho cri:nlllCll jUf.;li,c(! '\l;un. 

3 
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regulations all.<1 guic1el:i nes to' C.1rry out the purposc).'J of the 
act. £ .. ch SI'i\ must cl(!\.'clop 'a state plnll st.'tillg hm\' it. lii)'l 
try t.o prevent. or reduce crime 1:111<1 impro'JC t110 criminnl 
justice system. Each 81'1, llIu:::t c1(~teJ:r.line Nhai: projocLs w3.11 
be funded and mur.t seck nrlvicc fro~"1 local or regional pltln -
ning units in developing its plans" This pJ,.n\1, whel1'np­
proved by the LI::1I.l1 Regio:1Cl.l Administrator, is the bnsis (;or 
Federal. gr<trl ts to the S ttl to. 

LEliA '(lction fU!1US arc awarded as either block or di:;·­
cretior~nry g1'<1l1ts. Block grants arc cMardec1 in total to 
SPl,s \~hich in turn determine further distribution to pro­
grams and subgl.·an':cos. Discrctiomlry grnnts fire made! 
aceon1ing to cri teri2., terms, and conditions c1etc,):mill(:!cl by 
LBAl,. '1'hey cnn br.1 awul"Clr::C1 to spec.l..·.u.c ~Jroup$ on the buzis 
of LEA1\-approvc;c\ applications an<1 are designed to 

--aJ.vance l1atio~\Ul priOl::i.t.ies, 

--drm.: attention to progrw.:ns not eml)htlziz(~d' in State 
plane, and 

SFl\<; CCltr.y out their plans j):d.lllH.rily by (lwardingfunds 
to .~Ill:·g1:<'.!1teC!1, ul3llully other ::'CRto agc;ncie.s, local '~rovern­
T.lC!I1l:r;, OJ:' nonr.ll:o£ic o.r.~f(1niz.;:,tions, to iIr.pl,,:m~nt spec·if.i.c 
projer!tr:. Al)' subgr.i'lntaE::3 1I1us t adher() to 'JEAJ\ and 8?Z\ rngu-
1<.1 tions emu guidelines in cc.rr.y ing out thcd,):.' pr.ojects. 

Th:t:ot\<}h fiscal yonr. 1974, LEA1\ hud been appl:opl:i.atcd 
<.Ibout $;l.6 billion for action gnmt:s. LEliA hr,c] data 
readily avuilabl.n oilly f;orfir.:caJ. years 1972-74 pertain.ing 
to the c.l\l01lnt of fu,nc'il'; awar<'k:cl to co:r.'Olunj.ty··bi.1sc,c1 correc til1l1 
progrmnr.;, which incl uace} hu1 fV/ily hOllses, 11ro])a t1011 <lnd 
p<?role effcll:tr.;, etc. ·.r.h~l amO\ln [;' i.1WLlrC10d for t11()OO YO('!.I:q 
us of 'Ip::il 1971) \·;a:-.; c:r,I)\.\t $73 millicl1, incllJdi.n9 $.13 lnlllj.ol1 
.in bJ~oc~~ ~;.i:{'r:t·f'i Hf'.:! $30 H;iJl:i.orl in el3 :~;C,.'rl*.!tic)n;.~l.·Y f:\Ul{!.... 'l'1H! 
fonr st<1tOf) t·C'vi,.;I:/L'Cl hud iLI""nkd " total of $1.1 1I1iJ.)..10)) of 
theil.' fir;c"l yeur 1973 f\.'d1dn to 1li11f',:;W honcc'! p)'"ojcc I.!.:" 
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Half'lay 1I0\\(lC8 arCl at u cJ:ucj,c\l st<:J."0(~ of d<".vclopnl8nt. 
They 1111VO inc)"(}us(!U substantially in numbcrs ,<nu could he­
cot:~c a viQDlo. iJ.ltar!1~.J.:Livc in the c.::)rrcc.:cion systc:tit fer many 
cr .Lminal of fel~clen~, or. they conla die Ot;t for tho lack of 
funds illld public support. 

If they can tim'.a t.o incrccl~;a il1 n\1!\1b;"r and illtI'lXl VI) 

their opcru tions, they could reduce the nefld to p.wcc n~;:..I1y 

p;lOpJ.e in outdated an'l crowdccl pri.:;Olw. Hov;()vcr, thoy 
1:>11OUlc1 not lJe.vicviCd .w a l:cplac(.lI1',)nt fo ... nll prisons ::lince 
thero will ah:nyr; be indiv iduuls \·rho Ql:O not willing i:o 
ncccp!:. the conr,;tr.-uint~ of 11:tlfway hotlfJO livin'} or would 
prol:;c111: too g,:c:~t u risk to ~'he public Bn:fc,ty if pl.c.ccc1 in 
such a fucili t.)'. 

r,J~i,\A has asoistcd half\'my houoo!,; f;:i.nanc.i ally but h<:\n 
provided little g\d.dallco in plallning or 0pcI:utillg tht~m. 
This fitCl~lS bnsici.llly from thl.? \.'f.lY T..JE~/\ lu~s t'lOh'i~ nistc!) .... cu its 
block gr,~nl: program. It lX\j:mit'i:cd c';:,cl1 8t~\te to choo:;~1 3,ts 
0\\11 ,lppl:oach for improving C):il.linul jm:tictl wit.hin l)ror:ci" 
fo'ec1c):'uJ. 9uidelin(~s. 

The Sta'l:es \.:e rcvi(:.w.::l1, 11Q\oIOV(~.'C t diO. not bave \":,,)J.1 
org<'11ized, planned, or op",:ntf'ld r.1~ .. ot()1"1'" t.1mt Htmlc1 co().':di!la'.:c 
1)ot11 SLt~r.c <:Lnd 1ot:ally 0pGl:D.'.:cc. hO\..\t'.el;). T115.:.1 \";:'11 p:l.rtJ.y 
bacnu::.:c no one C!IJcncy vnu; r:;')sponcibh) 1:0)7 cool:dinating a 
Gt.ntm~icJ0. nystr,>m. H01:,\Ovm:, )~l.:l\l\ 11o.u con';:inu'2.d to cll(M 
DPJ\s to ftmd hc:lf\'/<'lY houz.:,1.J ovem if t11~ S'i·.!:.:<:('.S do no'\~ hnve 
coo'· ~ t, !-I:).te:i corl:cctio!1 ~iYE~t0.mz. ~L'h;i,a h~G CC.~~lt.\': :i.bl'rc:.ocl to the 
frf:\; ~'''.:~ :ecl efft)rts in some St.atcf; .. 

'rho St~td:cs cl.i cl not lH~'vo ?c~E:<;~t1~t:o h:n()w).et.:~~!e G·:/:lO\'.{: 7,\')',11 
r,uL1:Lt:! ".:";d pr;tv~l!;O ):n.~(.>tU.:'_~,.t; v:r.~:"'~'~ t,1.1oCLl:1.":\ \:0 ()J?~}:rlt.;,(·! nIl ... :;' 
c1c.vC::J.oi,1 h~lJ .. rl,'~''l.lr hO\l!iI;.!n. Snc1'L in:i:'o.r.;u..::t:ioa .in (~clc;i t:t;).·>J.F.! b3-
co.tl:.(~ t;tnt:f.l:J neon to h~:! alJlc to u}i:::UJ:C th0 ):,'l1bJ.ie that 1;h"y· 
have \!c.li plunnc·d and m,;:>::'):vir.H)tl C01;liU'.Ull \:y-·b.Lfl(:(~ COl:l:c,e!:.ion 
nyr.:tc·mn {:ht\\" lId.ll .'.JUfC:g\ldt'c1 thn ci·t:b:'CHU:Y \,.:j~):tle p.i:ovid:~ng 

rohubil:i.tntion. 

5 
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If locnl private ~p:()Up:.3 cLin devilop unli operate 11Cllf­
\>Iay hou:!I'.:~S without coo)'c1inuting mld1 cf:f:ort~: \>,it11 a stnto 
correction and rehabil Lt,at:ion ~'trntcgy, stat.es cclnnot 
i;lssurl3 the public that the offcl1l1ers in their correcti.ons 
systcms-al:e"))oing l?rclperly sliper-vised •. If the adminif3tr.ation 
of the hom:es \·.'ere improved, incl uding incrcased COO!?cr<t~.ion 
and coo~'c1ilration of the juricdictions involved, l:he 110USCO 
1I\0s·1;. likely could pr.ovide morC! servi(')0s to tho offenders 
and servo morc offenclC!rs. 

In 1972 a I3urouu of Prisons pl.:.blic;ltion dealing \'lith 
halfway hOt\~es statcd t118t tho l:oul hapc for gr.eator 
effcotivonEo!>c lice.; ill sy~;tcm pl.anning. We agree und b(lli~wc 
that rocont developments' inaicute thut "ystem pJ.u:nning is 
progressing. Por exnmple, the 1973 repo,"t by the National 
1\dvi ilO):y Conul1is~;ion on Cr.iminal Justice Stand,trds and Go;~l!;, 
\vhi<:h had LEliA support, has caused St.at.es to begin analyzing 
their cOY.'l:ect.ion pro<Jruras. 

LEi\.1\ could rCq\'\in1 the 81'],,5 to expn.nc1 t1,e correction 
section of their state plans to adequately describ<! the 
stand<ll."ds for and coordination of the pi'oject.!) it fundt;. 
If nci thor.' f.)b .. md~\rds nor coordinatio:. C):it;ts, ',:l\c SPA should 
dencr iba the step!; it plans to t",}:e to obtain clesired ('loti,on. 
\~e reoogn:i,ze that, h:::cau!3e the SJ?]l,s I influence \'lith the 
States I crimiunl justice systems vari(~s a1l\ong the St'ates, 
som,;) vill be morc successft\l in bringi.ng about the cllal19cs 
than ot.hGrs. But SP1\8 Clrc: t11e pr'imary state groups t11at. 
control most Pederal 'i:unds CJoing to the States to prevent ' 
crime ancl il~l?rovc the criminal justice ~lyst8m. LB1\i\ InU!1t 
look to tl18 SPAS, \'Ihioh in moot cuse!. tu:e diractly responsi­
b.lc~ to t.he Governors, to foster improvements. The SPl\s 
must do a bc:.'.:tCl: jol) .in tlClc1l:ccsing i8sues such as t.}le do­
velopment of statewide coordinated ~orrection s~BtemB. 

The pro))lclIl of intc9ri.1tir,g 11alf,I'1uy hO'.lses into coord in­
atnd stutcwido corrcc:tiol1 p;:ograms involvipg both State 
<!nc\ 10c,\11y (jP:!tt1'wd fac,; lit.i.c~l ni'~y i.1p~laar to be 1):lIJica11.y 
n fJtate pr.obJ-ern. But Clur roview and othl3r n:t1;ional ::;i:\!oics 
hnv0. I:1hol'll1 tJwt thr;! p::ob1el~t; of' rchubLU.tLlting o£r:cl,c3~!rs 

,md prot'ecting the publ:i.c IS lmfet.y ,"~'Q ni.'.tion~1. Th"1):I!fol:'o, 
1'.1113 Fcdcll:nl. GOV('rnln(mt, l)):iwar.ily tl11.'Ot1C]h I,E!..!'". SlWtlld he 
more (lc't.iva' in lwlp.i.l~g {:hc statr~:> (;olvC! tho pl:oblcms. 

6 
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'The basis fm: thcGe cOl1clu::;,i.ol1!) is !?rer-;entcd in c:hL\pt(~rs 
3 thro'_9h 6. Chapter 7 contn;inr; our r.cCO:lt'lI(!I1dEltiollS to 
brinc, (',b,out ncc<l.;!u improvements. in tl}c op<:lr.atior~ ~~ ~~l_f'."~y_ 
houses. 

7 
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In it::.; 1973 ):C![loJ.:t tJw National Advisory Commission on 
Crirllinal JUGticn Stc'ln(1cn:ds and Goal:-; stated that: co:n:nuni"ty­
b:'.Gcc1 corJ:cc.:ti.Q~l J?:.:ogr,w,io ,",'ere th~, most pr,)rl1icing In'3al1S of 
accol~ll?li.::;hing chan'J';s in of[(lIldr,r h~11 .... viol: t1'ilt t.hc pu1)lic 
cxpect:,s ant! l."CCCHl) lel1Gcd gr(..'E~tOl:' usc of such pl'ogrnms. 'l'he 
Comm;t::;siol1, hO\':l1Vel:, stated that otlcl1 t.1.ctiv iti(.~s \\'e~.:(~ not 
thGn pu.rt. of 1'le11 0l:g",n:i2cd, planncd, or p:.(>gramc,d systems. 
This n'\.·.atGln'3nt. 'NUS st.ill ';'ccm:",tc in the fo\\r states l:e­
viel~€,d. 

'J.'he IS67 TasJ~ FOJ:cC! on Correcl:.ions also considered 
corulnun"ity tl}:ogrClIllfi ,\nc.1 st.:ai:ed: 

"It io cle;;!!' thai: ne\'! con'"nunity pro~<.J:am~ must be 
int.:<gl:r.tcr.l into the Pledn line, of cor.I"CJction!1, if t.hey 
«):0 to st\ccecc1 a.nd s'ul:vive ~'< 'I: *. II 

'.rhe state Governlnnnt Clot-ermines the or<]nnizatio:ml re­
Int5.onship b:;t:wwn hnJ.h;:~y houses <\I1d tho :;t,lt8' s correct:ionfl 
systom. 

LEi\lI. and SP.i'.s ,~ro not. authorized to m~ke policy no to 
the oonrso of action a St",tc.i s!1 0\1 J.(. ';,:.-l. Theil: ),0\;0):i1g0 

lies in t!1o 00n,1i tio:1s thoy place or t.ho usc of Pederal 
grant func1H nnd in tJloil: reco:nlTIondatiolls ",nd onoo\1rt~gOi1l8nt 
'to ;:osponsiblG St~tG unc1 10c!C!1 off.i.cials. To d<ltO. LEI!l\ has 
not l>rovidcd cffoc:t.i.vc le<:.dcnlhip. 

Halfl'my housen nn~ bCcol:ling ncccptabld fiS nn allcrnn­
tive to incarce.r<!tioll or to t110 minilnum Aupervision pro­
vided 011 prohnU.on 0); p<3Yolr~. 

Thus, .i. t ):mcoHl'~l) c1c:::;irnbJ", to in:J\lrc tlElt. new hom,of\ 
'.\J:C (1) lCC:~tti .. '<'J ill t,;l:: <;:1.1:aU\i\·d.l5.(!s ,'lith f.;\I:t'fi(!ivllt o[f;'ulHtm: 
populaU.oMJ, (2) J,oc:1 t.il1C] in ccnl')\11I1it.i.c3 (;;lat Gan provi<'to 
adequ'lto ("nt,.1l'lYf':2nt unt1 otlwr nc(:d(!c'! ncn:v iccr:, to of;f;c'ndQl's, 
anc1 (3) ~1el:vi!HJ <! IHlgnir:-nt 0;; 1:h8 o,Ffl~l1dc!: populLd:io)l d.iffcr­
ent frO!,l th11t tllr()ac1y (H::J:V(,H.l lJy a,l w(if.1;ing ltoU/3e unluiw it 
Oiln be uhm'/11 f:h:d: tl~l,l (J~~,i.:lt:i.llg hO\lI;o c.:nnl1ot h"nc11o' the, 
population of 'such off:cnc1,::!r.r;. ',lnn, when t,~,o 0:: more hou[;cs 

8 
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ilrc in thc ~li1!lV' CO!11nlUI1 i I'~', c:01H;ol 3(1;:: ted aclministl:ati on ::wy 
be ccon()mic.~l. 11 conr'oJ.:illnt.ion of Cot.afi; migh t all.;Q pr.()viuu 
Inoro poton \:i;]l for. :'l tllff "dvancr;!l1lcl1 t, usc of spcci;;lli.2.oc1 
staff, and more full-timo ruthc): than part-ti,me positioi1s. 

Community approval of a locally ope",nted hnlfl'.'<:Y hOllse 
is gencrilJ.1y essential if the house is to succeed and rc­
ceive con tinucc1 100l,1 finalld.1l9. Comil1Uni ty pressure can 
caUDe a llOuse to "ccapt only the "cream" of offenders eli­
gible'! to partid.pnta in the house's program. A coordin"ted 
appronch to plnnni ng 11nl[\'I,lY house:; conld (1) help insure 
tlle cont-inned financing of locally opcruted halfway houses 
and (2) help 1:he houGes meet the statewide off2nder popula­
tion's needs. 

T"gl~,\' 13 lcgislnl:ion requires t1lClt, before;, funds cnn he 
rtwnrued to n Stnte, LElIA must dctermil1(~ that a state's COIll­
pre:hem;ive pJ.nn: 

--Piocuoscs, nOlcm9 ot1.er things, incorpor<:ttion of in­
novations und adVanCClt1 techniques, including dl:l­
scriptions of <]cnel:nl needn and problems i existing' 
sys len\R i avn.iluble re,:.;onr.ccs: o;rC]3.nizationa.l sys1:elUs 
and nd;i1inistr,d:ivc r.lachineJ:y for implclllenting the, , 
plan; and to tha e}:tent a'f)p;;:op~-iate, the re1a.1;10n­
ship of the pl<:111 to other State or local Inl" enforce­
ment and cd.l;lin'11 justic0 plnno and systems. 

--ProvidDs for effective usc of existing facilities nnd 
permi to and encourLlgcJS units of: local govCI:nment to 
combino or provide coopc:rfltivc nrrangelncnts with 1:e­
opect to scrvicoG, fncilities, and c~uipmcnt. 

T"gr,!, ' s Ofn.co, of R~gional OJ?0rations1 is rcsponsible 
[or ck,yc) Op.i.IHJ ~!\li(1('1 ilil'~; 11m[', Llle BPi',r.: Inllst follow w11(!11 
dnv<'J.tlpiHg their S tQtc plal1li. Thin Off:i(:c also establishes 
tho pol j o;i 0::" and pr.or:c(lUl:<W f:or r.,)-;1',]\ l:cgicl!1<tl offices to UElQ 

in J:cw.i.owing w)1(1 '-llJpr()vl.ng Bl.<lte f)lllns. 

ll~;'IO~;~!fIll.J;';:- Uli3thn 0 (fice "f neg ional opc·l"nt;ions ,wafl 

cst.nlJU shed. It: \mniclIl.ly i:\f:nt\llI<)C\ the r;C>Hpollsil1iliticl; 
pn?viOlwly as:;i9llCH1 Lo (;he offi.ce of Criminal Justi.C0.. 
ASHisl:unce which \'ILlS ,tl)011.slll.!,1 tit that time. 
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Since most. of LENI' s funds arr1 pl=OV idcd to I:he States 
as block grDnts, LI':llA hilG levcrage· for 1)rin<;:) ng about PO[;­
itive chang(::R through its approval of t.he states' plan:; for 
spending money. But the Office' 5 planning guidelinet; have 
110t been specific enough regarding ho\" the stat.e plans must 
address the 'co:npletencss of: their Staters' correction sys­
tem or the extent of the steps t.hat should be \:<lken t.o 1I1(1):c 
the system more cOmprcilcnsi,ve, ~he St<ltes have- consider­
able discretion regar.ding \:he info)"lj1Cltion (·.hat must be) in­
cl\ldE:d in the plans. 

For e>:ample, r~EM's December 1973 planning guideline" 
emphasize the need for an SPA to demonstrute thut its nf­
forts to impr.ove all aspects of the crin)inal justice sys­
tem a,'C'.:! coorcUnnted. In addition, thl'l SPA is to uss\\me a 
leadership and cOOl:dination role 1n its St.ate', s l<1H en­
forcenJ"mt and criminal justice syst.em. 'rh0. guidel ines stat.e 
thtlt one .\,~<ly the Sr.ii eel\) e:-:cn:cise such' a role is by devel­
oping c.l~ ovel"all, long-term pian for c!"imino.l justice iril­
prOVe\ile·nts in the State. 

LEF.A's 'guidelines require'. that, as part of this overed 1 
plan, the SPA address such issues as 10gisli!1:ive changes 
needed to develop an overall strat;:::gy, the tl'PCH of r.os13arch 
and information systems neeued, and the typos of 110ninstitu­
tional rehabilitation ef£(J)=ts~ that \~ill be tlnc1ert::.1:en·. ' Tho 
guideliiles do not, heMeV(!r, require the SPA to specify such 
things for the vario\\s co~\poncnts in a system; i.e.; the 
correction system encompa.I.;ses. in!ltitul:ions, prohaLion, paroJ.e, 
and other community-based ?.ctivitiGs. 

Though LE}\J\ I s guidelines provide the broad frmuf:\·/ork 
within which the, Stntef; can devolop specific strategic-:s, 
they do not set down in any detail hOh' specific problems or 
issues are to J)(~ apPJ:'oacl1'Jd. 

F'0J:' c~.,.n·i'lc" )~elv\' f: guidl',Unes nol:0 that Lhe, SP1, , r, 
pli'ln must: discuss ,meh relwbilitative effortll as· hal'il'lay 
houses; but: do not spccif:;,colly direct the S1'1\ to c1iscuss 
the orgnniultion1.11 frw;tc',:ork \·,ithin which 'such holi!)(;i(' 01'­
eJ:'atc, the: type of orfol\~brs HCJ:\'03c1, LhC! st"f(i.I\~t nN!dcl1, 
or the nat\1re of the progr.<llroi3 tlt:c:>d in the hotHH3f3. Nor.eovar, 
the SPA, plnn.!; rev:i n:.-Jeej h,ld not devclop,"d slIch infor11lLltion 
nnd ther", was no indication tho. t the i nf:orltlub.o!1 ~/as .avail­
able anywhere .in tho StatL'l. \'lithollt 13\1ch inf:ormat~,on it is 

10 
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diffjc:lll. fcr an :>rll to aC<lUr.1e the type of leat1e,rship Hnd 
coordinntjon rolc. LJ';!u\ il<tyS it: should. 

AccOl:dingly ~if! believe H. is appropriate for LB7IlI to 
tell the 8PliS more specif:icnlly I'Ihnt kind of: .i.nformntion 
their plnnn should. include. 

LElIlI has iluthol'i~cd its rC?giollul. officcs to rcvieH llnd 
approve t11c co:nprehcn::live Stntc plans [or the Stat.es within 
their regions. '1'he regional offices responsible for E'lorida, 
Mil3sollri, Pennsylvania, and TCl:as were located in Atlanta, 
KansaA City, Philadc?]~lia, and Dalloe, respectively. 

\'Ie viaited those offices and found th<'lt they had not 
sllPplementcd· the basic gUideline,s on comprchensive plans 
with any additionnl requirements concerning how the State 
believed it ahould coordinate all correct-ion projects ff'C­

tivities in its State, be they fimll1ced by public or pri­
"ilte funds. The re(.lioho.l office staffs interviewed. g~,ner·­
all y we,re qui t.e vagee on hOh' half~:ay houses I'Iere, or should 
be, cCJordinatoc1 with the ':o'rr('lction pro<;Jrams of the State 
or \'.'hethor any StZl.te agency could assume overall rp.sporlsi­
bili ty fOl: operating or admil}istering al) such facil.itict;. 
T11e rcgiolH1J. offi.:cs thus eoulc1 not cffeetivoly promote 
the dc.,\!clo;:>i1\clI1t o[ nt.ntevliue coordinal:F~d correction strate­
giO!s or effectively uoc the leverage avuilnblo to them to 
improve Stato offorts • 

. Each regionu1 office had correction op(~cialists to give 
technical ussistance to States, the.ir planning agencies, and 
,:rrant recipients. Asoistnncc, !:lwevcJ:, \W;tS generally pro­
vided only' on request. If a technical asoistnnce request 
requirec1 significant rescarch, the regions generally re­
ferred the requestor to Ll';l\il heac1quul:ters staff who, in 
turn, genorally referred them to expert consultants. 

LEhll financed the development of: guidelines and stand­
ards for ho.lfwny houses nnd community trent~ent conCert; 
thr.ough i1 cont.r;",l; \~i tli th'1 Intern" tiCI!lH1 Hal[\·my !lollse 71$0-
social..ie))1 und pul)l.i.sJ"Jd thelll i.n J'Jay 1973 us a technical as­
sistance publication wit11 the qunlificution that th(~y did 
not n-:!cGss:1l:.Uy reprc:s(mt tIm off.icial p(:nition of the De­
pnrLm.)nt. of: ,TUt:Lico. 

il 
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Only clIle regional off:ic'C' vir.i ted kl1CI~ such guidelines 
C;·:l.s,'cd and stnled thnL it had dintl:ibttted the plthlication 
to 1:]'0 f,t<ttC5 in its region. Some half:l1ay hot1!>es visited 
lhtcl copj er. of: t]ll' guidel ines; others had never he,1):o of the 
gl' .. ;.del.illon or the ar;sociation. 

In' addition, LJ;hA I S National Institute of r.UI~ Enforce­
ment and Crimillal ,Tllsti co is func1ing reseorcll i.nto various 
cdminal justice In<ltten~ U.l.Lhough tho InstH.ute r,as not 
begun. to evaluate halfl'/UY house operations. 

'. 

\'Ie issu(!d a ropOl:tl ,to the Cungress in'1974 that recom­
mended that LElI..71 cienignatc several projects from each type 
of LEAT,-fundcd progr<1'" as demonstration pl:ojects and deter­
mine infC'lrmation that !:hould Va gathered anel the typo of 
evnluations that !ihou:lo be done.' This \~ould develop for 
similar projects guidelines relating to similar goals, uni­
form il1 form., tion, s tunc1nrc1 reporting sy::; tams. the !3 tl1ndarc1 
r'101;1e o·f expect<1c1 occomplishlTlcml:'s, and stttndarcUzad evalua­
tion methodologies. He pointed out that, until such stand­
ards and cl:i tori" \,'E)l:t'! est"bl isllcd and C':)lltparuole data ~IUS 
gatl1ercld on the operation of si;.1ilar projacts, r,r-;NI could 
not effectively c.etcrlnJ.ne w11nt types of clpp1.·oncllcs worlf. 
J'ef'l. and v:hy. I'nlen I,J,i\..I\ (waluate", halfl'lay ],:1tUlOS, thc;i" 
above !;tcps ~houlc1 be included. 

1\ ::;il1li1a1.' approach "'ns used lJy the four S1'1\,<; to 1Or(l­
part1 their comprehcJlEiiv~l plans for LE1\11 approvill. F:ach 
State, I~as divi.dud into r.cgions to facilitate local planning. 
In theGt! regions, the cClunty or eorro:nl1nit:y officials ur;!ter .. 
milled local needs ,:m<1 for\~urdml t]teil: rcq,h,stH for futtds 
for certain pl:ojects or project i:Jrc<,S to their rcgional 
plallnil1\1 \\fIit for rev.i,(')\~ and tlpproval. 'I'he approved re­
quests ~ICJ:C then incorporatcd into Lhe regi0l1al plunn and 
the l:e9jon:1l plnm; bo:cmne 11 ~:Olll·r.n of j 1l[(lr/lI OUOn [or til(; 
State pl,un. 211 L'llc,\\,;!11 l'l\u BPI, h.:d fin'll app):ClvnJ .tU Lhol:ity 
or, gl'<:1:1t applic<ltioIlfi, the inC'ol:pOl"<1ti.0l1 of a I:ljJccifie re­
quost in n l:Qtji()))ul pJ.'Ul u::;utllly ,;t\s t:nntil1rl()\U1t. to i\Pp)·ovul. 

1 "DiffiulIll'.iefl 01.' l\~,~(!.<.~.il\'.J Hr"r;ult::; of Lilli ":n[Ol:CCIlICIl(; ]\s­
!:istancn "'1millir.tl:nl:ion ProjrJcl:!.l \:0 J{cducc crill,c" (B-171019, 
~\'ll;. 19 , 1 \l'I4 ) • ' 
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-Grnnt uiJplj c').1:;.on:;· from state U9(.mcicr.. lWUo:lJ.J.y do not 
go tlll:0ligh J:(lyiol"lul plt":lming unit.n but ni.e foxwfirt1::d dirocl:J.y 
to the SPA. 'I'hm, th(~ SPil'3 m:c in u uood posi.t:ion to 011-

cOl\:r~ge 0;: reguirc the coo:r.'din~tion and coop:.:rntion nn0.dcd 
betl-;ccm S\:ute and 10cn1 co:n:nc\:;i.on nctiv~,ti('ls in plunning 
and opeJ::<\ting a IJi:atcl'liCie huJ.i:way,house.; effort. 

The SPhs, hO\·Jc.\icr, hn.d nllowcd Sli:ttcs, 10(:i11 govern­
monb, , and privntc n.gcnc;i.cn to cc;t.tbLLf:>h hOtHlC,r.; tllt',t ap­
parently sut;i.sficd loc'ul need::; ~I.ithout cOl'lnickl):ing c::tntc­
"',ide needs ba~1C;d on prob<ltioncL's anc1 potential pc.roJ.e""i:> 
needing hulf.',-:ay hOllCO 13upcrvilJiol1 or the nl.imD3r of intltitu­

·tionali:::ed inmates from (:110 cOlnl1lUn:i.tios that cou.ld b3 plnced 
on ~lork relc;1sl?, if such a [;.~c:iJ,i ty "IUS availnblo: I :en w::di-­
tion, stntc c1;gcncieu, cornlnllllity officiclls, £lnd privc1.te ,~goll­

cies \>"ere nllov.:on to determine tho type of off.enc1ol' to be 
sc,ll:ved, the condition of th(~ fnci1ity to be use,r1, r;nr;l tho 
typo of pr.oCJr<lll1 to 1>e' Of,!:Cl:cd. l,s a re~B.l t: ti1CrO" \'18rc 110 
\~el1 org,;lli~od or p1an110\1 st<ltuwirlc corJ:'(JctiO!1S.J. or rc'hu­
bilitat:i.on ~lVStCii1B to insu:-:c the_,t 

--tho. exi::;;ting houi>cS \lero no.'.: concant):2.t:i.nl.1 too hCi'\viJ_y' 
on helping one tYP~l of offender 1'111il0 igtlOl:ing ot'Jl.c):' 
typr~r;, 

--the f.:.cilitielJ \Vore adeq-..:u\;c, c>.nd ,. 

--tho progr<.ll15 met som~ mil1im::t~.lY i;'.c\.!!1pl:cd ct:;,nC::·:r:i!;l. 

Thefollr S1'II!) l1ncl recoCJIl) :~(..!d in the-Ii): stnte p.l,uH1 that 
their C01;):ootion Llpp:;:0~c11CS \'10):(;) fl:ngl~\Cntetl. No~\e of t11C!n, 
hOl'Jover, prcr;cnt"cl c:1ct .. iloc propot'r::J.s to itl'ccg:t:i,t:e the h~\lf:­
way houses they ftmCl-::cl vlithin u coordinated syni.:clI1. 

In Flol:ic'la, f.ol: e>::..mpln. Sta.tc ag(lncier, t1l~ \,-all :.Ul 10c.!<:!.l 
oJffic5.als Wl'));C llsing Ll~ld\ fund!:; to ent~'!)Jlj,5h h:l).;\:\"~~Y hO\1~3()S .. 

The D:i:vi~Jic'n of COl:l"cct.i..cmr; d(!lenldnl~d thL~t it l\tll..'cl09. l'l.l:9C, 
50- to 100-):l3c1 house:; to help tha t.l:C'.nsition of st"tc pl:iu­
on(.l~r; h:::('}': {;o a(.,!l~~·IU!.l i.1..y life:. I. 

One of these hOllS-::fl vnl.r. c,~;t~.bJ.:i.r.:hCJt\ :i.n ').'ru,IP':' \',hieh :11-
reac1y 1H,ul Q J ocal1y apGl:ar.c(l ')Jc,l.';;'!ay l!o\tr?O tilrlt 1\('10,1 'b:~en GC­
tnbJ. i::;h('(l lJ;': ill0 Ll·1J\.;, [und,;. 'l'hll:1, t.hol:'n W,,:1,"P \:\-.'0 wir.lil::::l: 
pro'.jl:ml1f3 \~ithiI1 the Bi".IOI(\ co,,\;n'..lIl:i.l:y I Olit: opC);,,·,tntl by tl11~ 
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Stut:o end the otho.\: b~' thCl county. Eflttlhlir.:hing t\'lO or 1110,,0 

halfway llou",(?s in (.\n(~ c'Olr~lluni ty may be jUGtified if' ther.e 
arc enoug11 pt1tollt:i::'.l par.ticip<ll1ts and m~\,lly types of offr:nders 
to bo served. liol,'o"er, the \,'ork of the houses should be 
cool:CHnatClt1 bctl';'::cn lOC:l~l and stnte a<)encies to aSSUl:e that 
they comple~.lel1t (; .. ch othur and do not end up comp,:lting for 
the sallle resoun:cs. (utilh.ution is discussed further. in 
cll. 5.) 

A similm: situation e::int(ld in pennsylvanin. state 
cOl:rection off:id.aln. in HOHlf! .cnSl~S u::Jing LEl~A funds, es­
tablinhcd 9- to Ifl-bed h,llfl'iny houses to serve state pris­
pners \·;hile local ngencim; und pl:ivnte organizations were 
also obt<1iuillg TJE2il;. fund,S to cr..tnblish houses in the same 
cOllununi ties. 

In J.lissouri local officinls or oJ:grmizations estab­
lished lHllfv;ay 110\WCS lli,lscd on t11€l ncr.c1s of offenc1ern r€,,· 
turning f1:o:n pd.rJo:l am1 tht)fW thot can be ploced in the 
house \~hile on Pl7ob:ttion j.n liEni of incarceration. 

In Tc>:as locnJ. offid.(),ls, ~lit)1OUt coord;[nating such 
needs \'Ii til s'tot:", <Igcnc:ies, oc,t;err.ti.ned poeds for halfW<lY 
hClUf~(!f;. One ho\we rovi(,:'dl~d \,'i:\!; estabJ.ished by a county to 
SOl:ve offonde!:s plllccd on Pl:'olJ'1tion. 'I'he house \.,ras el~t<tJ:>­
lislled by this county rilthor. thun t1lC! State l)03cause T.p>:,Wo 
hus no stutClvic11!! probation !1Yst:cm. 

The follov.'ing section!) describe the conditions in the 
fOUl: stutcs l:cvimlcd. 

Florida Ims no .singlr. <l9cmcy to administer or coorrlinatc 
its adul t COl:'l.'cction <lcU"i tics. Jnils hold pretrial do·· 
t,c,in"ns al,d COI'!victcd misoCllllc<lI1ll11ts nnd are the responsi~ 
j)j.l.i!.y of citi\!~l and CO\ll1ti.CA, 1·lh.1.J.o rnQIlt: othell' cot"roc[:ional 
oct.iv.i.t.iBB fall under St:<yLu con!:l:ol. 'l'he St.ute Division of 
COJ:rec[;icmn in l:C'f,!,(m!'::Lbll~ for t1'lc c\J .. t·.oc1y ,~nd care of in­
carc~ratcd folanu, includina thODO ~1 U prapnrolc \'Iork re­
lU,H)') r)Ud.tl!J il\ co;n:nuni.ty-hased [;;:;d.liticln. 'l'he in(kpHllc1cnt 
Pnrole and Pro1 ;l\::ion Cr.HT'Jllincion is rClf.'ponsiblc.> for S\I1'C):­

vising and rolwl)llitnt..ing (Jr:f~l)1c1crs 011 parole and p:r.oba{;;ol1 
wilhin. t110 community. Although, at the time of 0\1l:' rCVil)W 

14 



1015 

in 19711, t.hm:r! ·VU!):c no PI:(.I""icions [or joint. plannil1g or 
policym"ld.llH (or t.lJC t,~') f,\:':tt.(l IJCJ'::lI1Ci(lf;, VIC wcrq, told that 
Ducll jo.inl: • .!ft:orL:: ;:lrr.! .i ... ei'C,·,(:t in 1975. 

In 1973 Flor.ic1a hGd un of:f:C!Ilc1cr populatil)/l o[ ~h(Jnt 
41, 000. lIbout lO,OOO V)(Jr.c in in[ltitntions under the :iuris­
dict.itm ;)f !.hrJ Divild.on of Cor.rcctions, und the other 3].,000 
under- the ,;upervi:'.i.on ()f. the Parole and prol."'1t:i.on COmmhlfJiol1. 

In 1 ~l74 th'~ DiVinion of. Correc\;J.ohs operated 10 major 
ins (:i tutiol)[1 • l:t ill flO opfJrr.t.ed :~ 5 hal f,\';:ty houces that could 
accommot1ate upp.cOxilll<llely 1,22.1 off;r.mc1erB. The ))iv5.sion 
used Lr~M gr,mt funds to help conl.-lt:>:uct sev(!.n of the hou~;eB 
in op(!r~\ tion t\ t the time OUl: rev iO\-I s t.artcu. The 110\\!.lcn 
were eSl:ablishcd so sentcnr.cd offencJcrf.l could be placed in 
tho community to l"Iorh or study dUcl:"ing the last 12. monthc of 
their sentences and tl,,,r.cby btl af.lsistec1 in their rchabili­
t?tion and transition to cOlnnmnity l:i.ving. 

In 1973 the Purole ,mel Probation COmnli~1siqn, l1l1cbr its 
"l~Ultiphtlsic: DlO~ln()r.;tjc and 'l'r.cni:ntnnt canter Np.tVlOrk," had 
established 2 hOU:'l<lS which could l.tcconu"oc1at.c a l:ota1 of 
35 off(!l1del:r; anc1 p1,,11nec1 to 0:::t'-11)li::;h 4 morc. Thr~f:Je hc.)t\zp.s 
WCl:C cstabl;i.!:l:cc for pr.oh~tt:ioncrs and pal:01ocs \·Iho nec;u 
morc nup·Jll:v;i.(.:i.Ol) thul1 :cC'guJ m: pr(1)E'.'cion und pul:ole P):;;.cti.cc 
could provide. ' , 

Tlle 81'71 provided about: $459; 000 frol1\ fisC'2.1 yo <.1 I: l~.j7i 
1,l.:i\"\ grunt flll1dIJ to oeven loc!ally cpertl.tac1 half\"ay house;;;. 
for 11c1ul t ol'fclI1tlers. The SPA \';115 the only st.!tc flgency 
reopolwiblc fot' cllporvising the opcrntion of these-. hOUllEH:l. 
In l.973 the spp, C!:::tnbli~;h(:d Gomo ntUllcJo.rds for tho npcra­
tion of: the hnJ. f:way houses' reed.v ing LElI.i'l grt,nt fundi .• 
1'.1 tl10ltgh brief, the Ht"nc1:'l.rc1u elid pr(w ido rec:!lIil:emcnt s on 
the nUllll~er of: pn.r.ticipunt!l, rwurC(lS from \~hic.h p:n:ticip<ll1ts 
\~ouJ.d bo Clc:c~,pted, sti.lfl:.ing, and progl:ulllS. 

111 thOtl'Jh th(,\I~CI hm~ hOi""n no r.t:\\C1y to r~cto;.'):ll\ir.d t:hc> n\.'lTI­

ber und loc;:tion of halfway lVJUCl.7:S I1C1l:\(:100 lor a statcilitlo 
DYflcem, 1'] ol.·i~tu hilS c1Qvalopcd a ,pltln I:hat inclutlcl.\ uning 
bo _1\ Bto.tc unci loc'll c:o.r.rnct::i.cln nc:t.:lvi tics o\lld ent:DJ]J.!lhr!s 
goal s that inc.~l.tlc1c h;:,l.;'\';'IY llo\lr.'qr;. 
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The SPJ'I, in com;U("!I1t:ing on our rcpOl:t, stated: 

"Since the State Planning A'.lol1cy realizes that 
no one type half;I·/ay houtie or troatmcnt philelr;ophy in 
best for all clien I: group:" there ~s a tendcllC':y for 
the 8J:>)\ to 0110\'/ loc·o.l.itic)o to dofine I:l,oir Ol'll) need!; 
and propose 'whQt they com1idcr 1:0 b3 tho mosl: appro­
pr io.tc solutions. '.i'he.J::eforc,. bacf:.use of fle~:d.ble pro­
gramming \'Ihich all.ol·n, for a c1ivoJ::'oity of halfway houl"c 
opcraticm and tl:6ntmcnt progri"lmS, it Il1UY nppoar thGre 
is little coore':i ':!i.ltion. no~/CVCl:', I'le l~ot1lc1 reitcrute 
that the hnlflo;ay hotwcs \~jlich rcprc:46nt: viable 01 tcr­
nativen to state incarcarntion m:o 10cab3d 1·lit11:i.n tl10 
highly stJ::'llctured and cOQrdil1;ll:cu networks opex'oted by 
the 0\:;1I:C. Local halfl~uy houses are designed solely 
to meet local needs \'I1"1ieh vm:y throughout th.estnte." 

IJ~:lI1l., Flot'ida, anc1 10c.(11 govnrnmcl1t funds I'lere use.d to 
conotruct <111(1 ojxu:r!te half;\,IHY hot'!s,;!.tl thnt will help reach . 
thane! gc.;,\l.s.· For fiscal yam: 1971;, Florian. budgl.,tud hJ)out 
$3.6 million in st::\tc funds for tbe Divisioll.of Corrections I 
hal [wny hOlism,. 

In ll'c'II(;!Tlb:,r. 1973, in rcr.p(;.no\) to the ro;.)('),:t of tho 
Nationul Advisory corumisd.ol1 on Cd.roin:.ll Juctice Stnnd.:rds 
and CO'-ll13, I:he SUIte ctlt,~biinhcc1 n Commisoion on Stnnc1ar(l!3 
and Coal::; to u<,:vclop n co:!\p):ch';n!~ive st<\to~;ide plun fOl: ,;,m-: 
pr()v inC] criminal j un t.:i.C8. 

SOlT,e adult c:ol:rcct.ion p:r.oh1ci!1tl the Si:atc Co;nmissicll'l 
hud to dNtl l'lith 1·/':~r.O ioc:nti.!::i.cd in t.he St<,tc's 1973 Coro­
pr:oh<:.n:;ivtJ Plan sub:ni tt:~·cl to Lr~;,i\. 'l'his p1;;'.11 listed tho 
rollo'ding pl:oblc,l,IS pc,rtainin'J to co~.r.l1Ulii ty-b::s(';'.d correction 
activities: 

-lin uni:::magcl[ob;1.c flo\'/ of orfon::1e):s ao cv:i.doncI1u by 
ovcr.'Cl:o·,·;C(!o. priE:onr, tl,ud c"~CCtf.i!ji..,'e c:u7(~lclL\li!J alI o!:­
fcnc1or. •. ; \ln~: .... }: :Hlj,X:!l:v;i fd..tlf) i.n lh~~ C!o:~::nnnity. 

--'1'ho t:bBcnc:CJ of. rll1 cvn1.t:,: I'. ion !.oyt;b~m 1:11:\t: ~'eFurt::: tlw 
rulJ\lltn or m:.:i.IJti!:~J J::ci\;.bilH::-It.i.on pro:Jrili':lt. • 

. --InndNlunto <:ool:'c1.i n:lLioJ! nnd c()r.l~\micati on among the 
elnlrtp.ntn I:hat c:ollll'J:l.no 1:110 !,;I:ntcwidc cOl:r.action 'r;ys­
tOto. 
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'rJl\\S. FIol:iOu <.lPP(~'J)~5 to be 1:(l'::C.·':7Id.zill<J :;omc of tht1 pl:O­
blemn ctftlsl,ll by tJ1t! Iud: of D Cv(;):l~i!1nU!(I Dt<::tcwhlc :;trt~tc:sy. 

The State Depnrl:nvmt of Corl:CctionD Dnd the Board of 
Probat:ion and pui:olo .1):0 i:oEpon:;iblEl for :::1:<:ltt.l'wic1e adult 
COI:l:,',ctiolt nf'f.nrtn. 'l'Jlf; eo·,ttl'o .. y oJ',C1" if.f:; htlve tho major ro­
spo!1::;ibil:i.ty fo::: (~orr<;:c\:io11 ,1'1: the COUl1l.:y 1cvC:,l, and c:i.tics 
oveJ:'mV;l thai): illdividuiJ1 juricltlicU.Ollti. 

Tho Dep;:u:t~(mt of cor..r:or:t:i om; opcrn.tod 8 pennl f.::.ci!.i­
tiCfJ, V/]1 ich had. cJ.rI uvc~'n':Jc monthly pop111,~tj.on of '3,47.[1 ill­
mutaD dud.nu tineal yam.' 1973. 'l'he llom:d of Pl:oJ:.Jl:ion Lind 
Parol(~ i~~ l:csponrJ.:i.h.1.e for (1) pZ!roling u.nd supnl:vising in­
Inutes fl:C>m ae1111 t corret:tit'l1 f .... cili tiC.llJ, (2) D\lp~.r'v:i.sing pel."­

SOIW p1ac:c',1 on prohCltion ll1' the court?;, il!:cl (3) DUl?~r:v:i.":i.ng 
PJ:oh~!t i.onars nlld pill:olccs tl'u.l1:..fr.:rd.n'J 1:0 J.1:i.ZGOIlr:i. fl'om 
o tll m: st;.~t.C'fl. The sup~rvid.Gn of phl:olr.lc:rJ ;:1I1d prob;.1t:i.0!lCrs 
i::; cc!l:r:i.c'd aut: thl:O\l,(h 2!; district; offices. lID of DCCCll,b:ll: 

1, 1973, tllnlc :1.5 uh;U:.ictro \':OJ:(' !:;Ul"(.!rvitlin~l 1,tl(:,I), fclonfl on 
parole <:Jr,":: G,?3J. foloml on pl:obntiol1. 

N~i {;J1t~r. i:he J)1,)Phr.:t:I'H!!It. of Corr,~c"l..:i.alll;; noY.' th~ l3om:d 
opC:l"'n t:c~!; hHlf\";l:1Y hCH);;c'::;. ',i'):c Dcpnxtnlcnt, hO!dClVCl:, d00rJ Q};>'­

cr<1tn u CO:l~l\\lllity l:c1eHsc progl:a:i:' in wld.ch IJclcct(lu inlOntc::J, 
v:ho h>lvC G HlontJH1 or. 1 (oM; of tho~.:J: scntencr.:r, rCI\I::J.ining, ,h:c 
pm:mi ttc.',d i:() lmlV(, pp.nnl fncil,1 tic,:. ant1 enl:c.r cOr.1lUunity­
bCfiCld pl:Clg!:tlli"if.i OP~):H!~·(,'.CI. b~' ot:hc:r Ol.·gt'ol1i:!at5.o~1s. 

I'la .i.ucnl::i.f::.cd 7 hal1:'.': ... ,y hC)mlc!J for adlllt offend::!:" i~l 
tha Gtnt:u having u toto1 -::,:p~\c.i,I:Y of 171\ pnrt:tcipnntn. Tho 
SP11 prClv.i.dod a total or nhou\: ~3n7, 000 i:.o :;,i.~c of thr.)~;u 

hOIW!1!;--i'J.1 locally plo.\m~d i1nd opel:<.\j:.(~d--f:l:om 19"/3 I,E,h!1 
grant f11I1t!(1. '1')\0 hatlDa t.hnt: d,tel nol: l:OCCj,VQ r.,r::.r~i'\ flUla:3 \'I<l!l 
o)1~rr.Ltr:d hy tlw Btl);C':,l\! (~::: I'd.DOl)Z. 'l'ho ~21.,500 in 8t,~'.:.rJ 
f\lnchi H;,lt Lhn J1O\\,,(::J l.'oC<:':i.VC,IU Qux::i,ng ),973 \'lull in the f.t1rlO 
o( P~]: d)(~!l1 P~<\/tI\'.lIL~r-. for l.)1:/I··tl,:.!' :r.C);!f"~J(d {:r.) the: lHYltf .... !!l 

i:hl.'o\!S'h l:he ))nplIl:th,('nt ,of. Cc.J1.'!:r:ct:iono CQI111',lun:i.!:.y ro1,:uo(\ 
)'Iro')!:'1!,\. 

1-/0 StHl',I1 a901l~!Y IlL)r; l~(,II;l.'on:,;;lJ~lo fOl: Gnpr.l):v:i.d,nu 10Ci111:1 
ollOJ:".t.r,,(1 lml'f.l-luy 1l0",lClIl. 'J'11e l)oUf.GZ !10i: tilC.:l ,: o·."n go;:t.1.n / 
plu!lllc'd th:.lir. O~!n npjlJ:onchcrJ tel help; ng thn o f:'f;ul'lc:!,oJ:S , W1d 

17 



1018 

de torlllJ.ll(:!c1 \·.'1"lll t SOl:'; ien::; t.hcy \~o\\1d pro .... ide.. 'l'hore ha~\ been 
no statcv'idc st\\dy to ilsccrtuin' tho nwnbar or Lyp~ of 1,a11:­
ViUl' 110Ut;F'.!; neaded in the State. 01: \'Iher~ they c,hould be 10-

cnted. 

'rhe HissOUl:i pIal". :';1,;0:··,i::ted to I,E1'2\ fell: 1974 stated 
thu t thGro '"dS a ne,,~d !:or. .1 l~aifiGd and coordil1t\t~t'l systom 
of p.::oviding commuJlity-·b",.s~f. l: P:.' ·~ction treatmoni:. programs 
to incluDe the full use ~'f GxiG l.._dg programs and tho de­
velopment of no';, onef' designed to mee·t indo; vidual needo of 
the offcndnJ:. 

Tho SPA. has funded a statal'lido task force to develop 
a master cOl:n1ction plan fOl: :\isso\\ri. Areas to b~ con­
sidared in the stucy include C'om:tlunity-bqsod services, man­
,po'·:cr lieeds ;;md ,!:l:t'.:i.n5.n,;, and «1 tcrna'!<i,ves to inc'nrceratioll 
and diversionary progl:,m\$. . 

This S<i!l1(,l task force reco:TIil\(mc1ed priorities for the 
State's corJ:(!.ctio11 <1ctivitiqs .:.n J.1a:cch 1974. Commw1ity­
based correc C;lOr. 's",r" ices We!!S' ranked as :the. t115.rd highest 
priority aftor pretl'ial rclec.:.~e progl:ams and per~lOnncl 
trainin9'. The report, noLi'ng that at that time 'community­
bns(!cl correct.i.on" '\-10;:0 not well ol:'g;.mized, planned, or pro-· 
g.l:ame,c1, recolTllIiondcrJ. a !1(.!t.:\~ork of cOI'\munity-based trcatm6rlt 
cent·3rs .. , , 

" 

The Bureau of Corr~1ction and th(~ BOilrd of Probation and 
Parole are r.cspons:i.b1e fo:-: the, stutc' s adu.lt corr.cG:tions 
system. Tlw Bu:ceau of correction is a par-t of t110 l'enm;yl­
van in Dep;:ll:tm~nt of Justice Hnd is essc:ntially rcsponsihle 
for adu~t oifsndar.$·scntrnced to State cerro~tion institu­
tions. ')'he Bow;-u of '?rooation rind P<:.\:olE! is an independent 
ag.c!ncy diroctly ):(;c.ponsiblc to 1:110 Governor.. It has re­
npol1~;iJ:d.li \:y for s;ri:lnting p:!l:olc i:1nc1 r,ub!lclquontly !lupcr­
v;.slng <:1rlult ()f.f;L~n(1r)1:j F;(l\ltcnC:0'''. 'by t.ho cnurt~; for 2 YCll.J:S 
or more. In addition, county COUl:t!; cnn a~.:-;o ~ssi~m pm:olcL's 
and ::;poc:"ul probrlt)'O)1 c:;:w()[< co thn £,08);<1 if th.!ir ma~:imum 
scntenC8!l do not oxccod 2 yaarB. 

Tho PennDylvnnia corruction syctem for adults wns.d~­
s~rj.Jt.;>.d 1'lH f.ragmented ;,nc1 lacking coorc1inut.ion in the State's 
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1974 plan sul~mi.tte~ to LElIII. The plan st<ltcd that; the 
lack of n 01c;:lr dcLi.nition of flll1ctionn1 relationtlhipr-; bc­
tl-lC:cn cOllr.ty and state <:lgE:nciet', and among t11e "averal State 
ugencicI3 invol vec1; seriously hampered adult cor rcction e ffor ts. 
Each of tha 67 counties has its OIm cOl:;:t:cti01l institution 
and adu1:l: probation ogcncy, in adc1it·j ·,1n to '::110 State cor­
rection instit).ltions nnd the state Board of ProbatiQl1 and 
Parole. State agencieB have only limited control over tho 
county institutionf> and agencies. 

In August 1973 the Dureau of Correction opcr?ted 7 
State penal institutions, 1 regional inl3titutiol1, and 9 half­
·way houses \·,i th a combinecl population of ubout 5,750 of­
fenders. By February 1974· the nWllber of half~laY hOtlsCS had 
increased to 13. 

In 1969 the Dureau started a program of community­
based services and facilities desigrled to provide an alto1:­
natiV(1 to confinem'~nt and help those inct',rccrated make the 
transition from prison to the community. Community trr.;at­
ment facilities too}~ two basic forms--halfv!<lY houses and 
group homos. 

Ha1fwny houseo are deoignod for 16 to. 20 offcnc1ors and 
pr:oviuc treatmel1t progr<lmo CJ",.cu:0.d to spocific needs of :t;he 
pat·ticipants. Group homes generally ~~re privately opernt:ed 
fucil ities .... 'hicq provide specialized tre1:\tment emel services, 
such as treatr,lsnt of drug addicts or 01co1101ic:o, v;hich ~tne 
Bureutl-opcl:ated houses at·o not able to provide. The Bureau 
contl:ucts lI'i th grour hOTllEW to provide sped.fie scrvic~0s for 
selected inr.lcltcs l:ei.eaflcd to these fricilities. 1\13 of Feb­
ruary 28, 1974, the Bureau had contracto with 8 group homes 
for treating 24 inmates. 

Tho Durenu st&tcr.; that it is conmlittcd to expanding 
c0mnlUnity-based facil.itics until they can hcmdle all of­
fendertl r~llcascd from Stutc correction institutions. To 
achiov" this goal, the c·uranu plnns to Ol':::m 11 m1c1,i. tiol1:11 
l1al,fwuy ]lOU!;c.;,S, hringing Uw total to 24. '1'l1e J3u;cc;nu' s 
community tJ:catment progrwn HlrJO pl,IDo to cxpt\l1d the con­
trnct.uuJ. gl;()UP home pro~]:r<lTll alltl begin r(:!git)nul half\·:ay 
hotwos for \,Iomen • 
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As of !.Im:ch 197." the Burorm had receivt,d three r,ehi\ 
grants totnling about $1, 27G, oeo to c~;tabliDh nnd expand 
the hnlfl-,'ny hOl\f;{l proSfrnm. of: this nrommt, Llbout $953, 000 
wus ul1ocatec1 fOl: operating the hourx:s nnc1 about $323, 000 
was cal"m[~l:kccl for sr.tlnrie:;; of adminintrntivc Ol~lployccs in 
the Bllrc,:;u's ccmt)":tl uncl regional offices. In. December 1973 
the Bo,:rd of p,roD:ltion and Parole \."as supervising about 
11, 000 offenucrG. 11110ther 43, 000 I,ere under county super­
vision. 

The Bonrd did not usc halfwny houGes to a grent extent. 
During 1973 the Pilrole Bonl:tl had contl:a.c·ced with fOUl: pd.­
vilt:ely Clpt~rntc~cl houses. '1'hcse coni:ruc'cs, totaling $18, 000, 
covered per diem pay,nents for pe):sons paroled to the houses. 
'1'he Board had no fO.emL!l stanuards or guidelines for operating 
those house::;. 1\1 though 1,'0 \'lere told t11 at the Parole Board 
believes there is Cl need for more houses, it viaS not col­
lecting completr., and acctlrClte data on What resources were 
avai)2.bl<'! and the number of parolees actuully in these houses 
on 'l st.rrLe\'d.uc bCtsi~. 

The SPlI, which is a par.t. of 1:11e Pennsylvania Depclrtmcnt 
of Justice, hus statc,d '.:nnt the stnt.e' s g0:.11 is to exp<:tnd 
the use of aeul t communi ty-bnl;ec1 services Cllci fn.cilitics 
until nt least 20 p:Jl:ccnt of all prison comrnitr;lents would 
be rcgul<:lr1y p1ncec1 within com:,lunity treatr:lent pl'ogrmns:. 

The SPZ, had help3c1 fund 17· half\·:ay honsels fo): ndlli't . 
off:enc1orG. Tllirtl10n war.e oporyted by thr~ State, Dureau of 
CorrC'C:tion. The o;:h0.ro inclllclod a hClUHe operated by the 
Philnc1.clph:ia Counr.y ;ldu1t Probation Dc:pnrtmnn'l: <lnc1 three 
t11.d: v,'ere privately op~~rutcd. 'rho SPA had ul'lm7(}.:,c1 a tote!l 
of $137,000 of £iscnl yonr J.973 grnnt funds to two hourJes 
as of j·:nrch 1974. 

D"LLI availahle sho·.."od thn1: J.5 of 1:110 17 hou!;cs had a 
toLal cnpacit:y of: 276 pnrticipcnh;. 'l'ho SPA 1wc1 not es-· 
tllhliuhetl nny po)..i.C':i os, crH.c!l'ia, l'roc:oc1'u:c:o, Clr gu:i.dC!J.int'o 
f:m: the J. O\lr.:l1 f.' :CC~ltu:·ci.i.!1(J qUf,\) i[:icLlt:io:~:; of: elliployC!()~;, fa­
d.lities, or st·rvi(~C's. In addit:i.on, no one S1.:i.\tt~ n~lclllcy 
Ivas l:or;)1onsih1e for IJIll,lC1r\',i.:;ing the operation of <111 half­
way htltl8C::; in PC!1n:,ylvClnl.a. 

In 1973 the P.cnlH;ylvnn:iu Joint cOllncil on the Ct'iminal 
J1W LieCl f:YI,; l:ent bO~F\l1 n ntucly of: the stLite' n t4YSt.Cl)iJ with tho 
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SPj\ IS concnr!:Cl"ICc. ~P]1C fit-.u~ly rC'sul t cd f1:'om the ):Gpo.t'i: 1[1-
S\.l(~d l:;.y t.hc tXt",,'liu11nJ CO.~':HiSf,:Lnn nl1 Crlwj.naJ. Ju~tiGC StEtl1d(::!l:L1~ 

and Goalf.l. l\l though UK, ;rOill t. COUllCi). \"1"'S not un official 
unit of state, ~JovcJ:l'Jm(!nt (it \'Inc c):cmtcd )JY th'~ Pennsylv<1nia 
Bar As(;ociaLion nnd J~l!n. pcnnGyl"'.!3.nia CotJ~ercnce of State 
'rrial Juc1qc~;) r it was estnblh'h8d to J:oCOl!L'110nc1 ways to eJ.im­
in<1\:c fra9mc~)1tation. to op·::m C(.)ll~\lUnicat;;L(ln line::;. mll1 to 
encol11:a~rn 1:h8 inl:el:Il:C!t.icJll of all stille cril,linul jucticc 
agencies as \'/011 uS privaLe and prof:essiona.l Ol:ganiz(1tions. 

Tho Joinl: Coullcil Gti:llod thai.: Pennsylvania needt>d 
commol11y acccpted goals und <1 sLratcgy ·that vloulc1 rmlucc the 
fragmented conditions of its criminal justice systcm. 

The To;·:as Dep"rtmon:t; of Con:ectionr; and t11('> I;Ioard of 
Pardons <111\1 Paroles Clrc: logally .l:ospol1r;ible for statc COi.­

rocticl1 efforts. There is no f.)t,"tcI'/i<1(1 prob2.tio!1 systeiil. 
!nst.e,;...1, [Jl:o'J)",t:ion );lro\,r?cr,1S arc:. o)?er<l.t;cd Ol~ n county .. .lY­
county b<1(;i.s. Of t110 StClt:C~'S 2Stl couhtict;, 22lj h::1.VO adult 
pro)xlt-.ioJ1 rJCrviccs. 1\J.t:ho\.l~J11 no current statcMick a<!tn 
\·ms uVu:llnbll; 011 t.ho Ilumbr~.r: of peJ:flOnS or. prCl):l(\t:iol1, an· Sl?l\ 
study r;ho'.·md there \·I ... ~J:C uhcmt 33.400 felons on p:obatio11 a(~ 
of Dc<..:(~m1)or 31, 197J.. ' 

'l'ho Dcp.trtmcn t of Corrcct:i:ons 0P8l::l J,:on 14 pl:ison' un1.b; 
which hnc1 J.(',690 inlllu'l;os on Dccon,bcr 31, 1973. !,"he D0-
pm: I: rnc'l1 t: doee not oj?cr"te nny com: .... u;)ity-b,sed corl:cct:i.on 
pro(Jl.";::nn~; or lial f.:;:..tY 110u:-;en. 'l'hoSQ progri:1YilS ar~. C0113 it1cu:ed 
the rospolu:.d.biJ.:i.ty of th(~ CO!\~;:1tl!1iti.es. 1\ Lk:pm:trr'cnt of:ficial 
said 'l'cxa~~ corr8c':iOll pJ:Clgr<!f.1S ohO\1l(1 I.WO haJ f\'lny hOl\ses 
mOl:C, but: 5\:<:,t(1 lal-,s do not.:. permit: the \)~:l?i1rtl\l(.l11t to bccome. 
dj,r()ctl~ involvcd 'at tIle! C':Cl"Oln1ll.)''; ty lev",1. 

Tho Bourd or Pardons ana ParoleD \'las supoxvioing 7,232 
pl'.l.:olclc~ (In nCC'C1l,.1;',,:l); 31, ) 973.. l\ccord.i.n9 to a J3r:~H:d o:rf!lc:,~.al 

U);CG. lHtXo].('~ o!7f.iccn::3 \·~(;l~o. l:ci.c!J:):irlrJ bOh\U pnl:()lc'~)}; l:o v~\).:.i.oUG 

halfll,IY h0l.1GCH in t]w. fiUI'Le. Ir, <ld(1iL.i.ol\I tllr.! noaJ~(.l· i.s 
Lonnicbrin<; tllC c1c\'oJ.()pr.;':'lIt or a sl:nl"r.,\·d cln hnliwi.:Y hOl.!I-;n 
pro\1X'iV!1 tinCt ht,ln nnk({(l ()lhr:~l: ~~ i":il ('Cln f;o): in r:l.i);mnt:i on ()n thoil: 
pr0<J):llm~;. ~'h~~ J'lo(lrtJ pJ."ll!; 1:0 inchr(lO Pl:Ol.'o~)t\l() for a hnlf­
\1Lly l)O\lf.Cl PrL"Jl:,t\)l in itn 1975 1)\\(;got l:Clc:IW1Ht. t,o t110 'J'I:\:-:115 
] 09 i(;ln1:\1r.(). 
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He idantif.iuc1 11 h.1lfl\'<1Y 110U!.{C5 il1 To}:n" [O"r udul t 
Crl.lt1111i'\1 offendcrs. Nine lind u tot,,-l capacity ,""If 234 ptlrti­
c:ipants. 'rhe 51'11 pro\! ic1cci 1973 r,En». 9"ant. fund!) totnl.ing 
nbout $136,000 to throe of t.hem. 'J'he) Stntc proviclec1 ah.;w': 
$4,600 to one house, Uie tote.l contribution of. 're;~as fm1Ct: 
for hal£l"Iuy !10U8CS. 

NEll. ther the SPA nor an~' other state .1gcnc.:y udi:1.i.nh;tcrs 
a halfl'/uy house prelgram ill T,,>:ar,. Those houses funcled b~r 
the SPA are t:ho' prillmry responsibility of the S1'l\'s cor­
rection office; howc!Ver, no specific gn.i.dclil1es. policies, 
or criteria for thl'd.r operation have been d(~v")lopec1. Gran­
tees estublish their mm operating proc~~'iures, inclucUng 
criteria ~or types of offendars eligible for.participation. 
and set their olm goal::) acct>rding to community !leeds. In 
aneli tion, neither the SPl~ nor uny other. State ag.cnc:y ha!l 
studied the total need for halfway houses to serve all eli­
gibl:l offender.s--probationm:s, parolees, 110rk rcle;::sees, 
etc. 

The Tc>:ns plan fOJ: 1974 st<ltcd thC!.t the lac}, of resources 
for helpint;;' ex-offenders l:ead:iust t.o the cOlmnuni ty made it 
more likely they \·!ould re(;,1:1:n to prison. The plan aleo re­
cognized that the crir.lin?J; justice system in TO>:::'!l is .. ac­
tu<.:!lly a conglomaration of c1isconnectc:d p<lrt;.s, creut:c;d"by 

. constitution aJ1G~ ntatute, sometimes working together b\1t 
occasiol1i:!J.ly operuting in OP1?.osing dil:ectionl.:l. .~ • 

'rhe Stat:e, ho'.'!e\ll"'l:, is takint.j st.eps to impro\le the sjt­
uation; i.e., a conference on stntc criminal justice stan­
durds and go,,"15 has been planned. This confel:ence should 
rClmlt in the adoption of: 5p·:::cif1c standards and goals 
which I'.'ill be used as a guide by the Stelte agencier; ia tlwir 
planning. To dall:, 1'ex:!s has l:elietl on tho~l(:l str:nd<lrns and 
goaln :::et f.orth by the llational Advisory Com;nission and (in 
the l:egional plnl1n:i.nn councilfJ and oth~!l: stute agcmcies, 
rut]ler th<::n St't.tin9 ibi (Mil priorities. 

The SPI, al[;o J.J.lalls to boS.j.:·i m1icl:cl: planning, w11ich l'lill 
on(;."i1 a (!o:~pletc aJ'w] y~:is nnd cvalunt:.i..c.:l of the e:d.stinq 
corr.ecl.:ion sy::;cc·m. A model r;y:;tcm ldoll be rlrnwn ul? nnd r.e­
straints preventing Dc:l1icvem'.·n1:. of: tlH; !;ystelll \dll be idon­
tif:iec1. Next, aJ.trJ:r.IlHt;i.V(-!8 1'u incarcenlt;joll will be listod 
nnd prioritir.l!J cWf;iy\1.::d. J.lUf.i'.;cr plunll.i..ng for jU\I('nilos' 
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corrections had all:e<'1dy begun, nnd adult mcwtcr pImming \';US 

to stnrt after Jl11y 1974. SP11 01:ficiu15 m:pect mastElr . 
planning to rccognizc the nced for 11 greuter emphasis on 
commun:U-,:;{-hascd corrections. 
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The houses ,Iere achieving 50;,1e SllCCCSS ill 'wrkin~f with 
offenders, .but flUCC()SS varied signific,untly frOlll-hQU3e to 
house. Ovurull: 

--lIbout 65 percent. of the pi.\rt:icip~nts succcsf3fully 
completed thn program. But lie cst.imated that nbout 
25 pel:cent of: these \-IeJ:e Inter returned .to prison. 

--Of those \'Iho failed to complGta tho progra,"n, about 
27 pCl:cent absconded from the hour-es, 46 percent were 
retUl:ned to pri::on, and the other 27 percent either 
were ~iscllnrgcd or thai); ptil'CUS V .. ~S undetormim,ble. 

--,'le estim~tcd that n])out half the o'ffone.crs trcntcd 
by tllC 15 houser,; ""C~:C l..'c!habilitntec1 bac<lw;e they 
hatl stlccerHJfully COll\~)] oted the progr"m uncI 11<~c1 not 
subs",rrlwntlj hoen convicted of' ofr"-m~os or had their 
p:t:obation or ~)arole ):cwokcd. 

None of the Stutee. hac). any criterin for j\lc1gin~f if 
sp(lcific hou::(!s \~eJ:(l effecti'.";) enough to l'iElr.rilnt continui11g 
t.heir present methods of. op::.~~~tion. Horco'.'::r, none ~lf. the 
states h<1(l ad"~c:Illote d;;lta on ·~:cci~liv.i.sm rat:t'i, for.: the c1if­
fw:ent. typr,lf' of cor):ucti:m effort!), st\ch i~S proJmt.ion, pnrole, 
or direct rclen£le fro:n prif.;on to COl','pin'e 1'1H:h the recidivism 
stati~;t:ic:; foX' the halfl-Iny hatisc-.s. 

Some dute; collected fo)'.' specific st;udim" howevcl:, in­
dicated that: tlle l:esults nc1dc,!ved by the hOUGt,s were not 
lOuci, bette~' or Hors:.! t:hnn thotlc achi.z!vntl by other typrw 
of correction effortD. 

HCll[\1il~1 }'()U~:C (\ff.cr,!~!'.::)':t: \ .. ~Ol':}: in tJ~a cnIn!mlll.i.t:y ;lnc1 con .. · 
t:d bulc, tq !:od.ety. nut i:'n~,:.:~' bnnof: H.s nrc achien'cd \>Ii \:11 
SO~\(l xi:;;): to thc public'!J :m1.o ~.y--n nl:l:jor COllcm:n Qf C'::I):­
rcC'ticn flU l.hDril'ir..;;:. l\b(l~t;! I"(~rccnl of: \'lIe off.cm1crD 11110 
""mL tl)l:Ot1~lh tho ll:\J f"m), ljll·,<::(·~, \,1::).0 rJ.l;l"r.~1;l:cd <mel incnrcm:­
nted fen: CO~.I~I\.i tting cl::b~:.::::.;--ri.:n~j~!1g froBl r:1t1rdc~r to dj.~/or­
c1urly conrlu::l·--\·:ilile at the hOlle'HI. 
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r~o[jt of t1"le160<-11.11' opcJ::Lltcd hu] f:\-l::.y110lWbtjS8J:Vcd tl 
li1i>:ccl group of proh:;ltiollCl:S I pnrolcc<s I an.'t stute 01: l?ccl(~rnl 

pr j.nol1 ).'Clct1f..CCS. Onc, ho\'lcwcr. I ucal t al-mo::;t c:·:c1 ur.;i.'Jely 
\~ith probatiune.l:s·; t111:r:C oi:hc,,\.i:c conccn1:r<:lt.ed on aSH.lir.:tit19 
01: imill:,lH \'>'l1Cl had sc:vnl'ul prior cOllvic::t:ioi1S; and one \'iorkod 
Intolin1y \-litll offenderG r.till in t11(' cUDt.ocly of i:h~, county' G 
pcm!1 nystcm. 

Each hou:;o I .i.llcl\ld~.n<J Ulo:::e opm:ated by statc corr:ec­
tio;) "-~c;nc.l,,,s ~ n rlor:idLl und p(,nn~ylvnnin, . deciC:\c-,cl on its 
o'.m \-;h:i ch offunc1or13 to S(~tV(! rather t11'111 fo.U.Q;·I.'i.ng uny or­
gLlnizcc1 ::;\:ni:el'd.dc :li:r.,.tcgyor sp~cifj,c GtntcM.i.'::3. guidelinefJ. 
/>lost homle,; (nppm:cn tly bec:al\f'C! of public prCSf;\lro) p..uto­
ll1::tticaJ ly cl:cl U(I<.!cJ. f.;r",:t:."l de:v:i.,mtc I oftcnd(~r<; 1'1110 Iu;d cleIll~)J1-
ntrntccl ViOJ.u11 t b;::h;:,vior I and tho:;;c with BCl::i.OUS h10ntul proh­
lems. 

E~:c('!pt fOj: the:;;c m:clu!;:i.onr" S(Nc:J:'ul hOu~lCD hHd few 
rE!fJtriQtio~"l!; t,.')n offcntro.r.n t:ll1?Y \','()u:1 c1 ncc:':lpt:. On(.!, for (-)x­
nmplc, ~:cCIu::.J:(:d only 1:.h;,'.: t;1,o offcnc[cl: bn ave-,!: 10 yo;;:;::, of: 
ng;~ ~nt1 e:{lll:0C::: "f:n llCl,nwit dc.sil'C to 01101n':1',1. his life." 
1\not1101: .r(J(lui..r.l~d only th:...t tii(.: off: ... ,naer be hp.t\'w.':::n 17 mnl 
25 ye;:)rs of :1\1e, be t\ e:om'.i.t1tctl fo10n, and)).3 on p>:oh:.rl:.i.on. 
11 tlli.::cl cOllccn1:.J:(:tod on of.fcn.:1con; .having long hisY:or:i.cs of. ' 
crime and 17el1\1i1;r.« only thr:L they not Ix: juvcn:i.l(~s o~: hCl:oin 
aCIdic b; • 

'.L'he four SttlCt)-OVC!l:l1t(:(1 houf1c~s nFt:i.nly sm:vQa offonacrs 
E1 till llllUt\r thl" jurinc1.i.ct:i.o:l of thc State' I'i Divin:i.on of Co:,:­
rc('tiol1s. ILiJ.J.f;borclI!,/l1 v::w opc.::"tea fiG p;~rt cf: (:]10 county 
lJl:':i.fjon .syti {:r.Hll ~nd In:l:!nJ y !~(!l:VCc.1 county inm:ll:c!r.;. Nost pUJ.:­
ticip.'nt!l in tllt1 ot-11m: ;J or.,·..1ly opo.l.'Gd.:ud Pl;ojocLr; "Iere )!l'O-, 

bat:ionc.n; Qr. ptlrClh't'!r;. 'l'hc 1I10~·t v,,1:;i,(,d 1,1i){tm:c of. parUc­
ipan l B fl:orn dj.i:fc!i:('rd.~ !-~t"'nr.lc·:"': -:: \,tt) s in l·jj.~·.'~sc)\ll' i hO\l:Jc:,:;. 'rhc" 
lo.11o',.'i110 1',,1.)(, ::;h(' ... ·'1' tl-.c: o'·~.(:n(;('.r. rori;.:. 

2 " ,> 
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----1i.'l),!£'c,:<',-of ptlili£~.1!f\l1tr. (n_'~L 
"'oc1~ 9r 
.study O(:hor 

lB!f.~~ £pr.o)£. !:r0b:l!:.!£'',l ral e~_ Ju.C2i.'L!!l. !~!;al 

I.oenlly operated: 

Florida: 
cain 10 29 '25 f,4 

Ilillsoorl,ugh 027 027 

Hisl;ouri : 
IIlphn 9 3 4 16 
Dismus 26 35 43 104 
~'agd"1n 47 70 3 4 124 
Hormnn 8 27 2 I, 30 
RI>ulity 33 40 4 0 85 

llennnylvaniu: 
Home of induslry 48 6 1 55 
Lt>high Vulloy 53 16 2 73 

Texas: 
Nt>w Dil:cct.ion~ 152 10 162 324 
11"co _1 ill -- -- -11Q 

Total l.Ql 365 084 207- ': J., 1131l =--= :..::.=.: ::.:;= ',-.---
Slale opcratOl] : 

~ . 
~'lorida: 

Jac)iswlvill.o 644 644 
TUr.I}lu 253 253 

F ':!nnn~'l VLUl in: 
l'hil"(]I'll'hia 122 122 
Scranton 1. .! ~ .! .ill 

Total J, ~ .l.!JJJ. J. 2.J .. ?.2 

l1Uati'1 \\'a:,; out:.cdncrJ !(J~ fLll lHJ1.woti frC'm the t;ma they bogun 0l")(:rali.ng (tho· 
'c .. rliost "a~ (Jet. Hi>9) t.hrow;!! IIl'r11 197.1. 

b J1w' ot:l\llr cutCJuory inclll.ictl Jnor.~)·1 t.haon "ho hod ,,,,rv,,(] their full I'0n­
tcncau in pr.il;on Of.: \\'as tho CiI!H'! t~Jl" 1·~5 01 t110 162 in Ijio I;m'l Diruc­
tionn p::(lgr:,!.r.1. 'l'hc!.·~ \·:c.r<: :.!.J.(HI :.IO'1t:.~ j\wt:mil(:o, pcr:.;onr~ on prctrinl 
rolncu .. u, or thoco \,'110 \,'(ll'f."I not off;l!lIdcrs. 

26 
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Back~Jr.o\ln<l r1llt;~ [or t110rlC of:f:C))Ul)rl; \,'110 COlf,plctcd th"ir 
staYH at the hOU;:':'f~ c1ul.·ing a G·-mont]l pc:d,n,l· i~l shol-In in the 
follollins tnble c.nd i.ndiCiltCH thr-:' chatf.ctvri.s\:i.cs of the of­
fender:::; served by (loch 110U~iO. Five of: the 10c;~11y operated 
hotwc" ccmcentr<J.t.ocl on l'ot~n9 of:fcndc.l:o \'lith fe'" prior con-· 
vic tj.OlHl, while' four others cOl1ccnti: .. d:\:!d n!1 o).de.r of;f:011l1el:'s 
with lI1\\ltiplc of;f~m:3(\G" '.1'ho loc::tlly o[!ori:ltccl hc,u,{es gollC7:­
ally l:cccdvcd n \"idel: rango of offcnile,!:'s ill te.':m'~ oJ: ;,:ge 
Clnd prio): cOllvictions. 

Nl\~.b~r Humber 
of of pdor Gi'ada level 

ocrc:nJorc __ ~.r~ __ convictl nnr. l'!eh.i~~ lIal,,,,ln., hall!;,.!:.! ~"._ul. t!..t>:.ili.El ~15l!l ;";"t,,< ~o-lf~~ !~~!.!!!tt Rtll'ln C!, 

I.OCil 11~' opt! rn led f 

rloridn, 
CuJn 0 19 1" to 33 1.3 0 to 3 10 7 to 12 
nUlsbdrougll 25 26 17 to G1 4.9 1 to 2.3 10 3 to 13 

UirIllOUr], : 

Alpha 
1>1t:~,'!.(; R 30 23 lo (,5 5.1 to 9 10 7 t.o 12 
Hi"I~l;!nlQ 0 In 10 to 21 1.4 to J 9 6 to 11 
HOL'Ii".tm 1 30 3.0 14 
Reality 10 20 17 to 37 1.& to 3 10 6 t~ ,W 

P(lnnDj'l\,illjjn; '" 
110:-,0 of. Illdufitr)' 10 (b) (h) 6.4 1 t.o 15 9 0 Lo i2 
Lchit.Jh Volll~~,. 3 19 18 to 29 2.3 1 \0 3 10 9 L'b lO 

1c}:n!lt 
1:ow Dircctionu 24 37 24 to 53 2.9 0 to 7 10 5 to l& 
Haeo 20 19 10,to 26 1.1 1 to 2 10 7 Lo 1·; 

ZtLOC(J or...:!1.'i,;l..:df 

rlcC"idtit 
"lnc}a:ullv; lle. 25 25 19 to 49 3.~ to 14 9 to 12 
'l'Lllftpn 24 24 20 Lo (,1 1.5 Lo 4 10 to 16 

Penn!!}') vani:! f 
f'hilur\IJ tr.h lr. 27 32 10 to 5(', 3.G 1 to 13 ~ Lo 1.6 ScrHuton 14 29 22 to 51 3.(, 1 to l;l 9 5 to 1.2 

nDU"'~\ \,':\D (,hL~illUU fOL vm:iuuu (j·IIP~lt'.\ 1','t!.",I;. 1.1~·l,.\.'Jrl1 o,~I:oh~r ]912 tm~ Oclr.'tl· .. .lr 1~73. 

h':ot nvnlJ nl>10. 

27 
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. i,l though thu hOU"05 usurl111' COl1ccn tl:'at.c!u 01\ specific 
gl:OUr.'S, cueh [w. young f:il:'8t-t;i.lt,o offcl1tlc;cs, slwc:.rnl had il 

mixt\u:c of rC"it"-~11ts \~ith \'Iidt! diffcronc.:!8 in age an(l priol:' 
criT"inal of.fon~lt:ls. 'l'hin could ]mve nffcctcd tho StlCCCf.'S 
tl~c,sc hottnes h,~d in l.'olmbiJ.it"ting the o,:fcm:or8. 'It aJ.zo 
ru.i.scs t1. quc;!;tion' on tho Llbilitj' of u hous~ t.o (loLll stlCCCSf3-
f~lly \\'iI:.11 o({;L':lIa.C'l~C having c1:i.ff:cront bL,ckgrolmds, <::gc:s, ,~nc1 
beh<:!vi.'Jl: p;:l.ttOl:ns. Por o:wl"plc, :3cvC'!r,,1 40- to 50-year-old 
offiC'!l1('(Jrf.; I-lith H\;:.ny prior cOllvict:ionr; mny rcquiro very cUf­
f:Ol;cmt .counscli)lg techniq1.1e::; unCi e:.ll.)loym:'lnt il"si~;t unce 'l11Un 
H 0J:Clllj.l of 1'/- to 2l-yc,u:-old firl.t-tim!l offcndcl:s. In od­
c1i U.on, ·olc1.cl.' l!<'l'c1cnccl oIfenuol:n cO'.\l(\ 11<wc' nil Qdvcl:sC psy­
cho1ouiuo.l cffect on young fil.r;t-t:i.me offonu':lrs. 

'lInE Of'PF.!.t:;:-l.1R ~ TIl1~ E;"lJ'}~f~T --- ----_. -------~--.-.-... -... ---

J\bOllt 3,000 :i,nc1ivic1uaJ.s ]11:).(:1. ont.crc:cl the 15 hom::oD ~h1 
about 2, GOO hac1 l(1ft t:h~) Pl':ogJ:L!m:; <~i.: tho timo. of: our l.",y"';.(!\'I. 
[;c!t)):J.y elll pr.l:ticip::'ntt; hnd CO;T'l~it:l:cc1 cr:i.minol llct~, 80:',;0 [or 
tho f:irr;t timo nntl !JO!:1:~ l:>t\l1y L:i,IT,:!S b::.fore. i\ fa':; in t11C 
locally ope.l:atod hOWler; hnt1 no cl.'.i.mimll l:ac:ords L1nd h~\c1 

voluntarily cntcl:r~Ll bGCHW:C 0); "lcc,lwl Qr other ndjustlncnt 
pro]')lc:Il!s. 

1\s thc tnbl.c on 1'1\03 29 :;1\0\0;5, 2,570 of the o[rcndc'rs had 
passed lhronS;h the 15 housen and 65 Pc,):cc.nt ... :ere consic1<::rcd 
by thc h~llIDC£l' st"1f:f to havc :W.CCCEHJf:\l.) ly cOloiplatatl their . 
ol:.uys. 'l'!lCl other 35 porei'mt cit'ncr f:<:<iJ.cc1 to complcl;c their 
s tLlY:; sucC'c!lGf.ully, \~C):E; tr.f,twfcrrcd t.o ahother pr.ogram, dietl, 
or WC1:(~ ):c!lctlc0c1 for I'lO!lI,3 ot.hel:' l.'cncon. P,or e;':<!II',pl(" one 
Cls};cd to be l:ctl1l:n~d to p:dfwn al1d <1l1ol:h$r JXlcam,~ too ill to 
st.IY nt thc< houac. 

:w 
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Hc"ultr. of HO\l!H."};' l~fforts 

W1\;:"r~:·t'(!!J:~Lt, (no-to ~ 

SUC'c;elH.(ul Fniled to 
Ilounn ~!!'.!. _C:~~::!~ .. cO:'lf,lc:Lo Oth"rf. 

!!.uJ..:."'.l:.\:.~r,£t~t.u:.. ifU;ii~-f.rj~ill n.\E~r--(~.::rt~ 
Locnlly ol')c'!rnt.r!~l : 

J"'loric.!n 011 ~82 71.0 227 20.0 2 0.2 
Mi!.itioud 300 1.1], 45.0 149 t.O.--; IS !:I.a 
Pcnnoi'l\'~nj,n l.13 01 71.7 20 24.0 .) 3.5 
Texan ..1.2.3. ~50 65.G ..1J.&. 32.1 -2. 2.3 

S\lblol~l LG25, L2I:! 65.1, ~ 32.6 II 2.0 

SL~to :Jpcr"t~n : 

Florida 750 515 67. ~I 243 32.1 
PClln!;)'lvL!:'liLi .-l!!l __ ~!2. 50.8 .. -1E 25. '/ ~ 23.5 

f,ubtOlill ...-2ia _~ll. . G4.5 ....?.2.l 30,S i:l. 4.7 

'folal gJ2."!.f! l.t!.;:).J_ 65.1 _!!ll 31.9 11. 3.0 

Una t:4 ",'j.jfi cbCninc;;l [or ,,11 hOC.~~C5 fro';!'! tho t 1m:!. th\~y hUiJitn oporat.l.19 (t.hu 
c"1:~jant. ",'j\!i Oct. 19(j~) UlrolJ~h T,fJr'.d 1974. 

'l'he 15 1j()USl~fl had SUCCfll,;sf.\,l complctiotl rates tlmt 
v<.!ricc1 con:;itlcl:<,.bly fl:om thE: catcgori::l.:I'I:ion::; f.;hOim in the 
\:0.');1«, l:Cl,ng inS) from 9.3 to 100 pel·cent. POt'): hz.d ·f)UCC0:~S­
fu]. cot.lplotioi1 r,;d.:cs or lcsn than 50 per('ont. 'rhe how;e 
Cllniming lOO-po):c::m1".-:mcccsufl\l co:'"p1otioll did so on tht1 
gro\1nds l:ll.\t no ofi:enc1(~r had 1:0 '1:3 1"0 1:11.l:t1 cu. to pl.' lr;;on 
l'111iJ.o n rcs;i.(1et1c (lr Ult'. houp(;. llOI' .. ~"CX:, il)forl\l~t:i.ol1 I'!c 

obtaillctl ShOHOd tlw,t se·\'Cl:ilJ. of[Cr!UUl:S h"c1 not l.i.v0U up 1:0 
C):pccted hchHV;i.Ol: pal:.t(~rns Ivl\.i.J.,;, <It the 110u(1O Clnd \·:auld hove 
b':!c!I1 com,iciercd ["ilurcs under the criter.i,n llsed ,It some 
othCl: hOllH(1S. 
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lis the follo~ling. ttlble ShOHS, the offenders I'Iho faile.d 
to succ<.'li;sful1y complete their stays at ·'.he houses either 
(1) were j ncnrceratec.. for conuilitting np· .... offenses, for 
violating the terms of thqir early rel..:ase from prison, or 
for violating the terms of their probat:i.on or [':::':':010, 
(2) absconded, or (3) '\','ore disch(lrq~::! ~: .... r:~,use they did not 
adjust. or broke rulef;. The major:d:y of those who wc:r:e 
incarce.l:nted had been released oarly from prison to enter 
the hOllSc}S but violated some C011r1ition of their release. 
Those in tho third category who VIOre still on probation or 
parole \'10ro returned to th<.'l sup::.:.:vision of their probation 
or parole officers, ?.nd those who had serv€!d their full 
sentences and \'lere no longer under jurisdiction of a unit:. 
of !.he corrcc~ion system \'/el'e J::olensed outright. 

!H .. U~~!}}.!.~':~'11..!:'!!!!.L'.I.D.r..J....ln 
~~.'!P..!!lIl.!ll{ • .':ll!l~;l. ... !..::S.lL· fi·!~Hr. I:;','" "'1 

UndcL"r;niflO.blo 

~ ~ InC"e.rceri"tr! .... -hh~:!..'!L- _.PH.el·arE!lL- . _-1ng,!!, __ hl __ 
F§"l7;'r -"reFC~ !l:E:·.~"'~1' ~~ ~~. !:!!!~ ~",!!;z'b£! 

Loc= .. 11y OlJCrnt~~\: 

.'loyit!il nY 104 01.1 33 14.~ 10 4 •• 
:-:lr.r.tl".;rt l';~ 39 26.2 61 40.9 49 32.9 
r"'lIfl ll"I!\'Mll., '6 2 7.1 ij 20.& 10 64.3 
_(lx.u: !1.§ ...1j 19.6 .1.2 23,0 .E ~7.2 -

SUbt.ntnJ ll' ill 41.,2 ill 24.7 ill 2R.l -
St.Dt.O °foflr.llcoJl 

.':c.rJd:;, 243 04 30.7 79 32.5 70 
rlllmr.},) V.'!.,iI.l ..iY ~ 72.9 ..!J. 27.1 .- -

~ubtOl"l ill !l.y 44.) -21 31.6 - .lE 
1'(\\,'11 ~1J a.1J ,vI. 2 l·U .27.2 ~~ lad 7<, .= 

"n",;/\ "",1" o\)tnllu .• J fer /111 hCluses fi","'1 lhn t1tk~ t.h,1}' beq,," "J.'4rMln'1 (the cnrl1e&t \.In£ 
O;t. 1'Jt.'J) lhrpuJh AprJl 1~'4. 

l~r, \l~!:il~~ ltion d tlll.!tH' Cl(r.,n'~'lrB· ca~ld rll.·C )J<.' Jdr.H" itJed tror-. the 1:(Jr.m'dll ).:C:"1. L..,. th~ 
t. .. ., !,\ntt'*('j:crllu;:;l Cl'mi.,·rll. 

30 

tc.L~.!W~ 

2a.S 

24.1 
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The public o().f;ety I'lhoulc1 be n major ,con,ccrn of coi:rec,:," 
tiol) pr.oCJrnms. "!-Inl fway heunes nrc a }:i5k to the citizenry 
because Lhose offonu(lr5 who would 01.:11erw;i.oc be in prioon 

. arc living in the c0ll11Punity \~hcr.e they arc not aG closely 
sUpel"ViflCd, a', ~.hot\gh of[cn:1O!:s \~ho I,'ould othel."\'lisp- be on 
regular. p):obutlon m: p<:lro1.c; m:e. receiving more GupervisiC'n 
in a )w11:wny house. NtlnC cf: the states, hOIYcver, had cri­
teria for judging \vl1Clller, in terms of. cri:ncs cor.;mittcd 'by 
pnrticipal)ts or UbllCQr.c1cl"!J, the threat (:0 (:ho' pu,!;!lic stl.fet~r 
wns suf:xiciont eit110r ·to claBO the hom,o or to requil:c that 
substtHltial maml':JGwent improvcmen'l:s be car'riCld out if opera­
tion was to be continued. 

since halfl·/ay houl.)cs deal Vii t11 offenders who Llbviously 
did not nbidc by ~;odcty'::; acc('ptcc1 norms, it is unrealistic 
to o:.:poc\:; the hounno to rchabil:i. tate all pn.t:ticip<lcnt~: not 
all inrJividtwl!J chan<;;c thciJ: b::.hHv.i.or pntterns, no matter 
ho\'l you rcw,'<l:d or puni:;;h t:lwm. '1'110' J~);'::CUth't1 DirC!ctol: oF. 
one house included in om: r",vicM com:ul:mted thut in hi'3 
opinion: 

"It itJ cl valid function i3,Jld illd(,od r.m obJ..i.~iClt;i.on fOl: 
halfway houses to rcndac a well-conaidcred, informed 
and c10ct\l\\onl·t\bl.c, ohjce:t:i.vc :iudgOlI1Cnt baBcd 011 ,;. 

clicnl:'1J bO!\E:viClr .OS to \·,rhethcr. he/she rep:rcG<:!nts 
thrcnl: to the cIY.nmul1ity. If the C'liant do.:w .t:ep~e,:. .. nl: 
nuch a 1:111:e1:11.:, the hOUDE) has <In obligation to infc .. ::~ 
the super.virdr.g Ctlll:hor:i.I.;.i.t;:[; 1)nd, if 1'Iecossnry, I·.fak 
appropr .i.<i\:(,\ ):'cco:nmrmdrl,l::i OilS. " 

HO'dever, d house' 5 fr.d.hl.t:GS cZln POill\: to prc,blemt; th".1: 
could ho cOl:rc\~t:Ctd, such (IS .irlGttfficiently tJ:aincd or clndi­
cated (ll.nff OJ: C(lr(~J.CS5nt.lIJ;'; in I:wl(')cting par\::i.c~,p,,'n tlJ. '1'1103 

rem.11. ts coul d nhlO b~ 11 ny.npto:n oJ: pJ:oblc:ns \:.h<lt thn hCJt1::;r~ 
cannot correct, such as I:he COmll\l1l1i ty '1.1 att.i tudol; tov.'EJrd 
part:;i.cipnn l:s 0.-: job ('.11oJ:(:;:)(:1(:n. . 

'1'110 51.:;lt0 should nlOni\.;o): tho nctivitl.m. of cv~ry half­
way hC)Ui~C1 ill t~H'l f.lt;J.t:o to v<i:ri.l;y t11:11.: ;;\ hOuse io Pl:Ol?(!~·l.y 
hnnd1.iJl<), .it.!> r . ~ t.i.cipi'ln tn, h~!c:nusc the !,tatc is rcsponoil.llc 
for Ilc1CC1\w.teJ.y protecl'.ing (:110 pU)JJ.ic:. To do so, it she)ulc1 

31 
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esLnb15.f,h' cd,toria, monitor, tho hOllfll:)S' Q~lerations, and 
mnkc df.!c:ic.ic,nr. based on ovc.l:all ac11iclvcmcnt<: rather than 
rcacling to specific onc-time iucidcn ts that lnay not:. rcpl:C­
SC'j\ t tho hou:1os' 0pcJ:<:\tion. Such cd. tCl:in arc espccinlJ y 
b·\:,ortunt \'Ihen O,l 'h':'lUSC if; 10e,,)),1' operated \111(101: no formal 
relationship \'Iith a eOl:roct.ionf' ;\gency. 

Neither 1:11e St&l:,Cr.; nor rj!~Al\ huc1 clStablishcd such cri­
teria. Tl)(~ Sl<',t.cs I c);pcriencEl I'ith hulf:t.;ay hQ\lS05 mi~ThL 

c1::'cLutc g"ncr,,], cr itcri,~ illitin:Lly. 

of tho :;>,570 offenders that pa~sed throu~lh thc 15 
hOllSC-S, 379 (;:l)out 15 P~tl~ccnt) wen) ;tllcarc:cr;;>.t.cd for im­
Pl:OPCl: bellav icr. \·,hila r.eld c1i I1g <It t11e hoUtlCS, SUC'1 as 
(l) cOlu'11itdn9 11C1~ C':il;;OS, (2) vio'util1g tho tc-rms of: t.heil­
ctu:ly ):clc<ll>c fl'''~l ... ·rison, or. (3) v.i.olat:ing 'conditions 01: 
::he ir pJ:()ba l',lL)n 0;: 1);;11:0].0. 

Only 56 of; tho 37\), 'hO ... ·~1VCl', 'dcre arl.'0!ltca 'for co:r:ait­
ting 1)(>\,1 o[£cnncs and "';':'.1'0 cC'lnvicto.:l or. hUd the-i.r probation 
ox pcu .... ole rc\'ok,;':.1. ri'his--- ctct:1 ;.artn1.1;s t.o .nll houser, Iror.1 
tho time titP.y b:'~:ull or'::J:t'lt:Lng ,the ot1.r.lios\!. \\',Hl oot. 19(9) 
thl'c)ugl1 lI~.ril 19'14. 

The 5G r.::')1r83011[: only 2.?' perCCll1t of the 2,570 \':110 had 
PW,(;(\U lhrotl~;11 the hOt\SCfJ. 'rho other 323 1wd b£'en rCLUrJlN'l 
to the logal jU);; l'lc1ictions of lhe t"gencier, that placed UW!Ii 
ill the hoUseD pl"im:.1rily l .. ocD.use they had violiltcd l:uJ-es, 
:;twh as t1lOsc [o);bir.1aing drinkincJ Ol; :r.cgtliring D::Itisfacttl:':Y 
porforl,1,u1CC 011 u jall. 

The 56 offenders arJ:es ted for llt'!W offense!.: Ivcro il1ciu:­
cc::atcc1 f/)r thf~ i:ollo'.':.t .. 9' criwcs: 
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Crime!; aga~.n~t pE'.ople: 

Robhery 
1\ssllnl t 
R<lP~ 

NUl:cwt· 
1>.ccc!;!:or l t:o mlU:c1c1r 
KidIWpil-.c; 

Crime::; aguin::;l property: 

Burgl,uJ:Y 
Br.et,king and Glltc.d.ng 
1\\\to theft 
Lnt:cctly 
steoling 

Othel: : 

Drug chc!):~Tcr;l 

·.· .. cc'j1onn ch:..u:gcs 
I .. r.ul',)~cn c~ r. i v il1g 
))i,stllJ:'bin<] t.he pence 
DiAordarly conduct 

Not i.t1amt;i.f:i cd 

'1'ota1. 
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'5 
Ij 

3 
1 
1 

-1. 
15 

9 
3 
2 
1 

J.. 
16 

7 
4 
1 
1 
1 

14 

11 

26.8 

28.6 

25.0 

'1'he It!c:t: tho!: 223 offoncbrf.l <\)~"condr;d (i.:.bollt 9 percent 
of the 2,5'10) inclict\t'eG th,d:. r:Olt,,;: off:endol':G reject the 
hOlH,(ll'1' l'dltlbiJ.:Ltiition effort:::: !,L.t'of;:::!:i.nr, ~:oc:i.'~11y UCcE'pt rlb1e 
})c1mv ).03: • 

Not <Ill offcn,101:i; \'1110 ~UOC(HH.ll;l\JJ,y cO:.lt1lc1l:.tld tho hhl f-
\',luy hotlr:c:!ti' p~7nS.'C:~!iir:; n{:c.yr..H1 '~\lt of p):ir.;on. Hc!cid:i.vnm is a 
maUfHu:,1 of: the :(td.J.I.ll:o or COl;J:(WU.on effQj:tr;. 'l'hOl\~fh thcr", 
J.ll no g(~ncJ:nl..l.y tlCr.'I~pt'Ctl tkf:ill.L1;;i.on of. "J:t~cidivism, II VIC 
d':?fil)cd it Llr:) i\ C(}\wJ.o\:ion ft''\; t\ IIC'," off.cn(!Cl or an incident 
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resulting in revocation of probation- or parole for which 
the offenuCl: wan incarcerated. ',Phis definition excludes 
those offenders ",;1\0 have, cOln.l1itted crimes and; if appre­
hended, have hot been convicted. 

To measure recidivism and thereby obtain an indication. 
of imp11ct:, we attempted to obtain dat" on the subsequent 
criminal activity for 614 of the 1',672 successful partici­
pantIJ.(See p. 29.) This included all successes for 
nine houses, and a sample of successes for six because of 
the large number of successful participants. 

The exte:nt of criminal activity for only 467 of the 
614 former participants I~as ident.ified because the sources 
from which \, .. e, sought criminal inform::,tion had 1;10 files at. 
all fOl: 147 of the participants in our sample.· 'l'heextcnt 
of their cJ:iminal involvement r.epl'es(~nts what W<lS report'cd 
to the SOUl:ces I,'e questioned and probably docs riot inchlde 
every conviction. For m:ample, a fOJ:mcr participant may 
have been convicted of an illegal uct in another state 
which 1I'<:If) not repo:!:ted to our sotlrces. \\''hen I'Ie acquired 
the datn, the oE.Eenders hue1' been out of the houses [or 
various pcriodu ranging from 2 months to over 4- ~'ears. 

Prom the del t.a on the .467 offenders considqred to have 
suceessf'llly completed th::l houses' progl:LlIr.l.l, we estimated 
that 25.1 percont of the total stlccessi'ul purticipants in 
the 15 houses had been returned to prison for nm-I crimes or 
revocation of: probCltion or parole l)y the time I~e completed 
our fieldwork in June 1974. Also some offenders in our 
sample (nn esl:imilted 7 percent of successful part.icipants) 
held churges pending, had bC1em arrested hut no dispositions 
were recol:clc<u, or hnd absconded while still on probation ' 
or pilrole. PeJ:sons in these situ~tions were not classified 
as recidivists Rccording to our definition. 

lThe criminal ',tist.ory records of one or more of the follol1ing 
agenc:ios Vlore reviewed in each state: probation agencies, 
D(.'!)L-\l:\:m~ 1'1 ts of Corrections or PlI,bllc Safety, and th e Stn te 
Polict~. In addition, !lome centers had obtaineu duta for 
some of their former partieip<:.nts "'hieh \,'0 usec1 in our 
stutistics. 
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How :10e5 \;11e rccic.1ivism l:ate of 25.1 percent comparl1 Lo 
re!'l\\lt~;· nchJ.eved by oth(~r. correction 1;rogr,lms? l-le cannot <JC­
eurately say. 'fhe few recic.1ivisrn studio:; aVclilable on tho 
l:esult5 of ()thcr correction methods usuully ·usc different 
definitions of recidivism and diffcr.ent time periods which 
prcvent accurate comparison of results. In <Jc1c1.i.t.i.on, the 
type of offc·nder involved in the pro<Jram ·studied would likely 
affect the recidivism r<lte. . 

NeverLhcles~. some available studies do provide a gen·· 
er<Jl illdical:ion that the 1li.1.J.fway houses' reslll ts were not 
that differ.ent horn those achicvC!d ])y other methods. To 
obtain <J definitive assessment of cOlOpar<Jble I:ecidivism rLltes 
would involve an effort \~hich I,EM might wish to undC!l:take. 

The cG'11binct1 rate of: all 15 houses in the .4 States re­
v1.c\'lC!(l ",as lower thatl the 33-pcrcent recit1i,l1.sm ).'at:e of of­
fenders released from Fc~erul prisono in 1970. 1 Alelou~l 
direct cowp,'rison of results is Iwt valia becaLlse dl;ffc!l:ent 
groups and till\(!fl:aliV:~s ~Ie):c involv.::C!. the results gi~c son.e in­
dication of the relativc :,lllCCeSS of h1l1i:\·!LlY· hOLlses. 'J'he PC!d-

. ernl nt;uc1y th,\t presont0c.1 the abovl1-not.:ed finding was b/lscc1 
on a 50-p~rcent samph1 of. roJ.easC'0s c1urin9 a 6-mr)nth pc~d.()d, 

Janlli:lI:Y to Juno 19·/0. '1'h8 study followed the relcas00s for. 
n period of 2 ye'll:s. Disposition dnta on chm:<;jcs !11:\o.C during 
thilJ ped.ad \~alJ obl:ained thro\lgh ,January 1973. "Hecidiv if3Jn" 

was dcfinC!d by tho Fedel:al Buranu of Prisons in its stUdY as: 

"* * * either (1) parole revocation; or (2) any now Ren­
teneo of 60 dnys or more, including probutitl11, reSUlting 
from nn arrcst reported to the Fedel:;;;l B\\reult 0: In­
vestigatio)1. " 

:.1 so tho racieliv;i.sm rates l' OJ; the state und loonlly 
operated hou:";"::5 in Pelilif;ylvZ\nill (10.5 and 21. 0, rQspcctively) 
al:o loss t1wn the rnte for ]?orsolln relew3Cic1 on plu:olc di­
rectly from ~le Stato inRt.:iLlltiorin. A study releBDed in 
Septelllber 197.;! paned pn POllnsy]'\)ania par.olees rcJ.onsed be­
twcen 19G4 <Jnel J.969 s!:"\:Cq that about 26 pCl.'cl..\ni. '-If the 
Statc'R ~arolecs eventUUlly retllrnC!d to pr1.son hCCBllS6 of 
new eonvietiann or parole violation. 

l,:Stl~~;;~;-ul1d l"ailur.e o[ 1'0,1el.'<11 Qffclidcrs Rclea~lI'!c1 il1 1970," 
U.S: B'Jl:eu\\ of Prisons, Departlllent of JlIstice, AP~il 1974. 
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h'e et;tir~"tc I ac; thc fo11ovling t"b:lC shO\~s I that ap­
pl:e>xin\;\h11y 27.4 pc,rcont ~> E tllc 0£f:cnd(1);S \~ho StlCCC[lSf1l11y 
comp] ctod thch: st~,ys nt lh,~ 1J. 1oo<tlly opor.utcd houses 
an~ 21.1 P~)'cc!nL of tho:;c f;rom the 4· n;;atc opm:at:cu hou::;er; 
.... at.c:t: co!mni'.:tGd act.s for Ilhich they WCl:O rotUJ:nec1 to pr i50n. 

C~li,::atod I~""Ic:inivisil\ 1\1ltC'!~ [or. 
~(,f"!;(!!.L..!:!:!ill.£.iE~·~lt n (nut~ n) 

rl(,"lria~ 

}.!i&::oo'.u:i 

P,,"'ntlsylv8tdn 

~'(>~i\S 

I,ll :lo:-nlly op:,!l'nlad 

Stulc (\}It'ratod; 

PJ.(..)rldtl 

Pcrmf'}'lvunin 

All SLat!) dpt'r.atec1 

COi'luinc:l lc>c;:!.ly "nd 
Slatl~ 0pcl';tLt·d 

NunJ:!Jr or 
tiUCCC'!i:::ful 

5B2 

141 

01 

2SH 

ltY.f8. 

51.5 

95 

r!LQ. 

l,<..<!'!'?', 
C\Do.t~ c)tll.i:~Qcl b~b,·l~(tn :·lill'c11 1mu ,It\rl(' ).974. 

b1,o!;n t.h~m 'ono::-hn1 (' 'Of 1 pcte(.n\:.. 

Bnsjc cat.cgol·~~~ :0::- c~tdl(latnd 
________ -Lgp~cllVl~t~. ________ _ 

convicted 
cf nc ..... · 

37.1 

1~.1 

17.3 

10.5 

26.1 

16.7 

6.:1 

15.1 

22.1 

I'J:obntion 
oc p~r"lc 

(b) 

4.3 

3.1 

1.5 

1.3 

6.4 

4.2 

6.0 

3.0 

nolh 

37.3 

10.4 

il..(1 

12.0 

27.4 

:\3.1 

10.5 

21.1 

25.1 

Nola t ?h.~ aut l,t;'.i\tc-fl t'-!:.Ml;~C~ lhut U\o':;c ~cr \o:h<)~'\ r.ncorc:& \I<n:c. h\'ai lnt'le: W\Jt:~ 
sirrdlnr. to there !ot. ,,:ho;n l~("-C'(,)rt1n \J.:H'C' not cvnJ.lil1'lu. 
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~'hc rCflulh; dif:f'CI:cd nur)~;tt"1t:inJ.J.y among the houser" 
'i'he house ~;hOIV.:i.n<J tlle h.i.~rhcst J:<'cidivinm rut:o (1i0 pm:ccnt) 
had 1)00n 0J.Xwcl till ':1 only G 1110)H.hs v.1: t110 t:i.n\(~ of our ro'\' im., 
anc.1 lwd l:e}(Hwou only c:ix puri.:;i.c"i.p.:JI1Ls. ~l'hc one wi·th the 
101'lor;L l:<1Le (4.5 PCr.{.'{HlI·) vms n Statc-opcratl1t1 housc in 
pcnnsyJvc:nia. 

Pour of the 15 hulf\'lclY hotwcf.; had rcc;i.divism r.utes of 
30 porcont OJ:" more and \'/0l:0 all :tocally opr~rated. \';0 could 
not cktcrm.i.ne I'lith any c.:,rt.ail.ty I'lhy the fOUl: h,H] higher 
recid:ivism raL(')[; b::w:lI.loc Clf tho lIIull:itu<'!c of var.iablcs t11nt. 
affce: t' rosults, stwh an th;;' offenClcrc I, backgrouncl, ':90:'>, 
ana cductt lion i socic:\l prc-nc.tlrc!"; i t):cn tmen t (lpr)~:oach i and 
c1ed:i.(:uti.on and quuLl.ly of stafr a13~'isting thr~' offO!lr}ers. 
!1eJ\'lC!\1er, GOI.le proVahle l:C'uf;ons for ·th0 different r(;:cic1iv:i.sr,1 
rnl:osfolloH. 

}\lp11<1 hO\.\slj~ -1:.1100rio Idth t,hc 1,1(JYI8st rni:.e I ~1<?G fa.irly 
new and 11ad only Cl fe','! off:c.n;krs partic:i.pnto in i'l:s pro­
gr.unt. Tho. rC'!Hul ts t::tchic'!c(l by tho. houcn :il1 i:LfJ sJU=.ll~eCt::-t.ln 
pel:.i.od l:1ay IKlI: h(' rClpl:ocC'ntntive of tlw 110\11,0 I S add evc,-
11lwntr, 0\'01: Cl longcl." period. 

'rhc nill::;lJorough h(,\us(~, ",ith the secone1. h;ghont l:atc!, 
UACcI l=cguJ.Hr county Pl~ incll"l gtlt-lX:ds to ovcr:3C,C offenders. Il'he 
9Unl:c'1s x:nn the p.1 c:ce like a prison in ·t'".I:H1S of h;:;uding out 
worl~ c1c l:td.ls <l.nc1 di!:cipJ.:i.nrJ. In ac1d:i.t.i:on, t.11t'! ptlrt.ic:i.p:1ntr3 
\'lere required to e(1 t their l1\C<lls ,\1: the count,y pr inon n.:1Xt 
dOD)". ]\1\':llO\lgh 1.:1·1~ c.1in:i.n~J f,~c::i.ll.t.icr; vJcre u':l',:'Cl\\ate, ':'0 
w(:ro told th.,t pn.rtic:i.l'<".1l ttl fell: tlll:!Y "ere b(~j.niJ harass"d 
becmlsc the prh;on gtl<ll:c1s rando!\lly ::;clcc{:ccl p:l.rticipttnts n11d 
thoroughly stlurch.~tl t.hem to pnwclli: t:hG pas:;;:il'lg of cont:x:n­
bLind to pri~';OJlc.ll:S. l\ prorjt'WU f:up::!J:visor: brl1i~vcd thtl str.ic!: 
rcg:i r.1cnt,,(:j on limy hLtVCl belen cxC'ass~ va and m"y have ncg,,~·t;i.\'Clly 
inflll(;)lcecl tho house I s rull<lbi.l:i. tntiol1 Gffol'tG. 

IlCi1nc of TnduGtr.y d(,)Ll~ t with of.fond(;!rLl th:.t1.:, on tho <'v·· 
crt-,Slo, hnc1 r.1Cl1:C prior r:onv:i.cU.onL; 1:l\al1 t:llosel Gllt.\~ril'lg t.he 
olh'~r 1lC\WO:;. Pilr t::i.c:ip:.ml·.f!, i:hm:l1[on:l,' could bf.l cCtrtsiclcl:ccl 
uS l.tC>l:,1 l:i.l:oly Lo rcj('!c!t: the hom)c: IS rcl1uhLLitnt:ivn effort". 
In nrldj.'d.ul'l,. the 11 0 1.1:"'.f.l cc.!\r.;i.c1orod thi\(: ul1 j,t'.G par'tiC'ip:mtr; 
st\cC(\uu{ul1.y compJ.ctml t1, .. d,l: stay:; aJ.\:ho\l<;Jh five of it:::; 

37 



1038 

successes pJ:01m'bly \~ot\1.d hn'Vc boen considered as failures by 
otlwr houses reviewed,. This house's recidivism rnte \~ns 
higher than most because th~se bor.derline successes (thl:f!c 
of II'hol1\ inter returned to crime) I,'ore cOllnted. 

Horman house, locntcd in a rurul arc,,; served mosLly 
first-time offenders on probntion. Only 3 of the 32 I,ho 
had passed thJ:ough the llotu;e successfully completed their 
stays, and one of tllCSC WClG Inte;: sent to prison. '1'110 hOLlse 
fwd difficulty in finuing good jobs for participant:> and 
also had problems in obtaini!19 enough qunlificd ei'r:ployccs. 
'f11ese facto):s ilppeared to cum:c an ineffective progrC!n1. 
HOIVsver, the house Ivas attelllPting to correct thc~;c dcficicOln­
cics. 

Other diffore.nces may h<'!vc ccnt.r.,ibutcc1 to different 
recidivis11l rrltc:n bct\\·~"c.:n th8. other hous(~s. l'he t\oJO· Sti;(tc-­
operated houses in Florida, which basically operated {md0r 
the salne r(>qllirelllent:3, had recidivir.::n rates of 2G.3 p",rcent 
<It the J'acksonvi1le housCl .llld 14.5 percent at the 'rampa house. 
The Ji'.cksonvillc house harl t.hc capacity to him~llc 100 of­
fenders \~h:i.lt! the '1'atnpa house had a cnpacity of: 56 .• 

One qiffercnce appml.l:ccl to he thel 'qurllifications al1d 
experience of the Etaf!:. 'rhe J;:\(~1,som'i11e 1~ouse employed 
14 cou,lse1ors, most of I~hom had no z<cOtdemi(! b,)ckgr(.lund in 
connr;c1ing-r(41utcd fields, such as sociology or psychology. 
~1ost. had several year:;;' exporicncCl \~i{;h the State Di.vision 
of CorrGctions and fou,r \'Jere military retirf.,efJ. '11lG 'l'ampCl 
hmwc, on tho other hand, had eight counselors, four of whor.l 
had uC<ldemic train.in,] in counseling-rcl3 ted fields. One had 
a bachclor' s d<?<:/l.·ee in psychoJ.O~IY and a ma"ter I S dC-]J:'ce i.n 
guid:ulce al.cl coullsel.i ng. Since Jncksonvi.l) e participan t& 
umln11y cam" f:rom a 'medium soc'uJ::ity institution \· .. hile 'l'a:lIpil 
p<lJ:tic:Lp<lI1ts usually camc from milli:nuni s·cc~ld.ty [acilities, 
t.he impaet oS: the staff qllalificati.ons may h1),\18 been signif.:i:.· 
cant. 

One house huving a low rClciclivisl!1 rute (9.1 perccnt) waf; 
tlw locally ,op(lJ:atcd NOl" Dil:ections house \\'hie11 \';",5 dir:,klo.d 
by a dedicaLed (lx-offell,jul: who hht1 CP(:!l1t 30 years in l));i:wn. 
~'he unique eharucl:erist:i.c of this hOI\::;o was tlmt ell.l but I 
of t)lC 14 st<iff mell1b(~rs were cx-cffr~ndel.·s LInd none were' 
aCude~ically trai.ncd profes::;ionals. Apparent.ly, thC L\bi~ity 
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of ex-of.fenders to rqln t~! to offcndt~r~ I·:a 5 an impor tant ele~ 
ment in the rC'lIl.lbilitation. 

Ovc::all, it I'IWl \'el~y difficult to i<1e11 tify sp(,ICific fac­
tors that di:L-rJc:tly aff:ecl:ad the difforont houses I abil.i.tins 
to rehabilitntc of:fondcrs. Huch depended on intt1ngibles-­
tl-/O of the most import<:lnt being the staff I 5 dedication 
and tha o[fcmaers I l~il1ingncss to raform. 

OU1~ previo\ls di.~lcussion of: racidivism focused on wnClt 
hnppcncd to ~:.s!.!s-[ul pal:l:icipants. Another Hill' of: mcas­
uring the imt)":':!t tho hOtlflcr, nro h<w:Lng in t.o contlidcr tlleir 
5tlCC"HlS with <11J. o[fcnder.~l whom they t,l:eatcd, rcgardh~sfl of 
..... hathor tho' off;;-ndcrG comph~tec1 the progl:n:ns, exchlding 
t.hose I·;ho di<;:d I·ihile nt thc centors, h;'lCam,l too ill to ctm­
tint);:!; or· trul1sferrr.>d to <.111oi:llUr p).'ogrum, such n:.; vocational 
rohabilital:icn. 

rrhis mct:he,d accounts. for. t1"u~ differonces among houses 
j,h clu~·,tiifyil·'./.J (Jf'canuel;£ <-us, failures or f1UCCC!SGCS .. and the 
cOl:r(:oponc1i.119 oiJunt: 131.\ch C1W;lsifications htlv.; em reciclivi~"" 
ruf:.w;. Por (?;.:~;nplr.l, the, lecally opcrat:ct'i. hOUl-itl8 iTi Floriaa. 
c\nc1 I't'nnsylvC'nia clussifiec1 <l s1I\\111(;1' p~\l:ccl1t(lgc of thei.r 
offenders as f: .. lil1.1l'cr. thrm cUd the other 8tnte or locnlly 
operE!i:ad hOUfltW. '1'hay in t\lrn hcCJ. the high(;Gt recirliv:i,E,m 
rntes for the 51.l0CasHl:ul pm:'1:icipm)ts hcct~\lsa bOl:dllrlinG 
fuilurcs in t-hc projec ts \\78': E.! cln';;sifiec1 us ouccossful 
und their. rCltUl:n to crimo ufter J.o;:w:i.n<;f the ho1.1so \/<lS con­
sic1o):cc1 ill dc'l;cnnining tho recidivism rate for the h01.13 0 • 

'I'he following ch;;\1:1:. shows the pcr.uentagc of: those per­
sons who f,dJ'ld dtu'.i.ng the program, t.he onU.mnt.ad poroent11go 
of t:llOsa ~Jho h:-tc1 Gucccssf;l.llly co:nplei:cc1 t.J10 progl'c:.lll c:nd I,'er.e 
otill contd.t1e.t:orl !.lUCCCflt:ful when our l:CoNiew ,·ms pcrfornll'lcJ., 
alle1 thE, cst.i.1Pi1tc\d pC!l:c(mt:(;~lu of t.hose wl)o lmd suctlesofuJ';!.y 
comp..lC?tccJ the progrnlll put: v;i10!.lC r,dnvolv~"rnent I'lith the 
cri111inal j\\utico sYilt~ml plt~ctld them j.n the ):ec.i.divi~;m cate­
gory. 

I\rll~;n the pcrcnntu90 of fnilu:::ml d\'1):ing the program:> and 
the est.i.mated pCll:ccntugc of f,,)iluros (recidivistG) uftar 
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t" cnc!c r.~i ... ~c\!ri p - .. ~ ~~: ___ .a:...~.-.: r.. .... _~..-. __ r.··:·· :,,:"l. I :~.:: .. :~,.>~, I 1 cn::~i1'Vcni!: Tcx::~ _ .... ,.: ... -: • .-._:.:..:...;,;.:..: ... _-J 

.-ICi;t:.. ':) . . .. • :n:1Sylvonia 

1-------LCCALL Y OPCfIA ,:::>-------l I- --STATiO O?ERA,ED--l 

r~Jt:~t~~~it:~ rcil:d ir. ;:rog:cr:: !::;?f}li::;~ ~~~~£~~! after JZ-7 ,,/ A $ucCI}ssfd ot tim"! cr Uur review 

A .. D'!:~c W'!Te ob~oir:c:f from the hou:;~s from th~ time they bcr:-:n o?c;otir;g (t!'c ~:::rlic:;t WO!> Octcb"=T 1969} 
t;;ro~gh Jt.I,~-:- i974 

f-' 

~ 
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succcnnf:\llly COHiI}lctin~r the pxogri:',mn U):o co:nbinCll nml sub­
trClctccl fl'om 100 l~<':'l:ccn l:, tho J:C,m~inillg porcen t.agG! rep"",­
senti; tJw house:; I e[fc~ct;ivcncr.;s. ,U:;;lng this I11ct11o:1 of 
lllcnIHlrc:m,:nt, the ef.[;cc\:ivcnenr.; of -the hou::c::: in the four 
Stntes intotms of their oVCJ:nll nbility to rc.>hnl):i.J.:i.tnte 
the O[fcIH)er~j in t:11(~:Lr prograll1s I·ms 115 follOl'/fJ: 

Locally 0pol:rttcc1 11Ol\~;G:;: 

Florida 45 

HiSSO\\l::L 40 

Pennsylvania 59 

'£ex(ts 59 ' 

52 

Penn riyl\' c:m itl 59 

'1'ho C\.vm:ngc [o,t all tho i'tom;es \,',ltl Oif>Ottt 50 P(j)·CI.;!l'It .• 

r'lnny facto)::;; could hh\'C) ItccolmtC't1 for thrJ rc':'" 3. ts I ~;(J:~C 

of \·J11.iC~1 Lll'"C d:i,ZC·1;U:':i!;d in th~ £0110w1n,] t.'".'Q c~H·.r.d:.ol.:n. \"'"1. 
did 110\; i\ttc.>mpt t.o r.btm:mil'c \','hc;;h(~l' onr. fi~c:tC))::" l\n~' lw.vo 
hQc1 mrJ.ro ;i.l~pact tJti;;:l oLhOl:r.l Oil t.he ho\u;oo I J:l?h:!b~.).ib:ltic\n 
c[fOr.t!i. 'l'hnt.:toO lh(~ t~,ps 01: !.~cr::~:rl.;:ch L):;.~.t'\ o1\()uJ.c:1 vncler. .... 
tukc. 

,n 
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'I'he 15 housca basically had the same objectives: to 
help offenders becomn productive, law-abiding citizens. 
Each provided a place in the community for the offenders 
to live and emphusized employment and coun::;eling as the 
main approaches to changing the offenders' way of life. 
Other ~)ervices, such ns education, vocational 1:raining, 
and medical services, were provided when necessary. 

Although the basic approaches of the houses \,'ere sim­
ilnl', they all differed in the t:ypes of. offenders served, 
the formali ty \~i th \~hich they ol:<jan;izcd their programs, the 
methods of providing services, nnd tha number of employccs 
used. The States had no criteria or guide~inBs that nll 

• houpes had to follow regntdinQ such fnctors before they 
coultJ b"'gin rec(d.ving offenders into the:i.r program. 

\~e do not pl:opose tha.l: all halfway houses he designed 
to SC!l:ve t.he ~"Imc types of off:endcra or opera!;e tlieir pro­
grnmG in the :';<lIl1C! manner. A c(>rt.d n amoLlnt of flcxibility 
Hl dcsj,ruhle. 

HO\·,.'N('r, if the States m:c to develop statewide systems 
to coordinate hnlf\1ay houses, they Inur-;t at l.ctlst knc)\'/ t.be 
val'iolls t}'pe~; 01: progLilTi\S that ~x.i.sl:. so they can fit thClll 

,i11t:O LIn o',lol:nJ.l strategy. No State ag0nc:iel) vie contncted 
had such infonOution for all. houses operatin,] \~;i thin thoir 
jurisdictions. A step toward developing a c~hosive st:nte­
wide system wculd be for the States, with LE1.J\ direction 
Dnd assistance, to devoiop stand3rds specifying what is 
expected from hulfwl'IY hOllses /lI·mrded r,];;.t\.1\ funds. 

, Severnl PLlbliC:utions del::crihinrJ an accoptuble opern­
tiol1 of hnlf,,'ay houses h'lvQ. noted th':! imporl:unce 'of having' 
tIll' co'rr(~ct nUI1,lm)" of: qur, l.i. f:i()d' ci:1ployecs and st,ntod thaI:. 
their temp~rDmont is critical in dualing with offenders. 

Neither LEAh nor tho States had dcveloped staff:ing 
~uid&lines.thnt had to be followed by all housos. The 
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locnlly Ol?Cl'~\tN1 hauncH 9t'nclrnl.l y Llicl not h<ivc speci f:ic 
requirement" for UHC in hirinCJ, nlthotlgh they uttcrr.pt to 
hire the upplicunts th~y conoidcred beGt qualified. Stutc-
0pIlll:aled hO\lse::;, on the ether hand, held speci.fi.c qualifi­
cnU.oll reqld rCfll',mts bnc<lIlse they Wor(;) parI: of' l:he State 
pCf80nncl sys tC'lIl. Ilowever, W":-' diLl not t.lVUlll<lte th~,se 

CJl1<l1 i ficati(\nL~. 

'file Slol f[r; sen"I'nll~~~;Olls;i~;J:'illL . .oL....a-di-=.tG-r-.-sc·, eJ.,tl 
cOllnHclors, ni(jht: attc~ilclilnl;!; to assUrc 24-hour supervision, 
C1nu such udmird st I:U tiv"1 mnployces <lR each hOllsu consi.dered 
nccC5sur)'. In some case:-; u progr.ctm directOJ: prO\'ided 
overall f;lIpcrvi !lion if 11\(1)'(;) thnn one house! ""I.S opel:uted 
by the stlme or9ani.:!.ntic.rt, as vias the case in Houston. 

The IlCtlls(:s used v~l'i~uun full-tilnc, part-ti.me, and 
voJ.untco::r \'Iorl~ct:: and vur.i0c1 in the numb(1r of !It<,ff used 
und .i.n the I:YI?':~l of pO!litions. Sh: had full-time! employ­
ment counselo):!; 0)" job pl.aco::ment sp(Oci~lh'tlJ, 7 had book­
keepers or aCC(lunt:ants, 7 hr,t} CQoJ~s or houDr.k,:'.upers, and 
11 had clerk-typists or scctel~rics. 

On the bnsis of tho nun0)er of offanderH each house 
!ltatc:d it: could ucco::tnloc1uto, t·he ratio of employees \>/ho 
worltcil directly \"ith the of[enuers ranged f:rom un average 
of 1. [or L~V(Hy 2. J. off<:n:ll~rs 1:0 1. f:or CVOl:y 7.1 offenders. 
The tabJ.e (.\11 p,lge 44 illu!;t.raterl t1\0 differences in staff­
ing ratios [or the 15 houses. 

Nost hOI\!w cli.r.ect:orB and Cotllls(llors had (:o1].ege de­
C:JI:eC's in fit! ids n:J.<."It(1d LCl ~lociol.o':IY or psychology antI 
prior ralnt~cl experience. An exceut30n was the New Direc­
tion.'; PI'09;'<.1111 in lIoliston, which lIs~d ex-offende:rs hClving 
no collcge rJo9l"ecG. 'fhe di)'(~c tor, un ex-convict Il'ith 1lbout 
30 ycnl'D in pd ;;011, b,"li.(":vNJ that prtlp\1rly trained o;.;-of:­
[c!Ilrlors who h.,d ~HlcC'cmrflilly nd:iUfJtcc to lifa ou'~sic1,.J pri­
son could I.'el.nt:c to the offcnu(n::; much bet!:!::,)" thun profes­
sionally aaucntac1 pcr&ona. 

Only one hOllnc din:~ct()r st:at:l1d he had c1 problem in 
ntt,;uct:inlJ qualified I.lt:nff:. lIis house \>lOS in'i:\ Rmall 
town. ),'mlr llircct:ol'S, l'O\'lOvor, n11;0 mentioned that: na.l­
ari C'!1 \>Iere 1m·.', " [uctor that could ;mlkc it htll:d' to oJ)tain 
th~! be·st clu<Ji·ifi0d incli.vl(il\(d.s. 
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'Locally operated: 
Floduil: 

Cain 
JIi llsborollgh 

Nissolld.: 
Al}lha 
Dismas 
Na~lcJala 

"lonnan 
RC'nlity 

Pennsylvania: 
'Horon of Inulwtry 
Lc:ld 911 Va·lley 

'rcxan: 
Nell Directiolls 
"l(lcO 

State oner.;oted: 

a 

Florid;!: 
J.ac~;sonvillc 
'l\J!ilpa 

Pel\nsy) van iii: 
l'hi.lndC'.lphia 
Scranton 

Number of offendcrn 
for c<lch 

st~ff mc;~bcr (note n) 

4.1 
6.5 

3.3 
2.9 
2.6 
3.3 
3.0. 

5:0 
2.3 

r.. (> u • ., 

6.0 

7.1 
7.0 

3.5 
2.1 

". 

As of the time Qf our review (S~pt. 1973 
throu(Jh June 1974). 

rour houses had mnployco probL~mD that adversely af­
["cteu pr'or;rilm opc;r.ltiorl!l, 'rHO of thesn ",ere loc~.lly op·· 
crated und \:1'10 Here State oPQr;:<tec1. Ilr)~ .. :~vel·, "I\! could not; 
dif:cC'1'I1 an)' PClt l:r~rn in the [It <'J rfing )?):obleras incurI:.ad by 
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til(: hV'nll'; 0l'('I"it:cd IIOl1f,(! Lh;..t; \':~lS eLi ffc/."t'lIl frO!;\ thllt in 
the S (~d~(\ hOU!il·'S. 

Cn,in hou~c, n locally opcrDlc~ houge in P]orid~ ~hich 
employed ~d.)! lh'~0111'?1 II;\() dif"l;).i..:;~c~d fOUl' cmp]oyt~CS during 
abot: t n l.-y"" r I "jJ' j 0(1 for L',l :;L;Ott(!I,l' I. <!lId n.?np(Jl" formc:ncn 0 f: 
dUi.,j('n, ontt of \·'ho:~1 v~~l:3 the hc.)\l!~c nltln\'"l~Gr. '~'ih! cmploycf?:J' ",'ere 
dir.llli~.~.'c·(l for \;1\<.'11 illfl:<.lctiO!lf-: M~ hc.i flU inLo;":iC'atml wJlilc on 
dULY. 11nvi:1':1 un'l('ccpL"b.lr~ att:i !:Uelt:l.l, and IW'c cnr.ol"C'lng rul.es" 

'J'hr~ OUWl l')oully OpPI"cted !loura.' that: hnd ,1 prohl.<lnl 
rcluLnd Lo Gtnf:[ Ol"sani",.:Uon W;H; tho l!il.l!Jborc'tlgh,County 
prlJ~fnlm, which h;ln [OUl: cOlll"tf;elors l:cplll:ting Lo the Diroctol: 
of P rO'J rUJ',U um1 five ('nCll r i Ly (:wpJoj'cef:i n:p0l"L inCj to lhe 
County'!; nj n~t':( 01' of COI'l'C,c.U Oll!!. 'l'iw pI"oblem occllrrc:d 
when fivu hOll;;(' H(~C'lll"i.t:/ c):,ployeefi we):" aJ.l i'ran~;f'cl']'"(:ll 'II: 
one time. 'l'hr~l h.Ju;';t~ :~UpC:l Vir:Ol: Zl,lt:od Lhnl: Lh~ tr-an£f.cl: 
of u.ll. f)cc\l)·i\'.~' PUJ:OO,llW.l nt one til"!) disrupted tlw conti­
l1\d t:y of OPC'):,lUOll tlnd ctll'':ecl :ri. ':Jl·ntl',(·nt by toll;! 1,,;ri.:icipc\J'l\;t •• 
The !i\;l't'rvinm" ill.no c1C::'.ll"_'d 1.0 chnliSlo t:Iw !JC:L~l;1".ity p(!rt;Qn­
Iwl f)'Oiil cOllnLy 'i\ltll"'~~: to per:ions hav.i l"tCJ <.11:. luu:;t a ""orJ,-
5. n\1 kn 0'."1. c u.:,') (I r ~ iw cod. rt] r;c;:i.(!Ilcc) f.i.cld ~",) I. hey could 
aiel jll c'·OU'IF(.U,I1Cj and tJ'N:t:mcnl • 

. }';inc{' mll: r(JviC'w, ChiD r;i.LlIrtLi0n naG l)"cn c1,tln,]ed unel 
the !·;f.!cllri!:~' orriWf;l"!'; (110\., cnllad Gorractiun;;'.l office);"!;) 
repoI't to I:lw ~111P()J'vif.iCJr of: lhc hUl'ci:c pl"o':Jram. 'r,'1e COt:rt1C­

tjotl;,l orfj.ccr~ 0[(1 roquil·~~ to )lilVC ~lJ~cifjc prescrvicu 
and inservicc tnti nin~J. Vic I,'CJ:O to].ct Lh:.lI: OV(;I: -{a percelll: 
of 1:lw corrc:cU 0:11.:1. oftiGCJ'£; ,11"C: no',! c:rir.oJ.l.ca .i 1\ cl:.i.millal 
ju~tjce proCcsDfon~l courDO~ in n lOCbl. colleGe:. 

Ono Sttll:c··uprJl:atr.\cl h.)uoc wi.th stLlffir'9 pl'oblcmn was 
i.n Ph.i ],\t~r:.l.phi"l. 1I1.1:hOU~lh tllir; hO\100 1'/llS only i.n j.ts 8cC'-
ond yeLl!." of opl1t"dl'jr,ll1 at t.he t.:i.nta of Ol!l; :t:c!\d,(,\'.', nOlle! of 
./10 odqj !lnl t«,-ff WDr" fii'i.ll emploYl,u ther·:!. lllld.ns the 
J.2 monUls before: our re\'ic,,~, 'the IlClLlse hud tl/O tUffcrc=nt 
ui.J'(:'c:tol';;; an(1 Li.\1(; c1iffm <.:nt CO\II\:,(;J.ors. 'rlw ujxc,etCJl.' suici 
thl1 l1i911 \:\ll"lWVC'1' (:,1\1I·'c;.1 th·:~ connf'l'lin(J P):c)ccr-lz 1:0 breed" 
down. "pI,e parI: ttl5!I,-\nLn nOllti.J1IIOUf.l.y hnd to rej"niti<:\:f) 
t·"lllli.:c:UII(j pl~o9r;w'(J, 'Phis in turn, tC:ir]l!d ct' ]0\';<:1: the. 
J()vcl of i!chicv('·n.enl: tlf t"hc pro'Jr;lnl'!,l ,]();:.ID. '1'110 dil:ocl:OL' 

HiI.i<1 l.he }lr(,;J:t:!r;h.i~lI)(\lr; q\lil: e.ith01: J,c:e(luI.';G thcy lac);od in­
ta)~(::~t ir) ~orl~cctiotlS O~ a p)'Dru~&icn, lJOC~lU$e salarios 
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10m rc too low, or because of the lac/, of advancerncmt oppor­
tunities. 

'rhe other State-opet"ated hO\:s,,- with staffing problems 
\~as in Tampa, where, the chief corrections cotlnst':l.or said. 
the staff turnover had been high and had adversely affected 
the house. He attd.buterl. the- tur.nr;ver ·to counse!ors leav­
ing to accept jobs with higher salaries and better advance­
ment Oljportunities. l~ecords at the house showed that 

-o-seven counselors had left because they had been 
promoted or. trans£er1:"ed to other positions within 
the Division of corrections, 

--four had accepted higher t:>aying jobs with private 
employeros. and 

--l~ree had been terminated for u~satisfactory conduct .. 

The cOlmselor a!so said that. the number of stuff was 
inadeqUate and that rnore ~ounsc!ors wor.e.needed to provide 
a· clonel! working I:elationship \~ith o££(!ni!ers. 

Staff traini.ng at the houses was vex:y limited and, for 
the mo(,t paJ:t, on-th~-joh b:ailling. Training pro;Jrn!ns 
for 1m), ['""y hOllM: eh1ployccs arc esscmtia! primar i1.y bC!cause 
(1) a uniquE' comhination of skills is needed to :UlSj,St of­
fClltler.s bae-k .l,nto flocicty and .(2) mos·t house employees have 
had edl1eation or. expcrienc(! i.n d.ther crime-l:elGited £iclti:;, 
such as criminology Dna cor.rcctionz or social ReicnccR, but 
not in both. 1\ comb ina ciol' of train':.ng or exper. ience in 
both wou:'d be UIOElt clcsirClbJ.e. 

Only 3 of the 15 hOl\f:'"S hud \·,hat we cOMdt1cred a fOl"ma! 
trtd.ninr;l pZ:0\JraIl1. One was the NCI" Dircctior.s progr.am, 
wh.i eh had no pL·ofess ionally trn inea cmp:Loyc~cw. EHeh sta ff 
me~\hcr vias l"ec~u il:c,l to il tt.cmd a Sl x-part counseling counle 
of[crc~ by a loccl univcroity. 
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The ot11<::r two were the StC)te-op~'ratGd houses in Penn­
sylvania, \'Ihich requircd .11J. ll()\~ employees 1.0 attend a 
3-week orientation cou~sc conducted by the State. Although 
the course conccntrnt~d mainly on cbrrections in an' institu­
tion"l settin9 ~athr.:J: th"n in the community, it wa~ SUPj:>J.c­
men ted by inservice tr"ining in the areas ofi drug use, 
counseling, and unaerstDnding the offenders' motivations. 

Staff me:::nbers fro;;l thc~ houses did try to improve their 
skills. Some continued to attend collcge and took courses 
in counseling-reli::tcd fields. Others attendC1d seminars, 
worl.shops, and conforen..:~s that \'Iould improve their. skillfl 
in working wi til offenders. But ·generally th(~re ,,:,as no em­
ployce trHining plan on a statewid.: leve,), wh.ieh the houses 
could follow. 

, All houses had devc').oped programs to h,~).p offenders 
beeoille productivo, law-abiding ci tj :~<':ns. The houses, ho;,,­
ever, c1if:fcrcd in tll« strud:u're of Lh.::i1- P..:09i.-'u .... s r~nd in th:;! 
techniql1l1s used. Of:Ccmc1(ll'U on pr.e>ba1:ion or. p,:.rol<.'!, and 
those who entered vo1.l1l1t~r.i,ly, succefisfull.y completed the 
program.s vlhen tIn:! :::tnffn d""cj.ded they \~er.'" re'lcly to leave. 
1'l:'i1301'1 relc~aGe(!:::, ~lhieh I;]"do up thH nmjt)r:ity of thos<l of­
fenders in Stntc-oparoted houses, usually calw1etec1 the p~o­
gr:nl11S sllccesRfully by receiving a parole or !Jerving out 
their sentences. 

Seven of th:: 1.1 J.ocall.y ope):ntod hOllses had structured 
progl;nllls in vlld,eh tho offendors "Jore C!xpeetac1 t.o pas~: through 
a Gcr:ies of: levels that gave progressively mora freedom for 
more I'csponsi-,,, bchavio);. 'l'he most formal. of t110lJe p~-o9r.·C1ms 
\Vas the one op!.:rlltcd by Hngda]a hou:le. It consisted of five 
levclB anc1 roquiJ:<,:d aIJout: 3 to 3-1/2 1I10l1ths to cdmplete. 

'J.'he fi1:s/; level \'!uf'. devoted to or,i.;1)1::Ln9 the new paroti­
d.punt, obt,d.nintJ hi:; bi\ck~Jrou~d dcttn, .,nd giving him voca­
tional Bnd psychoLogicaL tests. A handbook describing the 
Ill:'0\Jrilln HFl.') gi.ven to hi.m ilt chi.:; 1:.i.11\(:. 

In the second l('vol lh·c sti.\·ff and the offcncle1: set 
mutually agruccl 11;,Jon gonls Rnd the .way to achieve them. ?'he 
gonls (generally I:'clnlcd to employment Dnd cducation) were 
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stated in a contract that served as a menns o[ gaging ~le 
offenuor' s p<?rfol'l\\,llll~e m:u dctl)rn;ining his progress. 

In llw third and fourth h'\"els, the o[f(~nder executed 
his contrnct; 1.0., he round i1 job, started educational 
courecs, or entered vocational tr01ning. j~ was alGo cx­
pC'c\:ccl \;0 ch::m,jc <\rIt:isecial attitudes and perform certain 
other things, such as opcni n<J a savings decount ';nd .acquir­
ing ali al<irm clock so he could got to vlOrl:. on tjme. 

During the first: fot1r phases, the offender \,'as subject 
to a point syst('l11 llsed to t1eteri<line his pJ:09re55. He ear.ned 
or lost point;$ for doing or Ilot doing cC'rtain things, sllch 
tiS [jnding a job, goi.ng to work onch dny, attending grOl1p 
meetings, and kcepi.n~l his room clean. 'rhe points wer.e ex­
changed for sllch pd vilegcs as no household tt,sks, having 
visitors, or rcccdvin9 evening or \.,reekenc1 [lns~cs. 

The fi£th leval \'las cal.led the ntU tude level; here the 
of[~nder waR expectod to continu~ consLruclive activity, uuch 
af; a job or tr.ainin9·. lIe antcr"d this levl~l after i:tCclu\\ulat­
in:; $60 :i 11 his ~;Clv.in9s account and contint,il~9 constl:.~i.,ctivc 
nctivity'in Lhe fourth level. for 4 C:OJ;!o(:cutive Vlcr)):". liz 
vl<\S pen~j.tl·"'d to le1,'.'e the' pl'osnm, onc!? he sU\wcl $100 and 
showed a good nttitu~a for 4 con~ccutivc weeks, with two of 
those wGel,s fa]] in9 in the fi fth level. 

The 1·In.gc1ula. house also had n foll.o\o!up program to r.1:lin­
tain rc'9l11ar contact with f;onner particj.p:~nts. Those 5till 
on pl"obal:ion or p;:u:ole wetc: m:poc:tc~c1 to remain in the after­
car.e progrcm [or 6 months and could be required to return to 
the hOUDO if,they failed to mRintuin proper behavior. This' 
vms the ol'ly hal f\·:ny hou:;c rc:vievied ~Ihic:h hud n foJ.. ")i,'lP 

IJl"ogrmn. 

ry'hu rc.'O\,d.ninU dx hous<~f: that had stl:uctln'ec1 programs 
die] not u,,(: LI p::lint llyste1n to 1~'~a$llrC the off..ender I s 1'ro­
gres,; bLJt diel !lilv'.'! a ay::;\'r,lll 0[; l<!.vcls. ~'he:;e lcv(\ls ge11".1:­
nlly pro'.d dl.}d mOH! !'rcc'C::o:n an tho offenders p):o,jres!icd [;l:om 
011C' 1.0Vl~J. 1"0 L1w ne,.· ':. Fo!' o>:r.rnple, Ll partieip~n\: \,'OLJJ.d 1.>0 

91'ilntcc) l1C'l'r.l.i:;sion to stco), ouI: luter at night at: one leve). 
thnn tiL the preceding level; Clll anothm: level he wOl1ld 
tcc~ivQ waeJ:end pa:~SC!i, etc. 
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Eight of th~ 15 houscs(4 lucally opmratad und 4 State 
oper<tLoci) did not have fom;<iil y t:i. rllct~l'l:('d pro9r;:u:ls il'.':o] v­
ill') VLlI:iolts level 1;. ThJ:l'l1 locally c.'p<: l'i1.tt~cl hOllSC!;--I1crnc of 
lndu"try. "!nCo hOll!,;C;, tintl lo!el~ Dinl('l'i.('m) hOLlf;e--and the b,!o 
Statc-opcrat<:c1 hOl1~es in b:mn:;ylvLlllj,a could be chcu:nctcl'i2acl 
as openltillg liDuntl prog)"ulO1!l. F01: m:,l:llplc, at one housc 

--thele wt'n~ timGs Idlem no e:mplclV:'c ..... ;:w prc'Gent to pro·­
vide supel'visiol1 alld 

--very [ew rules hOld becn cGt'uhlished for the offender:.l 
to follow, 

'l'he 10c;,\11y ope),,<l ted iIi.l1Gbol:CllllJh hOUGD and the two 
Stale-openlted hoUl'os in }'Jor.ida II'::)"" lild te Gtd.ct in co:n-' 
pnriuon to the ot.ht2l" h0118(:a reviewod. 'llhc:!tlc hOUGC:s worc run 
by cCJr)"c'l'tioll agc,ncica whit'll e;·:cn.:ise:d ~11'(!atcr control OVClr 
the offolldeI:f;, 'rIm lli.llnb0t'OU9h hom;c hQll pri.~o:l 9uarc:s 
staliolled in the houGe and ~hD guards lmnded to l~cat the 
pilrl·.:icip:~ntu us pr:i.!;UnC;rD I \·:hich thC!y W(~!:c. 'l'h.(· ~jtate-Or·..:·l;­

a ted [ad li, L:i c:s in rl en .to;:\ \-iOl'O ollln:,It'c:t1 lInd::"r U,r~ phjJ.o,;'')phy 
tllnt, ',·:l1j,.l" curtain l:u1(.n 1l~c1.i.o be ndh('red lo, the r.c::;ichmts 
"Jel~(! to l:!I:~ t)"(;at<.::d a~; ndultH in a l~l:lu!-:r~cl atmo:::i?hcl:!.l. 

'rl',~ hous, .. n: g(~ncrally hail wr j. t ten rulos rC~1ilrc.1j 119 tl~e 

bchavioy c;.:poct;ed [rom l he l~csiacnl!.l. 'J';)(?!.ie rulef) ranged 
[rom 1 typewd tt'en p<I']lJ at a localJ.y opel'Cttlld hcu:::Q to a 
26-pac)c hanc11)ool~ [oc I·'lodd:! Stn1.n-0l'cr.utC:cl 110u"c;:> 1:h,l1: " .. ent 
into ~Jl.(:<lt detnil to e:,ploin m:uel:ly ,,'hat W,'IS required. 'l'he 
rules C](1fI'"'I';:,11y ck·<.tll: "lith vir-;itol'G; ab::cnces [ror,\ the hpu::c, 
fi.nnlle.i.tll Ir.:,lten;; and spol:ific prohibil.:.i.on~ on usin~ or 
po:;sc:;:=.;ing dr'ugs, alcohol, \I:t:~npons, and Clulomobilcw,o. 

'I'lli:' off;end(",'s Sllcc(o)fJsf'ul.1y C'omplc.t inS) tbe pl:'(J"r,lJ:ts did 
f;O "Ii l:hi Ii :thout 2 to 5 rnontho. SOm(l, howav"r, did not ",j,sh 
l:o le<.\v(' nna ]'cmc:ilwd at \"11(' hmlscr. [;01: o'/er a yc,n1: m.d ()1l0 
si.L!yec1 [(l)' 17 ma,l t 1\:.; • 'rbe or f':''I'Idel::; '''';'rl~ ~l':lncrn lly peJ:I;littC!d 
~o leave Io.'IKn the IWlfS(1 Htaff: d.~cidcd t!t(~y \'iur.c cnpi',hlc of 
follo\·;jll(] nocial.l.y 'tcc(!pl'nl:.l.c lJchnvioL One hOl1SL', hc-.if~VCr., 
l:equi rCl] 1: lIn t e,tel1 o[[l'nclOl' rL)(,Gi v,~ nn.l',il.1CIlU:; apPt:CJv;';I.l. fJ;onl 
hi S [0110.-1 p<trU d P;1I1 tG b(i~OJ:l! l:he staf [ <'[l)?l:ovt:u hi U J:e­
lcnsQ. 
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Those offandero released from prison to participate in 
a house's program· were technically still prisoners of a 
correction facility and generally had to be granted parole 
or serve their full sentences before they could be released 
from a house as succes~,fully completing tha program. Others 
Vlho were on probation or parole when they entered continued 
under those terms after they left. 

All 15 houses generally provided or made available to 
the offellders the followin.g ~ervices: 

--Temporary financial assistance. 

--Group and individual coum;eling. 

--Vocat'ion<ll couns01in<) and training. 

--Employment counseling and placement. 

--l1edical, dental, and k'Sychh:tri.c services. 

--i\cadl~mic UP9)"ading. 

--Food and shelter. 

'l.'he extent of these services and the methode of providing 
them differed. considerC'.bly among houees. Our com;llentr., on 
the ~heltcr ~rovided are in chaptcr6. 

The 15 houses considurcd employment as one of the most 
essential elements for reLurning offanGers to society, and 
all. required their participants eithCl: to bi:> e;nploy~rl.or.to 
~ttencJ a vocation~l training progr~n or a school. Tho State-
0i)('lra ted houser; Cll?pi:!al;(,d to. be mOl"a success ful in getting 
tl,~ir p(u:ticip'lnl;s to find c'mploYIiIClnt promptly and stay em­
ployed, prim~rily because they could be easily returned to 
prison if they did not work. 

Some 10c<11ly operated houses need to increase effol:ts 
to ohtain employment for partici.pants. For eX<l.l11ple, the low 
rate of: emploJ101cnt at the Cain house 1:JI:0itlS to indicate that 
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the staff wqs not adequately oncouraging ana assisting the 
offenuol:s to ol)tnin johs. 01:£icials lluvised us that they 
recognlzed ~hc problem and had plans to corrcct it. Also 
the Norlilun hOllse was having difficulty J;.inuing jobs for 
offendern in the rural area where it was located. 

A meaningi:ul job is iroportant to an ex-offender. Not 
only can it assist his reintegration into ~ociety, but it 
may also be the critical diff.(~rence hehl0en an ex-offender 
successfully adjusting to freedom or cOl;ullitting new cr jJnes. 
In hi.s sN\rch for f'mployment, an e~:-o£fcndClr faces many 
obstacles; for o:;,·.ampl.e he probubly has a history of poor 
~.'ork exped.0l1Ce or a lack of u specific job sltiJ.l or train­
int]o Accordingly, helping him find meaningful employment 
within his capabili.ties and interest is one of the prbno re­
quisites of <l sllcccssful prograra. 

The ~xtcnt to which the locally operated houses holpBd 
their particip<lnts secur.e jobs varied. Some houses hact 
full-time crllploYlTlEmt specialists; some helped new pZll:tici·, 
pants c1etcnnino their fields of il\tere!;t; a few gcwc thl~i11 

tests to usci~rlain thuil: vQcul:ionl\j. intcre:.)\:~) and aptiLlIdcs; 
and a few conducted indiviuunl sesl.lio)lB or classes on hoVJ to 
look for jobs, how to. f:ill out npplicatiol1!1, and lww to I'.'ork 
with <mel :iJU»J:C[';f1 emploY',rr;. '1.'he Ha,ldaia house, for ext:.!l1",le, 
reqnir(,d all I1('!W partid.pants to attend a 5-cay course de­
signed to tcach them skillo needed in finding and holding a 
job. 

Most o[ the houses required the offenders to find their 
01'111 joJJS on the I:hcor.y that they "'ould have to i:ind their. 
own after l("lvil1~1 tho houses. '1.'hcse 'hou~es, 11o\\'ovel:, \~oul.d 

halp the offenders find jobs if they encountered difficulty. 

']'hrC'c of the houses uS\1ally ;;tarted the offenders wOl:k­
:i 119 at temporal'Y or m(:nial jobs to giva tlwm c;;.:pericncc at 
workin9 and to tetlch th8 imp~rtanc:e of r.:holling up for wor.k, 
br!ing on time, and l'~.rfClrming taGlG'l asnigniJd to them by 
employenl. }\fi;er I:his initial \"ork expod.cllce, they were 
p('rmittcrl lo take l1\o)"e permancnt jobs. 

The han nor.: referred offenders to a wide variety of 
SOU1·ces to (Hlsist them to find jllbs. 'l'hef;l~ sources included 
\'10\111: ncb, lists of employer::; willing to hire o[fendel:s 
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compi.led by the hOLl~;es. State employment service offices. 
and local cmplo~'wcnt pJ:Ogl:iUi1S funded by Federal agencies. 

'l'ha hi::> State-o,eratcc1 houses in Florida lmd ei:lployr.·,cnt 
coullselors who helpecl the offenders find jobs if they desired 
assisL1lllce und prO\lj dod counseU.nl] WhCI1 required. Heithcr 
house hatl any pr.ohlcm!:! in fjncJing jobs for the offenders. 
and bolh offert~d t·r.ansport<\1;iOI1 to 111ld from worl~sit~s for a 
chargp of $1 a day. 

'l'he tllO State-operated houses in Pel1nsy1vanin stressed 
emp1o~r,nent but gc-'11cn:ill1y rl1quired offem1Cll:rf to fj nd th<:!ir 
own jobs. Both houses referred offenders to the State em­
ployment service, und one hOLwe had contacted a fmy employ,!r.s 
who wer.c ~illin9 to provide jobs. 

A 1973 report, "Crime, Rc,cidivi[;rn <:.nd Employr:,::mt" hy a 
u.s. Buranu of P~isons ta~l~ force diuc'u:jsad tIle effect tllnt 
elllployr,;r:nt had on cl:ima <~/lc] citc!d the results of: 'J'(;!lutcd 
stud; r;s ~ criln:i.n:::.l of:[cl'ldcrr! Vir"r,] S~ic1 tq rcs0mblc the cJiB-
advCJ.nta')~d group thl."';!Y CU.H1C £rol,\-··YOil1l~; I un,:~r.lpl(J)'c.:d, ulld'::l>­
Cdllc.atod J7d norit:y gl:CUP l;,c.ri1b;:n;~i \\1:10 huc1. ))ecn g.:::n,:ir-ally clas .. · 
sifiec1 C:~3 f.D.llLlr€t~{. 13("!ctH;:;jC fl1any f~Lctal:n v,'ere involved, tho 
report 1,:.:5.<1, it VlRe] difficult j:o rc~l<tt.,~ crime to ()nly one 
vill:inblc, Ruel) a~ (;:rnp} .. oyj~\f.!nt" C\ ccr.lplcj: vuriablc in that it: 
involves ocono::\j c, noci':'l.l, pHychoJ.oS:i<':i..~l, and clllt:ur2.f dil'tlCll­
sions hcsiQcs th~ technical skills. 

1\1 th~u9h fc\! DtLldi<.~::; had '))0(<11 nmc1e that directly nxarn.i ned 
the effnct of: lln~1plo~nQnt on crime. lhare was evidence th~t 
suggested H diroct ~orrQlati()n. 

Evidence ci.tc.,d in tlw re,pol:t c;;;'n~c fl:0ill many sour.cas and 
included: 

--1\ 9tu~y of a group of prison relc4RcOS ~howad that 
pl-operty crimen \I,-\ry c1in:>ct 1 y wit:h un0r.'J:ilo~,nc.llt. 

-··4(, pnr.c:.lni; of: the off.en'2,;r.o in one, study hut! haem 
cn,plnyclc1 lor,s then 50 porcent of the timo during thp. 
? yearB hc:-fot"C!. inc~"!rc:(1rntion, and 56 pCl"c~~nt 'dorc 
llncmploycd or ,,'crt.! cr.t~1J.oy('c1 l.Nm than 6 month:;. in the! 
jobs hul.cl just before incarcc!:('.tiOl-l. 
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-·-63 pcrccmt of the perr;olls con,',d. ttr!d to Bl1J:'c(\U of 
P.d.G01HJ t,:ciU tics in n G'~mol)th period needed im­
proved vocntiona1 skills. 

T]le rcpo~-t ot~l.tcd that cvid.:?l'lce ,'las st:!'ol1gcr '""ith 
rc;.pcci; to t,)w cff.()ct of cmJ?J(Jl~nQnt on x(;!cidjvism and 
relJol:lcc1 111'.\t: 

--Unemployed re]cw,C!eti fY.om p.clc1",r<.l COllu1\ullii:y Trc'n"tHl:ml 
Ccmtm:s d,,:d.rl9 u 2-yem: poriod fil,il.C'd at a 42-P2~CCll"; 

rate ns cOlolml:(,q to u 33-percerlt rate for those \','ho 
hud jobs. 

--Scvcr<ll ntl1cU(nJ conc luc1r.:d that job "tahi .l.,i. ty (1101c1in9 
tmc jc'b for a significoll1i.. period) YiH'7 po:;;itively 
correlated to succe~,'s. . 

--One r.tudy bbo\'lCQ tll~.\t t~~o::;c en.ploY·3d in ac..Jt1.inistrco ... 
t:i vc I prof.cf3r:ional, 01- busint.?::~r; OC'Clll.1a.tionr; beforel 

inCi:1l:'l~Cj:C\\::r.on had' h:L~(:"l :-~ucC(,!J::: j:-".ltcs, h~~'lile only 
hfllf t.ho::~o \'IorJ-Ling at lO·;~1".1:~: oc...:;U11t~/l.ic:t1s ·dC:CP 
SlHJC'cc!';ful. 

--·)~.i.ghl:.\' pm:ct'tll.: of I.:h:: of:C,'m::c1:!';. I'lill) c?rtrned OVCl:$G(lO 

n rnQ~"d.:ll \\lfiJ·e Stlcf;!csr;[nl \·,·hil{~ only 67 P::Ji:con.t of 

tho~~c (l<:;;;ning lens that' ~300 <l month \'!e~:c S'.ICCCfJ3)";11.· 

--l.notllel.· study f:hol'.'oc1 thut the )florc s<\\'il1gs llnd.lc!ld.G 
to o[;fcnckrs \'Ih~·l. they lef1: t1,," hOUG(j~J thp. groater 
the proi.1ab,i.li ty of: thail: :;;t1:::ce:~G. 

He S;:;11r» 0d c~'f.ander~ \'1110 GUCC(,! :·;c[:uJ.1y cO:l1fJlctcd thei:r. 
st.\)'::: at tho 1" hu\1::;('s to de-LcO!lT.l:i.nc tIl"" O:tr.~l1jc of: theil: 
cmpJ.o,y:;>.(>nt \'ii.l~.JC ;i.n tbl~ hOIH\C!'l and <litc): J.enving. The 
samp.lt> .i.n01u(;,:([ 215 o[f.c·nclcrn \';llO h<~cJ, ),c'r.m out of: the hotwOG 
[en: Ql1 ()VtJ'""i'ttJtJ- of: abcR11:. 1J mon thH. llc~\\;o\;(~r I W~ ... ·lore 

rC1Jt:J:i (' (.(·d by 1:1111: <lJ~L(mC(! ,:,f c:onl}>l(>t.c rnconl;::. 

?:11f) hou;;cs 90nr.;J;n.1.1y h<..u 1'00): d,'l'U' on the ()fi'cnUrJ);'r3 I 

~1l1rk h:i.sh'ricf.; \lili ,1 c: :i.n the prclI]l'nm mid i).f l:C':L lCHvi.ny. \'7G 
tried to obtain \,!(\rJ: h:i.nt;ory c'!ui:<t .f.r~l:11 pro;Ja'l:.i.on ,Inc] pm:ola 
il\jC!llCic S I Hh~n i\l'PJ.icnbJ.e, btlt: tho~:t:J (\'1Cnd.er3 alr-o had 
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incomplete information on periods of employment nnd salary 
rates. 

Of the 215 off:endcrs, 201 \wrked at least: ~;ome of the. 
time \,'hile they \'Iere at the houses. Three never \~or)~cd, t\o,'Q 

\'lGre too ill to \'lOrk, one attended scho::-,l. 'I'here \'l,U:; 

infOllfficient CBtn for the l.emaining eight to ar,cerj;£lin any 
of their cmployme11t histories. 

'1'l1e offenden; \·;Cl:C· genc:rally engn'Jed. in unskilled jobs, 
such as luborcrs, custodians, and foo<;l service \'Ior)~ers, or 
in such jobs as m,t'~hine op~rators, carpentu.cs, pain tors, and 
repairmen. DC'lt;:l shOl·;cd that off:ondcrs in tIle houses held 
each job for an average of 2.8 montlw \'Ihile in the houses. 

ThG offcmc'.e::.o I earnings \'JhiJ.e. in the houses is a 
sigI1ifir.ant· monei;C).).·y bCl1Clfit: not othe:n/ise avail;~1)J.e to 
prisonerr, ant1 their fa:I1,t.lies. l\lthou~Jh most of the hClllces 
did not );cep canplete r.cccr6s of earning::; by the offencicrG, 
severn! did. The n:i.llu)}ol:Dw,jh CouHty house in Plor:Lc'la, :(;03: 

exnmplo, reportl,d tiu:t ito p;>.rticipantH had e,arneu i.lbout 
$830. 000 OVer a (~'-1/2-Y'Jm: p~l.·io(l. The off;enderr.: paid 
ahout $~08.000 to Uw houso for rOO!iI Clnd boal:'c, about 
$227,000 l'l~mt to the SUPPOl:t of their f"'mi.licr.;, and ~bout 
$148, 000 I'Jas placed in saving!) for the offenaen; \·,.hen they 
left tlw hour.:e. 'l:lle rer,\.:J.il1ing $247,OClO ,""ent for taxes and 
person",,], Cy.pHnscn. 

Doth the locally operated ,md State"opero.tcd houses 
referred ofi:cmdcrs to vocat:ional training progrruM) in the 
com:nuni tic!:: \·:11on they e;.;p:t:cf.!:::c~d an in-:erest in a r.:FCcific 
progr<:tnl. '£he:;." c O:lITIlU rd. ty (Jom:cc s inclut1.ed sta.l:e employment 
~crvico nnd vocation •. ll. rCDtlbilitntiol1 progrCljl'(::; 1.:'.S well as 
public ilnd priv,d:c sch,oo:L(J. 

Although m;:ny 11ou::;e5 cOl'oun.ged offenders to pursue 
vC?c.'u U.onll 1 trail\i119, the offt'l1cler s gcncn:ally clid not display 
interest i.n !Juch training. One ren('on \-I<\S the cxceasive 
time l:C!'luirecl tb complete vocQtiono.l training since muny 
were not in the hOlwcf.l long enough. 1mother \~af.l the. long 
wai t:Lng p2riods for entering tl!uining pr.:ogrruns. '1'h05e thnt 
diel ('l1tCll: training programs US1Hllly did n9t complete them. 
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Of all!: sample of :ns o[[cnckrs, only 11 entered 
vocuti,onLl.1. t.rninj,ng rro'JT.um& \'111110 ul: the houscs and 6 of 
the 11 did !lO\: COInl'l(!~~,~ l hem. ~"lH' rCLlsoni; for not comp,le ting 
included 

--the a [fc.!l1uur "'i ~ll;t;CllrJ;!l1CC 1'lnS po(n' , 

-'-he! l'iUS tired of it, or 

--he di.d not fee 1 11(' I-hW 1 (!Lll:llin!) :tnythillg. 

The 1[, houses prod.ded ~jrO;lp couns::li.ng tor the 
off:cml(D:~. <'.!ld 'all hut 1 roql:ircd theli\ to nU:cnd. The 
froCjucncy "Ii I:h \'il':ich !JJ:OUP "efHd otIS \'Icre lwld varied from 
Olle u \,·,~.::k to fOUl: a liCC').;. 

'rho h(')UbC!J offc"lrcd t.wo ht:l.sic u.l'P):CJLlC;)t:::; to ~p:oup 
counDclil·l~. Some had ~'IO'.lSl'! 1:1,:!ct;.n~{5 in ' ... ':·d.ch general 
Z~)jcctD \~crc diac\lSrcd, aucll aa 110USC activitins und 
P'21:sonal pro))l';')')I). Onte');'), whi.c:h I\'C):'.l <111 loc,,11y o~"'.::l:Utcc1, 
usccl a lhcl:apy UPP):o;tch "Ill) cCll(I,;ctcrl <:P:Ol'.);, cOl\nze1ing 
aimed nl ililpJ:OVl llg the-' offcnr1(:r::;' hahavio.l:. Or((~ of tht~ec 
lOCI~lJ,y op,::rtlled hCl\ls'~O U$t.lcl pXl1soura l,rt~;n I:he o.f:fcmdcr:.i' 
p:::er5 to t.ry to. conv.li'lc« l;hem to change tIlCir behuviD.':. 

All )5 hauser. ):'l:ovidcd il1cl:~vidll<ll c"unooling for tIle 
offender-a, usun.l.l.y on H uo.y--tc .. d:·~' busi:: und "'h~n cJ.e terr.linca 
nC!cr~sr,ary by the sln'ff. '1'hi5 Ci.)Ul'ISClin<], usually bunod on 
the individua I' s n~(\cl.o, (,ClVC'!. (~tl m:tny eli ffC'l:cnt arcas. such 
m; family relatio.n: .• mll1 £.lIlCtllCinl amI hehavior problt;:an. 

Modi en.l, den tal, mId pSYClhi" {:r i c ~;~J.'vir.o H \';ere 
9('11"('11"0.11:,' prov:\.({(.!tl on n l:cf.el:l;;:d. )"":1i s t.h,I:Ot!Hh CXl.::;til1g 
com:.aunity scrvlcon. ~';1j~$C! illClu(l(.~d p):lv-:d:o p~lysicl,in'i 
emu dOllt;i SUi, cOllnty hoed \:1) ~;tl):vic()n, cj ty h()spit;;,ltl, 
collego health cant.ers, Dnd Stale Qr. cit.y montal hoalt.h 
fnciliU():~. 



1056 

NccliC<ll nnd c1enta] ();·:pansas I,'orc puid in V<lriot11J w::ys, 
FOUl: hOlWOS requir.ecl the o[fcll,1e:cs to P,lY f:0l: their 01'/11 
c;.:pcn,SC5, \'lhi Ie three \"Cl~C ablo. 1:0 acquire! th~ scrvic(;!s 
free fro,,) CO:h1)llllli ty ser.v.tces. '.hlo (>I:he:::s l:cC:iuir(!c1 U1e 
offclldcl:::; to PilY Lor the.b: own c~:pen:::C!s OJ.' obtnin the 
scr\'ice free through the St!lte IS pl:.b:on hor;p:i.I:<:.l. The 
rCl~uinil\g si:{ hOlll,Ot. c<lch had difi:cxcnt methods. 

--On<~ arl;nngcd fOl: ,:ervices 1;11);011911 private p::ysic:i.at1s 
and dcnl3stn nl: reduccd fCD~. 

--One paid fOl; l'hlL1l). chm:gco hut solicited aid fl:om 
locn] ngollcie:::, such as wC'lf:orG, [or rno):e costly 
scn:v ict:~ s. 

--Anotiw): l:C'quired n,e of{."'l1dor to pay f:.mnlJ. C'~·I<l::<J.')::: 

btl\: , dr.prma~ ng Oll hin inco:ilc, $11111:('d r>~n:t of the 
C05t. of: c~~p:!ns;i.vo sorv;l.can. 

--i\!)oU.or rcc::;uil·c0. tlw of:i:rJndcr. to p".y a.ll ChLU ... <J ... ·fJ if 
he lioru cqlilhlc; if Ilot, tiw )~OU~lC paid.' 

--One rcquir&d the ob:cllc1cr to p"y or to apply i'':'1J:' 

\'le l:(:~).:'r. • 

--Another rcquir(.d offeno.ero to 'p,~y for I'ln',~.ll costs 
hut obta:l.ned C1;<pen!;ive :Je'l:v.i.c(!~' ir.ce throug11 
Q~;.i.F;t ;i.ng co: •. muni ty c\genciuLl. 

Psychi",b:ic sorvice!) I'lere gCl1c):nlly pr.ovi<1(~d fr.:('(~ 
Lhl'Otl~::l l()c~\l ox·gani.zi:ltiol1s, umwlJ.y CO:nlrIU)l:i.ty or college 
lilcntill h('nlth fac;i.liticG. 

l'.l Lhollgll tho hotl:ws did not: p:tc\cc L\ gre,D,t; d~~nJ. of 
C:l'1f·h;).ui s on (.:duc,'t, t.:iot)ul t-':C!rv;i.ccn I tlHH;1Q t:erv:i..c.~(~~ \</cre 
ufi\.1t,111 y n~~~dc nV~l..tli.lhl(! e.nd r,!c('\tnm'.lnd(~cl ~:o the of:fcndc·l::;. 
'I');e rC(.1.srm~: [or the ] ('0), of ("lnphiwi.l; \"(:r(j th".t t~he 
oif.ol,c';rr:1, as n 91'Cll1' D.) II'CI)':C \lCl1,\1]» u~'Lic:iQIlt! il} 
cc.'\lcuti"li ,lIld (;~) 1·l(ll':,. In<.W(1 intC!l:CJill:ccl ill l'Ior.l:ihg than 
in impro\,ing their odncation. 
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80\'011 housos clid p):Qvit'lc off(~lIdcrs tl'llJ opportunity 
to prop:!re for une! tiLkc. a high f'C'hool C'quivu..lency cXfvuina­
ti on. Onn I hnNever.hud to dl~OP thi.s service bocause 
the volunh'()).' 1..c:nch:n:n ",ithcir.cI'; t.hai): servicns, ]Ino~:ll\'!r 
l'C'qll.ircd <Ill 110n-11i011-r;c11001 grndual:r~,,; to attend cvcn;J. 119 
clU!:fJet'l conducted fOll): 1...lmcn 11 \'leek by liccll:;ed tcacherR, 
SCVCl:u.1. othe).' ll.:'u::;c~~ lwcl offenders 1'/];0 hud attended adult 
euucalioll or col:L(:g::! cour:;e!), 

lis I·ms the c~se \'lith ol;11oJ: m:n;vic(:"" t.he hOU~les 
too): 1Il<llly dj fi't!rcmt uPP)'oachcr; in m;oviding fe,o:] to 
of.frmclt!rs. Onl.y one dill not provi de r;ome type e>f food 
service ttl llt(~ hotlf-ic.. 'rhrc!G Ot.ht!l:P, did not serve tnG.:lls 
a t tho hou~'o:; but did p:rovid'; k.i '';C11CI15 for the offcndm:s 
to nen.. Of.:h(!Tt./.i:::'.ic I tho o:f:fandc.1r!'J tlt thG!Jc th!:'"CCl houses 
had ~o J:"IY th"ir menl::: nt: local rC$tmu'un ti3, 

'i'he i'I'It) sc'ltc-op::n:i,.t;<.)U hOllrJ(s in Florlcl<\ u~10d of:C('Il(~CrZ 
0::: [Llll-t.il~u cco),::; to pl:(~l,,~rc and florvc J:\cmJ:l foi: the: 
ot.Jw~: or.f(!)'{;c~:.'" ~l.'lw ILi J l:,bo::c)ugh County hOl1:;c .i.n Flw.Jdn, 
opel"llt!d hy t.he county r:.:ll.J:cctiC':l (tgCllCY, ;J.'(·quiruu p:ll:ticj­
pn.nlt: to enl ill ,1'1 i1djuccnt county ],))-is''):1. '.rho county 
hns rccoaniHcd Uliu as D poor uituulion DlId plnns to p~ovide 
a ~.cpuri'd:(J fm::llity [or Hlis p:t:ogJ:DIlI, 

Tlw ot1,.,>;, hOLlsns Ul:\cd vadou::: combil1Dti.Ol1S for' snrvil19 
f('lod (}Iat inr: h'ded t:htl offcndm:o prepnrir'(J t:heir 0\1'1) 
bl'en);i:us\.h ,111<1 lllnclicr" offc;.ndc;:tt und stt\£1: lIIt'mben: prCl­
pLldli~1 evc;ning mcw.ln, ulIc1 8tU.(:[ cookn prelpt.ld.ng all r,'(,m]::;, 

;,7 
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'J'l1P. ),101!2!3.~.: __ ':!:W~J.g ... J'l!X,SICP.l1._i1'?~\mJ~s;L. 
U SJLJ-" J2 ..... G1T,DS£ilf.!...9E.J:::.t.Y.-1ll§. 

I'Ihnt physical ::;tandards cholild a house meet? vlhat per­
centago of: u~e of a hOlloe 'c cnpacity should be concidel:Gd 
acceptnble? \':hnt: finnnc.ial nl"l:nngemc;lts are available to 
loc<tlly operatC'd housl1o? Thcl:e arc no otand<:lrd ano'lers. 

'1'110 15 houses rcviel~ed 1'H!l:e quite cli ffereni: in physical 
appearance anel cont, oome 1'lOrc not being fully u!wd, u.nd 
most had to acquj re opGrnting fund::; fron many soU):ce::;. 

E'unding di·fferCl1cen ... 'ero due baDicv.lly- to· the different 
concept::; under I'lhicli the v<,riou::: house::; lIore organized. 
Eleven vlore locally opcr<\t:cd and 4- 1'lerc op3ratecl by State 
correction Bgcnciez. ~la 11 locally operatcd houads included 
5 op::>r 0. ted by nonprofi t 01:9<1niz u. U.onz 1l1l0'C'J:: the oponsorGhip 
of Iocal govcrnmC'nts, nuch ~~s cotltlt:ic'! G OY citie~j: 3 ()P~"J: tlla(l 
by nOl'lpro[it orgnlli;:ationo- I.'ithout Clny local govcrnfr.cnt: 
oponsc:: (-;hipo; nnd 3 ot,~'rntcd by locnl govC):nrtlonts. 

Neither LEhll nor thE! four. spr,G reviel'!oc1 h1!d Dst::bli:.;:hcd 
physica 1 r.equiremcllt::; covering all hctWCf;. '1he! :;t.mda!.:cls 
thnt ... ,eTC L'11po:J-:;c1 \lsually liare city Dr S'cnte rcquil:e:i:enln 
cstnhlishcd for r.oclnilJ'.:) or bOilrdin9 hOUfWfi. 'I'hcst' standnrds 
do not inoure ~n ndcquatei:'ncility (Jincc they clo"·' cover 
the spccinlizad requiremcnts nccd'Jcl by n rehubilitut:i.on 
centel;', IJuch as Colln!?e U.ng l;OO:11::;, off:i ce space, Ol" rec]:"(!ntion 
fad li tie s. 

II certnin W'ol0unt of f:J.ucL\lht.i.on in the mJQ of: the 
cnp:J.ci ty of: il hill [-,,:ny 1;()ur~fJ mil!) t he expected. k',d.lure:" 
clllri 119 lhc progrwn, s'.lch tIP ill) offen:h:r who nbflcondr:;, re­
[UfiCS Lo <,hide by l:uh)s, or is <lrrea\:cd for 1\ ne\·/ cd.rn.;!, 
C1\\J:;C unplmm('cJ vtLc.!lnc.i Cf,. 'l'ho prompt plC'!ccment of. a mM 

pnrticip(llil: dopc:nclH 011 the i1o~t:,e 's cotlrd.i.r;nt.ion \·Iit.h ·plac:c­
rnC!l1t 1l'Jcl\l:i(~5, ~uch ill1 c()Urts and parole bO~i'·"c1o.' Because of 
thrJr.c inhel.'cnt: uelayc in obtitininv part~cipants, the hotlst;s 
must H()l:~: clo;'l".1.~' Nith nll ::;ourcc'::; frc·:n which thoy r.ec:ci.'.'c 
offanc1cl·o. 

58 
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lIt! iu;,hi.L.i, ty to auLd i)) 1:':1-1 p] .-tcC'InVnt::: pJ"~)mpl: ly Ie ad ,; 
to les;. th:,11 ~ on p(u"c(mt \1:01 .• t1n\:> .i!.,r:)~(";::;~.l'~j \.lIe cos\'. rO! 
cach P,ll: l:i(d·l';m I. , '£11(' l,ICC:UP.1l1.:'.': r,:I":~ thi!t: i!1 f ijc:ntes ll~"L n 
project.. is bnvin~) 11klni.t9,~r.icli p;"n}JJ .. i.l!"i 'OJ'" .l.!1 r.t:c( 5,\;i.n9 l(l!:ts 
than tl~C('pt'ublo f~UppO:r.t fl~Ol£\ cri::tini;) :jhf~tj Cl.i C!~'jcncic:5 h:~<1 
not 1.Ic(~n \~!3t\·j1).1iHh(·'..1 lJY Lt!7··.!~ (J{' ih<) Hf-l .. R l:,~·v3.cn"c·(~d~ 

/\no Lht'l.' Pl:O:)] am 3.nU(lC(!tl::tt~: ly LJ:].:.h~,.' !Jr.:r'.j h:' !J:ihi\. and the 
SP1~b ".'UB tl!C! r~,t.l~lJt.i~lJ. ill.:·!bi li ty of 1.hc· l(!C<lJ.ly Opc.l·41te:d 
hO\1:::,,!'; to obt.-tin ud.: qll,) \;0 finHllcitd. J:'lCj, ing n:l('l~ T,Hl·J\ funds 
Hj:C no J 'Hl~J'·.r· uvni 1 (',b 1 (~ . '3::!nc..l"iJ ! J Y t Lt:i\,"', f.t.Hldr~ n!."'.: avn.i.l able 
fo); f,Lntl t 3 yr'i.\l:f::, <tnd, f'nJ: lUCid ly 0P:.:l~'J !.;0t1 hO\l,::o s, LJ,:r.;:.. 
fund::; rr)}!l;,,!';C'nl: <I s;i.<]nificunt }lC'J:(:C:llt:ig.: (,f; l.h.:>ir totol 
hl1dgch:. 

LoeLl] ly Qperitlcu non~lovl').'lll;l(llltilJ hOllS(!S l1:;u"lly [Ul1C·· 
"t:.l.o!)ed in an unni:,l))lo f.i)Ii~nc:i..t! 1. ·.~nvi rr)r)ll:'=tnt. Dt1n:i.dcs L)~:; .. n 
'lid, fUlIch; \"crc ('Ltni.1Kcl [n';,; pill'!' icip~~!1 ts })y Chill:(Ji liS til,.!,! 
for rco~rl ;-u)(l bt..'rl!"'{1, f~:{;!\\ tl}o ~'t.)\.l);"-:n:3 plii.cill~1 p,:r!~ons in tho 
hnu!..1o :i i tItt.: ~:ou~~c:(! hi.11.; ;;J.v~d Jabln fllnchi, [l:CJill ch~.ri·ta}Jlc 

LJl:ClUJ.~f.i J and [rom ~1:ti\,~tt.c: t.'ont~.r.ilJ\l L.it"':i!.l.. Rt.ttt:~·"CoP?):tttc;d 
facllit;i.c:; :~crk in Cl l:O.1ilto3.VC..lv :l\"tl"i"~r! [.innnclc,J. cnVirO!1;r0J,t 

bC('tll.!!3C lhey ::et:t::i.vc: Gtl:li(: f.un;i.tl'i~1. 

'1'11(, foll.()·,,'.Lr:'J ~~rcti()!::; rk,;;cr.i.bc- 5,"! ;1I.·\:"iJ tile diffe):·· 
cnC'C!~i iIi ph)'hi.~nl nc1Pll\1~H::Y I ll:-~~I nnd f.',·nlrC"\.l~j of funds fa,; 
tile hOl1(,efi. 

'fh,! 11:, lfwny hO'.1!.:tl!!; (iccuj.dr;d ~:H~VCJ:i1.t dj f[crcnt: typ~::: cd: 
fuciliti~s htl\: [01: t;lw m~\>.;L I:.:U:t; \':Ll:C CI.':l:!he:1" r(J~d.dcl\(::eR. 
01:h2r. t:"IX1f.; n[ r.,1C.i 1i,U.o:; lwed .i.;w1udqo I.! f()):mcl' frutcJ:nity 
hOU:;'l!, ~ l:'ci:nQc1a ll'd 100- y_·tll:-uJd CCr'lvr.- 11 t. 1. :'7('l.,r.>dc It!<l SI:OI:O. 
anu bui.l.dint)!,. tkr.:l:;n(·c] tlNl COl)'Jtl:IOctcd .!s 1l;,11;(~11IY hOllfiC'-". 

fl'ho]"c \.1( .. ' t \.' Ho c.i :.y 0.1- st:tL(;: CI,'I~h: n;t: !~(.lJ1)!)lJ r(':CJu.i.rc·l:h:·l1t~:; 
that :;p('r:': (J(:nlly cuv<.!l:i)d tht1r;c hr,>lI,;,?". bIt ll":>:·'L ot th(~ 
J.oeilJ ly 0l".'!"<lLwl Q! ... :li h •• d I;c:, lo""'!!: c.'.i. \.:" c',c1;;· ,m;l rl\))1j ng l'C-' 

quJrcrtle:nh; [('r y,()"::Hin'J OJ' !Js:l:(" i 11':1 h'~\\:;'-:l>, whi.lu Stal:c­
opL:riJ.corl hC.\I!!/,.n lHtd l() lllCh':'t rV'!l.l.i;:t:mt~'I·Jt.:; "::n:,ti't~?) j r;lif.H1 by 
stn i·o ilc;JW·IC.' i 1;'1,. Tl1'.' i;1C!.i.li U.C! '; Vi!!!:<' U~,l: .'·ll.~, i1Hl!,(W\;cd by 
D1:ilt:!, or city innp:.'!ctQ)::;, but l:c(l(ll;)\.iulb "C'l:!) no\: Ll]Mj~ys 
()nf,')r.cc(l. 
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116 observed the pl'ysical cond.i tion 0[; 19 [neil ities 
oJx~rilt(,t1 by 1:11c 15 h()\l!;cS unCI .::onsidr.!)~cq-i..hal: 5 [ndlitics 
I'lel-O cxc(:l.lcn-::, 111,.'t!:t"c HucquL!lo, ilnd 3 ware poor. Our 
evnluul'ion l~aG based on otn: Rss{':;smcnt of the ndcqlw_cyof 
t.lt,c plumbing, v':'sibla alcaLde",l system, size of 1:00;110, 

rccn,ati 011n1 and coun::;elillg SPilC';', Clnc general npl'lcnl"1mcc. 
(8(>(: Hpp. I i'0l: tlct;lils on tlw hou::;cs.) Gencrall.y the hOllSC 

dil.:ecl:Ol:s uC]rccd I'lith our. ol1scrv::tti~)\1s. 

;,lao ci9ht fnciHticn had fire zafety deficiC:l1~:ics in 
th'll they, did not lmve fire c;d:inguinhl'n; l:endi 1)' Dv"i Inble 
OJ: lacked ade(jllLlto [ire c~;capcs. !louse dil:()ctOl:S and 51.';>. 
o[fic;iilln S:1lcl they wot,].:! try to COrJ:cct th(~sc deficiencies. 

'l'he fi.ve faeilii:ic" ill excr.,llcr.t conditj,on included 
t.:.l1.r.'cc' lO'.-:ally 0IJ(:1."j]·~r:c1 'rtnd· t.\\;o of: tl':i:! fOl1~ StClte-o.pcl:~!tcC: 
11 Jl1SGH. _ 'l'he: th:'ce lcc:ally o:,)C!.c1.t;,tl housc:J ,",erc a nCl'/l.y 

cCl1ctrl1(.'l{!cl ll()urt' in H:i.l.lnlK»)'';'',\(ji1. Coullt~', )j'lol:ida.: <I r.c!wly 
rei;loclc],nd sh:J:e )l\!i l,c]i.ng in SPj:,LI1:;£.ielu, Jjir.;~1o\1ri; une " 
vcry \'JelJ. l'ill':}rllrdllcc.l i'ul:mct ::cn.id(~\1cc 'in '\':;\(:0, IJ~O:~~S. 'rhe 
tv:o st:ntc-·op::rc.:t.cd ho\\:',cs in Cl:-:C:C] It;t\'t cO!'ldi.tiol"' \'lCrG bo:th 
in !:'l"l'3.rhl-··Ql1C \':.H~ n nCHl:-:' conctructo:1 f~'r:~J.{ty in r,pc.!',.,'p.:t 

<\I1r.l the oth, r " n::nock J ('cl f,lci Jj t~, ill ;Ynci;$c>nvill c . 

l'IJlhl)\I;jl1 mO<Jl fHd.lil:ii.'s Iwrc in ~]":ocl condition, r:t~tlIy 
ncv.dt~c1 SCI! ,f'J \-lcrk, r-.nch n:, }x!ird:ing Cll1d minor )"cpail:. l:'o;t." 
cn:u.mplc, the fncilit1t in Columbia, 1·1insC)ur.i., t.t!,pe~ll:{,~d 
stl:l1Chll:ul J \' ~G'111(] bIll C,)c'.l<.::cally pl:ovidcd a dopJ:'J:>si.n9 ilt­
lllof;phero. '1'llCre Vlel;O crac):s {n thc c(>i.ling and \'Inl)"'l and 
the .i.1~tcJ:,i or.' r.c:(>Clul a 1)0::>0 clcal'd.ng and rainting, HOt~t of 
tlw hn: 11 i t:!l'C ,""us all'cudy llsC'd vlhell it \,'ns acqui.:,·C'd by tho 
hO'.lso nnc1 ~ms in P<:'Cl~ ccm:Jj U,Oll. SevernJ. 1~.i.nOl: rOlJ,liJ: jO),1G 

"err U l!'Q IWcc1c d, b,!tltT.r,101,' f.5~: ture n I;ej'o cc)"d 119 1 OOf''', ur,d 
tlJ(: fronl. c1(,o1' lock c1i.cl llL't. \'Iork, 'rho p,i_lot J.ilJh~:G on th(l 
~;ilS cljoid.ntd f.itOVIJ \ .. ll')'UJd not nt:ny on ,.,'tlUGilHJ gas to e:3cr\pD 
ird.o I-he- r.m.l~I. 

h'1)cl. I:';' vi::;il:ed 0,-',,' ft1<.'iJity in l:h-.\wton in Aprjl 1974, 
it V,','If) bcj_n~1 l-(!PlQ'1c J cd b;L';:tI!fW of: tht;l POQ:C condi,tion ~11. th~ 
.i.nt(·:ri.();" 'J.I}I.1.0 Iflr.:l1:i t;y \'l~I!~ li fOn1H-!)- l:,;::;idcnc('l tl\i.\t. \'.';l.n 

fit':::;L c,'e~:u:\.k~l UP ,I h;ll:Cv,'wy he,ll::;" ill Dc(:cwbcr 19'/:! .mel hold 
b(~un dr,'!h-' Lcd 1'-:::11 l: fro(l by u J Of"il) church. 'l'he l:(')modc.l ing 
work I'''Hi boi ll(,] {lr)l1(, by hOllGU pUJ'tir;>:\IKllltn "nd IOCmOCl"s of. 
Llw dll.p ell l:hi.l (,,,mull the pn,)p:!l:t.y. 
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'rhe f;:(ci Ji Ly in the \'IC)l:::;t: condl tin:l w,~r; the !'hiJ <lC1clphiu 
hou~() .:)j)cxn"lt.t"l hy the st;;~tc 11\117Can of: Cor.~:(;t.'l:ion. 'Ihc O\l;)Y­

nIL i.1pp~·ilr~!!)CQ \'li.!!j d~l.;t .. ry. nolh t)~c cxtcrjo:,; an.:1 intcJ:iol: 
\~Cre ~n serimlt; c1.i.sn:p:d.r. J?l1',si;c'l: \·i3.S f:il1.1in'J fl:om the 
\-i<llls in ~;o:\1C of the bcllJ:oo~m;, t.ile \oms :[<.:J.l:i I1g from t)1(' 

vlnll:.:; .i.n tIll' hi~tln'oo;)I:';, .lnd the f:i:·: tuyes \"IUJ:C in P,l():r.· conc1.i.­
tiC':I, In Qc\:1.i t:i.on, tilt! l:~.);C alnrrn aid not \':0):):; tl.ere \"1;,'.8 

no ij ~ .. c C:)C'rt:'~G pltll1; virtuaJ ly no :::i.Jilr.:z f.or vici t:or~.t; clnd I 

m:cQpt for it )·;:-.tlio and televinion in a sl;mlJ. cl'CMc1~c1 YCC'cl1-
tion l~Clom th~lt. ul:3(.'t ::j(!J:vud UtJ an office-, l.:h(tr~ \-r'C\tl no E.pc1ce, 
cqu:t)'tnf~llt, 0),,- fu.ciJ . .iti(!:.=: for rnc:rcrrti'oll. FntJH.'):mOYc t r~:tny 
l)ec1~'L'of.\::; \'I(,l.'U ft!,L·rd.r>bcd only \.;i th <1 cot,· Rnu the QthC.l: furni.­
i;llJ:C in the hui lrling \-l:':C in PO.ol' c:onc1i ticn. 

l\lth0\1g1, t:1w fncil) ty 'Nan 1~r.1r-;cc1 hy the State BtlrCbU 
of Corxcct1on, t!H:1 stu. tc.> D0p~t;tTir'Jn t o[ r,,-u')cr ~!lld Inott::1'tr'y 
\'1\1:3 :rc;!:":poHs:i.1Jlc Lor inr.lp;jcting its l:~t\':fcty ~-)nd livi-.;~hili'\.·y 

bc!()::~C' t1l1Y lr.~\lr·l~ t1grccr.~~·lYL ""i'tf; :Cintl..l.5.:.:cd. HO~"JG""'Gr, .it: htJ.d 
nCVL'l: b.'en irw] .::?c\'ed hy i.J! ,,'l: StL.tte ~(JCl1cy I ~ppa::enLl y bc­
Ci-.u~iO 'ellt IlUl."C'i;l'o nevc'): II=,tif.icd the ;:\~()Ilci' t1;,,1:' t:110 :Cu.::L1H:y 
\'!'1S bdn~l .le,n~(;d. jiollv.-I:in\·! om: (li::;VUSr.:LOIH; of tho pr(Jblcl.~::; 
'di lh S!;i:\ta o;;fici~~J.s, tlH.! ~:U~l~r.u (.if Cf.)~rec·:':il'~1 noti:[~.t?d t'1!e 
O·dner. tl'Jnt, if tIle poor C01H13.i.ioi):3 ,,:orc: not (.'(i:r):(~ctcc1 u:Ltldn 
90 clay>; I t.he Ilt:,!tc \'lOU 1 '1 cl:nc • .::l "lhe ] cm:e ,:nu lr,QVe the PI~O'­
grwn t'o ~nC)thc'r !t.cillly. 

I,ivil\g spttcC! provid.?cl for p,'ctic:ipantf! in the f,wil.i~ics 
"JUS goncr(llly cldeqtlntc, 1)ut: !J100p:i.lltJ arCu.f~ i11 !->Hvcr.nl 
apPi..:nrcc1 Cl;'O\·,fI..'c1d. G1:0:-:8 t:'H'jU(lrG fC;(.l1:~'t:jC (j,.nclL~t.)jng slcc!ping, 
di nin~1, in(1col: rccrcf.t.tj 0\1 r ilnd 0:\:1':.\ C~ tt};)? .. c-::) :L1.wtged fl:(.)lil 

lIB ~"l\laJ:c feet to 706 r;(jllilre f(~oc for qnch pm:t.i.cip:tnl:. 

'rhc fClcd.li tics f,,rr:rc! ncql.ti~:cd .1.n several cti.ffo);en-t:" \\'ay::;, 
t.11~t could h;:wr;' uffro"{;ccl -L~w.ir ct~ntU tion. }:'O): eXl)\'.iplc I tlH~ 
O',!!1(,:: of a J'cn'~(!d [n/.;,j i ty \','lwJ.cl be' 1.JfJS LiJ:l'.l y to ~'ccrno{lcl, 
o.::p·-;c:;i ,Illy [0).' " 'lOUl!!: h;;>vi110 itrl unel.lr.tai'n :[U'.;Ul:C!, Ten of: 
t)w f'IC.i.l;i.tic.': \'!ll:r:C J.l.ntetl; .five \,""1:0 purc1,nr;t·(~ by nonprofi.t 
Ol:~ri;l1:h:i\tJ.onn thnt o}l;:n-('.!.tccl th(l h?nti~ls; t' .. 'O V:Clr'(! dCDi']ii.::t1 

and eC"l1 !.~truct·r.,r1 :.;pcci f:i f'.;'i.1] ly tt~J h'11£\.~/1Y hour)cl:"~; und tv,'o \),.:~ ... c 
provi,ded f.1.·c 0 hy the l1"lnt!l;~:, 'l'be )' •. 1 ~·tCJ: h!o 1/0);0 bolh in 
llottr)"l'.'l:1 .mll ''''l'r! 1.)oin9 \11'<30 by til>:' )'~C.\·I J):i.:.:ncU ons proCf):;~l1\. 
On::! ui: thC'r;o 11,;'1 hC('11 cbn~{ta(l by 'I .'Locnl ClllIJ:c'h and tho 
oL1\,; ... ' hy Ll !1\\!l1tf\], hCLlJ.th ol:<Joni:?lil:icm. 
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Tht: rented facilitier; were o))tL'incu at annual rutes 
rang i11 9 [r.om $3,600 [or ilbout 5,700 sqlwrc feet of floor' 
"pace in Springfiel-l, t-!.i.ssoud" to $111,3J.0 for about 5,400 
"quare feet in P.fliladelphia. 

The pm:c),ascd facilities ra.l1gcd in price from $9,000 
fOl: about: 5,600 stlll.]}:e feet of floor spi'lce' to $25,000 for 
abollt 3,600 squ<Il:e feet. rtemodcling coa-t:s ho\·:evc:r:, lIere 
incurred for. eacll of the five pUl'chased facilities and 
ranged f,:om $1,925 to $38,600. 

The b:a facilities designed and constructed as 11alf­
\-my hounes \-:('re in l;')Ol:ida. One \·/<15 built by a county 
co):rection agency for $24.55 a square foot and could 
acc()!\lntodutc up ;-0 52 participants. ',Phe! o t11 e ... · \-.'a5 l)uil t 
by the Sta'i:e for $:lO. 90 a square foo'\: D.nd could house up 
to 56 Farticip~nts. 

gffid.ent usc of hal:!:\"ay houses requires that they 
stuy ~lS full as PO!;~,.U;I.le. Hous<~ 5 op:-r;:·tGd by a." statE! 
correction agency, :::llch as thoe'Ie ill r1.or:i do and Pc:rmoylvtl.nia, 
have J.csr:; of a problmn ill ohtaj l1ing p<l):t.lcipnntll thnll. 
locally op:n:nted one's becau:Jc the St<l.te prisons, a150 
opnratcd by the cOl:rcction agency, have many offenders 
potentiu1.1y el.igible for pl;::cCl~lcnt i.n hnlf.'I"ay houses. 

r.t.:lcall~' opera ted houses, hOI'lever, lind to use a 
different uPPJ:onch Dncause thny depundnd on those agenci(>5 
I~i th jurisdiction o'\'er potenU.aJ. participants, such as 
probut;iol1, to volunt·ari.ly Ilend them particip;;mts. 'I'hey 
therefore r.1Ust have con tinlled coordinrltion and coopa):atiol) 
\~i t.h those agend.c~~ to obt,~i.n p1.\rticip;:lIltn. 

ThC! 15 hou::.;e H' occupancy r.t"tes ra!1lJ~d from 46 percent 
to 93 p<')'ccnt of cilpacity. The locally operated hOl1$(lS 

had oocupHncy raton rcngina from 46 to 90 percent Rnd 
avera9i n9 <lho\1t 69 pt!):ccnt.. '.rhrrJe of tiw 11 had le:::o thc:.ll 
GO-'P(»):(~()l\J~ occLlpnncy. The Stnto-opOl'1'd:('d houses, hm·lever., 
had occ\ip~m(:y r11tCl1 ranging from GO to 93 peJ:cent and 
Bvc)."agin0 abaut DO percent. 
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'J~he follol"ing trlble; 5110\\'5 occ\.ipancy rates for the 15 
houses. 

Locally opcr.atcd: 
Ho:ne of Indus':::ry 
Cain 
11 ill shorou gh 
Alpha 
t·lOl:11l3n 
HcaU,ty 
Waco 
Di:-:mas 
r.dl.i.gh Valley 
UQ·\~· Directions 
J.l1-:'J dala 

st\:\tc oper~/~cd: 
l:'hiludc Iph.i.ll 
SCl:,',nton 
~Tilr.:l:"'onvj 11c 

46 
51 
53 
G8 
69 
70 
71 
79 
79 
85 
90 

68 
72 
86 
93 

clG9n(~):ct.1.J.y fen: (i-I,10rJtl1 p\.:!:rj ods bct\'.7ccn J·:'J.l'"ch nnc1 
DecClnbcr 19'/3. 

OtlWl: so1ll:C:~:3 ctmlc1 be clovclcJped to inc):eaGe ur;e of 
the hous(n:; having l(Y<1 Occl~pn.ncy l:at(!1:;. ];'0;:: m:mnpl.c ( tlw 
llOl1\0 of InUl\l:;try in. I?hi~adcJ.ph:l.;.\, \·l;)).c!\ h;-;.<1 UI\ OC:!~"\.1p:l.l1C:Y 

rate of only /j·G IX!l:ccnt, bad rcc;;ivcd O~) l"':~1:ccnt of ito 
of [cnc(c!: G fl:nm tIle State 'cOl:rcction agr,nc.y and only 11 
percel1t fro::\ prob("ttiol1 SoUr(~C!~1. '1'he 10\'/ OCt'upn!1cy, we 
wer.e told, \·ms clue to .the IcngtllY pl"ocedm:cs m::ed. by the 
sttlt.o 1),,(t);c1 of; J?ro;'lutio!1 nlld ~·'.ll:olc to 11.P.P;:ovc th.e. 
):,elcnr-;e of 0:CfC\1c1cl:$ to the hO\H:e. 

Another C~;Clr.~pJ.l! I'lilG C::till house in FJ.or.-idu, \·,h.i.ch had 
only !jl.-pc~C'(;l1t OCCllP'.mCY. 'l'llC COUJ:l:s an.] voluntRry 
Cldl~1ir:sio!l:; '::'<:collntcd :Em: 8(~ p:!)"cnnt of th(~ P"l;t).r.i.)?ill1tS I' 
(llld t:he f,1'"b? cor);,::ction agoncy f;tll:nj fihar.). lf, r .. :!rr.,mt:. Tn(;l 
house r"'C(d.Vl,d 110 oifcndcl:::; f:);'v:,1 Uw BUrCt~ll of J?l:i::1on::; or 
county ,,11(\ 10c:a1 jt,ils. '.i·he 10'", occ'.'l):~\1.cy, acc!o);ding to . 
1.he lIouee c1j.l:CCJ~O);G, :.;tcnuncd i.':r:cm I:mployciU PJ:obl'~m::; \'Ih).ch 
hild Ger.iously diGPlptcd tl\~ hOllf;O'S ability to wod;: \~ith 
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offend':1:::;. Con~;;)qucntly, the number of referrah. by the' 
courtD was significantly reduced. 

Usually \:110 hl1UBCD I.'cre cst<Jb1i'zh(;d to serve certa.i n 
group3 of otfcndclrs, SUe'll as )?l:obatl.oncrc.; ropca t offcnd.:?rs; 
0): I :i.n one Cu.!iC, coun1:y p::.~if.ton~):s, so -the COtlnt~l jai 1 
popuJutiol1 could b(' l:('duC'l:d. If thrJOc usual f.lotlrccs do not 
provid\'J onou~,ll. J?nr.t:ici1?~nls, hou,se off.icial!:,; .chO'-llc1 ecck 
others. Por c~rc:mp1c. prob~l.lion and parole 0:(£ic1,,1s in 
1·!i;;!.1CHU:i hclpnd Qr:·l:~:hl5.s1) t\.lQ housen c1e:;ignt~d ,to serya 
yonn\.! 1.1~!J.e pro]x:tionclr::; but: the mUlIb.:;,: of prob<ltioncrs 
being refen:cd ;",18 not CllOll~.h to fill. the faciJ..i.titls. To 
i:lc~:en:3z! their occupnncy, the two hour;es cord':rlcteu the 
Hi ~'Dotll::L DCjJ,ll:tr:J<:!l1':: of CO)."2:c,otion <mel obt".incd o£fendc.l:'s. 
being rc lc~scd under the! State':::; p~lY'ol(! and \\~o:cl: l:cleasC! 
progj-al";1s. 

hnothcl: );(::CJU.i~:(lhi.~nt fo)~ opcrntil)9 n hZtl[wClY heuo(! if.i 
iln ;ld".!q\hlt(~ and continu.'ll)!] :30urcO of £t.~.:·1,:,1s. ',L'j'ICl:C cll:(": me'J.:! 
l">Of;.:;.':"ble C( .. nll:C'\1f.i, int.'lL~d::.nCJ P:"~d0r.fJl, state, cO~l';)tYI ~nd 
city gOVC:l:i1!11Chts an v,'011 i!!: loc;:tl civic ()r0f1n:i.zati(')n~ i!nc1 
pl:i\-,,:~t:c clt.i:-~Gl1:;. '.l''ho lacnlly op::'!"ntl..!d hOll:;j(~O rcli(!d 
J?riJ-~~~;i-:-i J y on 9l'~ll1t:1 fro:.l r.!'~,?,;:'. btl t alr;.:) c'.CgUil:cc1 fl.nld~"; fJ:o:n 
oihfn: nOU)'~CCfi. 'J!11C:ir~ inc.1lH.lecJ tho:3(1 8C!Jl'CC[; lnE'nticnc:d 
abovl':': ).. .. 00;";l cltld hottrd C;1Lt~.:'ga::; paiLl by offcr~tJers; l'J11d p,~y­
lUcn 1:(; ·from lic:cl:!:r:a 1, Stt:\·t:f~, Clnd local agcl1(!ics \:hich pl::lc.:tC! 
offcndrn:s in 'l:'i~c hOllSCfJ. 

ninc) of thc1 11 locnlly 0,p'2l:a'wcl 11011H18 had not 
devcJ()~~~'d c\c1cqmd:o and cOl1'd.nuing som.COG 0:£ funds ancl, 
con~, .. gucntlYI \-lorn in dt!.n~iQr of: clonin'~ or rt2ducing i:hc 
scc:'.~ of tho.iJ: pro9y"·:'I~~ \'!!:(:n T.J'~.~.l\. f.i.llf.~:'.:ia;t fmppo;:t iTl:opp3d. 
It in imp.Jrnt.i.v(! for loc(!ll.~' c<.t:ablir.:v,·d and o,lJ;;n'..tec1 hou::;cs 
to c:·;plorc nO.\'1 fun(1ing BO\trt"!(! S eurl~· in thoir. CCV.,:1J.0I.:m"\cnt. 
If t.llC!Y do no{: r·!!l.~k 0\1"'..:: n(!\'1 fl.lnc1i.ng SOLtrc::o,:;--t:1i(J mODt. . 
logical oncn arG ntn·~.c ,Utr1 Juettl govCrr)i'itC!ntH- ..... ·;om~ ... \./or~:h,­
~nlil(> ~rogr~rns could be lost.l. 

1-··-;----·--·-·-------·-
',-';10 l'l:obJcm of contin'.1<\l fundillg of w.:::1:11\:1'1iJ.0 projcJCts 

0~1CO r.,e.r,.l\ flllld.i.;lg fJ\:e>p::; j,r; dim:usr;m] in clot,dl. in " p):eviotw 
G},~O report;' IIl~nCJ-'l't3rH\ ImpClct of L~~"" r:;r.;fol.'ccmcni: l\.'1Bistclnce 
Gr;mtr.< Can JJe .;Il"'Pl:ov(.:d," C;r:D'-75-1, Dc("c';::bCl: 23, l~74. 
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'Ihe ~·tat(~-"CJpdl~ntcc1 houses, i.n contl:n~~i; I wc:ce virtually 
aasurcci of continuc:c.l c!~,,:ir.r1..:cnc~~ cd] 10119 us the Sta'tes 
bolieved t:hat haJ.J:wilY lwtwe5 contdbllted to th:oir corrcr.!tion 
efforts. 

The follo"ling- t"ble f.;lwH:J the SO\lrC(~B of funds fo:: cc.ich 
110u~c U<J SQ'C out in the grant: budgut? sllbmi \;tc(~ to the 
Sl:'As. 

Locally oJ:l:n:,'t(:'d: 
Cain 
Hi 11sb(.'~:()llgil 
}llp:.1n 

]~gdillR (notu al 
~·!(lrJ.1r.!n 

ltca1ity 
Ji(.1n~ of; Indt',::i'l:l."Y 
T..J~11t'1)1 Valley 
Hc-!\' JJ~*rn,!tio~U·.i (no·t~c i.'"..) 

\-Juco 

State op"ri'("\:C:H"1: 
Jack:c;rJll\' i lle 
'l',).:np<\ (notE' l.J) 
Philil~~(J]p:lia (noto 0) 
Scranton (note 0) 

J1.~1r.J;!~tl!;..~!£.~!.?_L:f:l~.n2.!l 
.E:'0.(l .~?.£JL:l 

72 28 
<1-1 56 
G', 33 
82 10 
55 Ij.!) 

74 2G 
70 30 
"/0 30 
67 -33 
26 71; 

6"/ 33 

60 60 
<1,8 52 
03 17 
59 41 

arl'hc::~e t\'JO hOl1.S:fi :r.ccc:i.vcc.1 ~!l;C:;\1tf; f:CCt:J PC!Qe:::rf11 Q.g~ncic::; 
ot.ho:L -'t:hQIl I,~::ll:') I \",11'Ll.cll \,((.!)"'(? int!ll!C:~d in tht7?il; budgct:~ 
an locul :-.:1lcU:C fl1.rid~. 'J.\")i.:al PoQ.c;t"c:d. ft1nc1rJ ):c':"Jiy(·c.l 
by j1 ..... g(!aJ.n 1Io\'~f:;{:; \','0.1:0 D·~ p::o:<,;l!l1.t: of t~la btHT;!-:."'l:, Q.l'}cl 

tot.al Ji\~dc:c:l.l f;1.,p.1.rh.l :t."(~c..';.d.vod by· }'11!:\y D~.t:(::ctlOlir~i ~:c.:,:t3 

1]01· pc~-o,'nt. 

b'rh(~ 'J!i.::llipn houuf.!: j~CC'0:i.. \ted O!ll~r onn 9rC)~:t t c f rt:~i!.~~, & ~:\tf~du 
fOl~ ccn:;'LJ7uct"~.n~1 tlJ\'~ f:l.C':.i .. lit.:l. t.c~lO Si:l.:~C then 
a$~~ln~.Ca oi.:·':!rn"l:ilJ~l cost::; 6 

Crl1ila two heusen l1;:-.ch recciv(~d only 01\0 CJ:r~tn'c of I,!~!i\1" 
fundrJ. . 'l'ho S1~a{·(! then' iH;Z\\tr.',ld t.otal op:;rt.:~ting costG. 
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The housen secul:ed op<?:r.ati.ng fundn from mc!l1y different 
SOlll:ces other thelll l."c!deral grants, and the 10cC'.lly operated 
housen generally h11,\ more difficulty sec1..\);ing rune!s than 
the Stlltc~-opcratec1 houses. Officials at only t\,'O of: the 
10cnl1y opo~o.tecl houses firmly believed they COllld continue 
,~i thout li'cde:ctU fimmcial support, and l)oth of these "lere 
sponnol:cd by county governments \'ll1ich could al.1S1..tmc fin'-1ncial 
l:cRponsibility. llill.,;;borou9h official,;; told us in Fcbruary 
1975 thut the county had nssnmedcomplcte financing of the 
progr<!m. 

All E. hOllses chargt'd the offenders for room rent and 
for food I if pl:ovic1ec1. 'rhe income he lped finance the 
ope:rntion 'but did not hegin to cover all costs. In 

'addition, the offenders were generally not required to pay 
if· they "Tere not \'Iorking. At some hOllses th() room and 
bom:o rate B ,~.ere gr,~c1u'1.lN1 based on the offender's il1co:ile. 
The !U1.l.XimlIJlI \vcek1.y .. r2d:cf:; ~-angN1 froTi! $lO fo $31.50. 

The five hou"ss in. J.!issou.::i l:eceived funds f+,om the 
State Dcpartlnrnt of Corrections for 11ol.\(;in,] prisol1m:s um1m: 
the [;tatE! IS prc:;:-c letlf;e prog1:~:l.. 71'.10 ot.1H.!~ locully operuted 
houser: in o1.he:: Stu·tes also received sil.1ilar pc\}'l11Cmb,--ol1e 
£rr':n. <1. pn)bntion ,lml P2..l:01.c. c!gt'l'lC!Y LInd one frc:a 1\ mental 
houlth pro~Jrwn. Eight: 1101.\;50", includin'3 five locally 
opcr~d~cd t:.nd thrc(;! of: the: fOUl: stuto OP~:ri;l.tcd, c..z.180 received 
paymont,.: from the B,n:eau of !.'J:iooi1s for housing Federal 
prisoners under its pl.'erele<Lr:e progri.uil. 

TIW of: tlle locally operated houses--Olle Cc\ch in 
l'cmnsyl vania <J.11d Tcx;:>,!;--rcce i ved State func1s--abou t $5,000 
eacn--as a pal:t of ~:hC!ir <;Jl:ants from Si?i\s. 

Couuty and city govcrru"c nts also contribut"d to three 
of. the lOCQlly operated hOU5(0",. Thecc includc-d Reilli ty 
h01..\Re in )iiss01..lri, \·:hich r.eccived cc;,~h fro:n hoth. the county 
n.nd cit.y 90vc)..·~·Jmcnti C:,:'!in house il"i Plo!.·id~"", \·,'hi.eh received 
cash from the cuuntr; r~!1d the Hillsborough hou:::o in Floric1a, 
n part cf n coun1.y con:ecU,OIi prClgram. 

0:',0 :';OlJrco 0): funus unique to loc,"lly Op2l."al:ed· house I> 
"Ias the ce'l1tr.i.but.i.olls in the tor,,1 of cit,:h, ~Ot)'\r;, and 
servic(.'s from civ5.c and religiou(; orgn.niz<!\;ion:), bu:,inesses, 
and privul:.c citi.:-,clw. In comc cases these contributions 
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WOl:e .oignificul1t nr.lounl:s. For e):<:!I:!plo, the Nm.; Directions 
pl:ogr;:,i\I in Ibn"l:cl'! reccivi~cl <::1:JCJt1 \: ~5 7,000 in C1ldl nnd 
aholl\: $:::7,000 :i,n g=cl'l and 12(~l:v.i,c!c::;:: ove): '/:' years. 

other e;':"'l.~pl ('H. were thr! T..ehig:t- V;:,ll"y 1.ot1:::0, VJi.lj,ch 
received C'c\fJh oJ: about: $26, 000 ov(~'" about 2 ycn:cl~, anci t110 
Di:;.,m:\~l honce, I'!h,tch re~:ei v<'cl {as, 000 from a p:d vate individ­
unl 1'1/)(:11 the C011t.:.): began. 

l?J.or;i.ch nnd Pennsylvania ):cceivcc1 r.~cM\ gr.2.nt funds 
to htd'p ct:a"Ct thr~il.· S·i:Cl·l:C .... oli~:r.. .. td:cd hotl~:es. 'th0 8tc:1.te:"=, then 
ansuHlud fini..-tncinl sup.p.~2:'t. .,~ ... ,- . ~*.- .. ---.-

67 
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\'Ie )."ccom'i,C.'I1U that tho lIttor-flr, y Genera 1 djxc:ct the I.H;\)\ 
lIt"i.ministr.atOl: to: 

--Rc:qu,iro th<lt c<lch SPi! tliv.t in fund5.liSj 0:1: in tending to 
fund hQlbmy hO\1:J()~~ incl,uc1e c(,rtail'l infCl:;:;ul:ion in 
i tr; co:nprchcn si vc pl~n bci f:orc Ilt~i\A i1pprovL! sit. 
'rhe infoxn1ntion uhCluld Cld(b':(!~i::J (1) IIlwth(~)." asyslcm 
c:dsh: in the State for. coo)':d:in,lting the c:fi'orts of 
govcr.n;nen tal and 110:1govcl:I1.r.1.::n {;<\ 1 hOll::;(l r; \d. t11 ea(~h 

other and \'Ii n. o t-i:Jc 1: ope).";) till~1 01: plnl1!1cd rel\nbi 1:i,­
tution 0[10):t$ 01: prograr.1s nnd (2) \i!1<:!t: sl.nnllards 
lwl.f\I~j' hOlHlCS 1\i1lGi: folJ.o·.~ to l:occ:i.\'e LEi.lI bloc!: 
granl f\\l)tl!.; fro;.l LhG HPh. Stallc1elr(][; shc.ultl cove:!): 
such cU:CuB u.n: 

--Hill 11;:1Il11 physical l:eql1ircl:tnn ts for fn.eili tic z . 

--Ninilnllf.1 !3i:!c nne] quali.<:;O.ention oi: ctaf[ in . 
r£.!l~\i"ion::h:!l? to the T1\i;,~~jcr ,ind tyt.~ of ofj:cndur:"'1 
at tho hout;c. 

--Inhouse troining for stnff. 

--':i_ilo fwrvice!l to ho provickd the pm:tidpunts 
during their stnys. 

Xf l1u<":h l.nf.ol:l\1(11;io!1 :i t-i nol ill the stat.:; plan t r,F.'V\' fl 
apprOV,l l of tho pl:m l11':ou J.c1 be cClldi t ion,ll clod ftlllc1l; 

not ):e lrJ<-:COc1 [o~ lH\lf.'~"Y h,~u :::;, projects \In til f;uch 
info1:1'lal;j.on in .in~~l\lded. 

'--Rc'quirc nny 81'11\ \,.'ho::;,! Si.;nto uot! ~3 not h~ve a s)'ffccm 
[or coc-ntil'i~t.in9 [:\1(:11 Qff;o;:ls to :i.clrmt.:i.f:y tho 
;l.JUp:tdimants tn Ll!11.Hh).i.;:1d·11~1 t":llc.h a I1YHt(!J11, inc]\lclir~9 
cnc ] (!~Hll, ())~0i\rd·:!ttt3 o:'l~ll' al1c1 poli tic.:!l conptrcd.nf;s .. 
c'or C::':~I .• pltlt t:'lrJ. S?~ mi\-jl!t: d.te· l.cg~GJ<\l:ion thot 
prc:>clU(;clS osl:~tJtJ.;tr;nl.n':i 011-:.) ,'seney \-Il.tll ()vcntil 
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)'cr:[oonniui Jj ty 10): coonlintl ling thc op:zr"tio;uJ of 
houses. 

--Hc--qui,,-c sllc1, SP1.s to cp~clf.y nn ~c{:ion pliU1 t.hat 
th~y ill1d othcr ilpp)'olJrL.l~e Stall'! cl9011C,i.C:'; l;;~y take 
to (11ill\in.:tt(~ the ih1p~t1;iJllCllt.!:i lo <3n\"~h)j.r.hjng n 
coc:n-dinnlcd )·('·h~bilitD,'Li vo Sj'$tClil. 

-· .. ncql~irc thtt SPi\:.3, j 11 those state:; where C\ coo;.:-dinH ted 
cyst·ern c):i~;tn, tel rc\'i~"'~,.' tile system:> tCl c1cJtell~lint? 
if. their glli(1~.ljn~'G nnd p~~("JC<.'t1l11;CS i:u:n \o!dcqunt.o anu, 
if not, to \·,rork "11th al.·f)ror~·.i.ut;C! Slctt'.a il~!Cnc.i.t.·s to 
improve them, 

He flll:t:hl.'l: rC'ccrr':11C ncl tho.l th(! i\L tOl:nc~i cnI1c~\'11 'di:cect 
the XJ.Bi:J\ itcl::d.nintr'l.t .. ,-,:.~ to \l(';t1 r(~sourCO$ t~v~i.JCl,1;J.c to i.ts 
Natic'l1.:\'. J'l)sLi.Lutf,.! of JJ'\~td }'!nforc!I;i1f!i'~l: i'Hl1 C~;.i:,dntLl "l'u!:ticc 
to (Ivull·~~l~ Ulr; il.:r'~\cL of the dif.f;'{!l:cnt 'tl,lP~·"J'C~H.?G of 
hnli:\;'ny hO'.1~(!O ilnd to dc:v.:d.op cr.ttcr .. in fcn: t'lG!:;c!;;aing the 
ht:'ltt~.c·G I (~ff:l~cti V(;lh:' ,' .. $ • 

'riic l)c'JJitt'i;l.l::nt of ,Jufltir'C', by letter t1~tcc1 l,:.~:,'l lJ" 
] 975, YCPQr'~lJ.y i:.1~'p;ccd \·,',i. th :..,)l!)- conc:l u!iioil!l ~Hd rQ\'~c\.i..·lt~ .• r.d~!-
tiQtls. 0-:(;0 npp. l:~'.) 'Inc D(~!J:a~tl:~.~nt; 

--K(ltccl that t~IC!. ;rcpol:t: r.c.5.~;cd t\·,'·o b;.;r;ic: i.::::!~\.1c~J: 
(l) thf~ need f.en: fit;:tp.w.i.d.l c,')w:c1i H"ticfl1 ,md (2) 
~ta,)d~rd~ rcJ~t.iV0 lo adll1t corr~ctj.onul hILl~:ny 
hou~:;J pJ'ogl."'tY,\!i. 

--:lo(:y(j that lllt! })l'Cllli:~(, \lm:l:l:J yillg thNiC two [.oint:.; 
is th:t.t n rl:\:~;:,.h.~ntc(l dC\'t.:J(,lp:nl.'1]1c ot u.lt.(~rn~t:tv~ 
zyr;l('hln ex; cts thr(,Hlg~~'Hlt· thr: c'or~·c~ctior:z f:·lcld. 
~thC! IJ\'p,~rll'\Cl1t iH pt1}:!;ni.IJ~l s:.?\'t'.,D.".:d. rlo1.:tc~'-]cv~1 
c[fort:;i to nr!t1rt."·:;o the prob)el:\" th~t f:hol.11d f.!Dfi.rlc 
mOl'.' P7;U:;i.'1QJy the J.:,(!(knLl )'ole in 1"",1 ("'n[oJ:(:():~Il~Iit: 
~Hjc1 cl'.tm.tnal ju::;t J.CI,."! ~~ct ,iv.i tic~~. 

--HCc:tHjlli 2<"d \:h" ;i f.'f'P)' I; :\l1Ct: .... £ CO"t'd;i.llatiI19 lH\lr\~",y 
hO~H;0 prc.'t.,n"lU!::; \,tj{h oth"t\· c(ll."r(rr:ljo!) (:r:fl.,)l'L~)( b\lt 
Pt)illl.Ctl oul t),," eli f;r.ictiHy c;f: Duch eCtol"bl beci\tlstl 
it. 1.1\\'01\' ... ::; ;,n cU,orf: i:h:\t ,'·.'mra:ul1d:; thf~ public 
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nnd priv(ltc! sector; Stilte nn,l local con'cctiOli1\l ani! 
hui.i:,o rCfiOU);C:CS; .:ttJCJlCiC~' and or.g;;lni:~ntions; c)ncl n 
n\!;~bcr of t:rcatr.lc~:1t cutcqo~ics. N<:vcrt:htd(U3~, thQ 
Depart mcwt ge.1o;ril 1 J Y ;:-<Jr~:cd \d,lh our ;recomr1i)nt1~lti(jn" 
rCSi:lrtling 1:11<1 lwc,l for st:!l:ci to incol:pvrntc ccrtain 
inic)rH'~·d:3.o~l int.(') the-i); cl:lmpJ:C'hcn::.l.,;c pl~ns c<\n(:C'~:nin9 
cOCll'dinOlLioll, r.r:i\ii \'Iill v:or}. tm'!;il:cl ,'cCjuirilig Statel) 
to do lhi!::, LJ::ii.i\ \dll alriO com;id('r 5C i;dn9 par.'1-
roh:! ter!; In tCl:r:\!j 0 f: 9uid.:'.li 11('!l to IJc~ follO\·:cd ill 
d(!\'clopill'J a Cl)0rdilHILion policy Em: sl<ltc'<Iillc 
cl.")]'rr;cCi()un.l halfv,.l7ti' h(')\.l:ic J.n:ot]rwns". 

· ... -Sald thnt, rCC'j(1.rtiing OUl~ rl~COli\:lietld;l\.:ion~; \:h~tt l\\ini­
ltH,:rt nt~nduxds he f,'~,fjt~Ji)l isheel [0:: hal f\lil}' hOUSOG to 
r'1cci\'c Ll},V. bloc::" ~)l::.:.nl: f.U\\US, it .:ha):"u our 
conel"!"'!J t!!td lha l r.l~hr~ 111"'()c.i:; t:o t:L1kc un a i ,:il:l·lL\ I; i v":' 
st(lnci .... ~n dcvC'lop:f'lC] :'lnc1 cnforc.illtJ nti.lJlch\l~ds w!tuncVer. 
j l::; blod: gl:tlfll. f.undr; .:\1:0 .involved, LJ;l.J~ will. 
inJ ti ate: a~t:.ion Ll' l:'cCjuil:C C~{~;1 St;!Lc to 3.ncorporatu 
ccrt..:dn j.n[Ox.·1.1~Llon in j,t'c ('o:·1pj;('hc:luivQ plan 
roJ <.It!\'(· tu lllinJh\\!r.\ ~~I:i:\nd",rd::; I"hicl: hnJ.lv"y lK'U5Gf) 
m,I:;;I, r.!c<.t 1:1:' l'('cl",iv<; I.ei\.;\ ).,10(;): ~lrunt funds. \':e 
be) itvC' Lhi'lt in cnrl'vinq. Ollt thi~' o.CtiOi·l 1,[':,\A l!hould 
epcciCy n mlni~u~ lo~~lof .tandatdu which fill 
GLiJtpfJ must 1II0:'~t: for theil: plltln:n 1.;0 b.~ Dppt·o\'~d. 

-'''Stntt'd it: w(,luld bo lL'u::d.].JIC' to \,'.ithho1.\.l blt,)c], grnu{: 
:~t=tl:l rl::ou:: ~\nl:(,1 to ha 11'\'1;1~: • hotJ :I~!J j, f n. Sltd:c In v1':ln 
O.1.Ct not cont.;".,%! tlk lJ!'ecOuJn~ .1l1fo!:rnaJ~l.on. JIoll';CV1;:17, 

th(! )J"p.:lrtm(:nL r.ondr.i(J)·:"d that rJut!ll 'l(;l.ioll \,'oula be 
prcTillll:\n~~ \lntiJ iHlc.q\)tlto tin\..'; 111.\(,.' l"p~pd to p-crr.\it 
tohe Stnt:aB to dGvo)CJp nnc.l incC"l."}'Y.)l:ntc: such inf.Clrl~la­
tion ild:o their C'O!t:Pl chCllCi.VC planG. 'I'his cb:;(:rV~i­
t1(',1\ is v.Il,i.d, 

--SLnt:.oCt J.l \,.·,)\.\.~:l. i.mplclt1cnt OU]~ r':"Co!fJI'.'.?nc1at.i.on !"oIJg;,.1.-d­
ill9 th·:· llv()(l [c·r T..!::ilil to C.Vi\luil(.r.' h,t} f.l'lay hOUfOC1 
al.Jj;)!'Q(Ic'n~':; i)y <:oll};illC;1~in9 inC't.:ll'pr,ll'iltion oJ: n\\c)) 
C'lppro:l::-ho::. in Ll;A)\ I f.; t,~d:lonill EvnllH1tlon Prc'gril:a 
L\)): lo~.\i;l\\\,·:\j: c.;rt,\ll) M:<:i1U, ill \.l~it; (';;\:';Q, 

co:.:;·,luJd L~t-h~,rcd ltll:t,n:llntj \'~'::; to :h'lca)"a~n"ntion. 

'J')\(1 nq),'lr 11.1011 C 's .in(~,i.r:i\L\.'d 'llctjo:lIJ. ,if o(fcctively 
irnplcntr.nll:cu, " .. ill lh~lp llnlf,I"tny houGen bocornc Lt more vinbVJ 
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n.1 tcrnul·.i. Vel to 1"r .1:;01\, l1oreover, c f:f:ccd.ve il;JpIenle11 to:t Lion 
::;hi)I1Jd lwlp CiLll:if:y fo): thr? Congress ho·.~ thQ f'cuel":J.I Govern·­
In(:n t. cun )'J 1 ay n pr)si i:j ve rol<: to inlprovc lhe crimi nnl 
jU::l(;ice ::y"U!1II \·Ii thin Llw gCrJ)tlJ:"l fr.::.r,\C\;ol:)~ of: rJ::A.t1 I s 
nut 1(0): i:dl19 l~:yi ::;lation, 

'1'110 Hlatcc 9cl1(J)'a))y <1gr(!<ld Ilith our finding:;, col~-
clut:d.:')ni:i, ilnd l"u(·(~;rJ~E'ndntiO:lB. Plo);.i.d::1, )1C;\",'ovcr, pointed 
Otlt the dif.f:~cul.ty of COO}'tlill;·,tillg 10calJ y and 1)tato:1 OP:'I:il'~cd 

h:tl.f\·:ay hOU!Otlf; b,lC:1U::;C, in effect:, lhe effort: \'Iould have to' 
trnllsr.':':lId ~jl)vcl:m!,::!n lill bouncbr jO:J tlll(l public and private 
ef;fQ1:t~', I':e ))cl,ie\'c, how·'v(.)r, that thCLC pl'obIent:,; do )Jot 
l1C'g.::t.e tbc~ nc(!u to try t.o coordinate !'::l1t:h cf:[ortn, 

COli'.J'11"ll1t}J fl~C'!i\ tllc h':.)utos l'ov:l.u\\'cd (.Jl~(~ recogl'li~(1d,' 

\-Inc l:f~ <tpprol1r. in te, tlU:Clllghotl t thc l.'CPQI~t, 
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OW.l.'TEIl. 0 

'rO obl:dn the b1l!::ic :i ni"o:n~'lliol1 on h::tlfl· .. .:1y hOlWC opera·· 
l.i.OIJfi, \'t'c :t'l.1v.i.c'..!cd St;il te nnd 10C'nlJ y OpC1:fl ted pl~ogrc.:no in 
PJor.1 elet, His!;'";Quri I Pcnrl::::yl vt1ni at Dn~l TQXi'l8. Hn inquired 
j nto 

-- the exton t to I .. hi ell r.r.i'.h h"s Tn: 1 p,"d ,.nd cncc.\lJ:i\g,:d 
Stith:::; to czt.'.bl.i.si) <"o~"Ji\Uni ly-bL'.s(,<l correction t::t~,­
tCi,l!J an1 n~.Hj'~SC their. c f.;fcct:tvct\(zG!5 i 

--v;hc.t1)Cl" St,llcfi h::tvG c;oorGlinflt"cd, cf£'":!cl;iv(1 stl·':l(!IJi.v,; 
(or u:::int] L!·:l4t·~ funtl:; lo d~vcJop ;,1 ::;y:1lc;,\ [Ol: r.:llf.·:ny 
hr)u~H,'t~ and inLcr,rale th,;m .intel lj~(!ir ovcl:D.ll cc}]:r(!c':'" 
tioll C 1 ;;01:(;:';. anc: 

--::q'':'CJ Jc'ir;: r .. :robJt.'nj!: ir;\./ol\'cd in or:t':rn.ti!'19 hnlf\.·;~y 
hc)\; ~;c S ill,d thl: i1: ir.ip~·\c:t on of f<'nclcr f:. 

For ('ach Sttd'c h'C ohL.:dTt::cl .i.nf'.)~ 1!i;(tion 01\ tht1 C-~·:t ont: 
of the Sf'.; 'n lH:Li(~lH-j .iii L~\-~. d.ni.:.d.o)~_'i~9 c\.')lr.!;r~qd.\:y-k~:"\!H·!d 
:lct·i.\' .. i.ti("G and t-he c:}:l:l~~)l l):: cnc.'))·t.lir~t:tj<,n it\1d. ad.ministration 
hy f3t~ltC O~)'::l:u~.:in~J nty:-nc.l('n, 

\':0 l .. cvjf..' ... ·'~d 15 ht\l!:\o~~~\· holt£:cs or tit(.! t.~! th:lt h~\d L-('{­

(!E.~j\'(!d L!.:,\ .. 1. f.t\~,d:l'" '1'1:(1\/ \\·;':l·C c:hcf..;('n L,t":G,.lUDO Lhey ~t!")P~'::dl'j .. ;t:j 
tJ L0 !,,('Ipr(~t:c..ntot:j"vc or thp n:rort!! in (At:\ch !:il:t!lc Ctntl I.ioul 
hud l~:.:int"r1 f.LIt" o.l· l<'::\l!JL ;( ~.'(.'rlr(,~. 'ril:"' fH'J11J~!to(1 hOUHt .. ·:'; \\'L'l'\.; 

rc;vic..~~·t.'d bvl\~'\=c\n Scpl';:hbcl: 1~J73 tlnd June 19'/,1 ,tl1~l llicJud.:!n 
tho'je.? op::~~~:Lc'1·!.IY 10':::,] r;1:~Fuilf.~:'it;i.O!l;.: ~~ncl hy Gl'clLu r: .... ~1cnc'Jc·!.7 .. 
h',; r·:!vi/ ..... ,.·.'(,'Pd f:i\'C in l·li:-~::ic.~uri: [{JUl· ()i:tch in r·lC'J:.i.c!~l {\lid 
l'\":nr~::-ty.tv~n\:iit; ;uvl oll.ly t\·l.:> i:l tJ.\lxn~;1 \,~11C!rc t.h~ 51>7'1 hiHl 
lund(!d \'c ro-~{ f(~\<,1 half.,·,'ay 11<\11::;{~r,. 

;1 t CiH:h p)'r),\.f!cl .. ,'C i l'I\J\d ):..:d i 111:0 1:\)(1 '-11;j •• (! l:j V\.: G :\rI·;l 
)~(.1h:ti;) Ijtnt if~~l Pl·("~"9r.;.H), ct':J!l:inSl, H'~'l,'vj("~:;l, ~~r':;l"iltj~:"~J 
C(\~~t.:~, t:;otn~c..:,!·. of. ftjntl::~, ~~tt .. l CO!td:l~j(,.:l ,,[ C:lt.,jl.iljJ';~3. h'v 
ill!;(\ (.,i.,Lqitll:d .GlutlGl.i(:~, on pu("tici p,'~!n(J Of!C:lliltt;r~. 

1]'0 n!;t;I~:Hl r.l;?~l\:!.i l"'O)(~, \.oh~ rC':virp,\'CJd Ll;1\l\ IG h/;;H1gt.:iu·t(Jr~ 

oi'<ll;~l' inru, ;l!hi ihc \<I(,)l:}~ of [,!;.~.A J'cVioliiJ1 otat! .1:11 , .. t.l~lnt:;J; 
D~J.1(u;·: J~:.~n:,ill!) (!lty, }~iln!.,,;~\:;:; :UlC.l P~11.}·~ ... h:1Fhi.;!. 
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ol'l'l::IDV: I 

'l'l!f.1 fQIJ~o·.::i lJ'J prc.l:j,!(.'i~fl Wt?l c' rcv.l.(l\oj'(.'!d.. l·tont r(! f{~)~r:~nci.!!t 
to tli.:':H: jJl·tJ]C~:!:f~ in \:ht: l."(:pi.,),i"L u::L~d it :'-;}Iot t<:nud Jii1.I\ll! t.o 
nn:d :;t 1·0·"1tJ~1';. J _ ... ! .. 

C\.):r;~~unily Out-l~\.~~c~1) S~:l;vic('l;, J.l~C. 

(!:'O:r~i~'~' j y C~ .... in Jff~!'lc1l!r ll:,lf.\.:ny HOU!A! I J:~'(.'.) 
iJ,lytt'!Fl H~nch, l'lti:.i.dtt 
Sl-JllSOrL'Ll h,f Vc'JU[;l,\ COllnty 

C;:d 11 hVU!.i(l o::cupi (Ii.! t"lll 0)(1 t"'!O-sto~~y ":(Jod [r~r.~(! l;oua:J .. 
J i: \.:(~$ [ol·J:!(:\: J y c. rl:J.\,:t tp r:c,·!d c1Clj~.'i: that' hu.:1 ) 1( ... C) r1 cr..)n'lc);t ,'·d 
jolo i'ln ;!p~Jtt:;\I.':lllt(.\u~l(l \l.~th ~I~~~'.'l~tt 3,300 :'1' . .!·.l:~"~C feot. lJo!.1, 
lhe c:·; b.:}" tl.'r. t:l~,1 in Lt:<r: ior 1l':.:..t1,·d !/:~.in t;.i n~J n~1J 1:Ilnl."'Il" ~,(.p.-~ i r i,.';. 

'rh(~ 1. nt"urio'( \·It.~:; 'J('JJ~ rd 11y dl.,\"lt:~y (ind u:)t:.i.(1:l i,lPd nt'ccliHl ii. 

good cJc·~~:'d,n~J. l!o',,\t;'\'\"~r, the ;;'H:·l.liti' ,"".;'>.~j '::·):--Jcj,(!(:l~£Jt.1 it.) br: 
ill l".C:·'\\.i\:.t"t; c\)ndi tJ on. C('lin h:.n.~;,.\..' \,,'a:; J:onr t:h.:a c~, t:y '!1 

C, .. ql~ rl .. l b~:~,;i,,(!c~j (Li.::;tl·:lct· in a c:<):.dll"\rcii\).1 y t~ni·l·}('l t:,CI;tl. 

O~ ~lt;.l· t·u:'·,) ~tt. !;~:ur; a~id i:.·~r-:,rtHh·ld: hour (.1 g v.'(':l..(~ .in tht!·.~ r·,':.;!rtt~~t~ 
1I~,1~ lj1dH . .,l:·'.(;f,d. 

Hj 1J ~:1)(Ir:()\lrJh Ct.H·:ntj' 0f:fc'It!)·~1· j)JiHJt1~1bl.;tC ano '.r.'l:C;,d;~":0nl 
C('l1\:l. )' 

'J.\~':1; 1."l, }:,] (,'1' j.,:f,"'.l 

,l;pnn:,.(n·f~d by Hi] J ~,;b,:)J:{)n'Jh C'Jt:ltty 

'ihe :;t;.lf·I'\i.;/ hc.Hln(! QC'\:ul:d,r,r1 a lH.t.',' C.l!I(: .... :i!~Ol·V cC';H~r~'t~ 
l.dol')·~ lJ\~i ~diLq CrH1~ll.\l(:{'tI;1 to )',ou"!(! 1111:1:.:t(.!~. it cnrli:;:drl\::{~ 
a1.a~'~t{: (,,)!'dJ ~:tl~~J),'(1 ff.~t:t hilt h~~d no i]:i.l';.in~; fr\,-·ili{·5.o~, '(\'l.! 

r,)ff(IH'!'~:t:j \'J",'l(! l:{\(Jllt.r!:d to ("'nt in l.~H~ C:UU1!I:f i.'.1{~i.~.\.t:lt~i.1 of 
th\! \:'t)i.!ilt')' l)j'j ~~(In u:!j'l(:I11t. tn t1.~'! Ilt..)\Jf.~', 'J.lIc f'd<:.il"ii.:.y v,~:;: 
(.t.ln:.!S,l.h~1:'!:\1 ~o 1)(.: Ja (n~~'I .. J.\.\·nL l~,.:.;)d..i..'lioH. 

'/h~: ('o'.'ld.y pri::f.)l) i-:: l;'l" \'.o..:H.i (·u(:l(x;,':,,) '11Y ,'U1 B-root.·~i,it,'!'t 
f('lle(' H!ld i·t',ti ~l~'l ~\l ~'dl:'ft!~ e,l) dt!{'.;' at t'I1 1 t;,r:':j,l.~. Xt \,:d; 

Ct:d'I:,.t:.·n(l~f'~; i p J ~~;~'i (,l~rI'l C;-,t·lti,.!_l~,;c.l t.in '..:c." pt,d.n Ltd lc1J~~'~J:"; ()', 
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API?BNlJ1X 1 

3-1/2 ilcro~: a t\vo-ctory COllc;rete ce 12 block for i nffi<ltcs, U 

uining fncilj ty, and i1 ono-stol:Y concrete bloclc building. 
The concrete block b\lilding <.!olllainod about 2,100 square 
feet and \,;as lIsed to houso il'_'1i<lt:es partid,j?C'.ting in the 
COU:1ty's l"chLlbil.itati,m Pl:og1:mn. It W\S cOI~sidcrE!d, to bo 
in ndcqu11to conc1i tiOll. 

The hOUDC \'laS about 6 miles from the cc:mt;ral '.i'r1lnpa 
business dif;t:rict adj;.\ccn\; to a cO\lnty minimum security 
pri5011. Tho ill'u.\(,diatc <lren inci.udeu resid(!nces and corn­
merd.al11uildings. Tho cotmty p,rison camp W<:IS a.1.so nbout 
6 miles from th() central T<'Jnpa busincso disl::r:i.ct in C\ 

1)oavi l~' com;tv~l:cialized arem. 

,T'!cl~sonvilJ.r.: Corr,;cuni ty corrcctiol1S Center 
Jac};.sc:mvillc, )"'loric1a 
S~~n8orcd by Florida Division of Corrections 

'rho Jnc).l1o;wilJ.q hou~;o \>,'as houC'cd in a on'p"story 
concreLe block build-inS! ,.;hich coataincd ".bout 17,000 squ<:u:c 
feet. 'rho building \~no fOJ:lIlcr.ly the w.'lm:t.nit:ltl:utl.on D'.lilCtl.llg 
of. t11<1 Flor..i.c:h r,ir: Nation.,l Gm:rd. Xi: 1'1';::; cO:'I~'idC:!rcd to be 
111 exee llenj: conii:i.t:i.O:1. 'l'11e faoili t:,' was in an ir.du::;t:ri.<l.l 
par.k t.ha.t \hl.S :f'or.l;;crly an airport. The site ~"i)S about 10 
miles from th~ Jacksonville cantl:ul business distl:ic\',. 

'l'ampa CO!r\,~l\ni ty Corl;CC tions Center 
T<Ullpa I Plod c1a 
Sponsored by 1"lori\1a Dillisio11 of Con'cctions 

'J'hl~ TDt;\pa ho\)s~ occtll?ind .'t one-otory metl'll building 
conotrllcted for the Stnt:!,'! .in 1972, The building ,:us 
constr.\tctcd lo serve as a hU).(;""'-1 ho"::;c and conti);i.ned 
abou t 10,000 squ.u:c r:cct. It \\'as cO!lsit1cred ~.) be ~n 
cxcellllnt; oonditiC:ln. '~'ho house, about G miles fl:om th(] 
'rt1lT,pa contJ:;,\l buoilll.!SfJ dit,tr:ict, WilG adjc!ccnt to ,,1 11i9'm~ay 
near c.;ovcral COl~.i,1crcj..al buj,l.din9 ti ~ 
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lI1'PDNlJl x :r 

',lph<t HOI!!;.:> of springfield 
spr:in~fi,~]d, !,ti8seJuri 
SpOnSCl1:Lw ;;,y Spl."ingficlc1 l'..r('Ll Council of' Churches 

1\lplH~. hou~c \'!a!:t .lqc:atcd irl a :iO-jtt:Clr-()ld t~·,'o-stO):y 
brick building forrr.m:ly used as t •. rcl.:u.il stO);'(J with 
i1.p:lrtl\'.I~\1t::~ on the: second floc!:. ~'hc 5 t 700-:-j(IUwt'G-f;ce't 
building W"l£. im fJ:-:cclJ ant: fu.cility but c:.:b:m::d.vc rcmod,,!.i.ing, 
co:::t] 11\) abou l: $25,000, \~as rC(]'llired be fore it could be 
twC!d. It I-ILl:.> C:Ol\sidcr"d 1.:0 b,:! in c:-:ccllcnt conditi.ol1. 
AJplHt house \;,l'~ nC,Ll:' the ci ty':J ccmtr~l bu!:!ill<:!:<;$ dictl~;i.ct 

in u.n U.r\~a zoned fol:' 15·911t matlu:C"\cturing. 

Di~,mas IIo'me of: K::nsas City, Inc. 
l\:Lnsa~, C:j.t~!, Nic.so'..lri 
s~)on:?orcd by Jac):~on Count~l, !.·J.i8S0\lri 

Dif,Ti\<1G hOlWC .: .. lC in a 60'-yc,\l:-Q1d tlll~ec-sto:.:y stucco 
fr~r.e hCH1~ .. (' ~ J:t c..:o1~lt'!it)ac1 ab,)u1.: 5, GOO t,QWi:1:t) fc:ct ;:.r~d 

llceded V;lintitl~ a~~ $0mC ~irlor rcp~ir. ~bout $1,9a~ was 
npcJl1 t or} rCl~:od(11jx.C; Q b::'lthroo~;l ~ 'lbe facilJ. ty "iriS c(Jnui,:c~ed 
to be in ndc:(!uC}tt.1 ~ljndi~ tior1 ~ Di'£Iili\P hO'J!;3c: ",'t),S in an old 
):c$:i.u.cntial f;e.~tion of t.hc city sGv<:!ral hloc!cl,:-; froro a 
neighborhood' bUsinos!) ill:ail~ 'j:,c iHunnd.i.nta vicinity <.:on­
sistcc. of oj d home!] s.il~,i.l ar it; s.izc to Dis'milD house unc1 
acverul lnrgur Cll':.n:t:r.lcnt: bui.ldin(Jz. 

Mc~udalr! HQl1 I S ~el:1i lloncc 
St. Inuis, I.liaoom: i 
:3pon:,01·c(l by 11!..:tg,"1.:'\ln Ii'ounda.i:ic)r1 (e nonpt'ofit O!:~i;.,ui .. • 

z<ltion) 

'.rhc t!,'\JcJn1u Fotlndirt:i.\')n lll"'ll' I> l>l·O~p.T.::a C)CCllpicd 1:\ 100-
Y(.!t'll:-ol.d thn:,)-t,t.ory h:cicl, hu;i.l.:"5.l1tj od.9i\1:\11~' [)'.liH: tW ;~ 

con\'c.n!:. It cor..tai.ncu. nhout .1,200 6(.!lli:.rl.' f.1.10t. 1'.lth(;l.'n~1 
major r(JnO\'i1ti.ol1 \';o:d, S\:Ul'j;OC: in 1971, i:!(,(J):' l.:GPll.i.:cf.i W'il:CO 

st;ill unde).:'VI>lY in 19711 '~lld the ir.tcdor.; Il('Ce.GO i?e.in'dJ1~1. 
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Othcnlise. the facility \'IilS adequate In:e~pt the bedroom 
fipace for SOl:\(;! offenuers \'1<1,,; too cr<llnped. 

The 1110\1' S house is in an old re.sidential sect' ,')n of 
St. L>()lIi:;; \:hct 9cn,n:C\lly eo:u;is\::; of emilll \:1'10- and three'­
stOl:.\' aparthlQot buil.dings il.nd ShOpl;. 'l'he house is udj:tcont 
to a c:ilu):eh. Th" rest: of the bJ oek l1<1s bec.n clc:arcd of 
buiJ di 119s e:';c(!]?t for two that house ,,;ocial \'Ielfare progrwns. 

H. BOI'!Qru l,;orman l;Ollse 
Fill:ri\in~ri:on, Hi'ssouri 
Sponr;jo:=eu by SouthCi\st Hi!3DOUri Law Bnfol:"Cali;Gnt 

Assistance council 

H01:m<:.l1 hClll~;C occupied a t\,,'o-story frrunf.! 1lL'1l~1(J fo:n;l'~rly 
used UD a f2..nd.Jy d\'.tel.J.in~J. The hOU~H.1 con.l~uine.d a1;.out 1,90.::; 
s('lunr-e feet. Ovcri111, It waf) con::;irf~!!:cd to be in, c~c1equ'''tte 
conc1.i. tion. EormRn hOlHiC \';':u-; L~lJO\.'d.: 4- blocks l:l:C!n ti1e tO l ... ·l1 r S 
C'e11t:n~J. bll:odnel!.s dif.;tricl: in GIll art'Ll that inellltled both 
rc !ihlcnt:ial and com,:\crci~l facili t.ics. . 

Rcnlity I-louse, ;ene. 
ColUHthin, l,u.DGOuri 
Sp~nf.iort:.'d by J.jid-n'.~ ssouri T.Ja\'l Bnforccment l'.ssictanca 

COllllcil 

T(eality hou!)c occupic;el -a three-story brick <mel fr<:-:mc 
building that \~US fOl:r.l.;rly a fratc:;:nity house. It contained 
U.hC)llt: 11, 000 squ<'lro fGO t and Clpp~lm:(Jd atructura.l.ly sound. 
It!J interio)':, hOVlr.!vel: I ,,-:as X'c1.ther di~::r,al. The \·ntlln \'Jc.~rc 

crnckc;d alld soi led,. the furnishings \';,:1):0 in );.00':>): Ct111c1i tiol1. 
and the pluJnbil1g necdcd l:'UFd r.. 'jollC incili tv 'N'H.) con"iL1c:rcd 
to be in poor c~n:.l.il:i()n. Hcality l!our-;e \'11."5 ~n the cog.:: 6[ 
thr.! U:1iVel:t:d t}' of ],tisQotlri campus l1(HE!r sGvoral sorprit:y and 
fr;lter111 ty house s and l.·OOhl;'t.~l hC)U:'::t.l.S Lot stuuell en. 

76 



1077 

.'\PprmDIX I 

HOnle of: Industry for Di:.;churged Prisoners 
Phi] adc! ""111.~ pf1lln:.;ylvaniu 

APPENDIX I 

S'ponso.::cll l;y Homc of Induotry for DiElchurgcd Prisoners 
(a nonprofit cor:p0l:Llt ion) . 

'1'110 prcg·.:'aJil \·ms ill an 'old thrct!-story l>ricJ~ and frc:.:ne 
house \:hich \·lJ.rJ formerly Ll privateT.e sidoncc. It. ,,;as ill 
adcquab:; cone1i.U.on and contnined abont 3,250 square feet. 
'1'110 bedroom:, <lPPoilrec1 too sm;:ill to ,~ccomJ1iod<l to the stutecl 
rna~:illlUm cLlpaei ty of 15 residents. '1"lc1 ve apPsLil:ed to be a 
more reasol1<:lblo figure. 

There ~ .. crc sC!veral dcficiE:!lcies regarding fil·.c· safety: 
no cscClpa plan: no fi X;(~ c;..:tinguis!1cr:;"i ClncJ V.n i·r!~aCC.':l!tt"'ce 
wood,m [ire e SC,lPC tlla t did not extend to the tilinl floor. 
In Pebruary 197!J \va \l1C~L~ toltl that fire o:·:tinC]uisners hi:.u 
bcen in!:1tnllr~c1 <!nd fire drills lwd b:len inetitu'.:cd. '[;\0 
housc i,rJ in an old residcllti<:ll section of the ~i ty. 

rr-hiC]h Va) lo:::y Opportunity Center, Inc. 
Dethlc)wJn, )?cnn:;;ylv<lnia 
Spon".:>red by City of Bethlehem 

'rne 1.::11igh Vallily pl:ogrwn was in. a 65-YGar-old. thr(le­
story brit:l~ nnd .otono hou::e formerly used a:3 a l?r.iv~to 
re sic1Ql1cC • fl'ho hou r-iC con t'·}.i!"!ea about 3 I l~O fj(runt·~ feet" 
was clcttl1 and in tu.1!.,:lQ\1C:!. tc c:ondi tion, and ,,,Ha£ aOt:!qu:'!.1:ely" 
furn.i."hed. 'rh0 third [l.Otll: \~LlS :·,ot occllr.1iecJ becnu~:e the'ro 
\'/(.\S no fire csc:npc. rr:hc hOUSe! "laD in a ~o-:-:jj~i(n:cj ally zoned 
area GurJ:oullc'Jed by rq/;idcnti<ll flame!! and ViLiS <\djaccnt .to n 
lIni verai ty c.:unp1l5. 

Ph.i.luc1elphiil Cr;r.'.l'1Unily Trrlutr.:ent Center ~i2 
I>hi lade Iphin, PcnnGylvnrlia 
Spon.ooJ:od by Pcnnr;yl.\',ud.n Bur.cc:\l of Correction 

The progri.'tl1l occupied b/o Lldjoining brick np'.n:tlnont 
hO\lso tl. The! old- thr"e-RtOI'.I' buildings contained a:l.lout 5,~8D 

77 



1078 

Al'P;.:tWIX I 

SCjU3,l."C3 fGl2t I ::lnQ, cxc9Pt for the rr.:c·~!ntly r(;l1lodc led fir.st: 
f)00): area, thuy ... /ere in ch:>plOl:.,.ble condition. Plus tGr had 
fallen from t.he \':alls in S'omc l.){:dl~OO:n$ and j"1 the ha..lJ.\-:ay~.o 
One: bedroom h0.d no he,lt, and spots frolt. · .. !:tt~':' leaks \'!l!l:C 
pl:(x:linent throughout tiw Up;;Cl' two floors. ll.i.ndo,"" ca~.il.:Js 
\~pn' rotted and the hathroollls held tiles missing an: fixtures 
tha t \'lCrC old and in poor condition. ~.'jlcrt:! were very fc\·: 
ft11"ni~.ihlngs und Dome bct1J:OCHlS had only metal cot~·t. rrhc 
ovcl.~ll cpp(!n.ranca \Jlas <.1roC!ry and dCF1:easing.. The hOt.H.C5 
\;erc in all old residential area of mnclll apartment: bui ldings 
''t'ith ~om.e smll1.1 stO!:(!S l1oarb.y. 

SCl:anton Cr. .... 7.:\iUnity frra~tmcnt 'CI-'!!1t:ur 
Scr~m Lon, P.cllrlsyl vcni a 
5}JO!1:;orf'd by T!€:l'tn<.yJ vania Bur()~i1.1 of Cor.r·~ction 

'rho pr('):Jl:2,!:l occttp.i.(:d tl. t.\:o-stO!:y brick anu fr;:uilL.< buiJd-
in,~ i0171'1C)·J.y t1~cCl ~c n fUlv2ral h0;n'3. It con"~aincc1 ilbout: 
6, 600 :7~J\1~t·~ feet of floor SP?~CC, and c:-:tc';l1sivc rcno·l.:ttj ons 
had l~~('dc it into (l f'clcilit:'l ct.1~1$id~rc:c.l to CC i\l ,ac1ccru~t\­
conditi.....,n. 'rl1e houca "/:1:3 in a CtJ:'ln·I'~:r:cinl ur·~a "lith -r.i.?ny 
stores near!.)y. P6cross the street \>las a small park .. 

nahabilitili:ion Center for Young Adult Offenders 
\'1.aco I '1"'o:--:;:.G 
Sp.:msorr:c1 by !·!cr..cnnan County !>dul.t Pr.(»)xltion Dep~rtmcnt 

'l'hc l'li!CO progr;:ull \'I~!:3 100tl ted in an old thr.ee-sl:0ry 
ho1..:;;c and :.-l.djeccnt: gnrage iJ.p;:u:l:mant. 'Jibe fttcility provided 
,.bn'-, t ~j, 000 squi'lrc fe0\:, \"tlS in "XCH 11ent condi tiol1, ami 
\':iHi v/cll fUl:'r:i~hr..!cl. 'rho HacC') ht)uSC i~ nc~ .... ~ l:hn central 
htl:J1nE.':j['; di!-Ji.:r.ict in [I cQrabin\\t:i.(\!l ):c::;,i.dQntia.1. and. $;'131.1 
htl!.'i.nc$~: nrcn. 
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APPl:::mv: 1 

11m'} J)jrccl.:l.OIlS Club, Inc. 

Four hou~',:~ ~ ;''1 HOllston I 'J'cxus 
One hou c; .. ;in Gal VCGtOll, TC:~~1S 

Sll0l1sore,1 lJY N01 Dirt'ctioliS Club, Inc. 
(a nQrlJ)l·ofJ. t corpol:z.d:ion) 

APPr;NDIX r 

HOllOC No. 1 is <l 35-ycm:-'olc1 two-story brie), rcs.tdence 
\.,i th an adjacent CJ:trug, .. ~lp:u:t!:lcnt. HOtU1G lIe .. 2 is 'n 59-.r~Clr­
old tJn:c;c-f;tol:Y J.;):.i ck h()l!~>C \·;i lh nil ndj .~C(!)1i:: S'<lragc apart­
men L. Hou::ie No. 3 is l.1 t'·,O .... ::,tory \\"OOd(~;l fri1lr:e house.. House 
No. 4 occt:pieL1 tlw second f1.oor of a ::;-Y0111:-01d tHo-stOr.~' 
brick 110tl8(1. Iloul;e Ho. 5 i,:; a lO-·ycm:-olcl onc-sto):y bricl: 
home for.ml.!rl.y u~w{l by it t;,,,,ntul health 1'3:o<]):u"",,. HOtl~le Ho. 
1 prov.hkd <lLout 3,';00 ",qlIQ):O [ect, vlhilc the otll',!rz pro-
v ided <::bot11: 3, eoo, 2, GOO, 1 J 000, <lnd l, 800 t r.C ZI',.H:·ti va ly. 
All hu·t H011$C No. :l I-IGrc con8i(1o.~rcc1 to be in adoqu:...te 
concH tion. HOUGC !"lo. 3 \.;o.r. ccnsidcr.~c1 to' b!.'! in poor concli­
tj en bu t 11('C'dcd J:cnovntion had bccm r.t<~l:'ted. 

'rllC TlOl1ctO:l }JOLW(!il nrc in intcgJ"Cltcc1, middle inco;w 
nci(Jhborhonds G;;{)\.~nd th:~ l)(!ri.l~etcr of the r.entr2..J1 iIouzton 
area. 'l'Ile: G.J],vesi.o:l house is in a ru.cul arE2Q. becausQ ci ti­
zen COf"p) <lint!; :[orCl1l'l ccnter o{ficial:~ to lociltc outsi,k 
the city. 
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1I1'1'EIWrX 11 

\,I."".lhl'" Iuth .. 
l1,ol:l'rt I,i.h,.t,.' 

.. ,,,lll"(" h.l,u'.~h."J:-,,,,~r 

Mr, Victor L, LeWD 
)J.i.l'~'c tor 
General GO\"~1'lllil\!nt Divi:;ioll 
U.S. G~ncl:a,l Account.~.n~, Office 
WRshinGtun. D,C. 20548 

Dnal' Mr. Lowe: 

APR 11 1975 

J\PPJ::~.DIX 11 

This hlltCl,,'is in reSllCH1SQ Lo yt11L.1· reqlw:;t. fen" COI!:lIIcnt::;. 
Oil t hl.! drllf t I'l~pl\r"t tit) cel "Gu.i dtt1lc(~ l)ccdNl lOl' Ila 1 fWlty liollsl's 
to be IL \'.1:.1)1 e J\ltl,rni,ii YO to Pl'i,I,mn." 

\'If) :n'C in [l"cn.Jral at;rticillunt. with tho fintlilli:;:; I'nil l'c~o;:tncll­
dn t iCll;' pl'cs(Jntcc1 j n Lh~, dl'nit: )·C)'()l't. ::ita to [lIH; lew:! 1 [;0\'1: til" 
rn,~ntl-$ :U'O ul.ili:-::int~ J~lLW l;nf(),l·cC'r.H .. ~nl A:';'.>1:.it.nnc0 ~\dmi..1il!:iLrn.t:iull 
(1.1.;,-\;\) fl!ndu to !;ll,>)lort h:1HlI'ay hOlli;CS :~S nil /I,U{',).·lmtive to 
C()i1 Lllllll..'d i n".rLl'(·,l.'l' •• tilltt e)l: of fonders. and thc)·\.! is Ull l,llJviollS 
aC(~Ol.ll)allY In:~ IH:·.1d to :tf~}1L.:·SS th()liO\~I;;h 1 y th<? manner .in \I'hj.cli 
this Ul'l'l'OIiCil is lwinf; ir.1[11cmol1t0d. 'I'hr!, tl(:"elo)lllicnt oJ: tl 

cOllsistc!Il1. l1:Il<l eool·dillt!.i(>Cl )l1 :wlll Ill.: pl~o'nr.!tHJ b)' Utu Statos is 
a 1l1'imr~l'Y Depal'Llnllnt.al COlw('rn. tllla the jl1'obl('m areas itlellt~ifiC1t:l 
in the GAO rcport rcJ !ltL,c[ to thiH i!,l)al al'() val iLl. 

'nil) dl'tlJl l'C!I)('l'l, poi.nLs ollt Lll1.' I~r:t'(l 1'01' a I~()ro ar,I;I'CiS!,d\'I! 
Fe,dt·ral )"ole 1.11 fOl·lr.lI1.aLillr,: de)\'l:l()pll1\!nt of (a) syt;\;'.'ll1r) fen' . 
st a tCW,i,Clll CQOl'c! in!1'l j Oil ()J' !lelall. COl'l'OCll.1olt:ll lrn.lfwl'-Y hrlilfi(' 
j)J','bl'llIns IlIHl (b) ;;tailclrU'([r,: felL' hnll'lI'tl)· huur;t's to fa] 1.(.'..... t\1,,(). 
(iJ\O r('C()H~ll~lldH tlh!.t LE:\:,.t S !\iltj,UI\:I.'I. Ill::,·n~i::tlt.H of I,Iltw Enfoj·(~":'ll!n( 
/lilt! t:l'i,llli.l:ll ,T\lrni(!t) Q\'P1U:lt\1 the. \'Iu'loll .. upcl'tll.iolltll II'.Otl','H IIHi,d 
by h.\ 1 ('WILY 11011;;1;0,; to dC'tm'lI\ilJOJ whi,C'h apV)'()!lcl:ou \\'() l' It I.lt't:il. III 
<\l·tlL~l' to c.lQVl: I ell' C.l"l. tf.'l'i.H to :tSHt~:-';:; til,,, (,.l,( f('l\t. iVOllQ,!-;S 0 r ha] t'wa!' 
llllUfiC·r.. 'I'llI' Jll'(,m.i,:".' IIlld(;I·l.yillg Ll:N1~1 C'.','O j'Jllilll;'; h: tl>:l~ a 
fl':q:I'j';'llt1. 1c! dlh'(,ll(J}):h\"~nt;. of n.ttL't'llat.lvo fiYhl.(jlll~; cxi~Jlt) L!trU'.lgl!tHtl. 
tIw !i\,lL1 01 I~(Il'l'l't'I.iOllq. 'flli~ Ih.~lml'f:I,:(IIlL l'O\\l)i:l\i,~(!s t.hiG 
pI'1)1l1c-I:l and i::o lUldr.:l'th'l:jlll~ 1\ lIumbp): (If puJll':I-:ll'\'n1 (lrrr))'ll; leI 
rrcldl'tJ::l,l ltw I.m~;i() calilSOI)' Pm' PXtllill1J.l'. thl' llllpU1'l.rn('nt' is 
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APPENDIX II 

I'lll':,lLinr; l<ll itl d<"IH h htl!dy to t:~;pl(.ll.'tl j"Ul\d:I\I\I;l\tll.l po] i.CY itlfmU('; 
wilh·h iI:I\',: :':iglli.!"iC'lIIlL U}lW:;ll inlllll and l'Il'occ:dul'nl jll1pact, An 
all'II;;p!. i,(, uni,ng (.\ac(c lO'd0Cinu mOl'e Pl','cJ.tlely Lho Fupornl 1'010 
ill lall' C:llftH'ct'l)lt;'nL aile! l~l' lmi,llaJ. ju:,;tiC0 ;1(:l;i ... iti0$, 

l.lvl,:auHU 1:1'1::1';' anti tlll/lOBL a.1J oI'forls to l'cduu() it have 
l),,"I\ C!QIl:;;iUt.<:II\.ly lLlld l.t'!;i.tllativ,~l.y d0r:i.llt~d ltH Stat.e tlnd local 
P I.'Il 1,1 l\,;:!,; , tlll',·,,{, [.'"cl<.:/'aJ. JII\·U1Vl.!I;lt'rtL lH :.;nl'iously .Umiteti. 
lit)\'t'~V(H'} t.hc ))p\n.\l~\m\!nt :i.::; nltempting ~o m\.n~~ cJ.c~rly dcljl1c~ntfJ 
:II'Pl~Opt· .i.1l~l~ W.\YB 1'"", t. ha F(~dpl'al GOVCl'UIH9f1 t to b~t.():'l0 more 
:\<:(.l\,(!ly ill\'o,"'e(\, Federal illn\HHi\'\~s Toware! improvi.llLt till: 
pl.:\liuill/', pr,)(w~;~, ,wlti.t:h j.l> a fr.'Cl.\l')',i,/):, tl.U1I0 t.hl'ol!,:holli the 
U,\U I:CP0i'l, j~ Ol)U ar\.~:l bl":-:illlJ givon 'ilttunt.)on. l'rJ}u"opria"r.c 
uS:I!!·I,,~ of t.llt! NaLie)lHll I,H;titllLe's r(;~IOl!l'c:GS, tlR we)l as tho 
h'v(H'a/~l' :\I'lt'ultbh, L() LE!I,\ l,hl'llU!-(h it:;; actmini.s\'l'al:ioll of tlw 
pJ' Lilia I'y J ullu-c1 L;"[11,11» i HG r.lpciJ<llli f;;:I--tllc fJl od: Grant Progl'am--
a~',' r,wo m:1.\.llO,:; wl11ell l'l11aLL' Ji~'(,('.tly t(1 tl1u appJ'opriate , 
1('I'\)]. o.L Fl.'dl'l'fll Illvo.lVC::I:lt.dl1. in S{,r~tt' llnt! loc:nl lJl.'oL;r:tnJs. 

§J.~I..uowl.~~'._9S!~!!iU.!.t'.'}J 011 

'i'll(' ',,()Pec,!, t oj' ~;{.ll L('\',j tip (wol'dJ II" U.C11l of halfll'tlr 1101\1';C'5 
iH t'lIt'l'Vlltlr ruc(·.i.vill/: much :l.l.t,(:mtinn in c!'.imilJ:cl justice 
l,t;i l~t:.l l'S. 'rho 1H'(:(1 t.o add l'Uf{;':: lll.ts CO!1.t·di na eion c<)r~cc})t ·is 
quilu \l~)J':ll~t:n.nnt.lrddP whl;1) ())1(1 (~)~illnini.:s t.ho myrincl of ttgu:~cics 
IIlld ()l'i~":l.il:::ttitJ:,(;, t",!.)] IHaf,e "llti .Ioc:rl, chnl'r;:"(! witi'J sililiJal' 
,\\It!h)l'j t.:,' alld :"C'lolpl"w;ibiliI. J'_ HOI'.'0V!.'L', lhe;, "ol'!pll'xi.t~· of tlic 
L!m,l1'\.linlni,oll (:::llJ(,~\'IJt. and 1l[,; nbility t() ('r,cllpo a r(;;llistic:, 
opI'l'at.inn:\l tiC'fiJlHICllI lwd i/;IJ\h:nwl1l:l,tiotl should lJot bq under'· 
('sL.i.m;tt(~d • 

'l'hl' all.i.l.Jt:> of Stlt{,U p]':l.I1nillg :q;cllr.,5,N: (SPAr:~) nnd St:.to , 
lHln'cc t;i onal. lllil hol'.i t,j m: t(1 co"rd i lHt CO o\'clrnll ofl(ll'a l :Lon {If 
tlw Ill;! IJY cI it 1'1.'I'L!li!: t YJlt;H llf !):,ll'\'my hO\ll""-:; Pl'C~:!;)1l t::l a paramo\lll t 
pl~oblt,:!'l l,ll:,~au!.1r' sl)(dJ H. CO()l'iU IJft t )'(1J'1 afro)·t; rnu!~t eran:.,)(!\?nd 
PII!Jl.l~: :tlld pl'l,vatn h','C!t<.Il"J, SLat(' and 10e:l1 C()l'l'l!t~{ .. i','llal nnd 
InlllPUf rt.'~;'HI1'(!~n-;', "JllHul'l'Oill-l u'.:0l1ci,t'l3 nnd, ul'cani:·~Ht:ions, UIH.j 
:;(;\'(11'!(.1. ll·\~:ttm(.'lll <:a t.l,.l1.~urj fJS, ~.HH.' It In; dl'uf~l:i a.nd itlcoholl 
I,lii II' U~it;,\)J :':;iIH10/,L or lllW :\(\C>II<!Y (;0 1'101'(,' (l1'm'lIl.) ,1'''''tlPOllflibili.t~' 
Cn',' "Il)lI'l'l'i(;lll/, and npJH·ll ... .Il1g Ilto (,ptW(ltlll)J1.:l of all. /lnlfwllY 
\lIlU'h .. ,: l'ept't'Hl'n~,; l Ill! :11'1'1'0:1(111, 0 tl1<'l' ttl. tl1l'lJat ivu npPl'Clllchctl· 
1\1 (It" )lI'IJIII' .. 1i1 \·ill\l.!tl alh',) hnl'c: (;0 l.w ruJ.J~' i:C'st('(1 :\Il(1 thei.r 
plfjl.,~il·Jll.'!.' (,!f:\.~dJI.Jrilll!lL 'thf.l iu~n.~t,'s involved JIC't"o art! iar 
l'I'lI,'iling' ('.nd \I'll,] l'('fjuil'u J'urthu1' stllr.ly by I,Ej\A. ' 

HI 
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II l'l'i'::Wn: JI lIl?Pr;t'!DTX II 

ill (·)'iLicir.ill\; 1,1;;/I.'\'s hithul'to nOJHliru('tivp stallce 
I.nward f'1l(~OUl'ilt;il1~ n (~oord11Hlt.(~d ::;tat('wicic· planning s . ..,'str:m, 
tIll' G:\O )'('\W.\'L (Io('s al,)mow.ll'dr;l' LllaL many StaLl'H face lCI;iBla' .,lVt, 
I'I'Hll'iuLjollYl jJl j.nsLituli.oJlllli~:in!r ~'JlclI It struet·u)'P, 'Chi,; 
iH :lJJ i:npI'tU':\l'nt. which confronts botll l.I':iI,\ and the Sp,\'r: 
jn tllllll:lpt iilb to "rgal! ~e a mort:! e[[(·ct..i.Vt~ :lIld (~ool'diuatod 
!)~·slum. 

\,'(\ :ti~J"()l! with GAO':; l·UCO::\!llt..~IHlnt Lon th:lt IJEAA l'.(lqu.irc' ('"eh 
SPA til .i IIC01'pora LO in i t.n cOlllprt'hl1nsi VI) III nn COl'Lll i.n lllftH'm:1 Lion 
r, .. latn'l' III C()lll'din:lt,inl,t I>tat.,:·widc adulL l'(Il'l'(lctional. hal[\':llY 
illHI:W 1)1'0;'.1'111:1::;. rX,\A ihL(lIIUH to move i'l thiH dil'cC'.tion by , 
1'0'111 il'j ne (>:tclI SPA lO J'II'lli::;1I !;JI(~II information fll i, ts futUl'll 
t~o:.i)Jrpht'Jls 1 \'l,~ plans. Vtc v iL~W the (lnvo] OP!ut ·ll of an LHAb 
l:~,(J)'Ili lIa tiul1 po) icy 'l't'!,tll'(\ i 111; stn Lew.! lit) !:t'l'I'CCt ional 1I:L1l'hl\~' 
hnllrJe )Jl't)l; l'am::; a:;; a V8J'Y (,r;~('iI t i a 1 stt~P and, wh~n'c f ;)Ilsibl ", 
l.E,\'\ will c"n.l,\l[ltc thl' II/!ud fUl' ;;etti.nl; Jl:tl'''l!wt~!rs ill tel'lW 
uf ~llluu]illaH to be fullu"ud. 

Gl;I1( .. I·I\Jl~', we a:Jl'pu With GAO',\; C(ll\c]u~tion lhat l"trl'i~lurn 
t-;taHdtll.'th; t\lll..nl to :)(~ (~!:a:~bliHh(.~d for hnlf\\'t~~' IHJlU~t·:; to folIc)'.',', 
tlfld- t bill LEi'\:\ b](:~\"'k grant i'llndf.: c:nu.1d b(} \1r:~1cJ rr.~; Jc.H·01.~r\.f~D tl\ 

('n('otU:,'g" h.ll l'Wt·,y iJ()\Ifi·.'S to 1:(,,11 ow til<) Htlll1\1al'us. 1'('1' tho 
111(\:;\ 11(1)':', SI>,\'/·; nlld S\,:\t,t~ :llid 1(11'111 eorl','criunal ilP.<:I\(!i.O$ 
hill'(' not: tttl.L'11 lh<' illlti,utivc in this ill'Nt. fI\Lhr.lI(~h j.t hllt~ 
h,WIl )loi.lll.l'd UII\' Litat. r.II!) halr\\,:l~' hOllhll mOV{'In<:lIt is II()W ill 
1'<:.1'lL it}n 1.(1 t ht! elll/C: ... p L 0 I: j IWarCl'l':t t) 011, t.lw 1;1I()\\'lt·cil~() 
IIl"('tl\,(\ Let ci:!\'i.-'.1 (IP standa rds C/llI lw drawlI rrom :L llUrntll'l' 0 f 
analoguus pr<.'r;l':uur::, !--;uch as (.~t"lJUp h()tt:-:l\~.I.-; f(n' dolinqu(!J1t:$ 
and t'hildl'('rr ill lIe'eet of 11Il\H.!J'vi,;j,o!l, and rc,,;ld~'nLi.(Ll ecnl.t'rfl 
1'01' p'l·al.IWlll of m!~I)t:\l hcallh prublems. 

WI: wi nh ttl poi n t elll L lila t J.Ei\,\ lias lit) t. ()VC!)' J 0011(0(1 the 
IH.','(1 ft'\' ~:t.1Lllrl~tl'r.h .. , rot' cxtllllpl(~ I 1.1-:I\A IH\fj !-{unt :J, 2:~2 ('.~)p.i.(.~; 
oJ Ll!u d{Jctl~.lttnt "Cillidc~ljn(!~: an(\ !-jtat1tl:lJ'cI~; r"Jl" lIt'lll'w;L~' JhnHHJf.: 
nll(\ ('ullllllllnHr 1't'l·all.I'.'lIt C(·I1I.(]j· .... " by t\lu IIILOl'lHltional llalfway 
IIOII';() :,nNoeiHtin:l ttl intclI'(",L\"d nl'j(ltni.~'llt.ioll:;, l.n<:l"'lilll~ 
uopico:·; t(l CVUl'Y Ijp,l.. COlli.Oli I'd nnothcl' fll'lI(\Y flllHlnd b>' Ll·;t,,\ 
in lOi"~, (,nti.LJpd "Ouid('.1illt'r; nlHl SlJllld/ll'clfi for ttl() lJ"C1 of 
\'01\111\ U01'H in CCl)')'I'fJ l. j '!II,t 1 l'!")t;l'ltlm;," \\'(,)'(1 $()nt to oac~h I:iP'\. 
In acldll j')II, lon C:Jpit'f{ of tilt! :~tlldy 1,'()l'U I-lC.'Ilt t.o (,11(\h 
1"·I:iolllll. (,11\(:0, ltlld tHl-\ l·(.'pip}; \\'('l't' hClI\\; to COl'l'uct.iollltl. 
JI1:,1 i Iltl ilil\H. 1n tottll, ;"f)'it (:OpiUH ol U\(! HI.llc1y wel'u 
d i hH"1II i IHlL, .. d. 
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1.1:,\,\ al~;iI PI'ol'j(\(!d [uIHh" It, lho l'lIi\', l':-;;ity or IlUnois 
rIll' d,·I't']llp: .... IlL PI.' "G:dt!r>l in I)!; 1'01' til,· Plallll1n,: lInd Dc'si.r,n 
til \t<'I:iUl\\l1 'II\(I C(1:,,,l\lll\ity Corl'l1t!I.1(,lIa.i. (",'ut,'t's rnl' Adult.s." 
'/'wl'nI.Y"(lll<' hlll\dl'"c1 c'oph',; of th[" l;Ui.u(,Jillt: havo bl'c!1l 
llis"i\:mil1!l\('d. pjlr::'inlll1\~J at. llTv lil\'i\":'l'Sjt~' oj' I)linc)is arc 
('UI'J'I'lllly 1'I'I'\,al' j Ilii I:td cl,') i uor, ;;jl:'{d,!'j en II y fo}' ha] [WilY 
lh.'u~.\~ti (~"t it .ll·tl ftPl:d\tdnl~ l~'r a C"lt.l.!tttUtit.r lh·-jI1LI~r~rat.J\,t~ 
l'J'ngl'am: liollf\\ay Ill'U:;I.'." 'rlh)~' c':':P(~l!t \\-,jcic' d:is~.iclJ1in:.ltion 
"r litl'Hl' I;l'id"l.inw; \'.'h<'(\ Gl'I;,plllto::d. 

'Wo- ~1.1 t'f.\ at~l'''''(~ Lj\it.l I.J~:\:\ n('(:dG Lll t,~k0 :\ L~(lr(,! po:::! t t \'(, 
:;1:t ltd ()!l t In'!. rt(~\'\\ll)IHll('n1. alld f..:'nl\)~·t·r.*jaell t of ~.;l,:tf1l1n rr1:~~ wh~tHn't~t 
1.1.:1\'\ l.i.loL'k r,l';nlL. fundli :~l'(! iIlV('1\ I'('(j , LE/\I\ wilJ iIlHiat.~: nctjc;n 
10 n:qull"C' <"l\('h 01"\ 1(1 ill<.!(!I·l'ul.',tlCl .i.n jtl-; Cc.'iI,!l!'::h0I1Siv\'J pJr'n 
('e\'lain i.nful'ln:\t \,)\\ 1'"l;\\ll'" t.o IIItn;iI::\\t:\ sl.:iI.d:\nl" wlddl h:llfw:'~' 
hOU!H~6 liill$t. 1I1l!I.'t j 11 np(h')' t~1 roc(·-j vc J'llllU::j j ~.\)!:\ t ht~ SP.\, The 
iIWlu.:.iol1 "I' ;:uell min.il;;\I!'1 ~nHI)(Il\rcli> in rllillul11 plall·~] shou](! 
jll'OI'l) uc':Hd,ic;iu.l ill \Il'i;l'::dillli lill' p!·t)j:ram :lt'd \.he't·C'· ff':t:.:llJ]I~. 
1.1,,\,\ will \'~on~dlh~~' i\ddl'\,):»~.;tnt~, o}.' ~H.·ttinl; }';:t.l'fl.IH.!t.C'l·l{, in 
1 VI'l:iS !l f gil iciC'lJ n(n] tt, be! J'nJ Jlll',<,d. 

L\.~~~cJ.._J~D.!::_.~.'.:!~)~~LW~..!L 

\\"Q a!rl't.~(:, i 1\ lji;'nu l'H 1, Hi L It l:ht.! GAO r(':l~(I~:': .. pt1d:t t ior( 1"(~~1n,rdinG 
t hi' 11l:~'d ttl t'va I ua t.(,) dj 1 J CPI..'lI 1. ()r'(°l'tt 1 Injl:~l. f' ;:P).·O~\Chl"t{ 1.:tJ [\'W~' 
IHlU~'I':;) 1::,lY lU·i<.' (!ad 10 Itlt'llt i r:,t llJr· lll~,·jt :U-~Pf. .. ~,t H 01: co.eh :~pr-;ro:tcb 
ill orchil" 10 IJ~Vl~}l'p l·Pi.t1.!~"jn \)~. \"hi.\.~h tc.') tl.~:~ .. H.tHB t.ilt' (,ri\,ctivH-
Jll'~;~i of h~lJ.f.'\'.n~' IH,Hl'·l'.,'f.;, 1\:.1 lie h.n'(! .'lIl(l'C'!~t<·d il! rL'pvivH~~ 
lj,-).~ipon:-~O[{ to othc·}' l~J\O )·(:J,,\\·t~1, it hrtf~ bC't'til;:')' jnpl·c:tf,d.t!fO~· 
t'll.'ttl' l(} lt~·: I hat tlll.'lOt' in D dc·f.tn.i t(.! (~1\:~0d to O~!::<'!;!'l til\.:, (l}:foc .. • 
t:iV('l!(':U.l 1)1' 1..1 /\I\t~ PVI.)Hl'Ull1,' in acht.t"·'~.1nH th'.').~~ ()b.l\..~et)\'L·~~, 
inclllcli!l[: tlto 1'J'i'oC!Live;w:m of Lin) iHL1t'lI't'r h'lI1".! p.r0l~l'H.1!;;. 

CUJ-rPlIl.ly, plans rOl' <"\"L1U:'.till;; tH·l)::l·;)m,~ t:()l1C~~r!l:i.t1n 
I'CoHmlun i t :,· .. ~na!~",\ :\ l t rn~nat i.V('B to Inl,!a\~el.'l'tt'i.lt.lnH ~~.rf: bl~iHg 
\·(.IH:id"I'\'c! IIn:11'1' J./.,\A'H ;'al i.OIl,'! FI'a)..littilJll 1'1'('1"1':',[:1 (j·d,!'). 
Hahit'aJly, .\;,,)1 ('OflSi.Hlh of tt Hl:ri('f) of pll:Lne:d l'vn.luutioll 
HI.IIc\JuH '.',liil'it in':).I1",·/; the c:ol!nc·t.llli~. cl·.'I('J()piIlG, and 
;u;ht'}J!-,in::> tli' hnHl.n inJl.JPl'1at.ion nb(\llL pru;U"I'l1tI!:: Dr lnltH·'.::~1. 
III LI'!\:\ :,11<1 d"I'" I O:.lj Iii; (ll'>1.i 1(1i" [(t!' J'tI [' t 11<'1' j Ilo,,!up t Ii ~H \.':!~'. 
WiH'l'l· aPPl'upt'j:itu, lIH'H(t jJlutlnrdlt Hludy (i<..r;'.i:;IIH will bn lH;t'd 
ro)' eiLl'I'yiJlI; nllt intPIl"',l\'t' 1·\~allHllilJ:1H of th(' ))l.'(igrp.f'Wi, 

i\~; UIIO 1I:"11Im1 of I:U'!I::\ll'i Ili' 1:1)(1 !)lICCI!I,:l; of iw.] f\';l,~' l)ntl~;PH. 
I III' l'('p<.n't. l,tll\Il,lo) CI.~!\lI'i.l JI.l : .. ', I~l H rJ l' hn.] f ".::t~t h( I, .nt) 1'(; ],O:1.f: tf ~:i v:), t h 
)',: J I!abl't'!, 1'1'11:'1 Fr·.j,<'l';, l J !i. .. ~t f L\~t i.ll~I!'i, h~1 t'i:PCh'l",ltj ;tp 1.lh,1 1070 

83 
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APPENDIX II 

il\u'catl o[ i'ri.lWUS '130]» "luc!y 0\1 1'c<~.ictjvi1,fll, 'rhifi ('011;))[\1'100\1 

.i:-; nii!:illwdin({. 'rhN L\'.'O l~l'olllH} of rn).r..Hl!:':iJU!·; fll'(-1 nol c(Ji1lp,irn.bll~ 
b('('allNt' Lhe (i.'.O J.:d . .fvmy hlJu$() )'LlIC::l.H(l Group (~()ntaiI!IJd )11'0-
ba t tlU)l.Jl'S, IHtrt,.)lne~) I l)l~c-lrinl dutn.iflU(!};i I and pO:-::$ibl y {)t.\\{}\. 
(iroUpS n{l~ rPllt'euiwtct! in the BOP r~'l()[\~;u JHlllLlla \,i.on, )!orcClvL'l', 
t ht' 1070 BOP l'c,d di v ir.:111 !-lLudy )"aint:ii nl'Cl a fol luw liP on 1'1J1l':w('.)S 
of at I(HH5t 2 YCitrfl J wjlO:l'etl.~; the ::;tucly o.r h;llfwns hOl1~l1 rolt.~:u-~CJ.:'::; 
inc: lurJlJd HC'."Jl'!~l. 1'1110 had 1)(:011 d i.sch:u'c(nl fUl' only ,I mon tIm, 

/ 
Thu report RUli~0NLB that infurmatiun pLlrLainillC \0 CDur­

dil1atitHl of St.at..:> l'l'habil,itatioll effort:> and sLn.nd(1.rd~; whi.ch 
halfway hO'.l~(!1;l !HUBL fO].iOlr slwuld lJP in the) HC:Ll,(' Pl;lll. al\c1 
iJ "such jllr()J:I~:tt.I(", is Ilot ill lhe St:\tt~ pl:,Il, LEA,'1'::; :o.pprovul 
of it r;hould be CUll:! i.tional f\!ld i'und~; not rule(!!·;cHl for 1m' fll'ay 
\1c)t\se Ill'O,ic,,\c;; \lIltil '~\lc;h iltfo~'r;;llt.j ... 'lt it, .i.nco.tudud," AJ.lhOUt:h 
thi!.; 1lI;,y bc: a fca!;i.!JJc' llPP1'O(\(:h t(l Oil Sll l'C) iIlCOl'!)I~I'''ti()n. of: 
such inl'Ol'fil:ltilH\ in ::;t.Rtf.) plau:; d.l'~\"01t)pr.1tl :~ 1,,11' :t yt!:1l'S from 
noll', we du )lOt. \Jo13,l'vc: s\wh .1 1'i;;1.(\ ptllit:y Yioultl btl f.,);t!)i.\,lu, 
nr in the h,~:;(. intQr<J:;i of r.l1 p,',rUc:s in'.'olvuu, for plans 
uC'vl'l(\jl\,d in till' ntl~:t. YC[U' at' trIO, 'fit(' d,tffic:llltiu13 in 
oJ1er(\cj~'nal1y (}('fillin~': '~Ild tlC1J.IIC,\tilll' ttw imHIN; of f;tnt.ull'id(' 
cuordJunt 1 (.H1 Zlnd IlilLr\l,'r'.~' IlcIU~(! 81'al!~i:ti"(h; a.ro HtlC'h L!:n:t. COll­
sid0l"U.l,)j<.~ t.ime m;\y lH~ n(.~(I.(!B~~U·y tur the: tlPA'!.;; to ac.l,.!qu~tL(!ly 
de)\'c.1 0]> :wel .ill (!O).']JOl':' tt, .'1l1l!l1 ill fUI'I:;;LU.()1l into t.hUi.l; ()<l:njll'~-
hcn!.~i\'o pl:lll!;. Onco t hf.\~';;~ ohst:~clt.·H 1);'\":1 h~'I."n (1\',.)rcomt.? hr 
tll~ ~H',,'){. 1,1:.,\/\ int,(:lH.l:; tCl e(Jlo~;j(II:'r Llw fLm:.;i.lliJity of 
\\'it.hh()l{Uni~ Juurl~.; to Ot\t;ilffu that. l'aeil !JP/I 1)].; .. 11 inc:ludc.\'~: the 
11C11.'0S!?ltry inf,)~'r.Jll Lion un ;,Catcwiu() courd j /la t ion :tou ha 11'\,.'ay 
1I01l!;C Il tl\ nU11'(I:;, 

We aPI1l:,'cb,tc, the t~l,pcn't\lld,t,r to com::wn(: on the draft 
l'ptJc)l't, J.f yO\! h'l\,'~ uny rurtht~J' que'stiolls, pluas(J fe'c1 J'l'nc 
to ('''"tHCt us, 

At! 
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PROBLEMS IN ADMINISTERING PROGRAMS TO IMPROVE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
EDUCATION, JUNE H, 1975 

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

Problems In Administering 
Programs To Improve 
Law Enforcement Education 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Department of Justice 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 
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COMPTROu..ER GENERAl. OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2OB4I 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This report discusses problems that the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration experienced in administering pro­
grams to improve law enforcement education ilndsuggests ways 
to correct these problems so that students ,and the cr iminal 
justice system can derive the maximum benefits from the 
programs. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Account·ing 
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act 
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, [ 
Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and 
the Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

DIG EST 

WHY_THE~~U'JAS_~~ 

GAO reviewed the following 
three law enforcement educa­
tion programs to determine how 
they were administered and 
whether they were benefiting 
students and the criminal jus­
tice system: 

--Loans and grants to students 
employed or preparing for em­
ployment in criminal justice 
(Law Enforcement Education 
Program) • 

--Internships awarded to stu­
dents who want criminal jus­
tice work experience (Intern­
ship Program). 

--Improvement of schools' crim­
inal justice curriculums 
(Educational Development Pro­
gram) • 

From fiscal year 1969 through 
fiscal year 1974, the Law En­
forcement Assistance Adminis­
tration had about $161.5 mil­
lion to spend on these programs 
at about 1,000 colleges and 
universities with over 100,000 
students. 

i 

PROBLEMS IN ADMINISTERING 
PROGRAMS TO 'IMPROVE LAW 
ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION 
Law Enforcement Assistance 

Admi,n is tr a t ion 
Department of Justice 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Many persons were attracted to 
criminal justice careers or im­
proved their police, court, or 
correction jobs because of the 
law enforcement education pro­
grams. 

However, management of the pro­
grams beforel974 was inade­
quate. Problems resulted from 

--failure to establish clear-cut 
goals and objectives, 

--frequent organizational 
changes, 

--numerous and sometimes ques­
tionable policy changes, and 

--insufficient staff. 

These resulted in: 

--untimely and subjective dis­
tribution ~f funds to schoolQ, 
inefficient use of funds, and 
large unspent balances at the 
end of the fiscal years. 

--Deficiencies in accounting 
for participants so that the 

GGD-75-67 
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the agency was unable to hold 
individuals ~ccountable for 
receiving education funds. 

--Insufficient program monitor­
ing. 

--No program evaluation. 

In January 1974 the Law En­
forcement Assistance Adminis­
tration, partly in response to 
GAO's concerns, requested the 
help of the Federal Govern­
ment's Joint Financial Manage­
ment Improvement Program to re­
view most financial aSgects of 
the Law Enforcement Education 
Program. 

After the program staff issued 
its April 1974 report, the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration began to correct many 
of its financial and management 
problems. 

In January 1974 GAO sent ques­
tionnaires to a random sample 
of graduates from the Law En­
forcement Education Program. 
Among other things, the re­
suI ts showed: 

--Persons, other than police, 
working in parts of the 
criminal justice system 
were not taking full advan­
tage of the program. 

--Although court, probation and 
parole, and corrections em­
ployees accounted for 33 per­
cent of all criminal justice 
employees as of October 1972, 

i.i 

only 18 percent of the 
employed respondents were 
working in these areas. 

--Most respondents who attained 
degrees received bachelor 
degrees--253 of 463, or 
54 percent. 

--Generally, employed respond­
ents other than police reached 
a higher 1ev.e1 of education 
than respondents who were 
police. 

--Respondents were attracted to 
criminal justice work because 
of their participation in the 
Law Enforcement Education Pro­
gram. About 66 percent now 
working in the criminal jus­
tice field who had no prior 
criminal justice experience 
said their participation in 
the ~rogram influenced their 
decision to work in tne field 
and 97 percent of these in­
tended to make it their 
career. 

The questionnaire results showed 
that about 39 percent of the re­
spondents without prior criminal 
justice experience who actively 
looked for work in the criminal 
justice field had failed to find 
employment at least 6 months 
after they graduated. Sixty­
five percent of the women could 
not find criminal justice jobs 
compared to 32 percent of the 
men. 

Overall, about 48 percent of the 
graduates with no prior criminal 
justice experience did not ob­
tain criminal justice employ­
ment. This adversely affects 
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the program's objectives and 
means that improvements are 
needed. 

About 86 percent of the re­
spondents who were working and 
had prior criminal justice ex­
perience were police. Most 
respondents with no previous 
nark experience found criminal 
justice employment with police 
agencies. 

Respondents said courses they 
took had improved their knowl­
edge and understanding of mat­
ters in their criminal justice 
occupations. Areas in which -
the highest proportion of re­
spondents believed their 
courses had improved their. 
competence were 

--human relations principles 
(84 percent), 

--community relations (82 per­
cent), 

--recognizing and dealing with 
evidence of deviant behavior 
(81 percent), 

--legal aspects of arrest, etc. 
(80 percent), and 

--legal definitions of crime 
and crime participants 
.( 80 percent). 

This suggests that schools are 
emphasizing the criminal jus­
tice areas with widest appli­
cability. (See ch. 2.) 

Admini5tr~l!~~££~£~~~~_!~ the 
Law Enforcement Educatlon 
~£og£am -----------------

Until August 1973, the Law 

iii 

Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration did not aave accurate 
information on how much of the 
program's funds schools had 
spent or what unused funds they 
were holding. 

GAO determined that the Federal 
Government incurred unnecessary 
interest costs of at least 
$169,000 because of the amount 
of unused funds which remained 
at many schools for fiscal years 
1969-7;3 • 

The agency's management short­
comings caused a gradual in­
crease in the number of student 
promissory notes for which the 
agency could not properly ac­
count. The number of unfiled 
notes by August 1973 was about 
250,000. 

In short, the agency -had inade­
quate financial and administra­
tive control over the program. 
(See ch. 3.) 

DE}lays i':l_i~e~nti~~~~ 
~~lP and E9.~~at~al 
~!.~~!!L~~gr~~~ 

The basic problem with both pro­
grams has bee!'\ delays. in dis­
tributing funds. Through fiscal 
year 1973, $1 million had been 
appropriated for the Internship 
program but $375,000 remaihed to' 
be spent. Before fiscal year 
1974 only $5,000 of the 
$3.25 million appropriated for 
the Educational Development Pro­
gram had been spent. In fiscal 
year 1974, $5 million was 
awarded under the program to 
seven universities. 

The agency had been extremely 
slow in carrying uut the intent 
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the Congress had. when it 
established these programs in 
1971. (See pp. 38 .to 42.) 

~£~~~~_to_~~E~~ 
adm1n1strat1on. --------

In May 1974 the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration began 
to correct many of the problems 
noted, estimating the work 
would take about 14 months. 

As of November 1974, it had: 

--Instituted improved account­
ing procedures for reducing 
excess cash balances at 
schools. 

--Instituted improved pioce­
dures for processing and 
filing student promissory 
notes, thus eliminating 
backlogs. 

--Developed design specifica­
tions for an improved Law 
Enforcement Education Program 
billing and collections sys­
tem. 

As a result, institutional fund 
balances have been reduced and 
the backlog of unfiled promis­
sory notes has been eliminated. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, however, may 
not have adequate staff in some 
of its regional offices to ef­
fectively monitor institutional 
corrective actions if the new 
accounting procedures indicate 
that the institutions are not 
managing their funds properly. 
(See pp. 33 to 36.) 

iv 

~~ND!1,!:'!Q~§' 

The Attorney General should 
direct the Administrator, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration, to: 

--Provide information on employ­
ment opportunities to Law En­
forcement Education program 
participants and determine 
what factors are preventing 
many graduates with no crimi­
nal justice work experience 
from finding criminal justice 
employment. 

-~Consider how career counseling 
and placement services might 
be provided to Law Enforcement 
Education Program participants 
to insure that criminal jus­
tice agencies will benefit 
from their knowledge and 
training. 

--Monitor the effectiveness of 
each regional office staff in 
carrying out its Law Enforce­
ment Education Program manage­
ment responsibilities and de­
termine whether some regions 
need additional staff. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND 
£NRESQ~YED .!§.§.UE§. 

The Department of Justice gen­
erally agreed with GAO'S find­
ings, conclusions, and recom­
mendations. (Seeapp. 1.) 

It stated that the Law Enforce­
ment Assistanc~ Administration 
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was proposing' certain policy 
and administrative changes for 
fiscal year 1976 to provide 
(1) better assurance that stu­
dents in the Law Enforcement 
Education Program are committed 
to and find criminal justice 
work and (2) more effective 
program and financial manage­
ment in its headquarters and 
regional offices. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
BYTHE-CONGRESS -----------
Steps now underway to improve 
the law enforcement education 
programs should be completed , 

• 

v 

by the fall of 1975. 

GAO recommends that the cogni­
zant appropriations and legisla­
tive committees discuss the re­
sults of these impr~vement ef­
forts with Department of-Justice 
officials to determine whether 
appropriate corrective actions 
have been taken. To facilitate 
such a determination, the appro­
priate committees could request 
the Attorney General to review 
the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration's management of 
its education programs and re­
port to the committees by the 
end of fiscal year 1976. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

To improve the Nation's criminal justice systems, the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the Depart­
ment of Justice provides funds to institutions of higher educa­
tion primarily for 

--making loans and grants to eligible students employed 
(inservice) or preparing for employment (preservice) 
in criminal justice, 

--awarding internships to students interested in obtain­
ing criminal justice work experience, and 

--improving the schools' criminal justice curriculums. 

We reviewed LEAA's educational assistance programs to deter­
mine whether students and the criminal justice system were 
benefiting from LEAA educational assistance and how well LEAA 
was administering the programs. . 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 
as amended, created LEAA and authorized it to help State and 
local governments reduce crime by increasing the effectiveness 
of the criminal justice system. Most LEAA assistance is pro­
vided through a State criminal justice planning agency which, 
in conjunction with local planning groups, (1) determines how 
the State will use LEAA funds and (2) administers the program. 

For fiscal years 1969-74, the Congress appropriated about 
$2.6 billion for States' use. LEAA is the sole administrator 
of its educational assistance programs, however, and the institu­
tions of higher education receive funds directly from it. Th~ 
State criminal justice planning agencies' role in these programs 
is very limited. 

For fiscal years 1969-74, LEAA had about $161.5 million 
to spend as follows: 

--$154.8 million for loans and grants to students. 

--$1.5 million for interns"ips for stuqents to obtain 
criminal justice experience. 

--$5.2 million for educational development at selected 
schools. 

LEAA had about 378 staff members at its headquarters and 
about 308 in its 10 regional offices as of January 1975. As 

1 
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of November 1974, only three headquarters starf members were 
responsible for administering its educational assistance pro­
gram. To help schools administer funds awarded them, LEAA has 
encouraged each regional office to employ at least one spe­
cialist concerned with the educational needs of the criminal 
jusiice community within its jurisdiction. 

EDUCATION P,ROGRAMS 

Law Enforcement Education Program 

LEAA provides most of its educational assistance funds 
to schools under the Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP). 
The schools use the funds to make loans and grants to eligible 
inservice or preservice students in criminal justice. 

LEAA's Off.ice of Regional Operations is responsible for 
allocating LEEP funds among 10 regional offices. The regional 
offices determine, partially on the basis of recommendations 
received from the state criminal ~ustice planning agency, how 
much each participating school will receive. 

LEEP funding and the number of participating schools and 
students by category are show~ below. 

NUmber of students 
Fiscal Number of Pre- In-
year Amount schools service service Total 

(000 omitted) 

1969 $ 6,500 485 1,248 19,354 20,602 
1970 18,000 735 7,000, 43,000 50,000 
1971 21,250 890 13,327 59,953 73,280 
1972 29,000 962 16,000 71,000 87,000 
1973 40,000 993 19,000 76,000 95,000 
1974 40,000 1,030 20,000 80 .. 000 100,000 

Total $154,750 

Internship program 

The 1971 amendments to the OmnibUS Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act established the LEAA Internship Program, which pro­
vides grants to students desiring criminal justice work experi­
ence. DEAA was authorized to award grants of up to $65 a week 
to college students to work in criminal justice agencies for at 
least 8 weeks (for a minimum of 30 hours per week) either during 
their summer recesses or while they are on leaves of absence from 
their degree programs. The employing agencies can supplement 
the internship grant by p(oviding salaries to participants. 

2 
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LEAA's headquarters office allocates the internship 
funds to the 10 regional offices, which select and award 
funds to schools. The schools, in turn, obtain internship 
positions for their stupents. The program has grown steadily 
since its inception in fiscal year 1971 when approximately 
$119,000 was awarded to 262 interns from 52 schools. During 
fiscal year 1974 LEAA spent about $800,000 at 140 schools 
for about 1,000 interns. 

Educational Development Program 

The 1971 amendments also authorized LEAA to make grants 
to or enter into contracts with institutions of higher educa­
tion, or combinations of such institutions, to help them plan, 
develop, improve, or carry out programs or projects for develop­
ing or demonstrating improved methods of law enforcement educa­
tion. 

LEAA has implemented the program by providing 3-year 
grants to seven institutions to promote the development and 
improvement of their criminal justice doctoral studies pro­
grams. Since fiscal year 1971, LEAA has allocated $5.2 mil­
lion to Michigan State university, the University of Maryland, 
Arizona State University, Eastern Kentucky University, the 
University of Np.braska, Northeastern University, and Portland 
State University. 

3 
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~HA~_~ 

hlPACT OF LE8P 

LEEP's objective is to im~rove the criminal justice 
system oy ~roviding educational o~~ortunities to persons em­
ployed in, or considering, criminal justice careers. Specifi­
cally, tne program was designed to 

--attract persons to careers in criminal justice, primar­
ily at the State and local levels, and 

--hel~ persons already in the criminal justice system to 
do their JODS better. 

To determine whether these objectives were being accom­
plished, we randomly selected 550 individuals who had success­
fully completed studies and attained certificates or degrees 
witn LEEP assistance. we queried them on their experiences in 
tne program, their em~loyment status, what they learned, and 
hOW LE£P affected their decision to enter or remain in a crimi­
nal justice career. (See app. II for details on our ap~roach.) 

Most graduates believed they benefited from participation 
in the ~rogram. Specifically: 

--The L8EP graduates believed that ~articip'ation in LE8P 
im~roved their knowledge of criminal justice work, en­
hanced their understanding of human behavior, and 
hel~ed them deal with oth~rs on the job. 

--Availability of LEE? funds motivated individuals, who 
otherwise could not have afforded it, to pursue higher 
education. 

--~lost graduates who had no criminal justice work experi­
ence Defore taking LEE£' courses and who later obtained 
employment with a criminal justice agency believed 
LEE? influenced their career decision. 

--LEEP graduates believed that ~articipation in LEEP im­
~roved their knowledge and understanding of matters 
im~ortant in criminal justice work. 

--P. significant percentage of graduates Iqith no cr,iminal 
justice work ex~erience, es~ecially women, nad diffi­
culty obtaining jobs in the criminal justice system. 

--Less than naIf of the graduates attributed their pro­
motion potential and/oc pay increases to LEEP. 

4 
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--Proportionately, police are participating in LEEP much 
moce than court, corrections, and probation and parole 
employees. 

TYPE OF STUDENTS RECEIVING 
DEGREES UNDER LEEP 

An objective of LEEP is to strengthen the court, proba­
tion ana parole, correctional, and police systems by encour­
aging persons to obtain education in these areas. 

Although court, probation and parole, and corrections 
employees accounted for 33 .percent of all criminal justice 
employees as of October 1972, only 18 percent of our LEEP­
trained respondents employed in criminal justice were working 
in these areas. Of the respondents who had prior criminal 
justice experience, only 14 percent of those then working in 
criminal justice were working in nonpolice areas. Of those 
with no prior criminal justice experience, 39 pe~cent of 
those working in criminal justice were working in nonpolice 
areas. Although the proportion of LEEP participants should 
not necessarily be directly related to the proportion of 
people working in the various parts of the criminal justice 
system, the results indicate that staff in nonpolice areas 
of the system are not taking full advantage of the program. 

TYPES OF DEGREES EARNED 

Most LEEP graduates have received bachelor degrees. 
The following table shows degrees and certificates received 
by graduates. 

Total 
Preservice Inservice Num- Per-

Number Percent Number Percent ber cent 

Masters 6 4.1 32 10 .1 38 8 
Bachelor 117 8U.l 134 42.3 ~/253 54 
Associate 22 15.1 138 43.5 160 35 
Certificate 1 .7 4 1.3 

~J Other (note b) a a 6 1.9 3 
No response U a 3 .9 

Total 146 100 317 100 465 100 -- = = = 
a/Two graduates who did not indicate whether they had been pre­
- service or inservice students also earned bachelor degrees. 

£/Indicated other types of degrees but did not specify type. 

Of the masters degrees, 24 were earned by individuals 
with mbre than 5 years of criminal justice e~peri.nce. 
Eighty-four percent were earned by inservice LEEP students. 

5 
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Eighty percent of the pre service respondents and 42 percent 
of the inservice respondents earned bachelor degrees. In­
service respondents earned most of the associate degrees. 

Twenty-one percent of the respondents with masters de­
grees (8 of 38) are receiving LEEP assistance for additional 
courses, and 32 perdent of those with masters degrees (12 
of 38) plan to request financial assistance for additional 
study. Of those with bachelor degrees, about 22 percent (56 
of 253) are receiving LEEP financial assistance and 53 per­
cent plan to request further assistance. Of those with as­
sociate degrees, about 58 percent (93 of 160) are receiving 
assistance and 75 percent plan to request further financial 
assistance. 

The following table shows the types of degrees earned 
by respondents working in the various criminal justice 
fields. 

Pl ... UbUon 
Pol ice or E!arole Courts Cot cE'ctions Total 

uegree NUiiioi;rr~' C~II t. ~umber ~ ~um6er ~ Number ~ ~ ~ 
t1aSuHS b 3:3 2S 31 

Hacnelor 134 .. 12 67 10 63 18 60 174 49 

Associate 130 44 12 27 140 39 

Cc[t!.ficate 

Other (note a) -2 ..2 ...Q ~ ...Q ~ ~ -.! -2 ..2 
T?t-al ill !.2..2 II ~ ~ ~ l£. ill !?1m ~ 

!/Includ~s those who did not specify degree obtained. 

E./E~cludes tn"se not employed 1n or lmlnal Justtce Jobs. 

About 33 percent of our respondents working in proba­
tion or parole and about 25 peicent of those working in the 
courts had attained masters degrees. About 46 percent of the 
degrees attained by police were below the bachelor level. 
Although the number of LEEP graduates working in nonpolice 
areas is relatively small compared with those in police work, 
they have generally obtained a higher level of education •. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE EMPLOYMENT 

The analyses that follow show that LEE~IS objective of 
attracting people to criminal justice careers is being 
achieved but that more attention needs to be given to helping 
preservice students find jobs in criminal justice agencies. 

Attraction to criminal justice careers 

We asked the 59 respondents who are ,now working in crim­
inal justice but who had no such experience before receiving 
LEEP funas to indicate the extent to which LEEP courses had 
influenced their career decisions. Sixty-six percent (39) 

6 
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said LEEP courses significantly influenced their decision, 
and 97 percent of this group said they ~ould or probably 
would continue their careers in criminal justice. Overall, 
most respondents who are working in criminal justice said 
they would probably continue their careers in the field. 

About 96 percent of LEEP graduates who are police said 
they would probably pursue careers in criminal justice. A 
large portion of LEEP graduates who are currently working in 
nonpolice areas stated that they too would probably pursue 
careers in criminal justice (corrections, 83 percent; proba­
tion and parole, 81 percent; courts, 94 percent). A majority 
of the nonpolice graduates considered LEEP courses to have 
strongly influenced this decision. However, most police 
graduates said LEEP was not a strong influence, perhaps be­
cause ~hey had already decided on their careers before en­
tering the program. 

Diff iculti~2.!!_f ind ing i£~~ 

Some of the benefits from LEEP have been lost because 
of the absence of a system to help program participants find 
criminal justice jobs. Ninety-six respondents who had no 
prior criminal justice experience before they took LEEP 
courses actively looked for criminal justice employment. About 
39 percent (37 of 96) of these respondents failed to find such 
employment. Some of these cited a need for placement assist­
ance. The problem is more serious among women; 65 percent 
of the women respondents could not find jobs compared with 
32 percent of the men. (See app. II, table D.) 

Some of the comments we received follow: 

"I have made over 200 applications to enter Federal, 
state, or local law enforcement "and socially related 

'agencies and have been rejected for many rea~ons--wrong 
sex--no money for such futUre employment--job elimi­
nated--nothing available." 

"When graduated from college, I applied for jobs in law 
enforcement state, local, federal but could find noth­
ing--needed exper~ence or no openings. h 

"I have passed the police officers recruitment test, 
written and oral, I have passed the FSEE [intern­
management] test--I am a magna cum laude graduate--I 
am a veteran--I don't know why I can't get a job." 

7 
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The following table shows the status, after obtaining 
a degree or certificate, of 146 LEEP graduates with no prior 
criminal justice experience. In all cases, at least 6 months 
had elapsed from the time they graduated until they responded 
to our questions. Regardless of. whether they actively sought 
criminal justice jobs, 48 percent of the graduates were not 
employed in criminal justice agencies. This adversely af­
fects the program's objectives and meanS that improvement's 
are needed. 

Status 

Employed in criminal justice 
agencies 

Not employed in criminal justice 
agencie:; 

pursuing additional education 

Total 

Number of 
~rad~E.~~ 

59 

70 

_1.2 
146 

Percent ----
40 

48 

12 

!Q.Q. 
Our questionnaire did not ask graduates specifically why 

they. did not obtain employment or whether they had rejected 
any offers. However, some respondents did comment on this 
matt'er. .Al though many reasons may account for an individual's 
not being able to obtain a job, our respondents did not indi­
cate that their failure to find jobs was because of low scho­
lastic achievement or their own highly selective requirements. 

I 
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Rather, graduates were sometimes toid that no openings existed 
or that prior criminal justice experience was required. 

In many instances, both respondents who could not find 
jobs and those who had jobs said that LEAA should help match 
graduates with existing criminal justice needs. For example: 

"The money received was a great assistance in my 
finishing schbol. However, I do feel there needs 
to be more emphasis on placement after graduation. 
I had to take a job out of the criminal justice area 
because of poor placement assistance at my school. 
I just fell into the job I now have--I looked over 
two states for employment in the field and had no 
luck." 

"I had found it extremely difficult to find a per­
manent job within the criminal justice system upon 
graduation with a BS aegree. * * * I strongly 
recommend that LEEP should organize some type of 
regional offices throughout our nation in order to 
assist the many desperate people who seek employ­
ment." 

"LEEP possibly could provide employment counselling 
service." 

"There should be a placement job program for fut6re 
employment or present part time." 

"LEEP should incorporate a more effective vocational 
guidance program and placement service." 

To insure that the benefits of a criminal justice educa­
tion are applied, 'LEAA must determine criminal justice man­
power needs and devise a way to advise LEEP graduates where· 
these needs exist. Although in early 1974 LEAA was planning 
to develop such data in accord with the requirements of the 
Crime Control Act of 1973, an LEAA official told us such a 
study would not be complete for 2 years. 

Nature of employment 

What types of jobs did those who were already working or 
who had found work in the criminal justice system have, and 
at what level of government were they working? 

Types of jobs 

Most graduates (86 percent) who had previous criminal 
justice experience were police. Most graduates (61 percent) 
with no such previous work experience also found criminal 
justice employment with police agencies. 

9 
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The distribution of new criminal justice employees enter­
ing various professional areas and the corresponding distribu­
tion for respondents with previous criminal justice experience 
follow. 

Prior No prior 
experience experience 

Number Percent Number Percent --- ----
Police 256 86 36 61 
Probation/parole 9 3 9 15 
Courts (note a) 13 5 3 5 
Corrections 19 6 11 19 

Total 297 100 59 100 = = 

a/Because one court employee did not state whether he was an 
inservice or preservice graduate, he is not included in 

-this table. 

Although both inservice and preservice graduates were 
more ,likely to enter police work than any other criminal jus­
tice employment, preservice graduates were more likely to 
enter other areas of the criminal justice system. (See 
app. II, .table At for statistical tests used.) 

Level of employment 

One objectiv~ of LEEP is to provide education to those 
working or planning to work at the state, county, and local 
levels of the criminal justic~ system. Our survey showed 
that 47 percent of all LEEP graduates were employed at the 
local level and 32 percent at the State and, county levels. 
Three percent were employed at the Federal level. 

LEEP Inservice and preservice graduates' 
employment by level of government 

-----------------(percent)-----------------
Fed- No re- Total 

~~E.Y .!!ocal County State eral ~~ (~) 

Police '45 13 6 2 16 82 
Probation/parole 0 2 2 0 1 5 
Courts 1 3 0 0 0 5 
Corrections 1 -2 -.1 1 0 8 

Total (note a) 47 20 12 3 18 100 

~/May not add due to rounding. 

10 
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Our survey also showed that county and local government 
agencies are the major employers of preservice LEEP graduates, 
as shOwn in the followi~g table. 

Criminal justice employment 
of preservice graduates 

------~----------(percent)-----------------

Fed- No re- Total 
Agency Local County state eral ~nse (note a) 

Police 29 22 3 3 3 61 
Probation/parole a 9 3 a 3 -15 
Courts a 3 a 2 a 5 
Corrections a 5 10 3 a 19 

Total (note a) 29 39 17 8 7 100 
- - - -

~/May not add due to rounding. 

RELEVAN~E OF COURSES TO WORK 

Generally, LEEP graduates believed their education pro"­
vided useful knowledge and helped them in their jobs, partic­
ularly by improving their understanding of human relations 
and performance of criminal justice tasks. 

TO determine to what extent LEEP courses were helping 
graduates employed in criminal justice jobs to increase their 
technical knowledge and hUman understanding, we asked them 
to specify, for each of 20 criminal justice or human rela­
tions areas, whether the area was important in their jobs and 
whether LEEP courses had provided useful knowledge in the 
area. Appendix III lists all 20 areas. 

At least 70 percent of the respondents considered each 
area, except preparing inmates for parole, to be at least 
somewhat important in performing their jobs. Over 90 per­
cent indicated that the following areas were important. 

Area 

Good human relations principles 
Ability to communicate with supervisors and CO-" 

workers 
Community relations 
Preparation of records and reports 
Legal aspects of arrest, escape, detainment, 

search, etc. 
Legal definitions of crime and participants in 

crime 
Recognizing and dealing with evidence of deviant 

behavior 

11 

Percent 

97 

96 
95 
95 

94 

93 

91 
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In general, the proportion of respondents who believed 
that I.EElP had improved their knowledge and understandi'ng in 
an area was less than the proportion who indicated that the 
area was important in their work. The areas in which the 
highest proportion of respondents felt LEEP had improved 
their competence were ·as follows. 

Area 

Human relations principles 
Community relations 
Recognizing and dealing with evidence of 

deviant behavior 
Legal aspects of arrest, escape, detainment, 

search, etc. 
Legal definitions of crime and participants 

in crime 

Percent 

84 
82 

81 

80 

80 

Apparently, the higher the proportion of respondents who 
believed the a~ea was important, the higher the proportion 
of respondents who believed they had received useful train­
ing in the area. This suggests that the schools are empha­
sizing the criminal justice areas with widest applicability. 

The areas in which there seem to be the largest differ­
ences between importance of the area and receipt of educa­
tion in the area are shown below. 

Care and use of firearms 
First aid 
Methods of restraint 
Prevention and suppression 

of riots and disturbances 
Control of contraband 
Familiarity with black 

ghetto language and cus­
toms 

Recognizing and dealing 
with drug dependency 

Percent 
who believed 
area to be 
important 

78 
76 
82 

79 
77 

81 

87 

Percent 
who received 

useful education 
in area 

31 
30 
45 

50 
56 

60 

66 

Most of these areas where the differences are greatest 
are likely to be taught by individual criminal justice agen­
cies as part of internal training 'programs; therefore, the 
schools cannot be criticized for not adequately addressing 
most of the areas. 

12 



1106 

To determine the extent to which LEEP courses provided 
useful information in each criminal justice field, employees 
in each field were asked, for various specialized areas, 
whether knowledge of that area was useful in their specific 
jobs and if the LEEP training they received improved their 
ability or knowledge. The following results show that in 
most instances LEEP courses met the employees' needs. 

Educational Areas GAO Believed 
Relevant to Court Employees 

Area 

Legal definitions of crime 
and participants in crime 

Legal aspe~ts of arrest, 
escape, detainment, 
search, etc. 

Current issues in court 
reform 

Legal aspects of sex offenses 

Percent of court em­
ployees who believed 
they needed education 

in the area and who 
received useful education 

100 

~. 93 

93 
91 

Educational Areas GAO Believed 
~levar.~ to Probation and Parole Employees 

Area 

Legal aspects of pardon, 
probation, parole 

Counseling 
Rehabilitative vocational 

education 
Religious motivation in 

rehabili tation 
Preparing inmates for 

parole 

Percent of probation 
and parole employees 

who believed they needed 
education in the area 

and who received useful education 

13 

80 
71 

62 

56 

42 
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Educational Areas GAO Believed 
Relevant to Corrections Employees 

Percent of corrections 
employees who believed 

they needed education 
in the area and who 

Area received useful education 

Facilities, resources, and job 
functions in institutions 

Dealing with conflicts and 
tensions in an institution 

Maintenance of resident dis-
. cip1ine in an institution 

Legitimate use of force against 
an inmate 

Educational Areas GAO Believed 
Relevant to Police Employees 

82 

78 

74 

64 

Percent of police employees 
who believed they needed 
education in the area 

Area and who received useful education 

Community relations 
Dealing with conflicts 

and tensions in a 
neighborhood 

Crowd dispersal 
prevention and suppres­

sion of riots and dis­
turbances 

Use and care of firearms 
.First aid treatment 

IMPACT OF LEEP ON PROMOTION POTENTIAL 
OR PAY INCREASES 

83 

80 
64 

61 
38 
35 

Although promotions and pay increases are g~ven for many 
reasons, we thought that program participants' Vlews on the 
effect of LEEP on their career advancement would be useful. 
We asked the following questions: 

1. Does your .emp1oyer have an incentive pay and promo­
tion program which rewards additional education? 

2. tf you work in criminal justice, did your LEEP­
supported courses result in a promotion for yOU? 

14 



1108 

,3. Did your LEEP-supported study result in a pay in­
crease? 

About 31 percent of the respondents worked for criminal 
justice organizations having pay and promotion systems which 
rewarded them for continuing their education. Of the 328 
respondents who answered the question about promotions, 
42 percent believed their promotions were, or probably were, 
attributable to their participation in LEEP. For the 348 
who answered the question about pay increases, 43 percent 
indicated that LEEP was, or probably was, un important fac­
tor in these pay increases. 

However, the existence of an educational incentive pro­
gram apparently influences individuals to attribute their 
promotions and/or pay raises to LEEP courses. (See app. II, 
tables B and C.) For example, 54 percent of the respondents 
working for organizations with an incentive plan believed 
their promotions were, or probably were, a result of their 
LEEP participation, compared with 36 percent of those work­
ing where no such program existed. 

Our study did not show the extent to which criminal 
justice agencies consider LEEP participation when promoting 
personnel. Nonetheless, LEEP apparently is a motivating 
factor when agencies have educational incentive plans. 

LEEP IMPACT ON EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES 

LEEP has helped defray educational costs but has not 
covered all expenses. Because the costs of education vary 
widely--depending on the loc&tion, school, and student--w~ 
did not attempt to establish the percentage of each grad­
uate's educational costs paid by LEEP. Rather w~ asked the 
graduates how many college courses they had taken and how 
many of these courses LEEP helped fund. 

About 74 percent had taken 31 or more courses, and LEEP 
assistance had been pi6vided for over half of the courses 
taken-by at least 58 percent. 

Sixty-nine percent bf the respondents who were in a 
criminal justice job before entering the program had taken 
31 or more courses, while 85 percent who had no previous 
criminal justice experience had taken 31 or more courses. 

Although the question was not specifically asked, 94 
of the respondents ..e::.ommented that they .. could not have ob­
tained advanced education without LEEP assistance. About 
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8~ perc~nt of these respondents are currently working in 
criminal justice. Some of their comments were: 

"ivlthout LEEP funding I could have never made it 
through school." 

"Without LEEP I would never have been able to go 
to college." 

"I fee~ that the assistance given to me under LEEP 
has been significant in allowing me to continue 
my education in a major university. I feel with­
out it my studies would probably have to have 
been discontinued intermittently to work on the 
outside to gain enough money to cover what I am 
getting under LEEP." 

"Thanks to the LEEP program for providing me with 
funds necessary for me to complete my degree re­
quirements." 

"It gives a person the financial assistance that 
a f~~ily man needs to go to college." 

, ' We also received comments from some respondents that 
the amount of assistance they were receiving was not suffi­
cient;. 'to meet their educational costs. However, for the 
most part, LEEP funds have helped defray educational costs 
and. thus enabled students, who might not otherwise have 
been able, to complete courses and take jobs in the crimi­
nal justfce' field. 

RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS OF LEEP 

We asked r~spondents to make general comments about 
LEEP. 

They generally had positive attitudes toward LEEP. 
Some respondents (16 percent), however, commented on the 
problems they had experienced with administrative matters 
and LEAA's billing system. (See ch. 4.) For example, 
some graduates required to pay back their loans or grants 
because they did not obtain employment with a criminal 
justice agency received incorrect statements. Others, 
who continued their criminal justice jobs or found such 
jobs and therefore did not have to repay, received state­
ments requesting payment to LEAA. 

16 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Most LEEP graduates are pursuing careers in criminal 
justice and believe that the education they received has 
helped them improve in their jobs. However, many LEEP grad­
uates who do not have criminal justice work experience have 
been unable to obtain jobs in the field. Therefore, crimi­
nal justice agencies apparently are not fully using LEEP's 
benefits. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

We recommend that the Attorney General direct the Admin­
istra~or, LEAA, to; 

--Provide information on employment opportunities to 
LEEP participants and determine what factors are pre­
venting many LEEP graduates with no criminal justice 
work experi~.c;e from finding criminal justice emplqy­
ment. 

--Consider how career counseling and placement services 
might be provided to LEEP participants to insure that 
criminal justice agencies will benefit from their 
knowledge and training. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS 

The Department of Justice, in a letter dated May 12, 
1975, advised us that it generally agreed with our recom­
mendations regarding the need to improve criminal justice 
employment opportunities for LEEP graduates. (See app. I.) 

The Department stated that a long-range effort is needed 
to provide adequate employment information to graduates. It 
noted that such an effort might include establishing justice 
manpower information exchange centers in each State. But the 
Department did not indicate whether it endorsed such a con­
cept. LEAA is apparently still studying the issue. 

The Department was clearer as to what LEAA will do over 
the short run to provide preservice students more effective 
job placement and provide better assurance that graduates 
take criminal justice jobs. Program policy changes proposed 
for fiscal year 1976 require institutions participating in 
the LEEP preservice program to, among other things, develop 
and sponsor a criminal justice internship or work experience 
as part of the program and provide placement services,for 
preservice students. 

17 
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If proposed changes are adopted and enforced, better as­
surance that LEEP preservice students are committed to and 
find work in the criminal justice field should result. 

18 
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CHAPTER 3 -----
PROBLEMS IN ADMINISTERING_~~~ 

LEEP has experienced the following administrative 
problems: 

--untimely and subjective distribution of funds to 
schools, resulting in inefficient use of funds and 
hampering the effective operation of the program at 
the schools. 

--Deficiencies in accounting for payments for individual 
participants, resulting in LEAA's inability to-hold 
participants accountable for receiving LEEP funds. 

--Insufficient program monitoring, preventing LEAA from 
determining how well schools are administering the 
program. 

--Absence of program evaluation, preventing LEAA from 
determining the program's success. 

Th~ administrative problems occurred in part because of (1) a 
la~k of adequate direction of the program by LEAA headquarters 
officials and (2) insufficient staff. 

LEA A began ad~ressing these problems in 1973 and, with 
the help of a Joint Financial Management Improvement Program 
(JFMIP)l/ task force, has tried to resolve so~e of them. 
(See ch7 4.) • 

~~~IN_~!!TING ~~EEP 2:!:!B.!2§. 

Because of its inability to establish and maihtain an 
effective accounting system, LEAA at various times 

--did not have accurate information on the amount of 
LEEP funds schools spent for LEEP and the amounts of 
unused LEEP funds the schools held and 

--could not identify students who owed LEAA for loans 
or grants received because they had not met certain 
legal obligations to pursue or continue criminal 
justice careers. 

l/A cooperative program of GAO, the Office or Management and 
- Budget, the Department of the Treasury, the civil Service 

Commission, and the General Services Administration to im­
prove financial management throughout the Federal Government. 
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These problems affected LEAA decisions on resource 
allocation to schools, school planning and use of LEEP funds, 
and student participation in the program. 

As ea rly as June 1969, off icials respons ible for, adminis­
tering LEEp· recognized the need to establish an automated data 
processing staff and to develop procedures to support the'LEEP 
institutional and student accounting operations. LEEP's 
accounting system and number of. personnel were inadequate to 
maintain the institutional and student accounts. 

In February 197~ the Director of the Office of Academic 
Assistance noted in a memorandum to the LEAA.Administrator 
that the Office's program Operations Division was not staffed 
sufficiently. The division, which was responsible for all LEEP 
accounting functions, had nine employees--two professionals, 
six fiscal support staff employees, and one secretary. Ini­
tially the Director had estimated that the task would require 
a minimum of 26 employees. He subsequently noted that about 
20 additional persons, mainly low-grade fiscal support em­
ployees, would be needed by fiscal year 1971. 

Because of the inadequacy of the accounting system, LEAA 
awarded a contractor about $56,000 in June 1970 to design and 
set up a computer system to maintain LEEP institutional and 
student accounts.' Institutional accounts pr imar ily involved 
keeping records on the amounts of funds advanced to and spent 
by the institutions. Student accounts mainly involved keep­
ing records on the total loan or grants provided each student 
and on the extent to which the student was obligated to re­
pay. 

When accepted by a school to receive assistance under 
LEEP, a student completes and signs a Student Application and 
Note, which includes biographical data; the amount of the 
LEEP loan (for preservice students) or grant (for inservic~ 
students); and, for inservice students, employer certifica­
tions of the student's employment. It officially specifies 
the student's contractual obligation to LEAA under LEEP. It 
also commits inservice students to remain with a criminal 
justice agency for 2 years following completion of any course 
for which they receive grant funds. 

The 'preservice student, to be eligible for a loan, must 
acknowledge his intentions to enter the criminal justice field 
or otherwise repay LEAA the moneys received plus interest. 
'fo verify both the student's intent to enter the criminal 
justice system and his employability in the system, LEAA re­
quires all pres~rvice students--before entering the program-­
to obtain 'a letter from a criminal justice agency stating 
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that, if the student passes all the necessary tests and 
otherwise meets the qualifications for employment, the agency 
will consider him el ig ible for employment. The statement is 
not a commitment by the agency to employ the individual. 

Loan recipients have their loans plus interest canceled 
at the rate of 25 percent for each year of full-time service 
as criminal justice employees following completion of LEEP. 
A LEEP loan must be repaid to LEAA when a borrower (I) ceases 
to be a full-time student or (2) is not employed by a law 
enforcement agency after he graduates. Grant recipients must 
repay the amount of their grant plus interest to LEAA if they 
do not remain with a criminal justice agency for 2 year.s. 

Both LEEP loan and grant recipients must repay the 
principal amount of the loan or grant within 10 years with 
7-percent per annum interest on the unpaid bala.nce. The re­
payment and interest accrual periods for loans begin 6 months 
after the person cea:;:·ss to be a full-time student. For grants, 
the recipient enters repayment status the first day of the 
calendar month after he terminates employment with a criminal 
justice agency. The LEEP manual states that repayment for. 
grants and loans must not be less than $50 per month, paid 
in regular quarterly installments of $150. Students are re­
quired to submit a new Student .A.pplication and Note for each 
semester or quarter they request additional assistance. 

The contract to improve the system to account for in­
stitutional and student funds was scheduled to terminate in 
November 1970. Eventually it was extended to September 30, 
1971, at an additional cost to LEAA of $118,019 and then ex­
tended again to February 29, 1972, at an additional cost of 
$61,425. The total contract was for 20 months and cost about 
$235,700. The extensions were necessary because neither LEAA 
nor the contractor had accurately estimated the time and 
costs involved in designing and implementing a computerized 
system. 

But, when the contract was finally terminated in Feb­
ruary 1972, LEAA was not prepared to operate the system-­
primarily because of a lack of properly trained employees. 

Top LEAA management had been aware for some time that 
additional employees would be needed, as numerous memorandums 
written between October 1970 and October 1972 show. For ex­
ample, an October 12, 1970, memo from the Assistant Director 
of the Office of Academic Assistance to the Director of the 
Office stated: 
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"* * * The main objective in writing this memorandum 
is to start some thinking into the need for a 
supplemental study by [the contractor] of the man­
power requirements to implement the system they 
are proposing. Otherwise, we might buy the system 
and then not have the staff to implement it." 

A December 29/ 1970/ memo from the Director of the Office 
of Academic Assistance to an LEAA Associate Administrator 
stated: 

"This survey should be accomplished if we are to 
make reasonable position requests in the FY 71 sup­
plemental. Further, to achieve maximum benefit from 
this system it is essential that it be adequately 
staffed." 

A June 1972 memorandum from the Director o~ the Manpower 
Development Assistance Division to the Assistant Administrator 
of the Office of Criminal Justice Assistance stated: 

"What has been needed--and should have been arranged 
far back in April--was a 'program analyst' at a 
GS-9 or GS-ll level to work in-house as a responsi­
ble operator. Lacking this, I predict that the 
[contractor's] system will not operate long after 
June 30/ 1972." 

Another memo from him to the same Assistant Administrator 
dated October 20/ 1972, stated: 

"Since July, 1972/ repeatedly we have pointed out 
operational problems which jeopardize LEEP. We have 
urged that a programmer analyst be available to 
br ing the LEEP computer system to an operational 
status and to maintai~ operations." 

LEAA management, however, did not provide sufficient staff 
to operate the computer system. As a result, the system never 
functioned properly and LEAA maintained inaccurate and incom­
plete LEEP i~stitutional and student financial data. 

Institutional accounts 

LEAA did not have adequate information on the amount of 
individual institutional expenditures or the amount of unspent 
funds on hand at institutions at the end of the fiscal yearp. 
Thus, LEAA did not have accurate financial data to use 'in 
recommending LEEP institutional awards for fiscal years 
1970-72 and could not determine how well schools were managing 
and using LEEP funds. 
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LEAA's Office of Audit recognized some of these problems 
and issued an interim report in February 1972 recommending a 
reconciliation of LEEP institutional accounts for fiscal 
years 1969-71. In March 1972 LEAA's Office of Inspection and 
Review began to reconcile a discrepancy of about $3.5 million 
for the years 1969-71 and accounted for all but about 
~700,OOO. The discrepancy occurred because LEAA did not 
process all notes in its possession and also because many 
institutions had inaccurate expenditure reports or were 
delinquent in submitting notes to LEAA. 

The Office of Audit issued its report on LEEP in October 
1972, stating that LEAA's reconciliati~n efforts had not been 
completed and that the LEEP accounts probably would never be 
fully reconciled because LEAA had not adequately (1) maintained 
records of funds advanced to individual schools and (2) ac­
counted for student LEEP notes. 

In April 1973 the LEAA financial management task force 
was formed to reconcile LEEP institutional accounts for fiscal 
years 1969-73 by direct correspondence with the institutions. 
This effort was completed in August 1973 and, according to'LEAA 
officials, res~lted in a total reconciliation of LEEP institu­
tional accounts for the first 5 years of the program. The 
task force report indicated that LEAA's records of LEEP funds 
disbursed, refunded, and on hand at schools agreed with rec­
ords maintained at the schools. 

Student note accounts 

LEAA also did not have adequate information on LEEP 
participants, did not maintain adequate records, and could not 
hold individuals responsible for having received LEEP assist­
ance. problems arose because of such factors as (1) untimely 
keypunching of notes, (2) incomplete or inaccurate prepara­
tion of notes by students and institutions, (3) rigid computer 
program edit criteria which caused considerable delay in 
processing notes, and (4) lack of Sufficient LEAA staff. 

As a result, the first billing of LEEP students was not 
made until February 1971, even though some students should 
have been billed as early as the end of the 1969 school term. 
This first billing included all loan recipients LEAA could 
identify as having either dropped full-time status or who 
had failed to find jobs in the criminal justice system. 

The number of student notes that could not be accounted 
for at LEM headquarters gradually increased; As of Narch 
1972, about 28,~OO notes were unfiled and not in any order 

·oIf 
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which would facilitate locating an individual student I s note. 
By August 1973 the total had reached about 250,000, an increase 
due in part to the yearly growth in the number of students 
participating in LEEP. But included in the unfiled notes for 
fiscal years 1969-73 were most of the approximately 20,000 
student notes' rejected from the LEEP computer lzed accounting 
system because of problems with the computer program. . 

LEAA's inability to adequately maintain participant ac­
counts for fiscal years 1969-73 preventedLEAA from accurately 
determining: 

--How many LEEP students were pursuing degrees, had at­
tained degrees, or had completed their coursework. 

--Which former LEEP students had not met their. legal 
obligation to pursue or continue a criminal justice 
career: 

--How much of a refund each student owed LEAA for a loan 
or grant. 

LEAA had inadequate financial and administrative cont~ol 
over the program. 

until LEAA updates and completes information on each 
student and is assured that schools are notifying LEAA of 
changes in student status, it cannot be certain that all 
LEEP students who have dropped from the program or who have 
not continued or entered criminal justice careers have been 
identified and collection action has begun. In addition, 
the large number of unfiled notes for such a long time 
precluded LEAA from doing any evaluation studies on LEEP 
graduates. 

EFFECTS OF ACCOUNTING PROBLEMS 
on SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS 

The accounting problems adversely affected LEAA decisions 
on what schools'should receive funds and in what amounts. The 
problems also prevented LEAA from efficiently and equitablY 
allocating funds to schools. Schools were uncertain about 
how much money they would receive from LEAA for LEEP students 
and this created administrative problems for them. Students 
could not be certain whether the school would receive enough 
funds to cover their requests for LEEP assistance. 

24 



1118 

Lack of information hampered 
effectiveness of review panels 

LEAA's problems in allocating LEEP funds to ,schools were 
due, in part, to the lack of information available to review 
panels for the first 4 years of the program. From the incep­
tion of LEEP in the second half of fiscal year 1969 until the 
beginning of fiscal year 1973, annual LEEP awards to participat­
ing institutions were made directly by LEAA's headquarters 
staff on the recommendations of a review panel of four college 
student financial aid officers assisted by LEAA staff members. 
For fiscal years 1970-72, the panel was expanded to include 
criminal justice educators. 

The review panel, however, did not have adequate institu­
tional financial data upon which to base funding decisions 
because LE!'\.!'\. could not accurately account for LElEP institu­
tional funds. The panel,' divided geographically into subpanels 
to facilitate review of institutional applications for funds, 
convened once a year for approximately I week to review applica­
tions and make recommendaitons to LEAA on yearly LEEP funding 
levels for participating institutions. The LEAA Admin~:;tr.ator 
then reviewed the panel's recommendations and approved the 
final awards. 

LEA!'\. instituted the review panel process because of 
precedent established by the Office of Education of the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, where a panel decides 
on student financial aid awards. Such a panel supposedly off­
sets potential criticism about favoritis,m in dispensing Federal 
dollars. 

For the first year of LEEP funding--fiscal year 1969--the 
review panel members had to make such basic decisions as which 
schools to fund and what amount to give each schOOl. These 
decisions established the baseline for all future decisions 
regarding institutions and amounts provided for the program. 

LEAA established criteria to aid the panel members in 
making the basic decisions, including such factors as school 
location, size, and criminal' justice degrees offered. How­
ever. because the panel members did not have sufficient in­
formation to adequately consider these criteria in making 
their decisions, selecting and funding was done subjectively. 

In the succeeding years the process improved, but limited 
information and time prohibiteq panel members from fully 
using the established criteria in making funding decisions. 
For example, in fiscal year 1971, 9 individuals had to process 
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a~proximately 900 institutional applications in 3 days. They 
did not attempt to determine school and student needs but 
based funding decisions on previous allocations which, because 
of lack of data, had been sUbjective. 

As a result, many schools received larger amo~nts of 
funds than they needed, which contr ibuted to large unspent. 
LEEP balances at numerous institutions. Other schools received 
less LEEP funds than students might have used. For example, 
the University of Maryland was forced to refuse funding to 
58 new inservice c?plicants for the fall 1973 semester be­
cause of insufficient funds. 

other administrative problems 

During fiscal year 1972, the LEAA Administrator delegated 
to LEAA regional administrators the authority to approve, 
administer, monitor, modify, extend, terminate, and evaluate 
LEBP grants to institutions of higher education. This authority 
\~as subject to the policy, allocation of funds, and guidelines 
promulgated by the LEAA Administrator. 

The LEAA Administrator made the decision to delegate the 
major part of the responsibility for the operation of LEEP 
to its regional offices because he believed regional operation 
of LEEP would facilitate administration of the program and 
improve its effectiveness. This decision was in line with 
the LEAA Administrator's ·policy of granting more responsibility 
to the regional offices for the administ~ation and operation 
of major programs. Although·~EEP's headquarters staff had 
written guidelines, mani of these guidelines were broad and 
allowed the regional offices to choose how to administer the 
program. The guidelines also changed frequently. 

LEAA's numerous changes in LEEP policy have caused con­
fusion and difficulty for schools in administer ing the 
program. Officials at several schools told us that new LEEP 
procedure:!; were often initiated by LEAA before old ones could 
be. fully implemented. School officials also said it took more 
time to administer LEEP than other federally assisted programs 
because LEEP'S policy and procedures apparently changed more 
than those of any other Federal program at their schools. They 
told us this added to the frustrations, because LEEP did not 
reimburse the schools for their administrative expenses. 

LEEP policy changes have focused on such questions as 
student eligibility, institutional eligibility, and courses 
qualifying for LEEP funding. LEEP fiscal pol icy changes 
have been primarily concerned with establishing priorities 
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for awarding LEEP funds. Some of these changes resulted from 
statute, but many originated administratively. Although some 
administrative policy changes were necess'ary due to LEEP's 
growth, many were the result of organizational changes and. 
LEAA's failure to develop specific program'goals and objec­
tives. 

The change which had the most detrimental effect on the 
schools' ability to administer LEEP was LEAA's decision to 
stop funding new preservice students. Schools whose enroll­
ments consisted mainly of preservice students were forced to 
cut back their LEEP participation and thus reduce the eventual 
inflow of educated individuals into the criminal justice system. 
Many of the institutions in this category were those with 
highly developed criminal justice programs. 

Soon after LEEP was ~egionalized in fiscal year 1973, wide 
divergences developed in how regional offices administered 
LEEP policies, the most notable example beirig different inter­
pretations of the LEEP funding priority schedule •• The April 
1973 LEEP guideline manual set forth program priorities f~r 
LEEP funds; for example, returning inservice students were 
to be funded before preservice students. ' An LEAA'internal 
memorandum descr ibes how reg ional interpr'etations of the use 
of the priority schedule have differed and 'what the results 
of such diffences have been. 

"Equitable implementation of the priority schedule 
has been precluded, in part, by differing regional 
methods of determining institutional LEEP'allocations. 
Some regions earmark available funds for their con­
stituent states on the basis of population or other 
factors not directly related to the' national priori­
ties. Some regions solicit institutional award 
recommendations from State Planning Agencies; others 
delegate to the SPA the authority to determine the 
institutional awards. Some regions reserve a por­
tion of the regional allocation for purposes of 
making award adjustments later; others reserve no 
funds for contingency purposes. Some regions re­
strict institutional awards because of the nature 
of the academic programs. 

"That which is cause for restr iction in one region 
may be quite different from the cause in another 
region. These examples, although not all­
inclusive, demonstrate the lack of uniformity in 
award procedures. As a result, the awards 
announced at the beginning of the fiscal year 
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allowed some schools to serve all students in the 
first six priority groups while others had in­
sufficient funds for the first three." 

LEAA believes that regional offices should use their 
own discretion as much as possible in dealing with-the needs 
that arise in their regions. 'In 1974 LEAA directed that the 
regions obtain recommendations from their State criminal 
justice planning agencies on how schools in a state might 
best benefit from LEEP. The region will make final allocations 
to the schools after consider ing the recommendations of the 
State criminal justice planning agencies. 

The following are examples of other problems resulting 
from LEAA's inability to manage and implement an effective 
computerized institutional and student accounting system. 

--Second-term fiscal year 1972 LEEP disbursements were 
mailed a month later than requested by some institu­
tions. 

--Two-fifths of all LEEP participating institutions re­
ceived their fall 1972 LEEP disbursements after the 
school term had begun. 

--As of October 20, 1972, 207 of 894 schools had not 
received any LEEP disbursement for fiscal year 1973. 
LEAA also had inaccurate fiscal year 1972 expenditure 
data for Cibout 100 of the 687 schools that had received 
checks. 

--Several institutions in LE~A'~ ~h{cago region had not 
received their first-term fiscal year 1974 LEEP dis­
bursement as of November 15, 1973. 

We visited several institutions' participating in L~EP , 
to assess the impact of LEAAts accounting and allocation prob­
lems on the institutions and their students. From these 
visits and informbtion ~rom other schools, we determined 
that: 

--uncertainty about yearly allocationS caused serious 
planning problems for some schools. School adminis­
trators had difficulty eB~h term detemining how many 
students to fund and how much to allow each because 
they could not be certain of the amount and timing 
of LEEP disbursements to be received from LEAA. 
Meaningful planning by the schools was difficult 
because final award information was not always 
available on time. For example, one school did not 
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receive this information until 1 week after classes had 
begun. This school had already accepted and registered 
40 new students because it anticipated the award would 
be consistent with its estimated increase in enrollment. 
Because the school felt obligated to these additional 
students, it was forced to use funds from other accounts 
in ·lieu of LEAA funds. 

--Some schools were forced to reject new inservice appli­
cants during fiscal year 1974 because of insufficient 
funds. Rejection of insetvice applicants inhibits 
fulfillment" of one of LEEP's primary objectives--to 
upgrade the educational level of criminal justice 
employees. This situation could force an individual 
to delay or cancel his plans for ~ttaining higher 
education. 

--LEAA's prohibition on funding new preservice students, 
instituted during fiscal year 1973 and continued through 
fiscal year 1974, forced many applicants to be rejected 
and discouraged many others from applying for LEEP furids. 
In addition, uome schools with large preservice enr611-
ments had to remit large portions of their fiscal year 
1974 LEEP award to LEAA because they were not permitted 
to fund new preservice students. 

LEAA's institutional accounting problems and allocation 
procedures contributed to the large unspent balances at the 
schools at the end of each year for fiscal years 1969-73. 
The totals shown below are based on da ta compiled dur ing LEAA 's 
reconciliation of the institutional accounts in August 1973. 

Total 
Total refunded 

Fiscal advanced Total Cash and cash 
year to schools refunded on hand on hand 

1969 $ 5,658,597 $ 457,830 $2,801,004 $3,258,834 
1970 19,889,992 1,263,480 4,548,162 5,811,642 
1971 25,887,846 779,055 1,684,339 2,463,394 
1972 29,606,604 720,502 1,819,125 2,539,627 
1973 36,656,031 4,028,444 1,204,456 5,232,900 

The Federal Government incurred a minimum of $169,000 in 
unnecessary interest costs to porrow money because of the 
unused funds at many schools for fiscal years 1969-73. To com­
pute this amount, we had to use the 3-month period (June 
through August) of each year for which we knew the exact total 
of cash on hand at all institutions participating in LEEP. 
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We could not use 12-month ~eriods because (1) LEAA made grant 
awards at different times in the various years and (2) school 
terms were not uniform. 

Also, LEAA did not require institutions to make uniform 
or predetermined numbers of loans each term. Since~we did not 
know the cash balances for all institutions at the oeginning 
of each term, we could not calculate how much money LEAA should 
have recovered at various times during the years. ~o loans, 
however, could have been made after the end of the program 
years. Thus, each June LEAA could have recovered the amount 
of cash on hand and saved the Government at least the 
$169,000 in interest costs. 

INSUFFICIENT PROGRAM MONITORING 
AND EVALUATION 

LEAA did not adequately monitor LEEP at participating 
institutions and thus could not be certain schools were effec­
tively carrying out the program or that the program was favor­
ably affecting criminal justice manpower needs. 

LEA A did not monitor or evaluate the program adequately 
because it did not assign sufficient staff to the task. During 
fiscal years 1970 and 1971, the 8 professionals in LEAA's Of­
fice of Academic Assistance monitored about 100 schools, or 
about 11 percent of all participating LEEP institutions. They 
gave priority to schools which were experiencing problems or 
which had requested LEAA assistance. Generally, however, 
only half a day w,as spent at each institution. A program re­
view guide was the primary document used by LEAA stafl; during 
visits to institutions. Using the guide, LEAA personnel pre­
pared internal reports after the visits. The reports were 
based on school administrators' responses to guestions on 
various aspects of their LEEP program operations. 

At the beginning of fiscal year 1973, each LEAA regional 
office was given the responsibility for monitoring the institu­
ions within its region participating in LEEP. The adequacy of 
the regions' monitoring varied, however, because LEAA head­
quarters had not given them sufficient guidance and because 
the regions had different numbers of employees available to 
do the monitoring. For example, during fiscal year 1973, 
the Philadelphia Regional Office vlsited about half the 
schools in its region, the Chicago Regional Office"visited 
only about 10 percent of its ,schools, and the Atlanta Regional 
Office visited 80 percent of its LEEP schools. 
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The philadelphia and Chicago Regional Offices' partial 
monitoring wGts due to ,~nsufficient staff. Since the begin­
ning of fiscal year 1973, Chicago has had'l person assigned 
sole responsibility for about 195 LEEP institutions. Phila­
delphia, with about 95 institutions, also had one person with 
a similar assignment during this time. Moreover, from May to 
October 1973,~ the philadelphia region had no LEEP coordinator. 

Regional~LEEP coordinators are primarily responsible for 
processing institutional applications and answering institu­
ions' inquiries. In regions such as Chicago and Philadelphia 
with many LEEP institutions, fulfilling these responsibilities 
consumed most of the LEEP coordinators' time, leaving little 
opportunity for monitoring institutions. 

During the early stages. of a new program such as LEEP, it 
is especially important to determine if schools are effectively 
discharging their responsibilities and following prescribed 
standards to insure accountability and efficient administration 
of the program. 

Ollr visits to schools and discussions with school offi'­
cials in the LEAA Chicago and Philadelphia regional office 
jursidictions made apparent the results of LEAA's failure to 
adequately monitor the program. LEEP was being administered 
inconsistently. For example, institutions differed in their 
methods of disbursing funds to students and defining changes 
in student status reported to LEAA. Some institutions gave 
LEEP checks directly to students while others credited the 
students' accounts for all LEEP expenses incurred. Some schools 
considered a student as having withdrawn from the program if 
'he or she did not enroll in any classes for a single semester. 
Other schools :continUed to classify a student as a LEEP partic­
ipant until th,e student failed to enroll in any classes for 
several 'consecutive semesters. Also, financial aid officials 
commented on the difficulties of keeping track of the numerous 
changes in LEEP forms and guidelines. These inconsistencies 
meant that it was difficult for LEAA to properly account for 
students in the program and hold them accountable for repay-
ing loans or grants if they did not meet their legal obliga­
tions regarding employment with criminal justice agencies. 

~EAA'S failure to adequately monitor LEEP at participat­
ing institutions for fiscal years 1970-73 prevented LEAA 
from: 

7-Insuring uniform compliance with LEEP guidelines. 
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--Ascertaining institutions' problems in administering 
LEEP. 

--Assessing the overall effectiveness of LEEP at the 
institutions. 

Because LEAA lacked information on participating LEEP 
students, it could not make comprehensive studies to determine 
if, and to what extent, LEEP students we,re benefiting from 
the program. Absence of program evaluation also prevented 
LEAA from determining such factors as the value of specific 
criminal justice course offerings, the number of preservice 
graduates obtaining jobs in the criminal justice system, and 
LEEP'S success in improving the inservice student's perform­
ance ann standing on the job. 

Sec ion 402(c) of the Crime Control Act of 1973 requires 
LEAA to evaluate criminal justice manpower needs. In early 
1974 LEAA officials told us-such a study was in the early 
planning stages. The findings in chaptec 2 of this report 
should assist LEAA in this effort. 
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~§~_1 

LE~~_EFFORTS_~Q-I~~~QY~ 

!~~_ADMINISTRATION_Q~_~~~~ 

In an October 1973 letter to the Administrator, LEAA, we 
pointed out certain basic deficiencies in LEAA's financial 
management of LEEP and recommended that LEAA act immediately 
to correct them. Because of increasing concern with problems 
in LEEP, and in response to Our letter, LEAA requested JFMIP'S 
assistance to help solve LEEP's financial problems. A 
JFMIP-LEAA task force was created in January 1974, and a 
3-month review was begun. The major areas covered in the re­
view were institutional accounting and note processing and 
billings and collections. 

TASK FORCE'S FINDINGS, . 
coNCLiJSTIiE~, ~ffiLRE~QMMEND~TIQ~§' 

The task force analyzed LEEP problems and reported its 
findings in April 1974. The following findings and conclu­
sions are those relevant to matters discussed in this report. 

--Problems existed in the timely awarding and disburse­
ment of funds to the institutions. 

--Improvements, including closer monitoring, were needed 
in the use of funds to reduce unspent balances. 

--The billing and collection process needed to be im­
proved. It lacked adequate staff, which caused numer­
ous backlogs both in processing LEEP employment cer­
tifications and answering LEEP correspondence. 

--Improvements in note processing were needed in computer 
programing support, document flow and processing, and 
personnel capabilities. The current computer system 
was inadequate to provide LEEP pr.ogram management in­
formation to process and integrate notes into the LEEP 
accounting system and to handle day-to-day operations. 

The JFMIP-LEAA task force recommended that LEAA: 

--Design, develop, and implement a computer program for 
processing and integrating LEEP notes into the LEAA 
mainline accounting system. 

--Design and document improved LEEP billing and collec­
tions systems as part of a total management system for 
the LEAA manpower program and mainline accounting 
system. 
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--Institute improved procedures for LEEP note processing 
and filing and eliminate backlogs. 

--Develop a total LEAA manpower program. 

--Establish the regional offices as the organizations 
primarily responsible for operating the LEAA manpower 
program. 

--Prepare a directive on developing regional manpower 
needs assessment methodology and manpower effective­
ness evaluation methodology. 

LEAA staff also recommended procedures for improving al­
location of and accounting for LEEP funds, program monitoring, 
and staffing • 

.Y:I!!!~~~!LQL,!AS~-1:()RC§.~~EN~TIQNS. 

The task force presented LEAA with the recommendations 
applying to LEEP and others pertaining to the development of 
a total LEAA manpower program in the form of a time-phased 
implementation program plan. LEAA management and the JFMIP 
Executive Director approved the project report, including the 
implementation plan. Implementation of the program plan began 
about May 1, 1974, and was scheduled to be completed at the 
end of 14 months. 

LEAA'S Office of Planning and Management is responsible 
for systematically implementing the improvements. The Offices 
·of the Comptroller, Regional Operations, the Inspector General, 
and Operations Support and the National Institute of Law En­
forcement and Criminal Justice are to provide all required 
support. 

Full, effective implementation of the recommendations and 
the addition of staff at selected LEAA regional offices should 
improve the administration of LEEP, especially in note process­
ing, billing and collections, and allocating and accounting 
for funds disbursed to schools. Although insufficient time 
had elapsed for us to determine if LEAA would effectively im­
plement the recommendations, as of November 1974 LEAA had; 

--Instituted improved procedures for reducing excess 
balances at the schools. 

--Instituted improved procedures for LEEP note processing 
and filing, thus eliminating backlogs. 
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--Developed specifications for the design of an improved 
LEEP bi'lling and collections system. 

For example, as of October 1974, all' previously back­
logged student notes had been entered into the master file and 
all processed notes had been filed, as had the 250,000 prior­
year notes. Improved document flow procedures were imple­
mented which eliminated a series of unnecessary steps in 
LEAA's note processing, thus facilitating the transfer of em­
ployees to more critical areas and further reducing the back­
log of unfiled notes. A contractor edited and filed notes and 
thus eliminated the need to assign a large portion of LEEP 
personnel to do the task. 

The task force also believed that improved cash flow pro­
cedures reduced the level of unspent funds at the schools. 
The following is JFMIP's computation of the status of the 
total unspent LEEP funds at the schools since the initiation 
of LEAA's efforts to improve its institutional accounting. 

As of 8-31-73 

After insti­
tution of new 
procedures 
for fiscal 
year 1974 

Total funds 
awarded to 
schools for Total funds 
fiscal year refunded 

$41,294,000 

As of 
2-25-74: 
$42,574,000 

Estimate as of 
8-31-74: 
$43,000,000 

$4,278,522 

As of 
2-28-74: 
$2,928,571 

Total 
funds 

on hand ----

Total 
fund.s on 
hand and 
refunded 

$1,227,143 $5,505,665 

Estimate 
as of 
8-31-74: 
$2,??~,OOO 

LEAA regional office staff members are responsible for 
monitoring the unspent balances of loan funds maintained at ·in­
stitutions and for initiating action so LEAA' can~ecov~r'any ex­
cess balA""c~::. £0 assist toem, LEAA established new reporting 
procedures in fiscal year 1975 to provide more curren'f and ac­
curate information on the extent to which funds are used in 
accordance with institutions' estimates. 

The information on these reports is to be forwarded to the 
appropriate LEAA regional staff so they can identify institu­
tions which are not making loans and .grants at their estimated 
rates and therefore maintaining excessive cash balances. Thus 
LEAA regional office staff are expected to take the initiative 
in identifying and correcting fiscal problems which might, exist 
at participating institutions. 
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CONCLUSIONS -----------
The procedures discussed above appear to be a reasonable 

way to control cash balances at the institutions. However, to 
effectively implement these procedures, LEAA r.egional offices 
will have to be sufficiently staffed. 

Our review indicated that, before the regions were given 
additional responsibilities, LEAA did not have adequate staff 
in all of its regional offices to effectively administer LEEP. 
However, LEA A does not plan to assign additional regional of­
fice staff solely to manage LEEP. This may create problems 
since some regions have many more participating institutions 
than others and may need more employees to effectively carry 
out their old and new LEEP management responsibilities. 

We r.ecommend that the Attorney General direct the Admin­
istrator, LEAA, to monitor the effectiveness of LEAA's re­
gional offices in carrying out their LEEP management respon­
sibilities and determine whether some regions need additional 
staff. 

AG~NCY_COMME~!£_~~~~CTIONS 

The Department of Justice stated in its May 12, 1975, 
letter to us (see app. I) that LEAA is taking administrative 
actions to restructure and clarify the LEEP financial and pro­
gram responsibilities of its regional office staffs. Each re­
gional office must have, as a minimum, a manpower specialist 
for LEEP program administration in addition to financial man­
agement staff. 

If such positions are promptly filled, progress in over­
coming earlier LEEP problems should be sustained. However, 
it is still appropriate for LEAA to assess, on the basis of 
the operations of appropriate regional office staff, whether 
one program staff position is sufficient in each of its re­
gional offices. For example, if the proposed new fiscal year 
1976 program requirements to assure that more preservice stu­
dents find employment in criminal justice jobs are adopted 
(see p. 17), it will be the regional office's responsibility 
to monitor institutions' implementation of them. It is still 
unclear as to whether one regional staff memb~r can assure 
effective implementation of all LEEP policies at the institu­
tions within the boundaries of his LEAA regional office. The 
adequacy of having one program staff position in each office 
can be assessed only after. experiencing operations under the 
new program policies. 
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steps to improve law enforcement education programs 
should be completed by the fall of 1975. Therefore, we rec­
ommend that the cognizant appropriations and legislative 
committees discuss the results of these imprQvement efforts 
with Department of Justice officials to determine whether ap­
propriate corrective actions have been taken. To facilitate 
such a determination, the appropriate committees could request 
the Attorney General to review LEAA's administration of its 
law enforcement education programs and report to the committees 
by the end of fiscal year 1976. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DELAYS IN IMPLEMENTING THE INTERNSHIP 

AND EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

LEAA management deficiencies also contributed to problems 
in administering the Internship and Educational Development Pro­
grams, including: 

--Untimely distribution of funds, resulting in delays in 
implementing the programs and large unspent fund bal­
ances at the end of each year. 

--Insufficient monitoring of the Internship Program, pre­
venting LEAA from determining how well schools were ad­
ministering it. 

Because of these problems, LEAA has been slow to initiate 
and carry out these programs and thus implement the intent of 
the Congress. 

INTERNSHIP PROGRAM 

The 1971 amendments to the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act established an Internship Program to enhance 
a student's college education by combining classroom study 
with practical experience gained by working for a criminal 
justice agency. 

Although the legislation was enacted in the middle of 
the fiscal year, funds were not available to finance the pro­
gram until the Congress passed a supplemental appropriation 
in May 1971--even though interns were to be available during 
the summer of 1971. In April 1971 LEAA publicized the pro­
gram in some of the country's largest police, courts, and 
corrections agencies to encourage them to consider hiring 
interns. The first set of program guidelines were mailed 
in May 1971 to 

--all police departmen~s serving cities with popula­
tions of over 25,000, 

--the 350 largest correctional institutions, 

--275 judges in the largest cities, 

--the State criminal justice planning agencies, 

--LEAA regional offices, and 

--LEEP participating institutions. 
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These guidelines explained how the program would operate and 
who would be eligible for participation. ,In July 1971, the 
supp~~mental appropriation of $500,000 was applied to the 
firs~ 'nternship awards. 

Applications for participation in the Internship Pro­
gram were mailed to LEEP institutions in May 1971--about the 
same time guidelines were issued. Because institutions need 
advance notification of internship awards so that they can 
place students in programs with criminal justice agencie~, only 
52 schools applied for and were granted a total of $119,000 
during the summer of 1971. Most of these schools did not 
spend the full amount of their internship award and volun­
tarily refunded the balance to LEAA. 

The LEAA regional offices were given responsibility 
for selecting schools and awarding funds for the Internship 
Program for the summer ot 1972. However, processing of 
institutional applications was delayed due to late issuance 
of revised program guidelines, insufficient staff to ad~ 
minister the program at some of the LEAA regional offices, 
and LEAA's failure to promote the program at the schools. As 
a result, a large portion of the available funds was not used. 
In the summer of 1972, 68 schools representing 595 students 
applied for funds. In 1973 the number increased to 136 uchools 
and 1,101 students. 

Even though administration of the Internship Program 
improved in fiscal year 1973, large unspent balances still 
remained. According to an LEAA official, the primary rea­
son for this was LEAA's continued failure to promote £he ' 
program adequately and to indIcate to the schoors early-'­
enough what funds would be available. The following sum­
marizes funding for the program for fiscal years 1971-74. 

Unliquidated 
Fiscal Funds Funds yearend 
year appropriated spent balance 

1971 $500,000 $ $500,000 
1972 294~000 206,000 
1973 500,000 331,000 375,000 
1974 500,000 800,000 75,000 

LEAA also did not adequately monitor the program to 
determine school compliance with LEAA requirements. The 
extent of monitoring varied among the regions, but gen­
erally little or none occurred. For example, through fiscal 
year 1974 the Chicago Regional Office monitored the program 
at only one institution and only in conjunction with LEEP 
monitoring visits--although from fiscal years 1972 to 1974, 
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13, 30, and 24 schools, respectively, participated in the 
program. The Philadelphia Regional Office monitored 1 of 12 
schools in fiscal year 1973 and 1 of 13 in fiscal year 1974. 
without proper monitoring, LEAA has had to rely almost ex­
clusively on the schools and students for information on 
its Internship Program and, consequently, has failed to 
maintain adequate control over the schools' adminiatration 
of the program. 

EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

The 1971 amendments also authorized LEAA to make 
grants to or enter into contracts with institutions of higher 
education, or combinations. of such institutions, to help them 
plan, develop, strengthen, or carry out programs or projects 
for developing or demonstrating improved methods of law en­
forcement education. Although funds had been available for 
this purpose since fiscal year 1971, LEAA awarded only a small 
portion of them for educational development before fiscal year 
1974, primarily because of management indecision. 

LEAA sent applications for participation in the Educa­
tional Development Program to approximately 1,000 institu­
tions in 1971. About 300 institutions responded by sUbmitting 
"concept papers." LEAA assigned one staff member and three 
consultants to evaluate these papers. They recommended to 
the LEAA Administrator tl:at nine schools be considered for 
funding. 

After reviewing the recommendations, the LEAA Adminis­
trator did not award funds to any schools but directed the 
staff to develop anew approach for determining the most ef­
ficient use of the funds. 

The revised approach was called the centers of excel­
lence concept. LEAA defined a "center of excellence" as a 
university or a consortium of academic institutions which . 
offered doctoral degrees in the social sciences and was af­
filiated with an accredited medical school and law school. 
Institutions which conformed to this definition were con­
sidered for centers of excellence funding. 

The centers of excellence concept was developed be­
cause LEAA believed it could best use the available Educa­
tional Development funds by awarding the funds to a limited 
number of universities. This was LEAA's first attempt to 
define a concept which would, when implemented, fulfill the 
purposes of the educational development amendment. After 
considerable debate within LEAA regarding institutions to 
be funded, LEAA's Associate Administrators, who were then 
awaiting the appointment of a new Administrator, vetoed im­
plementation of the centers of excellence program. 
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During fiscal year 1973, a new LEAA Administrator was 
appointed and another attempt was made to use the educational 
development funds by forming a consortium of schools to 
strengthen graduate research and doctoral programs in criminal 
justice. In effect, this was a new version of the centers of 
excellence conceJ;it:. The same criteria used to select schools 
under the centers of excellence program was used to choose 
consortium members. LEAA employees made site visits to examine 
the criminal justice programs at 25 institutions. Each insti­
tution was given a numerical rating, which wap s~Qmitted to LEAA 
to help in selecting institutions to participate 1.n the consor­
tium. 

The institutions presently in the consortium are Arizona 
State University, Eastern Kentucky University, Michigan State 
University, Northeastern University, Portland State University, 
the University of Nebraska, and the University of Maryland. 
The consortium agreement provid~s for the exchange of faculty 
and graduate students among the participating schools and for 
the strengthening of research activities and graduate pro­
grams in criminal justice. The consortium became operational 
in fiscal year 1974 when the schools were awarded a total of 
about $5 million. The grant period extends through fiscal 
year 1976. 

Before fiscal year 1974, only $5,000 of funds appro­
priated for educational development had been spent. The 
funding for fiscal years 1971-74 is shown below. 

Funds 
Fiscal Funds provided 
~ appropriated to schools 

1971 $ 250,000 $ 
1972 1,000,000 
1973 2,000,000 5,000 
1974 ~/2,000,000 2,500,000 

~/$4l6,000 was unobligated in fiscal year 1974. 

CAUSES OF PROBLEMS 

Unliquidated 
yearend 
balance 

$ 250,000 
1,250,000 
3,245,000 
2,329,000 

The causes of the problems in the Internship and Educa­
tional Development programs were similar to those in LEEP. 

For fiscal years 1969-74 one office administered the 
programs. Although the designation of the office changed 
p~riodically, it maintained overall program responsibility. 
However, it did not adequ~tely define what it hoped to ac­
complish with the prog~ams in terms of determining and 
satisfying the manpower and educational needs of the criminal 
justice system. In addition, the office underwent at least 
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four major staff and administrative changes between 1968 and 
1973; each time, a different person was given overall respon­
sibility for the programs. 

Another basic problem has been the lack of staff. To 
administer all educational programs at headquarters, LEAA had 
designated only 3 full-time professional employees as of 
November 1974--a drop from 10 in February 1970. As of then 
8 fUll-time employees were to handle the programs' financial 
matters with the assistance of 21 part-time workers. 

These problems are very similar to those addressed by 
the LEAA-JFMIP task force and, if the task force's recommenda­
tions are followed, they should be corrected. Therefore, we 
do not believe it is necessary to make separate recommenda­
tions on steps to improve management of these programs. 
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CHAPTER 6 ------
SCO~~Q~~~ 

We sent questionnaires on LEEP to 550 recent college 
graduates who had received LEEP assistance. Eighty-five 
percent of those sampled responded. (See p. 51 for details 
of sampling method and statistical analysis,') 

To determine how effectively LEAA has administered LEEP 
and the Internship and Educational Development Programs, we 
reviewed appropriate LEAA documents and interviewedLEAA of­
ficials at LEAA headquarters and at the Philadelphia and 
Chicago Regional Offices. We also visited and held discus­
sions with officials at Northern Virginia Community College, 
Annandale, Virginia; Catonsville Community College, Catons­
ville, Maryland; the University of Maryland; Virginia Common­
wealth University; Southern Illinois university; and Michigan 
State University to determine what problems institutions were 
experiencing in administering LEEP and the Internship and 
Educational Development Programs. 
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APPENDIX I 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

:\ddrf'M Reply 10 the 

Dhlalon Indh:ated 
R.eCa' to Inhl.l. and Number 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

May 12, 1975 

General Government Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

APPENDIX I 

This letter is in response to your request for comments 
on the draft report titled "Problems in Administering Programs 
to Improve Law Enforcement Education.1I 

Generally, we agree with the report and its recommendations 
and share GAO's concern regarding the need to address the problems 
in administering programs to improve law enforcement education. 
We also wish to thank GAO for its excellent work. The overall 
validity of GAO's review and the methodological techniques 
used to formulate conclusions Were highly sophisticated and 
reflected a true sense of professionalism. 

Many of the problems and recommendations contained in the 
report are timely and will help guide both the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) and the Department in taking 
corrective actions to improve the administration and management 
of LEAA's Law Enfo~cement Education Program (LEEP). We also 
consider GAO's observations and comments on the problems 
mentioned in the report to be relatively fair and objective. 

LEAA recognized most of the problems cited in the report 
before GAO made its review and, in many cases, LEAA had 
initiated corrective actions. The GAO report acknowledges 
that LEAA had taken steps to make improvements and that, indeed, 
significant elements of past problems have already been resolved. 
This letter comments on LEAA's most recent actions and plans for 
dealing with the recommendations and problems contained in the 
draft report. 

GAO note: The numbers in brackets refer to page numbers in 
the final report. 
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[17) 
On page 36 of the report, GAO recommends that LEAA: 

Provide information on employment opportunities 
to LEEP participants and determine what factors 
are precluding many LEEP graduates with no 
criminal justice work experience from finding 
criminal justice employment. 

Consider how career counseling and placement 
services might be afforded to LEEP participants 
to insure that criminal justice agencies will 
benefit from their knowledge and traini.ng. 

The need to provide employment information to LEEP 
recipients was recognized by the LEAA-Joint Financial Management 
Improvement Program task force, which was established in 
January 1974 to help improve LEEP management and operations. 
The task force recommended' the establishment of criminal 
justice manpower information exchange centers in each state 
and the nati0nwide exchange of information concerning manpower 
needs througll regional and national information summaries. 
To achieve this goal, a long-range effort will be required. 
The congressionally mandated national manpower survey 
(P,L. 93-83, Section 402(c)) will identify ways of matching 
students with available job opportunities. As the first phase, 
LEAA has initiated a national manpower survey to identify ways 
of reducing the number of students who do not find criminal 
justice jobs. Survey results will be available at the end of 
fiscal year 1976, at which time LEAA will issue appropriate 
guidelines as required by the Act. 

About 85 percent of the students participating in LEEP are 
already in the criminal justice system and are participating 
in the in-service portion of the program. However, in 
recognition of the problems encountered by preservice students 
in obtaining information on employment opportunities and finding 
criminal justice employment, LEAA has prepared policy revisions 
for implementation in fiscal year 1976, which prescribe new 
program requirements for both pre service programs and selection 
of preservice students. Program requirements are designed to 
assure that the student will (a) learn about criminal justice 
principles, standards, and concepts in the classroom; (b) obtain 
practical experience in the field; and (c) receive assistance 
in obtaining employment. These policy changes will require 
institutions partiCipating in the LEAA preservice loan program 
to: 

1. Offer a criminal justice degree. 
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2. Employ a full-time criminal justice program 
director. 

3. Develop and sponsor internship arrangements with 
criminal justice agencies so students may obtain 
criminal justice work experience. 

4. Provide placement services for criminal justice . 
pre service students. 

Under an educational development grant authorized by 
Section 406(e) of the Act, a consortium of seven schools is 
now devising model counseling services to ll,ddress the needs 
of both criminal justice agencies and the ~tudents. 

The Internship Program, authorized under Section 406(f) 
of the Act, provides preservice students with valuable on-the­
job experience which will assist them in making career choices 
and increase opportunities for employment by relating conceptual 
education to job performance. The past level of funding at 
~500,000 per year, however, has limited participation to less 
than 1,000 students per year. 

In addition, new criteria has been developed which is 
designed to aid school officials in identifying and selecting 
preservice students with a greater degree of commitment to a 
criminal justice career than students have shown in the past. 
The criteria requires the student to be enrolled in a criminal 
justice degree program and to be'at least a sophomore. In 
selecting preservice students, school officials will be expected 
to consider the student's demonstrated ability and familiarity 
with the criminal jIJ.stice field. In addition, the guideline 
criteria will clearly set forth the requirements for 
counseling 'preservice st1.ldents. Specifically, school officials 
must discuss with the student his potential for successful 
service in the criminal justice system. 

[19) 
On page 38 of the draft report, GAO states that: 

LEAA, at various times, could not identify 
students who owed LEAA for loans or grants 
received be~ause they had not met certain 
legal obligations to pursue or continue 
criminal justice careers. 

Since the time GAO made its, audit, LEAA has taken 
significant steps to correct the deficiencies cited in the 
draft report. By using improved processing techniques and 

46 



1140 

APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

additional staff, LEAA has been able to eliminate serious 
backlogs in the processing and filing of LEEP notes and is 
now operating in a timely manner. Actions taken by LEAA 
include: 

1. Reorganizing LEAA's Billing and Collection Division 
into teams with specific areas of responsibility. 

2. Developing an operating procedures manual and a 
training manual to assist the Billing and Collection 
Division. 

3. Developing specifications for a new computer system. 

4. Modifying the current billing and collection system 
to enhance document processing and eliminate the 
correspondence backlog. 

5. Dividing quarterly billings into monthly cycles 
to make the workload more manageable. 

6. Processing and updating billing statements within 
30 to 60 days of receipt. 

[22] 
GAO states, on page 44 of the report, that: 

LEAA did not have adequate information on the 
amount of individual institutional eXPenditures, 
or the amount of u.nexpended funds on hand at 
institutions at the end of the fiscal year. 

The use of a new LEEP grant award document has made it 
easier for LEAA to identify the status of funds at individual 
institutions participating under LEEP. Furthermore, LEAA 
recently began assigning grant numbers to all LEEP grant 
award documents. The grant numbers will be included in the 
main line accounting system and will be used in all subsequent 
fiscal years. This procedure will ensure fiscal year integrity 
as well as maintain the status of each grant. 

[23] 
On page 46 of the report, GAO states that: 

LEAA also did not have adequate information 
on LEEP participants, did not maintain adequate 
records and could not hold individuals respon­
sible for having received LEEP assistance. 
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LEAA has taken considerable action to correct these 
weaknesses since the GAO audit. Many of LEAA's problems were 
caused by sheer volume of documents received at one time. 
LEAA now has a system of scheduling and monitoring student 
notes to assure timely submission. The system is designed to 
distribute the workload more evenly which, in turn, improves 
the movement of the documents through the processing 
operation. Additional staff has also been made available to 
assist in this activity. In addition, a contract recently 
awarded for manually editing student notes has contributed 
significantly to the timely processing of grant award documents. 

In the past, the LEAA staff attempted to correct 
incomplete or inaccurate student notes. Now, LEAA's accounting 
system will not accept improperly completed notes until they 
are corrected by the responsible institution. These procedures 
have decreased note processing time from an indefinite time 
period ranging from 3 months to over 1 year to an aver-age of 
less than 60 days. Moreover, LEAA has improved the processing 
of LEEP data by working closely with its contractor in . 
programming and using the computer. LEAA is presently 
working on an improvement which will ultimately reduce the 
total processing time for LEEP notes to less than 30 days. 

[25] 
GAO states, on page 48 of the draft report, that: 

Problems encountered by LEAA in allocating 
LEEP funds to schools were due, in part, 
to the lack of information available to 
review pane"ls for the first 4 years of the 
p'rogram. 

In response to this problem, LEAA has initiated policy 
and procedural changes to bring more objectivity into the 
pr.ocess of determining institutional allocations. The program 
guidelines for fiscal year 1976 state that the purpose of 
LEEP is to "provide financial assistance for higher education 
which will contribute to the development of human resources 
needed by the criminal justice system to reduce crime and 
delinquency." These guidelines also establish criteria for 
evaluating applications from institutions for funds. 

Recently developed guidelines establishing minimum 
qualifications for institutions to participate in LEEP will 
provide evaluation criter1a regarding the nature of academic 

48 
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programs, qualifications of facultv, and quality of past 
program management. Furthermore, insofar as LEEP being 
defined as a manpower development program, institutional LEEP 
applications will be evaluated in relation to overall criminal 
justice manpower needs as determined in LEAA and State plans 
and programs. 

When reviewers begin the application evaluation process 
for fiscal year 1976, they will have detailed information 
showing prior year expenditures for each school. Copies of 
all "Summary and Certification Sheet" forms submitted to LEAA 
in fiscal year 1975 will be attached to the fiscal year 1976 
applications from institutions. This form shows executed 
student notes classified according to funding priorities and 
summarized by number and dollar amounts. 

LEAA regional offices responsible for award determination 
will be provided with copies of Note Control Log sheets 
processed by the LEAA's Headquarters Office. These sheets 
verify institutional LEEP expenditures, represented by fiscal 
year 1975 student notes, accepted into the central accounting 
system. 

On page [28] 
On pages 54 and 55 of the report, GAO states that: 

School administrators had difficulty each 
term determining' how many students to fund 
and how much to allow each because they 
could not be certain of the amount and timing 
of LEEP disbursements to be received from LEAA. 

During fiscal years 1974 and 1975, LEAA revised its 
internal procedures to ensure timely fund disbursements to 
institutions participating under LEEP. Currently, fund 
disbursements are approved and initiated by LEAA's regional 
offices on the basis of their assessment of each institution's 
(a) need for funds, (b) expenditure documents for student 
notes, and (c) compliance with procedures established for 
reconciling the institution's account for the previous fiscal 
year. It is now policy to delay disbursements only when the 
school does not follow established fiscal. management procedures. 

Beginning with fiscal year 1975, LEAA regional offices 
have been assigned responsibility for monitoring the closeout 
of institutional LEEP accounts at the end of each fiscal year. 

49 
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[36J 

On page 68 of the report, GAO recommends that LEAA: 

Monitor the effectiveness of LEAA's regional 
offices' staff in carrying out their respon­
sibilities to dE:termine whether additional 
staffing may be necessary in some regions 
to effectively administer the LEEP program. 

Currently, LEAA's Office of the Comptroller and Office 
of Regional Operations are taking administrative acti~n to 
restructure and clarify the financial and program responsi­
bilities assigned to regional office staffs Who carry out 
LEEP management functions. Staffing guidelines for regional 
offices have been i.ssued. As a minimum, the guidelines 
require each regional office to have a manpower specialist 
for LEEP administration in addition to the personnel assigned 
to the regional' office's financial management division. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft 
report. Please feel free to contact us if you have any 
further questions. 

Sincerely, 

.. " --
..-' ~

' . 

lenE.pomm~ 
Assist~nt Attor~~~~J' 

for Administratio 

'------

so 
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SA~PLING METHOD AND 

S'rATISn~_~~QL~~§'LQU~NNAIRE 

We developed a questionnaire to obtain the opinions and 
experiences of former program participants. We obtained lists 
of students from school years 1972 and 1973 who had success­
fully completed the program of instruction (i.e., obtained a 
degree or certificate) at 50 randomly selected schools. These 
institutions geographically represented all participating 
schools and also included schools with both large and small 
LEEP programs. From these lists, 550 names were randomly se­
lected to receive a questionnaire. Because schools eligible 
to provide LEEP grants include 2-year as well as 4-year 
colleges, the term "successfully completed" means that the 
student received either a certificate or an associate, a 
bachelor, or more advanced degree. In many instances students 
completed a lower level program (e.g., an associate degree) 
and then, with LEEP assistance, continued their education to 
achieve a higher degree. 

Following is a breakdown of responses to our question­
naire: 

In sample 
Questionnaires returned 
No response 
Address unknown 

Chi-square tests of_ind~eenden~ 
and [££dness of fit 

Number 

550 
465 

60 
25 

Percent 

85 
11 

4 

Our chi-square test of independence was made to establish 
whether an association (dependency relationship) existed be­
tween the variables being tested and to determine the 
strengths of identified associations. 

For example, as shown in the tables below, a higher pro­
portion of respondents who were working in agencies which had 
educational reward programs attributed their pay increases to 
LEEP courses. 

Yes/probably yes' 
No/probably no 

Total 

Educational reward 
__ ---E££~~~ ____ _ 

Yes No 

84 56 
24 153 

108 209 

51 

Total 

140 
177 

311 
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The chi-square test of independence can be used to determine 
whether the difference in proportions is significant or is 
merely the result of chance variations of our sample selection. 

Using a chi-square statistic and chi-square table, we 
determined the significance of the association between the 
variables tested and a confidence level which represents the 
probability that the association was not a product of chance 
related to our sample selection. 

We interpreted the confidence levels with the chi-square 
test of independence and ~oodness of fit as follows. 

Confidence that 
observed association 

is not a product £f chance 

95 percent or greater 
90 to 94 percent 
Less than 90 percent 

Table A -----

Definition 
of association ---------

Highly significant 
Significant 
Insignificant 

Association Between prior Criminal Justice 
~erience and professlo~al ~~ 

Professional area 
Pr ior criminal Other 

justice experien~ E£lice (!!£!~~) Total 

Yes 256 41 297 
No 36 23 59 

Total ~92 64 ~~ 
~/ Includes pr oba'" ion and parole, courts, and corrections. 

Significance ,of assocation: Highly significant 

Degrees of freedom: 1 

Corrected chi-square value: 19.489 

Confidence level: 0.99+ 

Phi: 0.23397 

52 
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Table 8 

Association Between Bducational Reward Program -------------andPrOrnotron----------
--------

Bducationa1 reward 

Yes/probably yes 
No/probably no 

Total 

program 
Yes 

56 
47 

103 

No 

71 
126 

197 

Significance of association: Highly significant 

Degrees of freedom: 1 

Corrected chi-square value: 8.572 

Confidence level: 0.99+ 

Phi: 0.16903 

Table C -----

127 
173 

300 

Association Between Educational Reward Pro~~ 
----ana-pay Increase 

Educational reward 

Pay increase 
_--==--,,-p;:,.r;:,.og,ram __ _ 

Yes No 

Yes/probably yes 
No/probably no 

Total 

84 
24 

108 

56 
153 

209 

Significance of association: Highly significant 

Degrees of freedom: 1 

Corrected chi-square value: 73.003 

Confidence level: 0.99+ 

phi: 0.47989 

S3 

Total 

140 
177 

317 
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!~bl~ 

Relationship Between Sex and Difficul~ 
-In-FIilcITi1~Ei!!!rn~L~~.HICe-JObS- . 

Sex Got a job 
Could not 
find~ job 

Male 
Female 

Total 

50 
7 

~/57 

24 
13 

37 

Significance of association: Highly significant 

Degrees of freedom: 1 

Corrected chi-square value: 6.419 

Confidence level: 0.9887 

Phi: 0.25724 

Total 

74 
20 

94 

~/ Two additional respondents did not identify their sex 
and therefore are not included in the table. 

54 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND HUMAN RELATIONS AREAS 

Community relations 

prevention and suppression of riots and disturbances 

Preparing inmates for parole 

First aid treatment 

Current issues in court reform 

Crowd dispersal 

Preparation of records and reports 

Control of contraband 

Familiarity with black ghetto language and customs 

Familiarity with other ethnic ~ttitudes and customs 

Recognizing and dealing with deviant behavior 

Legal aspects of sex offenses 

Legal aspects of arrest, escape, detainment, search, etc. 

Dealing with conflicts and tensions in a neighborhood 

Recognizing and dealing with evidence of drug dependency 

Legal definitions ~f crime and participants in c,ime . 

Methods of restraint 

Use and care of firearms 

Ability to communicate with supervisors and coworkers 

Good human relations principles 
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EgINCIPAL DEPARTM~NT_Qf_~QgTICE QffI~ 

RESPONSIBLE_f~~~~~RI~~ACTIVI!!ES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure "lf office 
-Pro~---~--

ATTORNEY GENERAL: 
Edward H. Levi Feb. 197.5 Present 
William B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 Feb. 1975 
Robert H. Bork (acting) Oct. 1973 Jan. 1974 
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 May 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst 

(acting) Mar. 1972 June 1972 
John N. M.itchell Jan. 1969 Feb. 1972 

ADMINISTRATOR, LAN ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: 

Richard W. Ve1de Sept. 1974 Present 
Donald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974 
Jerris Leonard May 1971 Mar. 1973 
Vacant June 1970 May 1971 
Charles H. Rogov in M.ar. 1969 June 1970 

56 
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CONDITIONS IN LOCAL ,TAILS REMAIN INADEQUATE DESPITE FEDERAL 
FUNDING FOR IMPROVEMENTS, APRIL 5, 1976 

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

Conditions In Local Jails 
Remain Inadequate Despite 

.Federal Funding 
For Improvements 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Department of Justice 

Standards for the adequacy of physical con· 
ditions and services to be provided in local 
jails are needed in the United States. <The 
$tandards should be developed jointly by the 
States and the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

This is shown by GAO's findings that Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration funds 
did not result in adequate improvements of 
overall jail conditions and by recent Federal 
court decisions mandating that some localities 
improve their local jails or close them. 

Th Is report raises questions concerning 
whether Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­
istration funds should be spent to Improve 
local jails that remain inadequate--even after 
Federal funds are spent. 

GGD-76-36 APRIL 5,1976 
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COMPTROU.ER GENERAL. OF THE UNITED STATES 
WASHINGTON, D,C. 2.01W8 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker ot the House of Representatives 

This report discusses the less than satisfactory results 
achieved when Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
funds were applied to the renovation or construction of local 
Jails. In 1972 there Were over 3,900 local jails in this 
country holding about 142,00U inmates. Many of these jails 
were built betore 19UO and were in such condition that Federal 
courts were ruling that individual jails had to be improved or 
closed. 

we did the review to determine how LEAA funds were being 
applied to the problem and whether the approa~h was producing 
acceptable jails. This report discusses steps that LEAA 
could take to better assure that local jails, when improved 
with Feaeral funas, will meet acceptable jail standards. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting 
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act 
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, 
Office ot Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and 
the Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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CO~IPTROLLER GENERAL I S 
REPOR'I' TO THE CONGRESS 

CONDI'l'IONS IN LOCAL JAILS REMAIN 
INADEQUATE DESPITE FEDERAL FUNDING 
FOR IMPROVElIlENTS 
Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration 
Department of Justice 

This report raises questions concerning 
whether Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­
istration funds should be spent to improve 
local jails that remain inadequate even 
after Federal funds are spent. This lack 
of progress in improving local jails is 
disconcerting. 

A GAO review of conditions in 22 local 
jails in Ohio, Iowa, Louisiana, and Texas 
showed that overall physical conditions 
of the jails and the availability of serv­
ices remained inadequate. The communities 
are identified in appendix II. 

The problem calls for national leadership 
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­
istration when Federal funds are requested. 
(See pp. 38 and 39.) Direction from the 
Congress is needed to indicate the extent 
to which the block grant conce.p,t allows the 
Law Enforcement Assistance ~d~inistration 
and the States to adopt agreed upon minimum 
national standards when using Federal funds 
for certain types of projects. (See p. 41.) 

To date, there are no nationally acknow­
ledged standards to be applied in determin­
ing whether physical conditions are adequate 
and whether sufficient services are aVail­
able in local jails. (See p. 10.) In the 
absence of positive actions at all levels 
of government, the Federal courts in some 
localities have mandated standards to be 
met by individual jails. (See app. I. i 

The Attorney General should direct the Ad­
ministrator of the Law Enforcement Assist­
ance Administration to develop, in 

i GGD-76-36 
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conjunction with the States, standards that 
must be met if Federal funds are to be used 
to improve the physical conditions of local 
jails. 

The Attorney General should also direct the 
Administrator to deny block grant funds for 
use in improving local jails if an appli­
cant does not submit a plan which will bring 
the jail up to the minimum standards regard­
ing physical conditions developed with and 
agreed to by the States. (See p. 39.) 

Only 29 to 76 percent of the desirable char­
acteristics for local jails cited by crimi­
nal justice experts were present in the 22 
local jails GAO visited. (See p. 19.) For 
example: 

--Inmate security and safety did not always 
exist. 

--Nine local jails and one State unit did 
not have operable emergency exits. 

--Five jails ana the same State unit did 
not have fire extinguishers. 

--Three had cell doors which did not lock, 
although doors to cell blocks did. 

--All but four jails had multiple occupancy 
cells. 

--Nine did not provide matron ~ervice to 
supervise female inmates 24-hours-a-day. 

--sanitary conditions were inadequate. 

--Elementary commodities (toothpaste, ra­
zors, and clean bedding) frequently were 
in short supply or absent. 

--Four jails had cells which either did 'not 
contain toilets or did not have ones which 
workec;l. 

ii 
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--Eating space in 16 of the 22 jails was 
either in the cells or in the cell 
block, with sanitary facilities in full 
view. 

--Only 11 jails had visiting space sepa­
rate from the cells; only 6 providea 
space where inmates could converse pri­
vately with visitors, but generally 
private space was provided for confer­
ences with attorneys. 

--Five jails did not have a private area 
to search the pr isoners. (See ch. 3.) 

Services provided inmates in the local 
jails were inadequate. The low number of 
offenders incarcerated in the jails for 
long periods makes it impractical to de­
velop sophisticated service programs; 
nevertheless, some services should be pro­
vided. 

Generally, jail administrators had not 
shown any initiative in trying to use 
community service agencies or voluntee'rs 
to provide the ·inmates some minimal serv­
ices. Moreover, neither the Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration nor the 
states had developed any guidelines re­
quiring jails receiving Federal moneys to 
begin such actions. 

More services could be provided because, 
in most localities, community resources 
were available to provide some services to 
inmates. sixty-three percent of the local 
organizations visited had not been con­
tacted by jail administrators. Yet, many 
were willing to provi?e some services. 

As a minimum, local jails should consider 
either hiring a counselor or using a volun­
teer to discuss inmates' problems with them 
and refer them to community service agenc­
ies f.or help once they leave the' jails. 
(See ch. 4.) 

iii 
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The Attorney General should also direct the 
Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assist­
ance Administration to 

--establish minimum standards in conjunc­
tion with the States relating to services 
that should be provided and the types of 
community assistance jail administrators 
should seek and 

--use the Administration's regional offices 
to encourage State and local officials to 
seek out community resources and to sug­
gest that States require localities seek­
ing funds to impcove jails to specify what 
services are offered and available in the 
community. 

The Department of Justice generally agreed 
with GAO's conclusions and recommendations 
and said that the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration recognizes the leadership it 
must provide and plans to use every resource 
within the framework of the block grant con­
cept to improve local ja il conditions. (See 
app. VI.) The specific actions contemplated 
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, including making the upgrading of jails 
a national priority program, enacting new 
planning requirements, and enforcing more ad­
equately certain State planning requirements, 
should help to assure that Federal fUnds are 
used to improve local jail conditions. 

However, the Department stated that rather 
than developing agreed upon minimum national 
standards, it will encourage each State to 
establish minimum standards. Such a pro­
posal would not adversely affect local jails 
in progressive States and localities. They 
would probably establish acceptable stand­
ards. But what about those States less 
willing to change? One way is to place a 
condition on the use of appropriate Federal 
funds. Developing agreed upon mimimum 
standards could facilitate positive changes 
in such localities should they choose to 
use Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion money for local jails. 

iv 
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Thus, GAO recommends that the cognizant con­
gressional legislative committees discuss 
with the Justice Department whether the 
block grant concept allows the adoption of 
agreed upon minimum standards to be applied 
nationally for federally funded projects or 
whether additional clarifying legislation 
is needed. (See p. 41.) 

v 
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INTRODUCTION --------
In 1972 there were over 3,900 local jails in the country 

with about 142,000 inmates. About 75 percent of the jails 
were small, holding 20 or fewer inmates. National studies 
have shown that many local jails are in poor physical con­
dition and do not provide adequate facilities and services 
to rehabilitate the offender. 

Local jails (as distinguished from lockups) are author­
ized to hold persons for longer than 48 hours and, generally, 
house persons awaiting trial (pretrial) as well as persons 
sentenced to incarceration for a term of 1 year or less. 
Local jails are generally operated by local law enforcement 
agencies and represent the initial contact that persons have 
with the corrections system. 

During the past decade the courts have found that some 
jail systems constitute "cruel and unusual punishment" in 
violation of the Constitution. The conditions found unac­
ceptable by the courts have included both the physical con­
ditions of the facilities and the lack of adequate programs 
or services available to the occupants. Details of several 
relevant Federal court decisions are summarized in appendix I. 

This report discusses the conditions in 22 ~ocal jails 
in Ohio, Iowa, Louisiana, and Texas after Federal funding 
had been spent for constru.ction and/or renovation and· dis­
cusses the impact that Federal funding has had on improving 
the conditions for local jail occupants. . 

We reviewed jails of varying capacity to determine if 
some of the problems were solved more easily when handling' 
larger populations. We also reviewed four State-operated 
institutions--three in Delaware and one in Rhode Island 1/-­
for comparison purposes. The capacity breakdown of the Jails 
visited was: 

1 to 50 14 
51 to' 150 B 

151 and more 4 

Chapter 6 discusses in detail the scope of our review. 

liThe four Rhode Island facilities are discussed as one in­
- stitution in this report because one warden administers· all 

of them. These four facilities are in close proximity to 
each other even though they are not within one enclosure. 

1 



1160 

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT 
IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

The Federal Government helps State and local governments 
improve their local jails primarily by providing funds through 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). LEAA 
was established by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3701). The act provides 
for State criminal justice planning agencies (SPAs), respon­
sible to the Governors, to manage the funds provided by LEAA. 
Each SPA must develop a State plan to indicate how It will 
try tq prevent or reduce crime and improve the criminal 
justice system. The SPA is to be assisted in preparing the 
State plan by regional planning units composed of representa­
tives from law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, 
units of genera~ local government, and public agencies. The 
plan, when approved by the LEAA regional administrator, is 
the basis for LEAA's grant to the State. 

LEAA's Office of Regional Operations develops guidelines 
the States must follow when developing State plans and estab­
lishes the policies and procedures for LEAA regional offices 
to use when reviewing and approving State plans. Each LEA A 
regional office has designated a representative for each 
State in its region to provide assistance in developing 
and reviewing comprehensive annual plans. The regional 
office also provides technical assistance to the States 
When requested. 

LEAA's legislation provides funds to be awarded to 
States and local governments for programs and projects to 
improve and strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice. 
These funds are referred to as action grants and are awarded 
as either block or discretionary grants. Block grants 
are awarded in total to the SPAs which determine further 
distribution of the funds. Discretionary grants are awarded 
to specific groups on the basis of LEAA-approved applications 
in accordance with LEAA criteria, terms, and conditions. 

Action grants are available under two maJor sections 
of LEAA's legislation--part C and part E. Part C was estab­
lished in the original legislation, and part E was added in 
1971 to supplement, not supplant, part C funds. The following 
describes the major features of the two parts of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act as of the 1973 amendments. 

2 
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Percent available 
for: 

Block grants 
Discretionary 

grants 

Minimum matching 
funds required 
(percent): 

Construction 
projects 

Nonconstruction 
projects 

Matching funds will 
be 
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Part C 

All aspects of law 
enforcement and 
criminal justice 

85 

15 

50 

10 

Money appropriated 
in the aggregate 
bv the State or 
units of general 
local government 
or provided in 
the aggregate by 
a private non­
profit prganiza­
tion 

Part E 

Correctional in­
stitutions, facil~ 
ities, programs, 
and practices 

50 

50 

10 

10 

Money appropriated 
in the aggregate 
by the State or 
units of general 
local governments 

For fiscal years 1969-7'4, LEAA was appropriated $2.6 
billion, which included $347.7 million part E funds, to 
improve the criminal justice system. Block and discretionary 
grants to the States reviewed through fiscal ye~r 1974 are 
summarized in the following table. 

Rhode 
Uland £!.!!m! Q!!!2 ~ LouhllnA I.!!!! 

(000 omitted) 
Part Cf 

n04,31! Block $ B, 793 $5,10 $ 99,520 $26,343 $34,044 
Discretlonary ..!.t.ill !,Llli 21,003 ..hill 2...ill U,382 

Total $10,431 $7,66B $120,52, $~ $41,276 $123,697 

Part E~ 
Block B60 $ 497 $ 9,652 $ 2,216 $ 3,300 $ 10,147 
Discretionary -ill -Ill -1h.Q!Q ~ . 3,892 _7,91~ 

Total $-1...1ll $1,280 $ -1Q.,.ill $ 2 ,63~ $12,192 $ lB,066 

Part. C and EI 
$2B,559 $37,344' $114,462 Block $ 9,653 $5,640 $109,172 

Diacretlon.sry ..1dll 3,30B ...&ill ..lilll 16,124 27,301 

Total $l1,9B7 $~ $141,IB5 $~ $53,46B $141,763 

3 
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Correction projects, including projects involving con­
struction or renovation of local jails, are reported by the 
States under various categories. The following unverified data 
for jail construction or renovation projects from 1971 through 
1974 was obtained from SPA records and may not reflect all 
projects. The projects reviewed were selected from this 
data. Information for 1969 and 1970 was not readily available 
at some locations. 

Funds provided for 

c.onstruction and/or Renovation_of Jails 

F lacal Year s 1971-74 (note a) 

Amount Percent of total funde 
~ 01i10 ~ LouIsiana Texa,; OhlO .!2!! LOU1Slana ~.!! 

(000 om.itted) 

Part c: 
Block $1,954 $ 909 $2,645 $1,733 2 9 2 
Discre-

tionary 2,921 ~ IS 3 

'rotal $4,775 $~ $2,845 $1,733 4 7 2 

Part E: 
Block $ 990 $ 250 $ 
Discre-

11 $ 996 10 12 10 

tionary ~ --ill. 6,100 -ill. 5 67 69 3 

Total $1,540 530 $6,111 - $1,266 9 22 sa 7 

Parts C and E; 
Block $2,944 $1,059 $2,656 $2,729 3 . 4 9 3 
Discre-

tionary 3,471 ~ 6,300 -ill. 12 12 41 1 

Total $6,315 $1,339 $~,956 $2,999 5 5 19 2 

~/NO construction and/or 
t4tions in Delaware or 

renovation projects were 
Rhode Island. 

awarded to the State insti-

4 
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CHAPTER 2 

LOCAL JAILS: PROBLEMS, PROPOSED 

SOLUTIONS, AND DIRECTION OF EFFORT 

In the States visited, little has been done to improve 
overall conditions of local jails that were renovated. More­
over, neither the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
nor the State planning agencies had specific criteria as 
to what constituted an acceptable facili ty or minimum stand­
ards against which to evaluate a project for funding purposes. 
New facilities that had received LEAA funds for construction 
had not incorporated some general standards advocated by 
corrections experts but overall were in better condition 
than renovated jails. The States had not developed adequate 
general plans to overcome some of the pressing problems faced 
by jail administrators. 

The need for jails will not be completely eliminated 
even if all communities avail themselves. of such alternatives 
as pretrial release, halfway houses, probation, and parole, 
since ther~ will always be some individuals who either are 
not willing to accept the constraints in community-based 
programs or would present too great a risk to public safety 
if placed in such a program. Therefore, LEAA and the States 
must develop a workable strategy to provide acceptable jail 
facilities and services for local communities in a manner 
that can be economically and humanely justified. 

PROBLEMS IN ATTAINING 
ACCEg~~§. 

The "1970 National Jail Ce~sus" 1/ stated that, of the 
,3,319 local jails which served counties or were located in 
municipalities of 25,000 or more, 86 percent provided no 
exercise or recreation facilities and almost 90 percent had 
no educational facilities. A followup survey 2/ to the "Na­
tional Jail Census" indicated that rehabilitatIve programs 
were very limited. For example, about 80 percent of the jails 
provided no inmate counseling, remedial education, vocational 
training, or job placement; A report by the National Advisory 

1/"1970 National Jail Census," Law Enforcement Assistance 
- Administration, Department of Justice, Feb. 1971. . 

2/"Survey of Inmates of Local Jails 1972: Advance Report," 
- Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
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Commission on Criminal Justice Standaras and Goals 1/ also 
commented on the poor physical conditions of jails and their 
lack of adequate services to those incarcerated. 

These problems are still confronting many administrators 
throughout the Nation. Many jails need replacing as illus­
trated in the following comments from selected 1974 and 1975 
comprehensive State plans. 

--Many local jails are old, deteriorating, and unsafe 
and are located in areas too small in population and 
too short in resources to provide adequate correc-

- tional services. 

--Inspection of facilities indicated a state of 
general deterioration compounded by other short­
comings, such as lack of fire extinguishers, lack 
of fire exits, and lack of operative fixtures-­
toilets, lavatories, lighting, beds, mattresses, 
heating, windows, painted walls, and showers. A 
survey of basic services provided to the offender-­
meals, exercise, and special custody--revealed an 
alarming absence of these services as well as a lack 
of ability to segregate offenders by age, sex, type 
of offense, or other special custody needs. 

--For the most part, the local facilities are generally 
dirty, in need ~f paint and repair, poorly heated 
and ventilated, and sometimes fail to provide ade­
quate security. As a whole, the county jails can 
best be described as "warehouses of human flesh" 
in which little or no rehabilitation efforts are 
made except for maintenance work. 

--Many county jails and lockups are substandard. 
These facilities present health and-safety hazards 
for both prisoners and staff, and many do not pro­
vide secure custody due to structural or equipment 
problems. In most county jails, work release is 
the only treatment program available. 

--The majority of (the State's) jails are in such an 
advanced state of disrepair that the introduction 
of effective rehabilitation programs is impossible. 

1/"Corrections, "National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
- Justice Standards and Goals, 1973. 
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The length-of-stay for local jail inmates can vary 
from a few hours to several months, but transiency and rapid 
turnover characterize the jail population. In 20 locally 
operated jails visited, more than 70 percent of the inmates 
were incarcerated less than a week, many for alcohol ar 
traffic related offenses. These offenders generally repre­
sent no danger and could be housed in minimum security 
facilities. 

Local jails, however, also house persons awaiting 
trial or those sentenced for periods exceeding 6 months 
but generally less than 1 year. Although the number of these 
persons is low, they represent a much diff~rent challenge 
to the jail administrator. Some probably represent a danger 
to other inmates as well as to the community. Thus, the avail­
ability of maximum security arrangements becomes an issue 
in providing for the safety of other persons. 

Deficiencies in the physical conditions of the jail 
may not represent a serious hazard to the health of inmates 
housed for short periods. However, the length-of-stay for 
some persons can be considerable, and deteriorated physical 
conditions can be detrimental to the physical well-being 
of such persons. 

Services offered to inmates who will be incarcerated 
on the average less than a week must be nominal. However, 
such persons should be informed of services available in 
the community which ma.y be beneficial to them. Offering 
assistance programs to persons incarcerated for a longer 
period would be feasible, but the cost of providing diverse 
beneficial programs to a few long-term inmates would probably 
be more than the community would approve. 

None of the local jails visited were adeguately coping 
with the needs of the diverse jail populations. The jails 
offered substantial security to jail personnel and the com­
munity but did not necessarily provide security to inmates. 
T.he physical conditions were often inadequate, and there 
were little or no rehabilitation services offered regardless 
of the length-of-stay or an ~nmate's need. 

The money needed to provide adequate facilities and 
services to the jail population is probably much greater 
than local and State governments are willing to provide, 
especially when the taxpayers must authorize such expend­
itures. LEAA funding represents a limited source for the 
amount needed for the entire criminal justice system. In 
addition, for a grantee to be eligible for LEAA block grant 
funds, the Federal grant must be matched by State and/or local 

7 



1166 

funds. Therefore, the use of LEAA funds for any particular 
aspect of criminal justice is affected by the extent to which 
the State and local governments desire to or are capable of 
addressing the problem. 

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 

Criminal justice authorities have suggested solutions 
to the local jail problem, as described in the following 
sections. 

Community-based corrections 

Criminal justice authorities, including the 1967 Presi­
dent's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration.of 
Justice, the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, and the National Clearinghouse on Crim­
inal Justice Planning and Architecture, believe that many 
persons incarcerated in local jails are not a danger to 

. society and should not be in jail. According to the 
National Advisory Commission, offenders are perceived as 
stereotyped prisoners regardless of the seriousness of the 
offense. Authorities stress the need to develop a broad 
range of alternatives to incarceration of the nonviolent 

·offender. 

Along these lines, LEAA and States are directing their 
effort to community-based corrections--alternative measures 
emphasizing community participation to reduce involvement 
of offenders with the institutional aspect of corrections. 
Although this solution may reduce the jail's population, 
it does not solve the problem of how to provide an adequate 
facility to those considered ineligible for release. 

State-operated local jails 

In 1973 the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals reported that the most striking 
inadequacy of jails is their "abominable" physical condition. 
Recognizing that few local communities can be expected to 
have sufficient resources to resolve the problem and pro­
vide appropriate services, the Commission recommended tbat 
States take over the operation and control of local 
institutions by 1982. 

As of late 1972, only five States operated and controlled 
all of their correctional facilities--Alaska, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Rhode Island, and Vermont. Each has only a few 
facilities. For example, Rhode Island has one location where 
it incarcer~"ms all offenders, from pretrial to those with 
life sentenc~s. Delaware has jails in 3 different communities, 
and Connecticut has 11 correctional facilities. 
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Regional-operated jails 

The regional jail concept has been suggested as a 
solution to the local jail problem for some time. The 1967 
pr~sident's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice and the 1973 National Advisory Commission of 
Criminal Justic_ Standards and Goals referred to this con­
cept under whic~ one jail would serve multicounty or city­
county needs. with the consolidation of the jail population 
from several counties, the size of the operation could justify 
a better physical plant and some rehabilitation services. 

In the four States with locally operated jails visited, 
SPA officials endorsed the regional concept; however, there 
does not appear to be widespread acceptance and implementa­
tion of this concept. These 4 States have 670 jails, and 
there are only 3 facilities serving multicounties. One of 
these facilities is a farm which has been in existence since 
1930 and is limited to sentenced minimum security offenders. 
The other two 1/ have only recently expanded into multiparish 
facilities, and participation by surrounding parishes has 
not been fully realized. Moreover, within the geogcaphical 
area served by these facilities, local jails are still heavily 
used, which directly conflicts with the concept of regional 
facilities. Parishes within one of the geographical areas 
often refuse to send inmates to the regional facility because 
of the cost of daily prisoner upkeep. 

Barriers that are difficult to overcome confront efforts 
to regionalize jails. with emphasis on community-based 
corrections, criminal justice authorities believe the offender 
should be kept in the community into which he will be rein­
tegrated. with a centralized facility serving multiple com­
munities, keeping the individuals involved in their home 
communities would be difficult. 

A second barr.ier acknowledged by criminal justice ex­
perts and referred to continually by law enforcement person­
nel contacted is a transportation problem. Under a regional 
system, the offenders would be subject to constant movement, 
particularly in the pretrial stage. The transporting of 
inmates would require security guards. Some of the local 
sheriffs indicated that they were operating with an inade­
quate staff; thus, because of the security required to trans­
port offenders, a regional jail would further stretch their 

!/Although these facilities are under one administrator, we 
have considered them as two facilities in this report be­
cause of their dissimilar characteristics. 
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limited resources and would reduce the time available for 
actual enforcement activities. 

various officials contacted also did not consider the 
regional concept to be politically or economically expedient. 
The regional concept could remove the local jail from the 
county along with the jobs it involves. Moreover, under 
the regional jail concept, the participating counties would 
have to appropriate funds for capital and/or operating costs 
to support an operation outside the county. 

Because of the limited use of regional jails, we did 
not at~empt to evaluate the barriers to implementing this 
concept. We believe, however, that it would be appropriate 
for LEAA to study the concept to determine the validity of 
cited problems in establishing regional facilities and 
develop a plan to eiiminate or overcome them. 

One variation of the regional jail concept that appears 
to have more promise is the combination city-county jail. 
If a city and contiguous county determine that the offende~ 
population is large enough to justify combining the correc­
tional facilities of only the two jurisdictions, the above­
mentioned barriers do not appear to be major problems. LEAA 

'might study the feasibility of encouraging appropriate cities 
and counties to consolidate their operations. 

DIRECTION OF EFFORT 

LEAA has stressed the need to improve community-based 
corrections and, in line with this emphasis, states have 
also given priority to them. While the priorities followed 
by the units of government appear consistent with the recom­
mendations of criminal justice authorities, the need to 
improve unacceptable local jails which house thousands of 
inmates is not ruled out. Generally, LEAA has provided 
little guidance concerning the need to improve local jails. 

LEAA guidance 

No firm standards exist as to 
and rehabilitative services should 
after LEAA fund~ have been spent. 
have been used on facilities which 
sirable characteristics, if judged 
by certain corrections experts. 

what physical conditions 
b'e available in a jail 
In practice, LEAA funds 
continued to have unde­
against criteria developed 

The 1971 legislation establishing part E funds re­
quired LEAA to prescribe basic criteria for part E appli­
cants and grantees. Part C of the authorizing legislation 
does not contain similar language. In anticipation of the 

10 



1169 

1971 legislation, LEAA contracted with the University of 
Illinois for the services of a group in the university's 
Department of Architecture now called the National Clearing­
house for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture (Clear­
inghouse). Under this contract the Clearinghouse developed 
the publication "Guidelines for the Planning and Design of 
Regional and C0mmunity Correctional Centers for Adults" 
(Guidelines). 

In 1972 LEAA issued a directive that made it mandatory 
for all construction or renovation projects to be reviewed 
by the Clearinghouse following the criteria established in 
the Guidelines before part E funds could be awarded. This 
directive did not require such review for part C-funded 
projects. 

The Guidelines suggested general methods for housing 
offenders and offering them services--they did not set 
minimum conditions to be met. Clearinghouse personnel told 
us that the Clearinghouse considers the Guidelines to be 
a flexible planning tool designed to accommodate each unique 
situation. They do not consider it mandatory for the project 
to provide all the physical conditions and rehabilitative 
programs in the Guidelines. If the Clearinghouse is unwilling 
to favorably recommend the project proposed even after discus­
sions with the prospective grantee, part E funds cannot be 
awarded unless the proper LEAA regional administrator approves 
the project. 

LEAA has established procedures that require projects 
funded by part E to be reviewed by the Clearinghouse. However, 
neither LEAA nor the Clearinghouse have established ·procedures 
to insure that the Clearinghouse is advised of the funding 
status on projects it has reviewed or that recommendations 
are incorporated into the project. 

In November 1974 LEAA's regulations limited the use of 
its discretionary funds to not more than 5 percent of part 
C funds and 30 percent of part E funds in anyone year for 
bonstructing any type of facility. According to LEAA,this 
policy was adopted because of limited available funds and 
urgent needs in other areas. 

The above restrictions do not apply to block funds. 
LEAA permits each State to set its own priority for using 
block funds. However, it has recommended that the States 
require local areas to contribute a greater percentage of 
the project's total cost than required by law in order tQ 
increase the total funds available to the criminal justice 
system. 

11 
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SPA efforts 

Under the LEAA concepts, each State determines its own 
priority needs and allocates its funds accordingly. In 
approving the State comprehensive plans, LEAA does require 
that the major segments of the criminal justice system--police, 
courts, and corrections--receive adequate consideration. 
However, a State decides the allocation of its funds to the 
various types of projects within each system. Funds for 
corrections can be allocated to various programs, such as 
pretrial release, halfway houses, probation, parole, .rehab­
ilitative programs and renovations in large institutions, 
training of personnel, and local jail projects. 

The need for improving local jails may not lnsure 
that such projects will receive higher funding priority 
than other correction projects whose need may be as great. 
The pattern of funding local jail construction or renova­
tion projects varies among States. The following chart 
shows the number of jails and the number of improvement 
projects funded in 1971-74 for the states visited. 

Ohio 
Iowa 
Louisiana 
Texas 

Number of 
Jails 
(~) Projects 

160 
92 
96 

322 

84 
19 
11 
28 

a/Number of jails as reported in the "1970 National Jail 
Census." 

In Ohio, although there were numerous grants for small 
amounts, mUltiple small grants were awarded to the same grantee. 
Therefore, grants were awarded for facilities in only 48 of 
Ohio's 88 counties. In Louisiana and Texas, large amounts 
were granted for relatively few projects. Iowa awarded only 
a few grants--some for new construction for combined c~ty-county 
detention facilities and some for minor renovation of existing 
facilities. 

The small number of jail projects in these States is 
not necessarily indicative of the number needing improve­
ments. Officials of LEAA regional offices generally agreed 
that most local jails in their regions were in unacceptable 
condition. The following discusses the needs in each State 
and some reasons why LEAA assistance had not been provided 
to meet these needs. 
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Ohio 

In referring to county jails, Ohio's 1974 Comprehensive 
Criminal Justice Plan stated: 

"Thus, many of these jails are hopelessly in­
adequate to provide even reasonable security 
and sanitation, let alone needed programmatic 
services." 

In 1971 the Ohio Buckeye State Sheriff's Association 
surveyed the 88 county jails in Ohio. The survey showed 
that many of the jails were in poor condition and identified 
the 15 worst jails. Small project grants were awarded in 
1972 and 1973 for renovating and repairing inadequate jails 
disclosed in the survey. Ohio has currently adopted a policy 
that new construction projects will generally be limited 
to facilities that serve an area encompassing a population of 
150,000 or"more and is placing primary emphasis on community­
based corrections. The 1974 State plan allocated only $156,000 
for constructing or renovating adult facilities, down from 
more than $1.8 million in the 1972 plan. 

~ 

Iowa's 1974 Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan stated 
that many local jails were in satisfactory condition based 
on the Iowa Department of Social Services' inspections. How­
ever, the consensus of SPA and other State officials contacted 
was that local jails were in poor condition. Moreover, 
Iowa's 1973 plan stated that most, county jail time is lit­
erally "dead time" with no programs aimed at rehabilitation 
or reintegration. 

The SPA, however, has a policy di,rected toward 
community-based corrections rather than constructing and 
renovating local jails. Construction will, generally, be 
considered only if it involves a combined city-county law 
enforcement center. The SPA believes these centers have 
proven to be politically expedient while being cost effec­
tive and providing a "higher level" of services to the 
inmates. Four of the six projects reviewed were for this 
purpose. 1/ In each case, the facilities previously serv­
ing the locality had been closed or condemned. 

l/Although these projects did achieve so,me consolidation" 
- the ability of these facilities to offer some of the 

desirable standards--both physical and programmatic-­
is not practicable because of the small capacity'of the 
new facilities (4, 12, 18, and 31). 
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The Iowa SPA in commenting on our report cited the 
following funding problem: 

"One other aspect which deserves mention is a 
requirement in the federal act as amended in 
1973 which mandates the state to provide one 
half (1/2) of the local match. In a construction 
project such as the report deals with, the state 
share would therefore be 25% of the total cost. 
This stipulation has had the effect of curbing 
financial assistance in regard to this matter 
and as a consequence has also' diminished the 
chances of continued work in improving avail­
able services. Thus, it is difficult to ex-
pect realist.ic objectives to be achieved 
without realistic support to be available 
to achieve said objectives." 

The SPA directo~ suggested that the Congress eliminate the 
one-half State share stipulation. 

Louisiana 

In commenting on local jails in Louisiana's 1974 State 
plan, the SPA said: 

"The majority of these facilities are aged, over­
crowded, and constructed without forethought of 
sound correctional practices." 

Before fiscal year 1975, the Louisiana SPA had encour­
aged local jail improvement. However, two SPA funding policy 
changes now preclude or discourage using LEAA funds for jail 
improvements in the State. Currently, the Federal share of 
a construction project funded under part C of the act cannot 
exceed 50 percent.of the cost, and the State must provide 
at least one-half of the non-Federal funding. The State 
government is not willing to spend funds to provide its share 
for construction. Therefore, the SPA has adopted a policy 
not to fund construction using part C block funds. Any new 
local construction would be limited 'to discretionary or 
part E funds. Under part E funds, the SPA limits the Fed­
eral funds to only 50 percent of the project cost rather 
than up to 90 percent as authorized by the act. The SPA 
also requires the local government to provide the entire 
50-percent non-Federal share. 

In addition, the Louisiana SPA has adopted other fund­
ing policies to better insure that regional jails are 
developed. The SPA believes that regionalization will 
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--foster greater rehabilitative measures, 

--9rovide adequate security measures to meet modern­
day correctional standards, and 

--result in economic advantages. 

~ 

Texas recognized its local jail needs in its 1975 
Criminal Justice Plan when it commented: 

"Detention facilities in the State mainly suffer 
from lacks--lack of repair, lack of acceptable 
security standards, lack of programs that might 
minimize the social damage sometimes inflicted 
on persons detained, lack of fina~ial and 
service resources, lack of community support, 
cnd lack of personnel training." 

In Texas, priorities for projects to be funded with 
LEAA money are determined primarily at the regional plan­
ning unit level. At the time of our review, there had been 
few requests for jail improvement projects in Texas. This 
was attributed, in part, to the community attitude that jails 
are places of punishment. However, as a result of recent 
Federal court orders to improve local jail conditions, more 
attention might be given to local jails. 

In commenting on this report, the Texas SPA stated: 

"The Texas Criminal Justice Division (SPA) has 
been cognizant of the serious problems in the 
jails, but with limited funds in the area of 
jail renovation and construction and 254 coun­
ties in the State, the agency has been concen­
trating primarily on assisting the counties 
in the corrections system planning process • 

. Unfortunately, once the ,county or .counties 
(consolidation) have reached a decision based 
on comprehensive planning, in most instances, 
sufficient funds are not available on the 
local level to finance a major portion (66 2/3 
to 75%) of the renovation and construction 
phase of the project. Based on these condi­
tions, a significant increase of funds from 
other sources is desperately needed." 

The Texas SPA was concerned that the conditions found 
in the few jails we visited might not present a true pic­
ture of the jail problem in Texas. Accordingly, the SPA 
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cited a survey of Texas jails completed by the Texas 
Department of Corrections' Research and Development Division. 
The survey, done from November 1973 to November 1974, covered 
94 percent of the State's counties and found that: 

--ApproximatGly 49 percent of the jails have from one 
to four full-t ime employees and 50 percent indicate 
that they use part--time help. 

--Approximately 58 percent of the county jails do not 
provide 24-hour supervision for each cell block. 

--Six.teen percent of the jails were built before 1900 
and 61 percent were built before 1940. 

--Forty-four percent of the counties were in the 
process of constructing or renovating their jails. 

--An estimated 12 percent of the jails added addi­
tional bunks during peak periods, while 40 percent 
reported sleeping prisoners on the floor. 

--Sixty-seven percent of the jails indicated that 
their bed capacity ranged from 3 to 40, and 29 
percent indicated their bed capacity ranged from 
41 to 1,431. 

--The number of cells in each county jail ranged 
from 1 to 30 for 85 percent of the jails and 
from 31 to 100 for 6 percent of the jails. 

--Approximately 42 percent of the jails reported 
serving less than three meals per day, and the 
onsi te survey revealed the abspnce of dietary 
programs for the jails. In add·ilion, a signifi­
cant number of jails indicated having inadequate 
facilities for serving or preparing meals. 

--The onsite survey revealed that 10 percent of the 
jails provided visiting rooms, 58 percent provided 
reI ig i.ous services, and 70 percent provided com­
missary services. 

--A maximum of 12 percent of the counties indicated 
the use of rehabilitation programs in their jails. 

--Approximately 48 percent of the counties indicated 
that they were experiencing plumbing and/or elec­
trical malfunction. 
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In our opinion, the Texas survey shows that the conditions 
we found in the renovated jails were rather common in the 
State. 

The SPA believed that the "mechanis.n" needed to upgrade 
Tex~s jails may be contained in recently passed State legis­
lation. However, this action does not resolve the problems 
of financing needed improvements. The SPA described the 
recent legislation thusly: 

"In 1975, the Legislature of the State of Texas 
passed House Bill No. 272 which established a 
Commission on Jail Standards. The Commission 
was created due to increasing pressure from Fed­
eral Courts acting on law suits that have so far 
targeted facilities and treatment of prisoners 
in twenty (20) Texas jails. Reports show only six 
(6) of the 254 counties have jails that meet State 
health department standards on sanitation, health 
and population. 

"Basically, the duties of the Commission are: 
(1) to promulgate reasonable rules and procedures 
establishing minimum standards for the construc­
tion, equipment, maintenance and 'operation of 
county jails; custody, care, and treatment of 
prisoners; the number of jail supervisory per­
sonnel and for programs and services to meet 
the needs of prisoners; and programs of rehabi­
litation, education, and recreation in county 
jails; (2) to provide consultation and techni­
cal assistance to local government officials 
with respect to county jails; (3) to review 
and comment on plans for the construction and 
major modification or renovation of county 
jails; and (4) to inspect county jails annually 
to insure compliance with State law, commission 
orders and rules and procedures promulgated 
under the Act. In addition, to the above 
general duties, the Commission has specific 
enforcement powers as follows: 

"When the Commission finds that a county jail 
is not in compliance with State law or rules 
and procedures of the Commission, or fails 
to meet the minimum standards prescribed by 
the Commission or by State law, it will re­
port the noncompliance to the county com­
missioners and sheriff of the county respon­
sible for the jail that is not in compliance. 
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The Commission will send a copy of the report to 
the Governor. The Commission will grant the 
county or sheriff a reasonable time, not to ex­
ceed one year after a report of noncompliance, 
to comply with its rules and procedures and with 
State law. If the county commissioners or sheriff. 
does lot comply within the time granted by the . 
CommiJsion, the Commission may, by order, prohibit 
the confinement of prisoners in the noncomplying 
jail and designate another detention facility for 
their confinement. The county responsible for a 
noncomplying jail will bear the cost of transpor­
t'ation and maintenance of prisoners transferred 
from a noncomplying jail by order of the Commis­
sion. The Commission, in lieu of closing a county 
jail, may institute an action in its own name to 
enforce, or enjoin, the violation of its orners, 
rules, or procedures, or of Article 5115, Revised 
Civil Statutes of Texas, 1925, as. amended. The 
Commission will be represented by the Attorney 
General." 

The diverse approach to funding local jail projects is 
matched by the diverse level of improvement aohieved by the 
various projects as described in the following two chapters. 
Appendix II contains details on the amounts and purposes of 
the projects selected for review. 
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CHAPTER 3 

NEED TO IMPROVE OVERALL 

PHYSICAL CONDITIONS OF LOCAL JAILS 

Only 29 to 76 percent of the desirable characteristics, 
for local jails generally cited by various criminal justice 
authorities Were present in the 22 local jails reviewed. 
The 22 jails included 6 newly constructed facilities and one 
renovated facility not previously used as a local jail. The 
conditions in some of the jails appeared similar to conditions 
in other jails which had been found unacceptable by the 
courts. 

DESIRABLE CHARACTERISTICS 
FOR LOCAL JAILS 

What are acceptable physical conditions in local jails? 
There are no nationally acknowledged standards. Although 
some States have established criteria for inspecting local, 
jail conditions, an American Bar Association report published 
in August 1974 stated that only 15 States have statutory 
author i ty to prescr ibeand enforce minimum standards. and in­
spect local jails. Other States may have established in­
spection requirements but have no procedures 'for insur ing 
corrective action. 

Several associations or groups have issued advisory 
standards or discussed desirable characteristics for local 
jails. These include: 

--"Guidelines for the Planning and Design of Regional 
and Community Co):,rectional Centers for Adults," Na­
tional Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning 
and Architecture. 

--"Guidelines for Jail Operations," National Sheriffs' 
Association. 

--"Corrections," National Advisory Commission on Crim­
inal Justice Standards and Goals. 

--"A Manual of Correctional Standards," American Cor­
rectional Association. 

Using these sources, we developed a compendium of de­
sirable characteristics to assess the physical conditions 
of the local jails visited. We grouped the characteristics 
into four major categories. 
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Under the category of inmate security and safety, we 
assessed whether the jails haa (1) populations not exceeding 
capacity, (2) single occupancy cells only, (3) adequate seg­
regation of offenders by sex, age, and degree of violence, 
(4) operable emergency exits and fire extinguishers, (5) 
operable cell doors, (6) matrons present for female offenders, 
and (7) no drunk tanks. 

To assess the sanitary conditions, we considered whether 
cells had operable toilets and wash basins and whether showers 
were clean and worked. We also considered the availability 
of such personal items as soap and toothpaste and the clean­
liness of such things as blankets, sheets, and towels. To 
assess inmate comfort ana rehabilitation, we considered whether 
dining facilities were separate from the cell blocks and 
whether such things as recreation facilities, ventilation, and 
lighting were adequate. Regarding privacy, we assessed such 
things as whether visiting space was separate from the cells 
and whether there was a private area where the prisoners were 
searched when first imprisoned. 

INADEQUATE CONDITIONS 

The absence of a significant number of desirable charac­
teristics in the jails visited, after the jails had spent 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds, indicates 
the extent of deficiencies in local jails and the need for a 
strategy for improving such facilities. To assume that every 
jail should have all of these characteristics is unrealistic. 
Inmate comfort, rehabilitation, and privacy characteristics 
increase in importance proportionately to the length-of-stay. 
Other characteristics, especially inmate security and safety, 
are important regardless of the length of incarceration. 

In evaluating the conditions at each location, we deter­
mined the total number of listed features available at a 
particular jail and computed it as a percentage of the total 
items applicable to that particular jail. The following 
table summarizes by State and by general area the characteris­
tics found in locally operated jails. The detail for each 
jail is shown in appendix III. 
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~en~of 
Deslrable Features 
!:~gL~~ 

Q,h io Iowa Louisiana !~ 

Number of jails visited 5 6 6 5 

Desirable features avail-
able: 

Inma te secur ity and 
safety: 

40/60 40/100 50/80 Range 40/80 
Average 50 60 5B 65 

Sanitation: 
Range 43/71 29/79 36/86 36/B6 
Average 57 63 61 60 

Inmate comfort and 
rehabilitation: 

Range 10/70 10/40 20/80 20/50 
Average 28 22 45 34 

Privacy: 
25/100 25/100 Range 25/75 50/100 

Average 45 71 64- 55 

Total: 
Range 34/6B 29/63 34/76 42/6B 
Average 46 52 57 54 

We also visited some State~operated facilities serving 
the type of population that is housed in local jails in other 
states. These States had not used LEAA funds to physically 
improve their institutions, but we visited them for compara­
tive purposes. Our evaluation of the physical characteris­
tics of these facilities indicated that, generally, they of­
fered a better facility to inmates although they did not meet 
all desired characteristics, as shown in the following table 
and illustrations V and IX. The detail for each facility is 
shown in appendix III. 
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Percentage of 
Desirable Features 

Founa by.State 

Number of jails visitea 

Desirable features available: 
Inlnate secur i ty ana safety: 

Range 
Average 

Sanitation: 
Range 
Average 

Inmate comfort ana 
rehabilitation: 

Range 
Average 

Privacy: 
Range 
Average 

Total: 
Range 
Average 

Rhoae Islana 

1 

79 

89 

98 

100 

92 

3 

56/71 
61 

64/93 
81 

90/100 
93 

100/100 
100 

74/87 
82 

Some of the more common problems in the jails are (1) 
lack of aaequate segregation of classes of inmates, (2) multi­
ple occupancy cells, (3} the presence of guard corridors, 1/ 
(4} arunk tanks, ana (5) lack of aining ana recreation facIli­
ties and space for rehabilitation programs. Some lack operable 
toilets in cells ana launary facilities for inmates' personal 
clothing and ao not proviae items such as toothpaste, razors, 
sheets, or pillows. Regular visiting space is frequently not 
separate from cell areas ana aoes not offer any privacy, even 
for minimum security offenaers. The following sections dis­
cuss why some characteristics are deemed desirable ana why the 
facilities visitea were or were not acceptable. 

l/A guara corridor is a passageway between the exterior wall 
- ana the back of the cells. Inmates are generally not per­

mitted in these corridors. 
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Inmate ~uritL~~_§.afe.!:y 

This category includes the features of jails that proviae 
protection to the inmate, such as segregation of various clas­
sifications of inmates and fe~ale supervision of female inmates. 

According to the criterin we used, cells should be 
designed for single occupancy. In addition, all handling 
.-:nci supervision of female prisoners should be by female 
employees, and 24-hour matron service should be available. 
Normally, no male employee should enter the women's quarters 
unless accompanied by the matron. 

Four of the 22 local jails visited had only single occu­
pancy cells. The other 18/ including 3 of the new facilities, 
had multiple occupancy facilities with varying capacities. 
For example, the McLennan County, Texas/ jail had eight single 
occupancy cells, two 4-man cells, eight G-man cells, one 8-man 
cell, and two IG-man dormitories. 

Jail administrators usually allowed all males to leave 
cells and congregate in cell block corridors. In three jails, 
the cell doors would not lock, although the doors to the 
cell block did lock. Operable cell block doors are necessary 
to insure the safety of the public, and operable cell doors 
are necessary to provide for the safety of all inmates. 

Illustrations I and II depict a typical cell in the new 
facility in Kossuth County, Iowa. This facility has single 
occupancy cells. However, single occupancy cells were not 
present in all the Iowa jails which received LEAA funds. 
As shown in illustration 111/ the. area to house females in 
Woodbury County, Iowa, was constructed to house at least 
three in a room. The depressing cell areas in the Hamilton 
County/ Ohio, jail (illustration IV) and the Sussex Correc­
tional Institution in Delaware (illustration V) also show 
cells in which at least two persons were kept. The Hamilton 
County jail had 170 double occupancy cells. The jail pop­
ulation on the date of our visit was 235 inmates, and the 
jail generally housed an average of 270 inmates. 

Desirable characteristics for housing female inmates 
were not always met. Five of the 22 local jails did n.ot 
provide adequate audio segregation of adult female inmates 
from male inmates. For example, in Perry County, Ohio, the 
second floor of the jail was used to house female offenders, 
if the male population did not exceed the first floor capac­
ity. If the second floor was needed for male inmates, 
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female inmates were transported to a neighboring county jail. 
No provision had been made for audio segregation between 
floors. Eleven facilities failed to provide audio segrega­
tion between adults and juveniles. 

In regard to fire protection, nine of the local jails 
and one State facility did not have operable emergency exits 
and five local jails and the same State facility did not even 
have fire extinguishers or hoses available. These conditions 
are probably not even acceptable under local fire and build­
ing safety regulations. 

Nine of the 20 local jails having accommodations for 
females did not provide 24-hour-a-day female supervision. 
Although it might be argued that it is not necessary to have 
24-hour matron service, it is considered essential by correc­
tional experts. A recent event demonstrated the reason why 
a matron should supervise female inmates 24 hours a day. 

On August 27, 1974, a female inmate stabbed to death 
a male jailer whom she alleged was attempting to rape her. 
She was charged with first degree murder but was subse­
quently acquitted of the reduced charge of second degree 
murder. When the incident occurred, the woman had been 
in jail for 81 days. The jail had no matron on the staff 
and, according to the Southern Poverty Law Center's 
"PoveFty Law Report," 

"women * * * had no privacy while bathing, changing 
clothes, or using toilet facilities. Prior to the 
jailer's death, they were under 24-hour surveillance 
by closed circuit television cameras which male per­
sonnel, or anyone in the jailer's office, could watch." 

Since the incident, attorneys for the woman have filed a 
Federal court suit asking, among other things, that con­
stitutional standards be set for care of female inmates 
in this particular county's jail. 

Sanitation 

'I'his category includes the toilet and shower accommoda­
tions available to inmates as well as other hygiene items. 
A pervasive characteristic of the jails visited was their 
general low level of sanitation and cleanliness, which 
affects the health and morale of inmates and staff confined 
together in the jail. Such elementary commodities as 
towels, toothpaste, safety razors, 1/ and clean bedding were 
frequently in short supply or totally absent. 

l/Safety razors and blades are accounted for by the jail 
- staff to guard against theft and misuse. 
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Moreover, since single occupancy cells are more 
desirable fot housing inmates, they should be equipped 
with necessary plumbing to assure that cells need not be 
opened at night. The lack of operable toilets in each cell 
precluded some Jails from being able to confine their inmates 
within the cells. Four of the 22 local jails visited had 
cells which either did not contain a toilet or did not have 
an operable toilet at the time of our visit. For instance, 
the Logan County, Ohio, jail has 3 toilets for the entire 
2-tier main cell block with a capacity of 18. One of 
these is in an isolation cell; the others are for the 
rest of the inmates. 

The depressing physical characteristics of some jails 
visited are illustrated by the cells in Hamilton and Logan 
counties in Ohio and in the Sussex Correctional Institution 
in Delaware. (See ill us. IV, V, and VI.) Some of the cells 
in Hamilton County were improved by the installation of new 
toilets in front of the in-the-wall facility. However, due 
to limited local funds, not all the cells were improved. 
The cell shown was one that was improved under the LEAA-funded 
project. 

The condition of shower facilities also varied greatly 
as shown in illustrations VII, VIII, and IX. Four of the 
22 local jails and 1 of the State-operated facilities we 
visited had, in our opinion, very unsanitary shower facilities 
that were extremely rusty and moldy. 

Inmate comfort and rehabilitation 

This category includes 

--the dining area outside the cell and toilet area, 

--adequate ventilation and lighting within each cell, 

--recreation space, and 

--absence of guard corridors. 

The principle of human dignity and the purposes of rehabil­
itation require that offenders be accorded generally accepted 
standards of decent living. This applies to food, clothing, 
and shelter, as well as physical and mental health needs 
including recreation. 
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According to the criteria we used, inmates should not 
eat in cells, particularly if the cells contain sanitation 
facilities. The National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice 
Planning and Architecture suggests that the dining setting 
convey a sense of eating together in an informal environment 
ana recommends individualized seating through moveable fur­
niture and small tables. Straight line eating arrangements 
should be avoided. 

The State-operated jails had separate dining facilities; 
however, only three of the local jails had such facilities, 
and two. of these involved racilities at the multiparish min­
imum security farms. The dining facilities at the Hamilton 
County, Ohio, jail consisted of permanently affixed tables 
with a bench on one side, as shown in illustration X. Al­
though all inmates must face the same direction, at least 
the eating area was not in the cell block area. Typically, 
either a picnic-type combination dining/recreation table 
was located in a cell block corridor or no dining arrangement 
was provided, thus forcing inmates to eat in their cells. 
Illustrations III and XI show the combination dining/recreation 
table arrangement. In 16 of the local jails visited, inmates 
must eat in full view of toilet facilities; 9 facilities 
had either picnic table or table and chair accommodations; 
and 7 facilities offered no accommodations and inmates ate in 
the ir cells. 

Recreation should be recognized as a wholesome element 
of normal life, and numerous criminal justice sources advo­
cate the need for recreation facilities. However, only four 
of the local jails had indoor recreation facilities and 
only five had outdoor facilities. 

Many facilities are designed generally for maximum 
security and include guard corridors, areas between the cells 
and exterior walls. The National Clearinghouse for Criminal 
Justice Planning and Architecture does not believe guard 
corridors are needed even with maximum security. They dim­
inish natural lighting and prevent access to an exterior 
view. Illustration XII shows a typical guard corridor. 
Seventeen of the local jails had guard corridors which re­
stricted the outside area that an inmate could view from 
his cell. This situation contributes to the boredom and 
frustration that offenders in such facilities experience. 

Privacy 

This category include.s the type of space available for (1) 
visiting families and officials and (2) receiving or admitting 
procedures. 
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Typical cell 
Kossuth County, Iowa 

Illustration III 

Illustration II 

Female adult and juvenile area 
Woodbury County, Iowa 



Illustration IV 

Typical ceil 
Hamilton County, Ohio 
(Note mUltiple occupancy) 
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Illustration VI 

'-i'l 
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1m 
Illustration V 

Typical cell, maximum security section, 
Sussex Correctional Institution. 
State·operated facility at Georgetown, 
Delaware. 

Typical cell 
Logan County, Ohio 
(No sanitary facilities in cell) 



Illustration V III 

Shower 
Hamilton County, Ohio 

Illustration VII 

Shower 

1187 

Shelby County, Ohio 

Illustration IX 

Shower 
Sussex Correctional Institution. 
State-operated facility at 
Georgetown, Delaware 
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Illustration X 

Dining space 
Hamilton County. Ohio 

. , 

r
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Illustration XI 

Dining/recreation space 
Logan County. Ohio 
(Note opening for food pass-through) 

Illustration X II 

Guard corridor 
Licking County. Ohio 
Open rear of cells are to the right; 
exterior windows are to the left. 



Illustration XIII 

I nmate visiting portals 
Childress County. Texas 
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Illustration XIV 
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As important as it is to provide a healthy, safe en­
vironment to inmates, the ability to have frequent visits 
in an area that affords privacy is also important. Short 
length-of-stay inmates who offer little custody risk could 
be allowed face-to-face visiting in informal settings, and 
special consultation rooms should be available for visits 
from law enforcement personnel, attorneys, and clergy. 
Space should also be available so incoming prisoners can 
be searched in private. 

Illustration XIII shows the visiting facility for the 
cnildress County, Texas, jail. It consists of a small port 
through which the inmates converse with visitors. Many of 
the facilities we visited did not have adequate visiting 
space. Normal visiting space (excluding that provided for 
meetings with legal counsel) was separate from the cell area 
in 11 of the local jails we visited. The visiting space af­
forded privacy for conversations in only six of these facili­
ties. Illustration XIV is an example of private visiting 
space made available for conferences with attorneys. Most of 
the jails did provide some type of private area for legal dis­
cussions. 

Five of the local jails did not have a private are~ for 
search. Prior to LEAA- aided renovation, the Hamilton County, 
Ohio, jail, conducted strip searches in an open corridor be­
tween the two main cell blocks. The renovation project provided 
a private area for strip searches. 

CONCLUSION 

Overall, the local jails we visited did not appear to 
be in adequate physical condition even after receiving LEAA 
funds to improve them. Many of the characteristics considered 
by criminal justice experts and Federal courts to be necess­
sary to classify the jails as physically adequate were not 
present. 

There will never be unanimous agreement on the standards 
necessary in jails to make them acceptable for housing offen­
ders. Objections might be taken oc the criteri~ we used to 
assess the physical adequacy of the jails. It might be arqued 
that offenders do not deserve such facilities. Our purpose 
in usi~g the criteria we did was not necessarily to endors~ 
all aspects of those criteria, but to assess the improvements 
to the conditions of jails after expenditure of LEAA funds. 

Any public facility should meet certain minimum safety 
and health standards. Thus, LEAA and the States should 
address what standards and criteria should be applied to 
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Juage tne aaequacy ot the physical conuitions of local 
J8l1s. ~he criteria we cited earlier in this chapter could 
ce a starting peint for arriving at standards acceptable 
to coth LEAA ana the States. 
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CHAPTER 4 

NEED FOR ASSISTANCE TO INMATES IN LOCAL JAILS 

Local jails are considered to be the intake point of 
the criminal justice system and, as such, should provide 
an opportunity to help inmates at an early stage. Five jails 
offered no services. Fifteen of the 22 locally operated 
jails provided only limited services, which were generally 
religious- or alcoholic-oriented or limited work release. 
The two farms offered more services. (See app. V.l The 
four State-operated facilities offered a greater variety 
of services, but these were not available to all classes 
of inmates. 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Admin­
istration of Justice stated in 1967, 

,,* * * even the short term of most misdemeanant 
sentencing can be turned to advantage given more ade­
quate resources and better developed processes for 
referral to community treatment agencies outside the 
criminal justice system." 

The National Advisory Commission in 1973 recommended as 
one of its standards that local correctional facilities 
provide activities oriented to the inmates' individual needs, 
personal problem-solving, socialization, and skill develop­
ment. The Commission recommended that these activities 
include: 

--Educational programs available to all residents in 
cooperation with the local school district. 

--Vocational programs provided by an appropriate 
State agency. 

--A job placement program operated by State employment 
agencies and local groups representing employers and 
local un ions. 

--Counseling. 

Although services are considered desirable, there are no 
nationally acknowledged standards • 

• 
According to jail administrators, one reason why assist­

ance programs had not been provided was the inmates' short 
length-of-stay. Extensive assistance programs are not prac­
tical for this class of inmate. However, considering the 
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number of inmates incarcerated at the local level and the 
apparent pattern in their demographic background, such as 
young age ano alcohol-related offenses, minimal counseling 
shoula be provided so the offenders could use further serv­
ices upon release. This counseling could be provided by a 
jail staff member or a volunteer. For longer term inmates, 
greater consideration needs to be given to work or assistance 
release programs. 

In most cOfilfllunities, the educational system, church 
ano civic groups, social welfare agencies, and county alco­
holics anonymous organizations could provide some assistance. 
Representatives of the organizations we contacted were willing 
to provide assistance although, in some instances, financial 
limitations restricted the extent of help that could be 
offered. Generally, the organizations had not been contacted 
by personnel responsible for jails1 furthermore, there is 
no requirement by either the Law Enforcement Assist·ance Ad­
ministration or the states that the local jail officials 
do so. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF INMATES IN JAILS VISITEQ 

~;e developed or obtained demographic data to determine 
the characteristics of the inmates in the 22 local jails 
and the 4 St~te-operated facilities visited. 

Local jails 

Some of the data for the locally operated jails is 
shown on the following page. More information is in appen­
dix IV. 

The demographic data shows that the inmate population 
was predominantly under 30 years of age~ Traffic- and 
alcohol-related offenses constituted a significant percent­
age of the reasons for incarceration--over 50 percent in 
about half the jails. In all of the locally operated jails, 
excluding the farm which housed sentenced inmates only, more 
than 70 percent of the inmates were incarcerated less than 
a week. 

As shown in appendix IV, the local jail population 
consisted predominantly of male residents of the county in 
which the jail is located or of neighboring counties. In ad­
dition, 60 to 90 percent of the individuals were awaiting 
trial. 
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Ohio: 
Licking County 
Perry County 
Logan County 
Shelby County 
Hamilton County 

Iowa: 
Dubuque County 
Kossuth County 
Woodbury County 
Monona County 
Appanoose County 
Scott County 

Louisiana: 
Ouachita Multi­

parish prison 
(note b) 

East Carroll 
Multiparish: 

Jail 
Farm 

St. Martin Parish 
Leesville City 

Texas: 
Bastrop County 
Atascosa County 
Gillespie County 
McLennan County 
Childress county 

1104 

Under 
30 years 
£L~ 

56.9 
45.0 
50.5 
57.5 
77.9 

77.3 
45.0 
79.7 
71.4 
85.0 
60.7 

59.5 

37.5 
60.0 
60.8 
71.9 

43.4 
59.3 
60.0 
59.1 
44.5 

Percentage of in.~m~at~e~s~ __ _ 
With alcohol­

or traffic­
related 
£ffense~ 

51.8 
55.0 
59.0 
59.7 

~/4.0 

45.5 
52.5 
18.9 
33.3 
42.5 
39.3 

46.0 

10.0 
22.5 
22.2 
37.9 

58.7 
65.5 
61.0 
39.8 
60.0 

with length­
of-stay less 
than 7 days 

84.9 
95.0 
89.4 
90.3 
71.3 

88.6 
92.5 
78.2 
88.1 
80.0 
88.8 

78.0 

87.5 
(c) 
89.9 
83.7 

88.7 
92.3 

100.0 
86.5 
88.9 

a/Alcohol- and traffic-related offenses are handled at the 
- Cincinnati Workhouse. There is also a program in opera­

tion in Cincinnati to handle drunk drivers in lieu of in­
carceration. 

b/Separate records for the jail and farm populations were not 
- maintained. 

c/Only sentenced minimum security offenders are housed at the 
- prison farm. 
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State-operated jails 

Demographic data for the four State-operated jails was 
obtained from recent State studies. The studies show that 
inmate.s of State-operated facilities are also predominantly 
under 30 years of age. The offenses and lengths-of-stay 
of inmates at these institutions, however, are not comparable 
to those in local jails. Local jails primarily house persons 
awai ting tr ial and offender s sentenced to less than 1 year. 
State-operated jails also house such persons, as well as 
those sentenced to longer terms, including life in prison. 

The 1970 and 1972 national studies on local jails have 
shown that jail inmates are predominantly young males; over 
half are pretrial detainees or otherwise not convicted. 
Sentenced inmates are usually associated with misdemeanors, 
the most common being drunkenness or vagrancy, traffic vio­
lations, and drug possession. The 1972 study reported I;,hat 
about 6 in 10 were less than 30 years old. The demographic 
data we obtained also showed that the percentage of inmates 
under 30 ranged from 37.5 percent to 85 percent with the 
median being 59.3 percent. 

AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES 

We inquired as to the availability of services at the 
jails, such as those suggested by criminal justice experts 
and those available from community resources (vocational 
and educational agencies and alcohol, drug, religious, or 
social service counseling agencies). 

Local jails 

A summary of services available to the inmates of the 
22 locally operated jails is shown below. More information 
is in appendix V. 

Qh.!g ~ ~s iana !!ill !£lli 

Number of jails visited 5 6 6 5 22 

Number of jails offering these servicesl 
Work release 2 7 
Furlough 2 2 
Educational release 

2 Vocational training 2 
Vocational counseling 2 2 
Job placement .1 1 
Education 2 2 
f\lcohol 1 3 . ,. 1 1 6 
Drug abuse , 1 1 2 
Religious 4 3 ' 5' 2 14 
social service counseling 1 1 . 2 

32 

69-587 0 - 76 - pt.2 -14 



1196 

The locally operated jails, even those with a larger 
capacity, offered practically no services. Work release 
and religious services were the most commonly available, 
but even the existence of these varied among the States. 
In almost every instance, local jail administrators attrib­
uted the lack of services to inmates' short length-of-stay. 
They believed services are not practical unless an inmate 
is confined for at least 90 days, which generally was not 
the case in the jails visited. 

As shown in appendix V, 5 of the 22 jails offered no 
services and 7 offered only 1. The Hamilton County, Ohio, 
jail, the largest of the local jails we visited, offered 
only religious services. The two multiparish farms in 
Louisiana offered the most services, but these facilities 
housed only sentenced minimum security inmates. 

State-operated jails 

The two State-operated systems shown in the following 
table generally offered a number of programs for inmate 
assistance. The existence of such programs supports the 
proposition that larger institutions, with inmates serving 
longer lengths-of-stay, are more likely to offer services. 

Rhode Island Delaware !lli! 
Number of jails visited 1 3 4 

Number of jails offering 
these services: 

Work release I 3 4 
Furlough 3 3 
Educational release I 3 4 
Vocational training 1 2 3 
Vocational counseling I 2 3 
Job placement I 1 2 
Education I 3 4 
Alcohol 1 3 4 
Drug abuse 3 3 
Religious 1 3 4 
Social service 

counseling 1 3 4 

Even the services in these State institutions, however, 
were limited in capacity and had restricted participation. 
In Rhode Island, where all types of offenders are housed at 
one location, services were available only to sentenced in­
mates, even though about 20 percent of the approximately 
590 inmates were awaiting trial. Jobs in most shops, su~h 
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as the printing, tailoring, publication, and hobby shops, 
were available only to inmates in the maximum security unit, 
and about 75 of the 366 inmates in maximum security were 
employed in those efforts. The work release program had 
only 25 participants, and only 3 inmates were in study re­
lease programs. 

In Delaware, educational and vocational programs were 
available to both sentenced and pretrial inmates but the 
programs were limited. There was no vocational training or 
counseling available at the Women's Correctional Institu­
tion,' and only jobs in a furniture shop or farmwork were 
available at the Sussex Correctional Institution. In addi­
tion, sentenced or pretrial inmates could participate in 
vocational or educational programs only if it could be shown 
that the inmate would be incarcerated long enough to complete 
a course and had the basic intelligence quotient to handle 
course material. Only sentenced inmates could participate 
in work release, and the approximate number of participants 
was 71 of an average daily population of 700. 

The services available at the facilities we visited 
are detailed in appendix V • 

. 
AVAILABLE COMMUNITY RESOURCES 

In the communities visited, we inquired into the 
availability of organizations to provide minimal services 
to local jail inmates. The organizations contacted included 
school boards, alcoholic programs, employment services, 
ministerial societies, and public welfare agencies. Since 
States with State-operated jails do offer various services-­
even if on a restrictive basis--we limited our effort to 
communities in the four States operating local jails. 

Resources were available in many communities, and 
organizations were willing to provide some services. How­
ever, 63 percent of the organizations visited had not been 
contacted by jail administrators. Another 23 percent had 
been contacted infrequently. 

As an example, representatives of five organizations 
we contacted in Childress, Childress County, Texas, commented 
on services. Representatives of Alcoholics Anonymous and the 
State employment service indicated they provided limited serv­
ices and were willing to continue with no additional financial 
resources. The superintendent of schools and members of the 
Council of Ministers haa not been contacted by the jail 
administration and did not provide services but would be 
willing to do so. The superintendent of schools indicated 
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that additional funding would be needed. A representative 
of the Department of Public Welfare stated the department 
could provide assistance only to inmates' families. 

I 

He received similar responses from five organizations 
in Centerville,' Appanoose County. Iowa. The five organiza­
tions-··the Indian Hills Community College, the County 
Ministerial Association, and the three discussed below--
had not been contacted and did not provide services but 
were willing to do so. However, the Iowa State Department 
of Social Services and the Iowa employment service indicated 
a need for additonal funds and/or staffing. The super­
intendent of the district community schools stated that by 
law, any services provided by the schools had to be limited 
to persons under 20 years of age. 

The following table summarizes by State the results 
of our inquiries. 

Number of. communities 
visited 

Number of organiza­
tions contacted 

Contacted by jail 
officials to provide 
services: 

No contact 
Informal and/or in­

frequent contact 
Currently providing 

services 

Organization's attitude 
toward providing 
services: 

Willing to provide 
services 

Unable to provide 
services 

Unwilling to 
provide services 

Currently providing 
services 

Restr ictions to 
providing services: 

No restrictions 
Inadequate 

resources 
Miscellaneous 

Ohio Iowa Louisiana Texas Total 

4 6 5 5 20 

24 35 25 25 109 

----------(percentagesJ----------
63 68 48 72 63 

33 

4 

62 

13 

21 

4 

23 

46 
31 

35 

6 

26 

57 

3 

14 

26 

63 

23 
14 

36 

16 

44 

24 

16 

16 

60 

36 
4 

24 

4 

56 

28 

12 

4 

72 

28 

23 

14 

55 

16 

15--

14 

55 

32 
13 
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Sixty of the 109 organizations contacted (55 percent) 
were willing to provide services; however, 36 of the 109 or­
ganizations (32 percent) stated their present financial or 
,staffing resources would restrict such services. 

~herefore, other means should be found to supplement such 
groups' efforts. One available resource could be community 
volunteers. Criminal justice experts believe that volunteers 
are a viable resource for rehabilitative programs. They also 
point out that volunteers can serve a secondary purpose of 
communicating to citizens an awareness of the conditions of 
jails ana possibly exert community pressure to improve the 
jails. 

An LEAA-funded study 1/ concluded that between 60 to 70 
percent of the criminal justice agencies surveyed had volun­
teer programs. Literature on criminal justice includes exam­
ples of successful programs using volunteers, such as: 

--In a Royal Oak, Michlgan, program volunteers are a 
major element in an extensive program for misdemean­
ants which offers individual and group counseling, 
job placement assistance, and aid with family prob­
lems. Partial pay is provided for some participants, 
but many oth~r citizens serve without pay. 

--The objective of a project in Westchester County, New 
York, was to demonstrate how citizen volunteers could 
effectively enrich the activities program in a short­
term institution. Forty-one volunteers with various 
professional backgrounds but without any prior expe­
rience working with offenders were recruited and 
trained in the special requirements governing work 
in a correctional institution. Courses in needlecraft, 
typing and shorthand, personal grooming, nursing, and 
arts and crafts were organized. The results showed 
that citizen volunteers can enrich the activities 
program in a short-term correctional institution. 

--Charlottesville, Virginia, has a program involving 
about 100 volunteers working with individual inmates 
at the county jail. A broad range of inmate programs 
operate in the jail including work release; alcohol­
ism counseling; remedial educational, art, and hobby 
programs; and limited indoor recreation. All are con­
ducted without cost to the jail. 

l/"Guidelines and Standards for the Use of Volunteers in 
- Correctional Pi:ograms," National Institute for Law Enforce­

ment and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, Aug. 1972. 
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On the basis of information developed in the ~EAA-funded 
1972 study and in the three locations just mentioned, jail 
administrators apparently actively sought and used community 
resources. However, in the local jails visited, the adminstra­
tors made little effort to contact the community to obtain any 
services for the inmates. One reason for their lack of action 
may have been the pressing needs to attend to other duties. 
One way to ease the problem would be for each jail to use a 
county social service worker, a volunteer, or someone hired 
specifically to act as a resource person and counselor to in­
mates in the jails to encourage the inmates to use available 
community resources. Such an approach is a relatively effort­
less and inexpensive way for small jails to at least begin to 
address the needs of offenders. 

CONCLUSION 

Local jails have not provided adequate services to in­
mates; more needs to be done. However, because of the low 
number of offenders incarcerated in the jails for long periods, 
it is apparently impractical and probably cost ineffective to 
assume that such jails should develop sophisticated service 
progtams. Nevertheless, some actions could be taken. 

Local jails could rely much more on community resources 
already available. More consideration could be given to work 
release programs. Finally, local jails could employ resource 
counselors to talk to the inmates about their problems and to 
act as catalyst to get the inmates to avail themselves of 
se~vices once they leave the jail. At a minimum, LEAA and 
the State planning agencies should do a better job of encour­
aging local jail administrators using LEAA funds to use those 
community organizations available to assist inmates. LEAA 
and the SPAs should also work together to develop standards 
and criteria citing the services needed for different offend­
ers ana the types of community assistance that jail adminis­
trators should seek. 
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CHAPTER 5 

OVERALL CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

AND AGENCY COMMENTS 

Inadequate physical conditions and lack of services 
are still problems in local jails. The lack of action in 
some communities to correct these problems has led the courts 
to order communities to either improve the conditions in 
local jails or close them. Such court action indicates the 
general lack of priority given the problem by executive 
agencies at all levels of government. 

Both the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
and the States have emphasized community-based correction 
programs as alternatives to incarceration. This emphasis 
appears consistent with congressional interest in community­
based correction efforts. But even recognizing that emphasis 
should be given to improving other aspects of the corrections 
system, the lack of progress in improving local jails is 
disconcerting, as is the fact that in many cas,es LEAA funds 
have been used for minor improvements and repair of jails. 
Such actions have undoubtedly improved the jails, but from 
an overall standpoint the impact on their condition has been 
insignificant.' , 

The problem calls for some national leadership from 
LEAA. LEAA should consider what long-term role local jails 
should have in our correctional system based on research and 
evaluation and then adopt funding strategies to move the 
Nation toward that end. 

One issue that could be addressed is whether LEAA should 
continue to allow its funds to be used to correct minor 
problems in local jails--especially small ones that house 
mainly nonviolent offenders for periods usually less than 
I week--when improvements will not result in the jails' 
meeting certain minimum standards. 'Even if LEAA decidfi!s 
to continue funding local jail improvements to prevent 
court-ordered closure, how long should such a policy con­
tinue? Such efforts, at best, overcome o~ly immediate 
needs. 

We believe that LEAA and the states should insure that 
block grant funds are used to bring local jails up to certain 
minimum standards for physical conditions and programs to. 
assist inmates. The Federal Government has some obligation 
to try to bring about improvements when its funds are sp~nt. 
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States or localities should use their own funds if they 
want to make minor improvements in jails which will not 
meet minimally acceptable physical standards. Also, LEAA 
should require States and grantees to justify the use of 
funds for specific local jails if it appears that regional 
jails might be more efficient and effective. 

LEAA could be a positive force in improving the jail 
situation through its plan approval process and its ability 
to persuade the States to move in certain directions. This 
would be in line with the response of the Department of 
Justice to our May 28, 1975, report entitled, "Federal 
Guidance Needed if Halfway Houses Are To Be a Viable Alter­
native To Prison" (GGD-75-70). In that response, the De­
partment acknowledged the need for minimum standards for 
facilities and that LEAA had leverage through block grant 
funds to encourage following standards. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

We recommend that the Attorney General direct the LEAA 
Administrator to: 

--Analyze LEAA's position regarding the way local jails 
should be used in the entire correctional effort, in­
cluding a study of the barriers to establishing re­
gional facilities and the means to overcome these 
barriers. One possible action LEAA could take would 
be to require justification for funding local jail 
improvements if it appears that regional jails might 
be more efficient and effective. 

--Establish, in conjunction with the States, minimum 
standards for physical cionditions of local jails that 
must eventually be met if LEAA moneys are provided 
to improve such jails and require, as a condition 
of awarding any such funds, that the communities 
seeking such awards submit a plan detailing what 
actions, over a specified period, would be taken 
to bring the jail up to the established standards. 
(The plan would serve as a basis for allowing LEAA 
to seek recovery of Federal funds spent on the jails 
if the community does not adhere to the actions 
and timetable detailed in it.) 

--Establish, in conjunction with the States, minimum 
standards as to the services needed for different 
types of offenders in local jails and the types 
of community assistance that jail administrators 
should seek. 
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--Institute procedures using resources within LEAA 
regional offices to act as catalysts to encourage 
State and local officials to seek out community re­
sources for services for inmates in local jails. 

To help accomplish the above, we recommend that LEAA 
suggest to state planning agencies that they require local­
ities seeking funds to improve jails to specify in their 
grant applications (1) what type of services are operated 
by the jail to assist offenders, (2) what services are avail­
able within the community, and (3) what plans the jail 
administrator has to use available community resources to 
improve services provided offenders. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

The Department of Justice, by letter dated February 9, 
1976, generally agreed with our conclusions and"recommenda­
tions. (See app. VI.) The Department stated that: 

--LEAA intends to make upgrading jails and minimizing 
their use one of its national priority program thrusts. 

--LEAA will attempt to develop a funding policy to achieve 
a more effective correctional system at the local or 
regional level. LEAA's objective will be to insure 
that a methodology is developed (by the State or locality) 
and implemented to accomplish the desired objectives. 

--In LEAA's judgment, efforts by the National Clearing­
house for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture 
and the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals have provided the cornerstone for 
the States to develop jail standards. LEAA will fund 
State efforts to develop such .standards. 

--In addition, LEAA will try to better assure that steps 
are taken to upgrade State and local jail conditions 
by requiring more detailed information from the communi­
ties on their plans to achieve established physical 
standards and desirable services for the inmates. 

The Department also pointed out certain limitations 
that preclude LEAA from directly being able to improve local 
jail conditions. The Department stated that while LEAA 
recognizes the leadership role it must play and plans to 
use every resource at its disposal, the block grant concept 
places primary responsibility on the States for formulating 
and ellforcing standards for local jails. The Department 
also noted that the program's matching fund requirements 
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reflect the extent to which local governments desire to or 
are capable of addressing the local jail problem. The 
Department stated that if local governments are not committed 
to improving jail conditions, they simply will not "buy-in" 
to an LEAA program, particularly if strict standard-setting 
requirements are conditioned with the grant. 

If effectively implemented, the Department's proposed 
actions should better assure that Federal funds are used to 
improve local jail conditions as opposed to perpetuating un­
acceptable situations. However, we continue to believe that 
LEAA and the States should determine the extent to which cer­
tain standards should apply to all States. Progressive 
States and localities will, by definition, probably estab­
lish acceptable standards. The more difficult question to 
answer is how to develop acceptable standards and conditions 
in those States less willing to change. One way is to place 
a condition on the use of appropriate Federal funds. Develop­
ing agreed upon minimum standards could facilitate positive 
changes in such localities should they choose to use LEAA 
funds for local jails. 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS 

While the Department of Justice agreed with our recom­
mendations that minimum standards are desirable when spending 
Federal moneys to improve local jails, it stated that it did 
not believe the block grant concept gives the agency sUfficient 
power to mandate agreed upon national minimum standards to be 
applied if Federal funds are used in constructing or renovat­
ing local jails. 

We believe that LEAA, in co'operation with the States, 
does have the flexibility to develop agreed upon minimum stand­
ards. In addition, the issue of whether LEAA, in conjunction 
with the States, can develop minimum standards has also been 
addressed in several of our previous reports to the Congress 
on the LE!L~ program. 1/ t"I~, therefore, It=(;OIlUnena that the 
cognizant legislative-committees discuss with LEAA whether 
the block grant concept does contain sufficient flexibility 
to enable LEAA and the States to adopt agreed upon minimum 
standards to be applied nationwide when determining whether 
LEAA funds could be used for certain types of projects or 
whether additional, clarifying legislation is needed. 

1/"Difficulties of Assessing Results of Law Enforcement As-
- sistance Administration Projects to Reduce Crime," B-1710l9, 

March 19, 1974. 

"Federal Guidance Needed if Halfway Houses Are To Be a 
Viable Alternative to Prison," GGD-75-70, May 28, 1975. 
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CHAPTER 6 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

The policy of the Congress under the Omnibus Crime Con­
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, is ro assist 
State and local governments in (1) strengthening alld improving 
law enforcement and criminal justice, (2) developing new 
methods for preventing and reducing crime, and (3) detaining, 
apprehending, and rehabilitating criminals. We reviewed 
the conditions of local jails to assess what effect .the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration grant program has had 
on improving conditions of local jails. 

To assess LEAA's role, we looked into operations at 
LEAA headquarters and at the regional offices in Boston; 
Philadelphia; Chicago; Dallas; and Kansas City, Kansas. 

To obtain basic information on local jail improvements, 
we visited State planning agencies and 26 jails in 6 States 
as follows: 

LEAA re2ion State Jails 

Boston I Rhode Island I 
Philadelphia III Delaware 3 
Chicago V Ohio 5 
Dallas VI Louisiana 6 

Texas 5 
Kansas City VII Iowa 6 

Total 26 

The States were selected for review on the basis of (1) the 
amount of LEAA funds used for construction or renovation, 
(2) the types of facilities (local, regional, and State­
operated), and (3) the geographic coverage. 

The jails reviewed were selected on the basis of LEAA 
funding, jail capacity, and geographic distribution. Seventy­
five percent of local jails in the United States have a 
capacity of 20 or less and, therefore, 14 jails visited were 
small. However, we visited 8 medium-sized jails with a 
capacity of 51 to 150 inmates and 4 jails with a capacity 
exceeding 150. The four facilities visited in Rhode Island 
and Delaware are State-operated and were selected for com­
parison with the locally operated jails in the four other 
States. Two facilities visited in Louisiana were minimum 
security regional farms serving multiple parishes. 
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We talked with officials and reviewed records at the LEAA 
regional offices, each state planning agency, and selected 
regional planning units. We reviewed the conditions of 
jails, the policies and procedures to improve these conditions 
through LEAA funding, and the extent of actudl funding. 

At the jails visited, we discussed with jail adminis­
trators the conditions of the jails, the availability of 
services, and the extent of efforts to improve inadequate 
conditiuns. Betw~en July 1974 dnd April 1975, we inspected 
edch jail dnd randomly sampled the jail records to obtain 
demographic data on the inmates. We also contacted repre­
sentdtives of agencies providing services to the communities 
where the jails were located to determine their knowledge 
of the needs for services in local jails, the extent to 
which they had been approached for assistance, and their 
willingness and ability to provide services. 
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~NALYSIS OF LEGAL S'l'ANQAR~~Qg 

~lAIN'rE~ANCE AN~gRVICE!~~EQUIRED 

TC BE PROVIDED PRISONER5 IN LOCAL JAILS -------

APPBr-1DlX I 

Local jails, in principle, are subject to local law, in­
cluding municipal ordinances. However, the past 6 years have 
witnessed a rapidly accelerating and not yet settl~d d~velop­
ment of Federal case law pertaining to the operation of state 
(including local) prison facilities, a development largely 
attributable to the collapse of two obstacles to relief: 
(1) tne abstention doctrine (Federal judicial nonintervention) 
ana (2) the requirement of exhaustion of State remedies. The 
latter is now viewed as inapposite; the former, proscribed. 
Pr£cunier v. ~Iarti~~, 416 U.S. 396, 400 et ~. (1974); 
\'dlwording v. Swens~, 4u\ U.S. 249 (1~71); ~~~.fi v. Met~~, 
456 F.2d 854 (6th Cir. lY72); wri~~ v. McMann, 387 F.2d 519, 
522-5~3 (2d Cir. 1967). The breadth of recent decisions may 
be ascribed to the application of the concept of pendent juris­
diction, a concept that allows Federal district courts to 
interprLt, correct violations of, or enforce ancillary State 
law. See,~., Taylor v. sterrett, 499· F. 2d 367, 3G8 (5th 
Cir. 1974), cert. denied, u.s. , 43 U.S.L.W. 3500 
U.S. ~lar. 17-;-1~75, applying Hagans v. bavin~, 415 U.S. 528, 
545 et ~. (1974). 

It is now generally recognized that a prisoner is de­
prived only of those rights "expressly or by necessary im­
plication, taken from him by law." Moore v. Ciccone, 459 
F.2d 574, 576 (8th Cir. 1972), quoting from Coffin v. Richard, 
143 F.2d 443, 445 (6th Cir-. 1944), cert. denied 325 U.8-.---
887 (1945). --

Among basic requirements, courts h~ve included: 
(a) the essential elements of personal hygiene (~., soap, 
towel, t00~hpa~te. toothbrush, and toilet paper); (b) 
clothing and blankets; (c) access to binks (including hot 
water) and showers; (d) clean laundry (or use of laundry 
facilities) provided on a reasonable basis; (e) essential 
furnishings (elevated bed, mattress, a place to sit, and 
sanitary toilet facilities); (f) adequate drinking water 
ana diet, prepared by persons screened for communicable 
aisease in kitchens meeting reasonable health standards; 
(g) shelter; (h) aCJequate (but not excessive) heat; (i) 
exposure only to reasonable noise levels; and (j) light 
and ventilation. To the extent isolation or segregation 
cells may still be used at all, for punitive or adminis­
trative reasons (including a prisoner's own protection), 
such detentioh facilities should be so designed as to allow 
custodial (preferably, medical or psychiatric) supervision. 
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Prisoners may not be housed in unsanitary or permanently 
overcrowded cells, or under conditions which may be reason­
ably anticipated will endanger personal safety or sanity. 
See, ~., these Arkansas cases: Finney v. Ark. Bd. of Corr., 
505 F.2d 194 (8t:h Cir. 1974) (Finneyl, af~ in part, rev'g 
in part Holt v. Hutto, 363 F. Supp. 194 (E.D. Ark. 1973), 
modifying Holt v. Sarver, 442 F.2d 304 (8th Cir. 1971) (Holt 
III), aff'~ 309 F. Supp. 362 (E.D. Ark. 1970), (~II), 300 
F. Supp. 825 (E.D. Ark. 1969), (Holt I). 

While local jails may be exempt from compliance with 
local health and housing codes, prison conditions are unlikely 
to meet minimum community standards of decency if they totally 
fail to comply with essential health, safety, and housing 
(particularly space, ventilation, plumbing, heating, electri­
city, or sanitation) regulations. Cf. Gates v. Collier, 501 F.2d 
1291 (5th Cir. 1974), adopting and aff'~ 349 F. Supp. 881 (N.D. 
Miss. 1972). Similarly, courts have ordered that prison kitchen 
standards be made to conform with State board of public health 
restaurant standards. Little v. Cherry, 3 Pris. L. Rep. 70 (E.D. 
Ark. Jan. 31, 1974). 

While the nature of appropriate medical treatment falls 
within the sound discretion of medical personnel, prisoners 
may not be deprived of competent medical and dental care. 
Gates v. Collier, su~; Nerman v. Alabama, 349 F. Supp. 278 
TM:D: Ala. 1972). ~dequate supportive facilities should be 
available--not necessarily within the prison--to meet rea­
sonably foreseeable medical and dental needs, including 
pharmaceutical and medically prescribed dietary requirements. 
Finney, supra, 202-204; Steward v. Henderson, 364 F. Supp. 
283 (N.D. Ga. 1973). 

Medical care must include treatment of drug dependent 
prisoners, or medically supervised drug detoxification. 
Wayne County Inmates v. Wayne Co. Bd. of Commr., 1 Pris. L. 
Rep. 5, 51, 186 (Mich. Cir. Ct. 1971, 1972), substantive 
issue not disputed on appeal, sub ~~., Wayne County Jail 
Inmates v. Lucas, 216 N.W.2d 910 (M1Ch. 1974). Differences 
in services-afforded based on anticipated length of im­
prisonment have been permitted, provided at least that 
classification of services afforded prisoners is rational, 
is based on differences in sources of available funding, 
and does not deny basic medical needs. Kersh v. Bounds, 
501 F.2d 585 (4th Cir. 1974), cert. deni~ U.S. , 
43 U.S.L.W. 3452 (U.S. Feb. 14-;-1975). --- --

Reasonable access to the courts may not be denied or ob­
structed. Johnson v. Av~ry, 393 U.S. 483 (1969). Facilities 
must be adequate to permlt confidential attorney-client vi­
sits. A basic collection of representative legal materials 
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(including case law and search materials) should be available, 
at least on a loan basis. Gilmore v. Lynch, 319 F. Supp. 105 
(N.D. Calif. 1970), aff'd under the name of Youn~ v. Gilmore, 
404 U.S. 15 (1971). Library size and number-or-required copies 
of basic materials necessarily depend on the size and character 
of the institution. If materials may not be removed to the 
cells, size and furnishings should be adequate to afford prison­
ers a reasonable opportunity for research and study. Cf. 
White v. Sullivan, 368 F. Supp. 292 (S.D. Ala. 1973); Stone v. 
BOOne, 3 Pris. L. Rep. 285 (D. Mass., Oct. 10, 1974) (consent 
decree) • 

prisoners must be permitted to follow the tenets of 
their religion, including the right to conform to dress 
and dietary requirements, insofar as their religious beliefs 
can be reasonably accommodated. Ross v. Blackledge, 477 F.2d 
616 (4th Cir. 1973). Chapel or srmrrar facilities and reli­
gious materials must be al.lequ,ate to accommodate the needs of 
minority faiths, if available to others. pitts v. Knowles, 
339 F. Supp. 1183 (W.O. Wis. 1972), aff'd ~.2d 1405. 
Religious privacy must be protected ~services being held 
in places where prisoners not choosing to attend are not 
made unwilling participants. Cf. Edwards v. Davis, 3 pris. 

'L. Rep. 54 (D.N.C. Dec. 11, 1973) (consent decree). 

Prisoners are not entitled to benefits not generally 
recognized as rights enjoyed by the community at large. 
James v. Wallace, 382 F. Supp, 1177 (M.D. Ala. 1974). Adult 
education is not provided as a matter of right, and except 
as otherwise required by local law, rehabilitative services 
including educational or job training programs need not be 
provided f~r adult prisoners. But cf. Holt III, supra, 
378-379; F~nney, supra, 209. 

Moreover, where local jails are used to house persons 
detained under civil commitment or pretrial, detainees un­
able to raise bail, facilities must be designed and equipped 
to meet additional requirements. The detainee is presumed 
not guilty of criminal misconduct; he may not be punished 
without or before trial. He may be held only under condi­
tions comprising the least restrictive means of achieving 
the purpose requiring and justifying his detention. Hamilton v. 
Love, 328 F. Supp. 1182, 1192 (E.D. Ark. 1971). Note, "Con­
stitutional Limitations on Pretrial Detention," 79 Yale 
L.J. 941, 949-950 (1970). Detention may not be more puni-
tive than incarceration within the State's penal system; 
it should not be substantially more burdensome than deten-
tion in other State or Federal institutions used for the 
same purpose, in the same area. Rhem v. Malcom, 507 F.2d 
333, 336-337 (2d Cir. 1974) (RhemI'IT), aff'g in part, 
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~~ in part 377 F. Supp. 995 (Rehm II), 371 F. Supp. 594 
(Rehm I) (S.D.N.Y. lY74); Inmates-or-suffolk County Jail v. 
EIsenstadt, 360 F. Supp. 676 (D. Mass. 1973), af~ 494 
f. 2d 1196 (1st Cir. 1974), cert. denied 41Y U.S. 977 
(Eisenstac'it). -- ---

Detainees committed under civil commitment for psy­
chiatric evaluation or treatment should be committed to 
facilities designed to provide suitable professional treat-
ment and evaluation. Cf. O'Connor v. Donaldson, U.S. 
43 U.S.L.w. 4929 (U.s.~une 26, 1975) vacating Donaldson v. 
O'Connor, 493 F.2d 507 (5th Cir., 1974); see the latter, and 
cases cited therein, 518-527. 

Whether or not the courts will eventually require clas­
sification of detainees, they have recognized that maximum 
security conditions cannot be justified as "the least re­
strictive means" of assuring that the great majority of pre­
trial detainees will appear at trial. In individual cases, 
courts have held that detainees were entitled: (1) to have 
privacy (including, in one case, the right to be locked in 
as well as out of the cell), Rehm I, supra, 628, in others, 
to single cell occupancy, Eisenstadt, 360 F. Supp. 676; 
(2) to associate with other detainees (to assemble, ~. 
for religious services, United States ex reI. Jones v. Rundle, 
453 F.2d 147 (1971)); (3T-rD enjoy access-to a broad range 
of reading and writing materials, (Inmates v. Peterson, 353 
F. Supp. 1157, 1168-1169 (E.D. Wisc. 1973) (Peterson)); 
(4) to engage in recreational activities and to use recre­
ational facilities, (Rehm I, supra, 594); and (5) to have 
outside communication by telephone (Brenneman v. Madigan, 
343 F. Supp. 128, 141), letter (Peterson, supra, 1167-1168), 
and personal contact, including visits by children (Brenneman, 
supra) and, in one case, conjugal rights arranged in a dis­
creet and circumspect manner (Government v. Gereau, 3 Pris. 
L. Rep. 20 (D.V.I. May 30, 1973)). ---

Courts have ordered the reduction of jail population, 
the closing of nonconforming jails, or substantial altera­
tion of existing facilities, including: (1) removal of 
cells to provide recreational areas, (2) dismantling of 
prisoner-visitor telephone systems and walls separating 
prisoners from their visitors, and (3) the installation of 
outside telephones. ~., see Rehm II, supra. Generally, 
detainees have a right to participate-in training or edu­
cational programs offered other prisoners. Wilson v. 
Beame, 380 F. supp. 1232 (E.D.N.Y. 1974). And one recent 
case-has held that a pretrial detainee parricipating in 
a state-approved, medically supervised (methadone) d~ug 
treatment program prior to arrest is entitled to continue 
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the prescribed course of treatment, and could not be sub­
jected to forced (withdrawal) detoxification even though 
medically supervised. Cuknik v. Kreiger, 3 Pris. L. Rep. 221 
(E.D. Ohio, July 16, 1974). 
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PURPOSE OF LOCAL JAIL 

PROJECTS REVIEWED 

The following information describes the facility on which 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds were spent 
and the results that were to be achieved with the funds. 

PERRY COUNTY, OHIO 

Year facility built--1886 
Current capacity--2l 
Proposed project cost--$75,436 
LEAA funds awarded--$28,125 (part C) 

$25,125 (part E) 

Purpose of the project was primarily to install electroni­
cally operated cell doors, a fire escape, two-way monitoring, 
a ventilation system, vandalproof lighting, toilets and showers, 
steel-framed bunks, and a visitor speaking and observation port. 
Painting was also included. 

LICKING COUNTY, OHIO 

Year facility built--1879 
Current capacity--68 
Proposed project cost--$78,980 
LEAA funds awarded--$50;OOO (Part E) 

purpose of the project was primarily to install toilets 
and showers, electrical lighting, ventilation, steel ,bunks, 
and visiting ports. Painting was, also included. 

SHELBY COUNTY, OHIO 

Year facility built--1893 
Current capacity--45 
Proposed project cost--$I05,270 
LEAA funds awarded--$35,OOO (part C) 

purpose of the project was primarily to convert one 
cell into a maximum security cell; install toilets, showers, 
and ventilating fans; improve the laundry and kitchen facili­
ties; and remodel one cell block to segregate juveniles. 

LOGAN COUNTY, OHIO 

Year facility built--1870 
Current cap.city--18 
Proposed project cost--$45,390 
LEAA funds awarded--$34,040 (part E) 
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purpose of the project was primarily to convert one cell 
into a maximum security cell; install toilets, a shower, and 
a steel-screened enclosure for visiting and temporary holding; 
and improve existing heating, ventilation, llghting, and 
electrical wiring. Painting was also included. 

HAMILTON COUNTY, OHIO 

Year facility built--1917 
Current capacity--363 
Proposed project #1 cost--$300,OOO 
LEAA funds awarded--$150,OOO (part C) 

purpose of the project was primarily to rehabilitate the 
cell blocks to permit segregation of different classes of in­
mates and to remodel the kitchen. 

proposed project #2 cost--$46,487 
LEAA funds awarded--$34,697 (part E) 

Purpose of the project was to obtain emergency repairs 
to toilets and plumbing. 

DUBUQUE COUNTY, IOWA 

Year facility bui1t--1974 
Current capacity--31 
Proposed project cost--$966,OOO 
LEAA funds awarded--$351,875 (part C) 

The purpose of the project was to construct a new law 
enforcement center, including combined city-county deten­
tion facilities. 

KOSSUTH COUNTY, IOWA 

Year facility bui1t--l973 
current capacity--4 
proposed project cost--$28,4BO 
LEAA funds awarded--$10,OOO (part C) 

(For purpose of project see Dubuque County description.) 

MONONA COUNTY, IOWA 

Year facility built--1974 
Current capacity--12 
proposed project cost--$71,736 
LEAA funds awarded--$38,836 (part C) 

(For purpose of project see Dubuque County description.) 
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APPENDIX II 

APPANOOSE COUNTY, IOWA 

Year facility built--1974 
Current capacity--18 
proposed project cost--$73,54l 
LEAA funds awarded--$39,456 (part C) 

APPENDIX II 

(For purpose of project see Dubuque County description.) 

• WOODBURY COUNTY, IOWA 

Year facility built--19l8 
Current capacity--81 
proposed project cost--$26,547 
LEAA funds awarded--$9,6l0 (part C) 

Purpose of the project was to improve the sanitary 
facilities and the electrical system and to repair the 
flooring. Painting was also included. 

SCOTT COUNTY, IOWA 

Year facility built--1892 
Current capacity--138 
proposed project cost--$5,237 
LEA A funds awarded--$2,619 (part C) 

Purpose of the project was to build an exercise yard. 

OUACHITA PARISH, LOUISIANA 

Year jail facility built--li24 
Year farm facility built--unknown 
Current capacity (jail and farm)--257 
proposed project cost--a/$896,653 
LEAA funds awarded--$27I,300 (part C) 

Purpose of the project was to increase capacity by 22 
cells, to construct a metal building at the farm for teach­
ing automotive maintenance, and to purchase supplies and 
equipment. 

EAST CARROLL PARISH, LOUISIANA (JAIL) 

Year facility built--193l 
Current capacity--39 
proposed project cost--a/$244,56l 
LEAA funds awarded--$88~390 (part C) 

Purpose of the project was to install guard corridors, 
security devices, and all new bunks and to repair plumbing. 
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EAST CARROLL PARISH, LOUISIANA (FARM) 

Year facility built--19l0 
Current capacity--70 
proposed project *1 cost--a/$194,560 
LEAA funds awarded--$71,686 (part C) 

APPENDIX II 

Purpose of the project was to expand rehabilitation 
services at the farm by constructing a metal building and 
purchasing equipment for vocational course counseling. 

proposed project *2 cost--a/$40,80l 
LEAA funds awarded--$12,345 (part C) 

Purpose of the project was to purchase meat-processing 
equipment to meet State health department requirements. 

ST. MARTIN PARISH, LOUISIANA 

Year facility built--1955 
Current capacity--56 
proposgd project cost--$70,000 
LEAA funds awarded--$35,000 (part C) 

Purpose of the project was to enlarge the existing 
facility for 20 additional inmates; provide separate space 
for female, juvenile, and maximum security inmates; pro­
vide visiting space; and enlarge the kitchen and dayroom 
areas. 

LEESVILLE CITY, LOUISIANA 

Year facility built--1910 
Current capacity--36 
Proposed project cost--$304,995 
LEAA funds awarded--$lOO,OOO (part C) 

Purpose of the project w~s to provide a city jail 
separate from an unacceptable parish jail by acquiring and 
renovating a building to meet city needs. 

BASTROP COUNTY, TEXAS 

Year facility built--1974 
Current capacity--20 
proposed project cost--$335,940 
LBAA funds awarded--$243,900 (part E) 

Purpose of the project was to construct the new jail 
with innovative modular design. 
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ATASCOSA COUNTY, TEXAS 

Year facility built--19l5 
Current capacity--l9 

1216 

Proposed project cost--$20l,822 
LEAA funds awarded--$l28,665 (part E) 

APPENDIX II 

Purpose of the project was to renovate the jail to pro­
vide separation of classes of inmates, single occupancy units, 
recreation space, a visiting area, and rehabilitation programs. 

GILLESPIE COUNTY, TEXAS 

Year facility built--l975 
Current capacity--l7 
Proposed project cost--$279,840 
LEAA funds awarded--$ll9,l25 (part E) 

Purpose of the project was to construct a new jail. 

McLENNAN COUNTY, TEXAS 

Year facility built--l950 
Current capacity--104 
proposed project cost--$9l,7l7 
LEAA funds awarded--$29,890 (part C) 

$11,994 (part E) 

Purpose of the project was to provide segregation for 
maximum security inmates, ventilation and air conditioning, 
and improved food preparation facilities. 

CHILDRESS COU~TY, TEXAS 

Year facility built--l938 
Current capacity--l9 
Proposed project cost--$61,466 
LEAA funds awarded--$37,500 (part E) 

Purpose of the project was to increase the capacity, 
provide segregation for different classes of inmates, im­
prove sanitary facilities, upgrade kitchen facilities, and 
provide a recreation room. 

a/We requested LEAA to review the validity of the in-kind 
- match, because the appraised value of the existing jail 

facility was used to match the LEAA funds. LEAA has con­
cluded that the in-kind match is unallowable based on 
'available data. LEAA has requested the Louisiana State 
planning agency to review and comment on the apparent over­
payment of Federal funds. As of January 1976, the SPA 
had made no comment. 
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COMPARISON OF CONDITIONS OF JAILS IN RELATION TO 

DESIRABLE CHARACTERISTICS OUTLINED BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPERTS !l" 
10 
10 

Inmate Securit~ and Safet~ 
['l 
Z 
I:) 

Designed Single Se2resation adeguate for Operable .... 
capacity occupa.ncy No Offender Operable Fire individual :>< 

not cells drunk Male/ Adult/ classes 24-hour ~me[gency extin- cell. .... 
Facility ~ ~ ~ !!!!!! juvenile ~ ~ !ill.! quishers ~ I-i .... 

Rhode Island institution: 
All-~ale units (3) 1 1(1), 0(2) 1 nfa nfa 1(2), 0(1) nfa 1 1 1 
Women's unit 1 1 1 n"/a 0 1 1 1 1 1 

Delaware: 
All-male inst:itu-

tions (2) 0 0 1 nfa 
Women's unit (co-

nfa 1(1), 0(1) nfa 1 1 1 

correctional) 1 () 1 1 n/a 0 1 0 0 1 
Ohio: 

Licking County 1 0 0 I 0 0 1 0 1 1 
Perry County 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 
Logan County 1 1 1 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Shelby Coun ty 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 ...... 
Hamil ton County I 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 t-:l 

V1 'Iowa: ...... 
,&>. Dubuque County I 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 -:t 

Kossuth County 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 
Monona County 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Appanoose County I 0 0 I 1 0 1 1 1 1 
Woodbury County 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
Scott County 1 O. 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Louisiana: 
Ouachita Multiparish 

jail 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 
Ouachita Multiparish 
~farm 1 hfa nfa nfa nfa 1 nfa 1 nfa 

East Carroll Parish 
jail 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

East Carroll Multi-
parish farm 1 nfa nfa nfa nfa 1 nfa 1 1 nfa 

St. Martin Parish 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 !l" 
Leesville City 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 10 

10 
Texas: ['l 

Bastrop County 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 -1 0 1 Z 
Atascosa County 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 I:) 

Gillespie County 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 H 

McLennan County 1 0 1 1 nfa 0 1 1 1 1 :>< 
Childress County 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 H 

H 
Key: 1 - acceptable H 

o • unacceptable 



COMPARISON OF CQNDt'lIONS OF .JAILS VISITED IN RELATION 'l'O :J>o 
'0 

'" DESIRABLE CSARAC'l'ERISTICS ODTLINED BY CRIMINAL JDSTICE £XPER'l'S '0 
t'l 
Z 

InMate Comfort and Rehabilitation 0 
H 
X 

Toilets not In-house H 
in view of Recreation facilities medicel Venti- Ll1~tlns in cells No guard Space for H 

Pacility dining: ar •• ~ Outdoor LISrary facUities ~ Art c 151 ~ ~ programs H 

Rhode rsland 
institution, 

All-male 
units (3) 1 1 1 1(2), 0(1) 

Woa.n'. unit 1 1 1 1 
Delaware: 

All-•• le 
inIU.tu-
tton. (2) 1 ~ 1(1), 0(1) 1(1), 0(1) 

wo •• n'. unlt 
(co-correction.l) 1. 1 1. 

Ohto' 
Licking County 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Perry County 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Loqan County 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Sbelb'"f County 0 0 0 0 0 1 a ...... 

U1 ea.ilton county 1 1 1 l' 1 1 0 tv 
U1 Iowa, ...... 

Dubuque county .0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 CtJ 
Xo •• uth County 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 
Konona County 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
Appanoa.e County 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 
Woodbury county 0 0 0 0 1 Q 0 0 0 
Scott. County 0 0 I Q 0 0 0 0 0 

LOul.lana: 
Ouachita Multi-

parl.II joll 
ouachita Multl-

0 I 1 

pariah tara 1 
East Carroll • Porioh jail 0 
Ea.t Carroll 

Kultiparllb 
tar. 

St. Martin :J>o 
pariah 0 0 0 '0 

Le.lvill. City 0 0 0 '0 
T'Eal, t'l 

Ba.~rop County 0 0 1 0 Z 
At •• cc; •• county .1 1 1 0 0 
GU1 •• pie County 0 Q 1 0 H 
JleLennan county 0 0 0 u X 
ChUdr ••• county 0 0 1 0 

H 

"I:'Y: 1 • acce p~abl. H 
o • unacceptlble H 



C;9~f~ll~I?t!_qf _ cQ~Q!!!Q~~LQt:.~H;S--y!§n~~~~ ;too 
'tI 

DESlHABLE CHARACTERISTICS OUTLIa'O BY CRIMINAL JDSl'ICE EXP£Jt't'S 'tI 
t'l 

~ 
Z 
0 

It ... 1 .. \tee! H 
r.aundry for cI .. nea bifon rel .. uanc* X 

!o¥¥:~:ble ~~.6·!!:tn. Sanitary personal Tooth- onl- M.t- Pillow 
H Facillty ~ clothing !2!2 ~ !!!E.! ~ trey !!lli!! !!!n!!! !!l!!l S!.!!. ~ 
H 

abode Islana In- H 
sUtutionl 

Al1-.. 1. 
un!ta (3) 1(2), 0(1) 1(21. 0(11 1(2), 0(1) 

• "o~n'a unit 0 0 HI 
Dela ... ar.: 

All-=..le 
inatitu-
tiona (2) 1(11. 0(11 

MODen's unit-
1111. 0(11 ·1 ltl), RI(1) 1 1(1), RI(1) 1(1" HIU) 

(co-
correetional ,!lSI 

Obio: 
Licldng County 1 1 1 1 HI HI HI HI 1 
Perry County : 1 1 NI NI NI HI HI NI 1 
Logan County 0 1 NI NI NI 1 I 1 1 
Shelby County I I HI NI NI '" 1 NI 1 
aa.Uton County 1 1 1 1 1 NI 1 OX 1 

lo ... a: 
U1 Dubuque County I I I I 1 HI 1 BI NI I 

I-' 
0'\ .oaauth County I 1 1 1 1 I 1 BI VI 1 

l\:l Konons County 1 1 NI I HI HI 1 "' RI 1 
Appanoo .. County 1 1 NI 1 NI 1 I HI lIT 1 I-' 
Woodbury County 1 I ·n 1 NI HI 1 1 at 1 ~ 
Scott Cyunty 0 0 I 1 HI OX 0 HI OX OX 

Louaiana: 
Ou;achita Mu1ti-

pariah jail 
Ouachita Multi-

NI NI HI I NI HI 

pariah farm n/. n/a I NI NI HI 
E.at Carroll 

pariah jail H. NI NI Nt NI .. NI 
East Carroll 

MulUparbh 
fara n/a n/a NI NI HI 

St.. Kutin 
0 Pariah 1 NI 1 1 

LunUle City 1 1 NI NI HI 
~.xasl 

Butrop County 1 1 1 0 1 HI 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Ataacoaa County 1 1 I 0 1 NI NI NI 1 NI HI III WI :.-
Gillespie County I 1 I 0 1 n 1 1 1 1 HI HI I 'tI McLennan County I I 1 I 1 NI 1 In I NI WI III I 'tI Cblldn .. Cocnty 1 I 1 1 1 HI 1 HI 1 HI HI OI 1 t'l 

.,!/reub: inaatea \olear civilian clothing: lIIale ilUlustea are iaBUed uni!oraa. Z 
0 

ley: .1 • accept.able H 
o • unacceptable X 

HI - not i.sued 
H 
H 
H 
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

COMPARISON OF CONDITIONS OF JAILS VISITED IN RELATION 

TO DESIRABLE CHARACTERISTICS 

OUTLINED BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPERTS 

Privacy 

Visiting space 
(note a) Privacy No closed 

Separate Space for for circuit TV 
from cell private con- search in living 

Facility ~ versations on entrl:: ~ 

Rhode Island 
institution: 

All-male units ( 3) 1 1 1 1 
Women's unit 1 1 1 1 

Delaware: 
All-male insti-

tutions (2) 1 1 1 1 
Women's unit 

(co-correctional) 1 1 1 1 
Ohio: 

Licking County 0 0 1 1 
Perry county 0 0 0 1 
Logan county 0 0 0 1 
Shelby County 0 0 1 1 
Hamilton County 1 0 1 1 

Iowa: 
Dubuque County 1 0 1 1 
Kossuth County 0 0 1 1 
Monona County 1 1 1 1 
Appanoose County 0 1 1 1 
woodbury County 1 0 1 0 
Scott County 0 a 1 1 

Lousiana: 
Ouachita Multi-

parish jail 1 1 1 1 
Ouachita Hulti-

parish farm 1 
East Carroll 

1 nla 0 

Parish jail 0 0 0 1 
East Carroll 

Parish farm 1 1 nla 1 
St. Martin Parish 1 0 1 0 
Leesville City 0 0 1 1 

Texas: 
Bastrop County 1 0 1 a 
Atascosa County 1 a 0 1 
Gillespie County 1 1 1 1 
McLennan County 0 0 1 1 
Childress County 0 0 a 1 

!/Excludes arrangements for visits with legal eounsel. 

Key: 1 = aeceptable 
o c unacceptable 
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APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IV 

INMATE DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

FOR LOCAL JAILS 

Ohio 
Lick {jig-Terry Logan sfieIby---uaiiiilliin 

~ County County County County County 

Capacl.ty 68 21 18 45 363 

Sample size (note a) 139 40 95 134 199 

-------------------(percentage)--------~---------

Type of· incarceration: 
57.9 Awaiting trial 68.4 82.5 64.9 92.0 

Serving sentence 25.2 17.5 23.2 31.4 0.5 
Other 6.4 18.9 3.7 7.5 

Type of offense: 
Alcohol-related 41.0 52.5 49.5 45.5 3.0 
Traffic-related l!!.:.! ..1.:.2 -2..:.2 llil .-!.J! 

Subtotal 51.8 55.0 59.0 59.7 4.0 

Other felonies and 
misdemeanors 43.2 42.5 24.2 40.3 92.5 

Other 5.0 2.5 16.8 3.5 

Length-of-stay: 
Less than 1 day 43.9 42.5 48.4 42.5 37.2 
1 and 2 days 17.3 40.0 26.3 21.7 18.1 
3 through G days ~ !hl .!!:1. ~ lli.Q 

Subtotal 84.9 95.0 89.4 90.3 71.3 

7 through 30 days 9.4 2.5 7.4 5.2 10.6 
31 through 90 days 3.6 2.5 2.1 3.7 10.6 
Over 91 days 2.1 0.8 7.5 

Average length-of-stay 
(days) 8.6 2.4 3.8 4.5 15;0 

Sex: 
Male 84.2 100.0 89.5 93.3 92.5 
Fe.ale 15.8 10.5 6.7 7.5 

Age: 
Under 18 2.9 2.5 9.5 1.5 3.0 
18 through 29 years 54.0 42.5 41.0 56.0 74.9 
30 years and over 42.4 55.0 49.5 42.5 22.1 
Unknown 0.7 

Residence: 
lIithin county 73.4 90.0 67.0 51.1 82.9 
Neighboring county 16.5 10.0 5.3 14.3 6.0 
Other 10.1 27.7 34.6 11.1 

a/Sa.ple size was 10 percent of the prior calendar year in.ate population but 
- not less than 40 nor more than 200. 
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Capacity 

Sample size (note a) 
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INMATE DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

FOR LOCAL JAILS 

DubuqueKossuth 
County County 

31 

44 40 

Iowa 
Woodbury Monona 

County County 

81 12 

138 42 

APPENDIX IV 

Appanoose 
county 

18 

40 

Scott 
~y. 

138 

178 

--------------------(percentage)---------------------

Type of incarceration: 
Awaiting trial 
Serving sentence 
Other 

Type of offense: 
Alcohol-related 
Traffic-related 

subtotal 

Other felonies and 
misdemeanors 

Other 

Length-of-stay: 
. Less than 1 day 

1 and 2 days 
3 through 6 days 

subtotal 

7 through 30 days 
31 through 90 days 
Over 91 days 

Average length-of-stay 
(days) 

Sex: 

Age: 

Male 
Female 

Under 18 
18 through 29 years 
30 years and over 
Unknown 

Residence: 
Within county 
Neighboring county 
Other 

68.2 
31.8 

25.0 
~ 

45.5 

54.5 

47.7 
34.1 
-i.:.!!. 
88.6 

11.4 

3.0 

93.2 
6.8 

6.8 
70.5 
11.4 
11.3 

77.3 
4.5 

18.2 

75.0 
12.5 
12.5 

45.0 
..ld 
52.5 

45.0 
2.5 

35.0 
50.0 
..ld 
92.5 

5.0 
2.5 

2 .. 5 

90.0 
10.0 

5.0 
40.0 
55.0 

70.0 
10.0 
20.0 

(b) 
(b) 
(b) 

10.8 
~ 

18.9 

55.8 
25.3 

32.6 
29.7 
~ 

78.2' 

15.9 
2.2 
3.7 

9.9 

77 .5 
22.5 

31.9 
47.8 
20.3 

79.0 
4.3 

16.7 

61.9 
16.7 
21.4 

19.0 
!!,1 

33.3 

50.0 
16.7 

28.6 
40.5 
~ 

88.1 

9.5 

2.4 

5.5 

97.6 
2.4 

28.6 
42.8 
16.7 
11.9 

59.6 
19.0 
21.4 

(b) 
(b) 
(b) 

27.5 
.!2.,.Q 

42.5 

57.5 

45.0 
27.5 
..ld 
80.0 

15.0 
2.5 
2.5 

6.6 

97.5 
2.5 

10.0 
75.0 
15.0 

82.5 

17 .5 

91.6 
8.4 

25.3 
~ 

39.3 

59.0 
1.7 

55.1 
25.3 
-id 
88.8 

6.2 
3.9 
1.1 

5.2 

83.7 
16.3 

10.1 
50.6 
26.4 
12.9 

83.7 
1.1 

15.2 

a/Sample size was 10 percent of the prior calendar year inmate population but not 
- less than 40 nor more than 200. 

2/Information was not readily available. 
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ll£.I!! 
Capacity 

Sample size (note bl 

'l'ype of incarceration: 
AWaiting trial 
Serving sentence 
Otner 

Type of offense: 
Alcohol-related 
Traffic-related 

Subtotal 

Other felonies and 
misdemeanors 

Other 

Length-of-stay: 
Less than 1 day 
1 and 2 days 
3 through 6 days 

Subtotal 

1 through 30 days 
31 through 90 days 
OVer 91 days 

Average length-of-stay 
(days) 

Sex: 

Age: 

Male 
Female 

Under 18 
18 through 29 years 
30 years and over 
Unknown 

Residence, 
Within c~unty 
Neighbocing county 
Other 
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INMATE DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

FOR I.OCAL JAILS 

Louisiana 
Ou~ch~----_-~E~a~s~t~~~c~a~r~r~o~l~l~~--------'--------------

Multiparish Multl-
Prison Parish parish 
(~) Jail ~ 

251 

iOO 

39 

40 

70 

40 

St. Martin 
~ 

56 

148 

Leesv ille 
£& 

36 

153 

---------------------(percentage)---------------------

81.0 
15.5 
3.5 

23.0 
~ 

46.0 

51.5 
2.5 

63.0 
10.0 
.2."..Q 
18.0 

8.5 
4.0 
9.5 

24.0 

90.5 
9.5 

4.0 
55.5 
40.0 
0.5 

64.5 
8.0 

27.5 

60.0 
17.5 
22.5 

10.0 

10.0 

70.0 
20.0 

32.5 
30.0 
~ 

87.5 

10.0 
2.5 

4.0 

85.0 
15.0 

17.5 
20.0 
30.0 
32.5 

90.0 
5.0 
5.0 

100.0 

22.5 

22.5 

15.0 
2.5 

10.0 
22.5 
61.5 

241.0 

100.0 

7.5 
52.5 
27.5 
12.5 

55.0 
30.0 
15,0 

90.5 
8.1 
1.4 

14.8 
.2:..1. 
22.2 

68.3 
9.5 

58.1 
20.3 
!l2 
89.9 

8.1 
2.0 

3.0 

85.1 
14.9 

11.5 
49.3 
37.8 

1.4 

54.7 
31.1 
14.2 

85.6 
8.5 
5.9 

35.9 
_h.Q. 

37.9 

51.0 
11.1 

26.8 
34.0 
ll!.2. 
83.7 

15.7 
0.6 

4.0 

91. 5 
8.5 

17.0 
54.9 
25.5 

2.6 

75.8 
1.3 

22.9 

a/separate records Were not maintained for the jail and farm operated by this 
- parish. 

R/samplc size was 10 percent of the prior calendar year inmate population but 
not less thAn 40 nor more than 200. 
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capacity 

Sample size (note a) 

Type of incarceration, 
Alia i ting tr ial 
Serving sentence 
Other 

Type of offense, 
Alcohol~related 
Traffic~related 

Subtotal 

Other felonies and 
misdemeanors 

Other 

Length~of~stay' 
Less than 1 day 
1 and 2 days 
3 through 6 days 

Subtota.\ 

7 through 30 days 
31 through 90 days 
Over 91 days 

Average length~of~stay 
(days) 

Sex, 

Age, 

Male 
Female 

Under 18 
18 through 29 years 
3·0 ..... years and over 
Unknown 

Residence, 
Within county 
Neighboring county 
Other 
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FOR LOCAL JAILS 

20 

53 

19 

91 

17 

40 

APPENDJ;X IV 

McLennan 
County 

104 

193 

m:rareiiii 
~l 

19 

45 

-------------------(percentage)---------~---------

8B.7 

11.3 

44.4 
!!:2 
58.7 

36.5 
4.8 

18.9 
58.5 
!l.:l 
88.7 

11.3 

3.0 

92.5 
7.5 

5.7 
37.7 
54.7 
1.9 

66.0 
11.3 
22.7 

95.6 

4.4 

55.2 
!.Q.:1 

65.5 

33.6 
0.9 

71.4 
13.2 
..J...,.l 

92.3 

3.3 
3.3 
1.1 

5.0 

87.9 
12,1 

7.7 
51.6 
40.7 

64.8 
14.3 
20.9 

90.0 

10.0 

56.1 
--!:..2 

61.0 

29.3 
9.7 

60.0 
37.5 

--hl 
100.0 

1.0 

92.5 
7.5 

15.0 
45.0 
35.0 
5.0 

52.5 
7.5 

40.0 

87.6 
2 •. 1 

10.3 

29.0 
~ 

39.8 

57.0 
3.2 

72,0 
8.8 
i:l 
86.5 

8.8 
2.6 
2.1 

7.0 

88.1 
11.9 

1.8 
51.3 
40.9 

75.7 
7.8 

16.5 

95.5 
4.5 

40.0 
~ 

60.0 

38.0 
2.0 

37 .8 
46.7 
-!~ 
88.9 

4.4 
4.4 
2.3 

7.0 

84.4 
15.6 

6.7 
37.8 
53.3 
2.2 

40.0 
22.2 
37.8 

a/Sample size was 10 percent of the prior calendar year inmate population but 
- not less than 40 nor more than 200. 
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ASSISTANCE SERVICES AVAILABLE AT SELECTED JAILS :t> 
to 

Educa- Vocational Job Social to 
t%l Capa- Work Fur- tiona! Traln- Coun- place- Educa- Alco- Drug service Z Facility ~ relellse lough relel'Jse ~ seling ~ tion holic abuse Religious counsel in5(' t:l 
H 

Rhode Island In- X 
stitution 728 ~/1 ~/1 ~/1 ~/1 ~/1 ~/1 ~/1 1 <: Delaware: 

All-male insti-
tutions (2) 672 1 1 1 1 1 1(1), 0(1) 1 1 1 1 1 

Women's unit 

I 
(co-
correctional) 50 I I I( .0 0 0 1 1 I 1 

Ohio: 
Licking County 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 1 0 
Perry County 21 0 0 0'. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Logan County 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 • 0 
Shelby County 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Hamil ton County 363 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Iowa: 
Dubuque County 31 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
Kossuth County 4 0 0 0 \ 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
Monona County 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 ....... a> Appanoose County 18 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 tv N Woodbury Co un ty 81 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 tv 
Scott County 138 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ql 

Louisiana: 
Ouachita Kulti-

parish jail 137 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Ouachi ta Kul ti-

parish farm 120 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 
EaP.,t Carroll 

Parish jail 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
East Carroll 

Parish farm 70 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 
St. Kartin 

Parish 56 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 
Leesville City 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 1 1 

Texas: 
Bastrop County 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Atascosa County 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 :t> Gillespie County 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 to 
McLennan County 104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 to 
Childress County 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o. 0 0 t%l 

Z 
~/Not available to persons awaiting trial. t:l 

H 

Key: 1 • acceptable X 

o E unacceptable <: 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Adareaa Reply to the 

DiYi~ion IndiCAted 
and Heeer 1Q Initial. and Number 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

FIB 9 1976 

General Government Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 
i 

This lett~r is in response to your request for 
comments on the dl'aft report titled "Conditions in Local 
Jails Remain Inac,equate Despite Federal Funding for 
Improvements," 

The draft report dramatically points out the serious­
ness of the "local jail problem" and we agree that the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Amainistration (LEAA) should make 
the upgrading of local jails and the minimizing of their 
use one of its national priorities. The report provides 
a generally accurate reflection of the lack of progress 
'in community corrections, the problems associated with 
acceptance of the regional jail' concept, the failure of 
local jail administrators to identify and utilize existing 
community resources, and the substandard conditions which 
exist in many local jails. 

A Blue Ribbon Committee was appointed by the LEAA 
Administrator in June 1975 to assist in the development 
of an LEAA corrections strategy. The Committee's observa­
tions on State and local jail conditions were consistent 
with those cited in the GAO report. The Committee recognized 
that jails are physically inadequate, lack services to safe­
guard the health of prisoners, are overcrowded, provide few, 
if any, services for inmates, and allow offenders to spend 
most of their time in idleness. In general, the Committee 
feels that jail confinement ·is extremely destructive to 
the inmate and should be limited to those persons who are 

63 



1227 

APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI 

aangerC't' or who might not otherwise appear for court pro­
ceeding.', The Committee concluded that discretionary grant 
monies should be allocated to State, county and municipal 
jurisdictions to develop a range of pr~and post-trial 
alternatives to jails and to assist localities in implementing 
jail standards. LEAA intends to adopt this recommendation. 
Also, as recommended by the Committee, LEAA intends to make 
the upgrading of jails and the minimizing of their use one 
of its national priority program thrusts. 

In line with another of the GAO report recomme'ndations, 
LEAA intends to analyze its position regarding the way local 
jails should be used in the entire correctional effort. This 
analysis will, of necessity, include the issue of establishing 
regional jail facilities, as well as other alternatives such 
as community-based corrections, which, as pointed out in the 
report, have not gttined widespread acceptance. LEAA will 
also attempt to develop a funding policy compatible with the 
objective of making the correctional system more effective 
at the local or regional level. Consistent with the block 
grant concept, LEAA does not intend to develop funding policies 
which favor one method or the other; rather, LEAA will insure 
that a methodology is developed and implemented that accom­
plishes desired objectives. 

The report also recommends that LEAA establish, in 
conjunction with the States, minimum standards for physical 
conditions of local jails and the types of service needs 
that should be addressed for different types of offenders. 
We believe this recommendation has considerable merit. 
In this regard, the study pertaining to desirable character­
istics for local jails, which was undertaken by the National 
Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture 
and cited in the GAO report, was funded by LEAA. In addition, 
LEAA funded a report of the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. The Commission's 
report, issued in January 1973, contains one volume entitled 
"Corrections." In LEAA's judgment, these efforts provide 
the cornerstone for development of the standard-setting 
process. Furthermore, ~ve believe that funding policies can 
be an effective inducement for States to upgrade physical 
conditions and seek out community assistance for offenders. 
Accordingly, LEAA plans to continue directing its funds to 
support the development of more definitive standards and 
establish the types of community assistance that jail 
administrators should seek for offenders. 

64 
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Like GAO, LEAA believes that the decision to fund 
(or not fund) should be related to a realistic and compre­
hensive plan, developed by State and local jurisdictions, 
which will effectively upgrade jails and minimize their 
use. Consideration is being given to requiring a detailed 
plan from communities seeking LEAA block and discretionary 
funds stating what actions, over a specified period of 
time, will be taken to bring local jails :up to established 
physical standards. 

LEAA plans to make every concerted effort to encourage 
State formulation of corrections standards. The Crime 
Control Act, while leaving the selection and implementation 
of law enforcement programs with the States, imposes certain 
conditions for the approval of grants with which the SPA's 
must comply. Section 501 of Title I of the Crime Control 
Act authorizes LEAA, after appropriate consultation with 
representatives of States and units of general government, 
to establish such rules, regulations, and proceuures as are 
necessary to the exercise of its functions, and are consistent 
with the stated purpose of this Title. Accordingly, LEAA 
plans to take the steps necessary to upgrade State and local 
jail conditions. Specifically, LEAA will: 

1. Make additional efforts to assure that 
State and local units receiving Part E 
Federal funding comply with conditions 
stated in Part E of the Crime Control 
Act of 1973 and paragraph 84 of the 
State Planning Guidelines. The latter 
paragraph specifies the need to implement _ 
advanced standards governing the operations 
and conditions of State facilities and 
local jails. 

2. Encourage the use and implementation of 
national jail standards, such as those 
laid out in the report of the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. 

3. Encourage States currently developing 
State standards and goals to include 
standards f9r the upgrading of jails 
in their effort; and 

4. Continue to provide the services of the 
National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice 
Planning and Architecture to assist in the 
planning, development and renovation of 
jails. 
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The final recommendation suggests that LEAA institute 
procedures using resources within the LEAA regional offices 
to act as a catalyst to encourage State and local officials 
to seek out community resources to provide assistance 
services for inmates in local jails. We believe this 
recommendation has considerable merit. LEAA plans to 
revise its "Guide for Discretionary Grant Programs" and 
"State Planning Agency Grants" to encourage State and 
local officials to seek out community resources with 
respect to all grants involving assistance services for 
inmates in local jails. 

While LEAA does recognize the leadership role it must 
play to improve local jail conditions and plans to use every 
resource at its disposal, we must also face the realities of 
the framework within which LEAA must operate. The draft 
report recommendations are heavily based on the assumption 
that LEAA funding can be used as a strong leverage tool to 
force implementation of minimum jail standards. Although 
it is true that some "leverage" to influence the general 
direction of such programs is 8.vailable to LEAA through 
administration of the block grant program, the block grant 
concept places primary responsibility on the State for the 
formulation and enforcement of standards for local jails. 
Also, as the report points out, "LEAA funding represents 
a limited source for the amount of funding needed for the 
entire criminal justice system." As a consequence, the 
matching funds requirement serves to reflect the extent 
to which local governments desire to or are capable of 
addrp.ssing the local jail problem. If local governments 
are not committed to improving jail conditions, they simply 
will not "buy-in" to an LEAA program, particularly if strict 
standard-setting requirements are conditioned with the grant. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft 
report. Should you have any further questions, please feel 
free to contact us. 

.: Sincerely, 

Glen E. Pommer~~2-__ ~~~ 
Assistant Attorney General 

for Administration 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of office 
From To 

ATTORNEY GENERAL: 
Edward H. Levi Feb. 1975 Present 
William B. Sax be Jan. 1974 Feb. 1975 
Robert H. Bork (acting) Oct. 1973 Jan. 1974 
Elliot L. Richardson May 1973 Oct. 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst June 1972 May 1973 
Richard G. Kleindienst (acting) Mar. 1972 June 1972 
John N. Mitchell Jan. 1969 Feb. 1972 

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: 

Richard W. Velde Sept. 1974 Present 
Donald E. Santarelli Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974 
Jerris Leonard May 1971 ~Iar • 1973 
Vacant June 1970 May 1971 
Charles H. Rogovin Mar. 19 99 June 1970 
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HOW THE STATES AD:\IINISTER LEA A BLOCK GRANTS 

ApPENDIX C-l 

STATE OF THE STATES REPORT, 1076 

(A Report by the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning 
Administrators) 

I. 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

Htnte Planning Agencies (SPAs) are becoming more involved in Statewide 
criminal justice planning and budgeting activities, and are being recognized as 
agents of change. 

A new profession of criminal justice planning has emerged. New tools and 
techniques havc been developed. Emphases are changing. Nearly one-half of the 
SPAs rate their role in influencing State criminal justice budget requests as great 
or moderate. Most SPAs draft lcgislative proposals, and nearly half of these 
proposals have been enacted into law. These trends will have even greater signifi­
cance as economic conditions and patterns change, and as greater accountability 
is expected from the criminal justice system. 

The capabilities of SPA stuff have steadily increased over the years. 
Over seventy-five percent of the States rate the change in their planning 

capabilities as greatly increased over the past few years. An additional twenty­
three percent rate the change in their planning capability as moderately increased. 
Other Significant increases arc cited in the areas of grant review, monitoring, 
evaluation, auditing, and establishing and funding priorities. 

State and local governments are nssumin'g the costs of projects and programs 
initiated with Safe Streets monies. 

One commonly used criterion of the success of the Safe Streets Program is the 
degree of program "institutionalization"-or how many projects and programs 
continue with support entirely from State and local general revenues. States 
estimate that approximately 64 percent of the projects have been assumed by 
State and local governments. 

Safe Streets appropriations have been declining while inflation and the range 
of administrative responsibilities have been on the rise. 

Safe Streets appropriations have never been approved at the full authorizatIon 
level. Not only are total appropriations declining, but the proportion of funds 
directly available to States-those with the majority of responsibility for pro­
gram administration-=-has decreased steadily since fiscal year 1970. Continuing 
reductions, particularly during times of economic and social stress, will restrict 
or eliminate the opportunities to continue to improve capabilities and experiment 
with new ideas. 

The continuity of the bloc grant concept established in 1968 has been eroded 
through legislative and administrative categorization. 

Some of the flexibility inherent in the original bloc grant program has been 
diminished through legislative categorization in 1971, and 1974. Additionally, 
administrative guidelines, promulgated by LEAA, have placed constraints on 
what and how something can be done, and imposing greater manpower require­
ments to get it done. 

Safe Streets funds arc encouraging a broad rungc of programs to control crime 
and improve the administration of justice at the State and local level and in all 
sectors of the criminal justice system. 

Safe Streets monies are being distributed in a balanced plan. Local jurisdictions 
generally are receiving funds in accordance with their population and crime rates. 
Additionally, distinct trends are emerging in the allocation of funds among the 
components of the criminal justice system. Police funding is declining; the per­
centage of funds granted to courts has greatly increased i and correctional funding 
has remained reln,tively constant sinee flscn,l year 1970. 

State supervisory boards are broadly representative of State and local govern­
ment, the various components of the criminal jUf;tice system and the general 
public. 

The State supervisory board is the vehicle through which the components of 
the criminal justice system and non-criminal justice officials-both public and 
private-come together to assess needs and priorities, and begin to develop appro­
priate responses. Dntn indicate that no single intcrest dominates these hoards. 
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II. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The bloc grant approach of the safe streets program is fundamentally sound, and 
should be strengthened and reauthorized for 5 years 

Seven years operation under the Safe Streets Act hus shown that there is still 
a great deal we must learn before we can say we know how to reduce crime, that 
individual State experimentation is helping us learn what programs may be 
appropriate for which problems and jurisdictions, and that development of 
successful programs is contingcnt upon States and their political subunits choosing 
the right priorities and programs, and making the necessary political and resource 
commitments. The States are constitutionally in the appropriate position to 
coordinate criminal justice programming and allocate scarce resources. The bloc 
grant approach provides States and their localities-those who are closer to and 
have more knowledge of local problems than the Federal Government-with the 
flexibility to put resources where those needs, problems, and priorities are. The 
continuation of the bloc grant approach is warranted based upon these factors. 

Some of the flexibility which was inherent in the original bloc grant program has 
been diminished through legislative categorization and administrative oversight. 
Without the elimination of categorizing language, the Safe Streets Act will be a 
bloc grant in name only, and difficult to distinguish from other federal categorical 
grant-in-aid programs. 

A system of Statewide comprehensive planning is compromised and distorted 
when the programs and priorities generated by such a system must conform to 
predetermined, uniform formulas. It makes little sense to urge and support a 
rational decision-making process based on the premise that State and local 
characteristics, and hence problems, vary, and then insist that each State place 
a certain percentage of funds Iwailable in a specified program area. 

The continuity of the program is critical. The States have been faced with the 
original enactment of the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act in 1968, 
amendments in 1970, 1973 and again in 1976. Put into conjunction with the 
passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and the 
changing federal leadership of the program, the States have never had a stable 
program within which to operate. Each time the States have completed changes 
required by new legislation, regulations or guidelines, a new series of changes has 
been initiated. 

Oongress should give the States and localities a firm and stable program for a 
minimum of five years with estimated yearly appropriations figures that can be 
relied upon for long-term planning. Without this long-term commitment by 
Oongress, the States wHl continue to find many local jurisdictions and State 
criminal justice agencies unwilling to undertake multi-year experimental and 
innovative programs, and unwilling to make the commitments to assume the costs 
of programs over time. Without a commitment by the Federal Government to 
long-term and stable fUnding, State and local governments are unlikely to give a 
similar commitment. 
Slales should be permitted to prepare and s1tbmit comprehensive plans covering a 

multi-year period, together wilh annual update documentation 
The Safe Streets Act should be amended to clearly permit States to submit 

comprehensive criminal justice plans which LEAA could certify as valid for multi­
year periods of time. Annual updates containing information on changing strategies 
and programs could be required. This would permit States to spend less time in 
producing largely redundant documents year-in and year-out and more time to 
concentrate on more meaningful planning and evaluation. 

In addition, statutory language describing the specific reqUirements of the 
comprehensive plan should be minimized. These specific statutory requirements 
many times result in plans being submitted which, while they may meet these 
requirements for plan format, do not necessarily fulfill the needs of Federal, 
State and local governments for planning purposes. Plans are often produced by 
the States and reviewed by LEAA for conformance to these statutory and LEA A 
regUlatory guidelines but not for their viability as planning documents. As a 
result, Federal, State and local governments find themselves involved in a paper 
war to a large degree. Specific plan requircments that are relevant to the needs of 
individual jurisdictions are better developed by flexible regulations than by 
legislative provisions which specify the format of each State's plan. 
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The State Planning Agency (SPA) should funcUon as an executive branch agency, 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Govemor, with the authority to peljorm compre­
hensive planning for the State's criminatjusticc system 

One of the strengths of the Safe Streets Program to date has been that the SP As 
have been created as adjuncts to the Governors, subject to their jurisdiction. Thifl 
has enabled the Governors who are the chief planning officers of the States, to 
receive system-wide criminal justice advice. As a result of this new resource, 
Governors have been better able to exert much more effective leadership in the 
criminal justicc field. The Governor is the chief executive, the agency performs 
executive flinctions, and therefore, it should be subject to the jurisdiction of the 
State's chief executive. 

Many SPAs do more than merely plan for and allocate federal funds. Some 
SP As have been asked to comprehensively plan for the integration of all resources 
into a single planning and budgeting process for the criminal justice system 
within their States. In some States, SPAs work closely with the State budget 
officc; in others the SPAs have been asked to develop critical pieces of legislation; 
and still othcr SPAs have been asked to advise on administrative changes. These 
activities should be encouraged in all States to more completely fulfill the mandate 
set forth in the Safe Streets Act. 
Each State, by 1980, should implmnent a set oj goals, objectives and standards jor 

crime reduction and Ihe administ1'lltion oj justice 
Standards and goals efforts have become a significant part of SPA planning and 

operations. The SPAs have partiCipated in the efforts of the National Advisory 
Oommission on Oriminal Justice Standards and Goals, as did hundreds of other 
State and local officials. The products produced by the N aUona! Advisory Oom­
mission are worthwhile, as are the standards and goals produced by other national 
groups such as the American Bar Association and the American Oorrectional Asso­
ciation. Sometimes the recommendations of these eminent groups coincide; some­
times they are at odds. The primitive state of the art in criminal justice and the 
philosophical p~rspective of the groups result in the variance in recommendntions. 

States mllst be permitted and encouraged to establish their own unique proc­
esses for developing goals, objectives and standards, tailored to their own needs, 
problems, concerns and institutions. SpecifiC implementation activities should be 
initiated, with the goal of achieving positive results, by 1980. Such standards 
should provide a sound basis for assessing planning priorities and establish bench­
marks of accomplishments in fulfilling the intent of the Safe Streets Program. 
States 'In'U.st retain cOln1)lele discretion in determining the 1'epresentative chamctel' oj 

Stale supervisory boards 
Any attempts to establish quotas for finy interest group on State supervisory 

boards should be rejected. To mandate specific quotas for board composition is to 
inhibit the selection of the most qualified persons, and jeopardizes the retention of 
the broad representative character of these boards. In SOIne States, a requirement 
for legislative or judicial representation raises constitutional questions. 
LEAA should be charged with implementing a more rational, effective and efficient 

systeln Jor discretionary and l'esearch activilies 
LEANs discretionary grant program and research efforts should be closely 

coordinated. However, this has not appeared to be the casc to date. LEAA has 
not developed a long-term strategy or plan for its discretionary and research 
activities. It has funded a scattered number of projects, many of which on review 
would seem to be of lower priority in light of nationwide needs. Even where 
significant efforts have been undertaken, there have been problems, as in the case 
of the Impact Oities program. 

LEAA also has had significant difficulty coordinating the efforts of its centralized 
office with its regional operations. The National Institute has made decisions on 
LEANs research program, while the Office of National Priority Programs has 
made decisions on J1l\tional scope discretionary projects I1nd thc ten LEA A regional 
offices have made their own decisions llS to small scale, supplementary discretion­
ary programs. In each of these cases, there has been little coordination by the 
federal managers with the key State and local personnel. It is hoped that a recent 
LEAA administrative reorganization, consolidating the functions of the Office of 
National Priority Programs into the Office of Regional Operations, will help to 
ameliorate some of the difficulties experienced In the past. 
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LEANs efforts should be committed to a smaller number of concentrated pro­
grams which could generate data from a comparison of significant new etforts 
in several localities, resulting in dissemination of valuable data needed and wanted 
by State and local decision-makers. To date, strategies and plans have been de­
veloped without Significant State and local involvement. LEAA should be re­
quired to consult with State and local government prior to developing long-term 
research and discretionary strategies and plans so that results of these effort~ will 
be useful to the people in the ficId. 
LEA A should be required to concentrate on the development of meaningful technical 

assistance and evaluation capabilities 
Evaluation, monitoring, standard-fletting and other technical assistancc ac­

tivities are integral parts of planning, and a high priority for SPAs. In 1972, the 
National Conference adopted minimum standards for monitoring and evaluation. 
Since that time, SPA~ have beC'n working diJigC'ntly, and for the most part suc­
cessfully, to maintain thosc standards. The standards 'werC' established by the 
SPAs early in the program because they recognized the need for information 
(not otherwise available) for them~elves as grant administrators and for agency 
heads ns policy decision-makers. Unfortunate1r, evaluation in any social science 
field, and speCifically in the field of criminal justice, is in a rather primitivc state. 
Although LEAA wns given a lllandatr- to n~sist in evaluation efforts in 1973, useful 
aid has yet to reach the Htate and ]ocal]e\'pl, LEAA must he called upon to provide 
useful assistance ill these critical areas of need. Educational and training efforts 
have been provided primarily by the National Conference. 

INTRODUCTION 

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators 
is an organization of governmental officials who are thc directors of the fifty-five 
(55) State Planning AgencieA (SP A~) for criminal justice operating in each of the 
States and territorie~. Thf2He agencic.>s have been charged with the responsibility 
for comprehensive criminnl justice planning and for administering funds made 
available by the Federal Governmc.>nt to the Statcs under the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. 

The Safe Streets Program, enacted by Congress in 1968 and adminintered at 
the federal level by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), 
was the first major bloc grant program of federal assistance to State and local 
governments, as well as the first significant federal nssist(tl1ce program in the field 
of criminal justice. Key to the bloc grant experiment is the recognition that crime 
and the administration of justice arc essentially local problems which can be best 
.tddressed at the State and locallevel. As a result, the majority of responsibility for 
implementing the program-planning, monitoring, auditing, evaluation, fund 
allocation, etc.-resides with the States rather than with the Federal Government. 
Each Rtate and territory is tt\vnrded an flnnual amount of bloc grant fupds bllsed 
upon the development and approvnl of a comprehensive plan, The States and 
territories then nllocate funds to State and local agencies for the operation of 
projects and programs consistent with the comprehensive plan. 

This report reviews the multitude of proje>cts, programs llnd activities of the 
States and te>rritories in carrying out their responsibilities under the Safe Streets 
Act. It is alRo a report of thc various activities of the N ntional SPA Conference. 
The report presents n picture of SPA efforts to reduce crime and improve the 
administration and quality of justiCe>. It provides an overview of common ap­
proaches adopted by HP As, including descriptions of many of the efforts currently 
underway. 

In compiling this report, the National SPA Conference, in conj unction with 
the Advisory CommiRsion on International RelationA, developed and administered 
a questionnnire which was sent to IJl1eh SPA director in June, 1975. This survey 
included 114 questions addressing It hroad range of SPA nctivities. Responses were 
received from 53 of the 55 SP M" In addition, extensive usc wns made of the FY 
197G Planning Grant applications of ellch of the lin jurisdictions, various project 
and program rcports, data from the LBAA Grunts Management Information 
System (GMIS), und nUlMI'(lUS other reports and documents published by the 
SP As and LEAA. Information WHf; nlso collected from various reports and other 
documentation of the Fedel'nl Bure[tu of InveRLigati()lI, tho Advisory Commission 
on Intcrgovernmental RC'lntions, the Bureau of the Census, the> Office of Manuge­
ment and Budget, the General Accounting Office, the National Center for State 
Courts, tho Natiolllli Governors' Confe>rencc, tho Nntionnl League of Cities, the 
U.S. Confl'rencc of Mayotll, the National Assooiation of Countim" the National 
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Conference of State Legislatures, Congressional committees, and other sources as 
appropriate. 
1965 to the Prescnt: Challcnge and Rcspollse 

Prior to 19(iii, there was no federal fi.nancial assistance program for State and 
local criminal justice agencics. Re~ponding to a growing public concern about the 
problems of crime and the administration of justice, President Lyndon Johnson 
proposed and Congress enacted a small federal assistance program under the Law 
Enforcement A~sistance Act of 196ii. The program, under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of ,Justice, funded demonstration and research projects in accordance 
with predetermined, federally-defined categories of activities. The 196ii Act also 
authorized funds for the establishment of State criminal justice "planning 
agencies", This categorical grant progrnm, operating under the Office of Law 
Enforcement As~istance with an annual appropriation of slightly more than $7 
million, was an experimental attempt to promote new ideas and research. How­
ever, this initial federal attempt to aid the criminal justice system, while worth­
while as an eXjlrrimcntal program, made no notahle impact on the system or 
on crime. 

In 196ii, President Johnson also established the Commission on Law Enforce­
ment and Admillh;tration of Justice (President's Crime Commission) to examine 
the causes and extent of and possible solutions to crime. The Crime Commission 
worked for n('arly two 3'('ar8, and documented in detail thc problems of the 
Nation's criminal justice system. In it" final report, issued in 1967, the Crime 
Commission dC'Hcrihed antiquatC'd polie(' practices and deplorable conditions in 
our jails and prisons, and documented abm;es of justice which had occurred in 
some of our courts. IndeC'd, the 1967 Commission cited many of the same issues 
and problems which had been chronicled hy the Wickersham Commission in 1931.1 

The Crime Commission blnmC'd many of the difficulties of our fragmented 
criminal justice> system on its reluctancC' to change old ways or, to put the same 
proposition in revers(', its reluctance to try new onC'8.2 It challenged the "system" 
to confront its problems and to begin to work toward change and reform. The 
CrimC' Commission also eaUC'd upon the AmC'rican public to give the criminal 
justice syRtC'm the wherewithal to "do the job it is chargcd with doing".3 The 
Commission strongly ('udorsed the concept of and need for a federal criminal 
justice assistance program "totaling hundreds of millions of dollars a year during 
the next dC'cade".' The Commission also urged that State and local criminal 
justice plnnning ('fforts be supported by the Federal Government. 

The Commission outlinC'd Reven objectives which, if actively pursued, could lead 
to a reduction in crime: 

FirHt, society must seek to prevent crime before it happens by assuring all 
Americans :t HtakC' in the benefits and responsibilities of American life, by 
strC'ngthening law enforcemC'nt, and by reducing criminal opportunities. 

/:iC'concI, soci('ty'i:; aim ()f reducing crime would be better served if the 
system of criminal justiCl' de>veloped a fnr broader runge of techniques with 
which to deal with individunl offe>nders. 

Third, th(~ system of criminal justice must eliminate existing injustices if 
it is to achi('ve its idC'als nnd win respect and cooperation from all citizens. 

Fourth, the Hystem of criminal justice must attract more and better peopJe­
pnlic(', prosecutors, judges, defenH(, attorneys, probation and parole officers, 
and correction official:; with more knowledge, expertise, initiative and 
integrity, 

Fifth, there must be much more operational and basic research i.nto the 
problemR of crime and criminal adminh,tration by those within and without 
thC' system of criminal jU!'1tice. 

'Rixth, the police, courts, nnd correctional ng(>ncies must be givcn substan­
tially grC'atC'r amounts of money if they arc to improve their ability to control 
crime, 

1 Thl' Nlttlonnl Commission on LILli' Obsl'rl'ttncC nIH! Enforccment. nJ)Polllted hr Pres­
ir1~llt Herbert Hoover in 1020, llopulnrlr Iwown nR the Wlckershnm COlllmlsslon, WIlS nil 
elel'en mrmlwt' pnllri ehnirN) b~' forlllPr Attorney (' !lrrn! George Wlclwrshllll1. '.rile Com­
mission /lIec1 fourtel'll reports during 10aO Ilnd 10:: one eneh on prosecution. crlmin/ll 
IJl'OcN!urc, the fec!crnl cOllrts, Juw]pssness In Illw P: ,rccment, police, cdmln/ll stntlstlcs. 
rost or ('rlmr /lnl! tIl(' forrlgn born, enforccment 1 tlIr deportation lilli'S, /lnd the child 
o[('nd(>I' In thn frrlcrul jl1sti(!(' s.l·sINll : nnd two on prlOltihltloll. 

'Prestdl'llt H COllllllIsslon 1)1\ I,n\\' Bllftn'C'l'llWlJt /lllcl Adlllinstl'ntion or ,Tustl('!' "Thl' 
Ch1111 elJg(' 01' erl11l~ III It l"I'Pt Xocll'tr" (GoI'l'l'Jllllcnt Printing o III !'!', WnHhlngtoll, D,C,. 
1"l'lJrlllu"I' l!Hli). p, H. 

It Ibid .. It. 10. 
'Ibid .. It. xl. 
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Seventh, individual citizens, civic and business groups, religious institutions, 
and all levels of government must take responsibility for planning and im­
plementing the changes that must be made in the criminal justice system if 
crime is to be reduced.s 

The Commission noted: "Many Americans take comfort in the view that crime 
is the vice of a handful of people. This view is inaccurate ... Many Americans 
also think of crime as a very narrow range of behavior. It is not ... No single 
formula, no single theory, no single generalization can explain the vast range of 
behavior called crime ... Many Americans think controlling crime is solely the 
task of the police, the courts, and correction agencies. In fact, as the Commis­
sion's report makes clear, crime cannot be controlled without the interest and 
pftrtieipation of schools, businesses, social agencies, private groups, and individual 
citizens." 6 

By 1 967, crime mtes were escalating, and were a major concern of private 
citizens and public officials alike. In February, President Johnson proposed the 
"Safe Streets and Crime Control Act of 1967" as a vehicle to implement the 
recommendations of the Crime Commission. The debate in Congress ensued for 
many months, much of it occurring during a time of widespread civil disorders, 
riots and social upheaval. Final action came in June 1968, when Congress approved 
and President Johnson signed into law the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-351). The resultant document, a product of 
heated and prolonged debate and political rhetoric, embodied the first bloc grant 
program of federal assistance in any field, and the first major federal program 
to aid State and local criminal justice. 

The Act established the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
within the Department of Justice as the administering federal agency headed by 
a triumvirate administration. The Act also created a State Planning Agency. 
(SPA) in each of the States and territories (fifty-five (55) jurisdictions). 

The objectives of the new bloc grant program, as enunciated by Congress, 
were: "to (1) encourage States and units of general local government to prepare 
and adopt comprehensive plans based upon their evaluation of State and local 
problems of law enforcement; (2) authorize grants to States find units of local 
government in order to improve and strengthen law enforcement; and (3) encourage 
research and development directed toward the improvement of law enforcement 
and the development of new methods for the prevention and reduction of crime 
and the detection and apprehension of criminals." 7 The Act also required that 
initial emphasis be given to developing techniques for combating organized crime 
and for preventing and controlling riots. 

States were assigned the major responsibility for implementing the program. 
Funds were mllde available, on a matching basis, for planning grants (Part B) 
and action grants (Part C). Planning grants were earmarked for the establishment 
of the State Planning Agencies, which were charged with developing a compre­
hensive plan for reducing crime and improving criminal justice capabilities 
throughout the State. The Act required that action funds be distributed to local 
and State agency applicants on a 75-25 percent ratio, respectively. The Act also 
stipulated that 40 percent of each State s planning grant be channelled to units 
and combinations of units of local government to insure their participation in the 
development of the plan. All planning grant funds and eighty-five (85) percent of 
the action grant funds were to be distributed among the States according to their 
relative populations. The balance (fifteen (15) percent) of the action funds and 
all research and development funds were to be administered by LEAA. 

In addition, the Act established a National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice within LEA A to conduct research, and initiated an academic 
assistance program to further education among IllW enforcement personnel. 

Neither the 1971 nor thc 1973 amendments significantly altered this emphasis 
of "system improvement". Only reoently, with the passage of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, hns the system emphasis been amended 
to include the recognition of and assistance to "non-system' activities. The Act 
emphasizes the significance of resources und institutions external to the traditional 
criminal justice system in denling with crime and delinquency, and authorizes 
support for a brond range of community oriented activities. Specifically, the Act 
stresses the need to focus on prevention and diversion programs. This expanded 
purpose, however, is confined to the juvenile justice areu. • 

r. Ibid" p. yl. 
o Ibid. p. Y. 
7 Public Law OO-H51, Omnibus Crime Controlltnd Safe Streets Act of 100S-Declnratlon 

alld Purpos('. 
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The critical nature of and relationships between the components of the criminal 
justice system, and non-system entities in impacting upon crime was reiterated in 
1973 in the report of the National Advisory Oommission on Oriminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. The twenty-two (22) member commission was appointed 
in 1971 and charged with the formulation-for the first time-of national criminal 
justice standards and goals for crime reduction and prevention at the State and 
local leveL 

After nearly two yenrs of study, the Oommission proposed the goal of a fifty 
(50) percent reduction in "high-fear" crimes by 1983. 8 The panel also proposed 
four l)riority action areas in achieving this goal: 

Juvenile Delinquency: The highest attention must be given to preventing 
juvenile delinquency and to minimizing the involvement of young offenders 
in the juvenile and criminal justice system, and to reintegrating juvenile 
offenders into the community. 

Thus, the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 provided the 
basic structure for the Nation's criminal justice assistance program. Although 
t,his structure has remained fundamentally unchanged since the passage of the 
1968 legislation, Oongress has amended the original Act on two occasions and 
has added a new juvenile justice program. These changes have expanded and 
attempted to clarify the responsibilities of LEAA and the SPAs. 
1971 Amendments 

Extensive Oongressionl11 hel1rings were initil1ted in early 1970 to review the 
first two years experience with the "Safe Streets Program" and to consider the 
reauthorization of the program. Among the major issues receiving attention 
were: the ability of the States to !~dminister the program, the distribution of funds 
to major urban areas and among criminal justice functional areas, and the 
program's administrative structure. 

At the conclusion of hearings and floor debate, Oongress voted to reauthorize 
the program for three years and to amend several of its provisions. Amon?, the 
key changes were: a requirement that States distributive action funds on a' level 
of effort" basis (based upon the State and local percentages of overall criminnJ 
justice expenditures); the establishment of a new Part E which provided funds 
for correctional programs and facilities; the addition of assumnces that adequate 
funding would be provided to units of local government with high crime mtes and 
high levels of criminal justice activity; a provision reqUiring broader representa­
tion on State and local supervisory boards; the expanded use of "cl1sh match" 
(as opposed to credits for donated goods and services) ; a requirement that States 
provide a share of the cash match for local programSj and an adjustment of the 
LEAA top management strllcture. Authorization levels were increased. 

In sum, the 1971 amendments-contained in the Omnibus Orime Oontrol Act 
of 1970-represented the first attempt by special interests to change the focus 
and formn,t of the program. However, in its response, Oongress elected to retain 
the fundamental structure of the bloc grant program devised in 1968 with only 
a few modifications. 
1973 Reauthorization 

'rhe 197:3 Oongressional review focused on efforts to enact an Administmtion 
(President Nixon) propos!tl for a special revenue sharing program. However, as 
in 1971, Oongress chose to reauthorize the program, in substantially its original 
form, for l1 period of three years. 

The amendments, contained in the Orime Oontrol Act of 1973, required that 
local and regional planning boards be co':nposed of a majority of locally elected 
officials. They alsO mandated that procedures be established by SPAs whereby 
political subdivisions of 250,000 or more inhabitants could submit comprehensive 
plans to SPAs rather than submitting applications on !t project-by-project basis. 
Regional planning units were allowed up to 100 percent federal planning funds, 
and planning grants to interstate metropolitan or regional planning boards were 
authorized. 

Oomprehensive plan requirements were made more specific as well. States 
were called upon to include in their plans a comprehensive program for the 
improvement of juvenile justice, funding incentives for the coordination or 
combination of law enforcement activities, and the development of narcotic and 
alcoholism treatment programs in correctional institutions. Under the amend­
ments, SPA review of grant applications was limited to a period of 90 days, and 

6 Thc "hlgh.fear" crlmcs -nrc murder, rape, robbery, aggravatcc1 aSSault '/lnd burglar~', 
when commlttec1 by strangers. 
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the same 90-day "turnaround" time WlLS applied to LEAA's review of compre­
hensive State plans. 

Matching contributions for most grants were reduced from 215 to 10 percent 
of the total project cost. lVlatch was required to be in cash, with States providing 
one half of the required match for local projectH and programs. Construction 
projects remained on a 50-50 cash match basis. Authorization levels were again 
increased. 

Part E was amended to require States to mJnitor and report the progress of 
their entire correctional system with reOlpcct to prisoner rehabilitation and 
recidivhnn rates. The amendments also broadened and specified the responsibilities 
of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, requiring 
that the Institute undertake a detailed national survey of criminal justice per­
sonnel needs and develop guidelines for LEAA education, training, and manpower 
programs. Evaluation of programs wns also designnted as an Institute responsi­
bility, to be conducted with the assistance of the SP As through the submission 
of detailed reports and project datu. 

New confidcntiality provisions were added to the legislation designed to regulate 
the dissemination and usage of statistical, research and criminal history informa­
tion. And the LEAA three-man (troikn) management arrangement was eliminated. 
t 974- Juvenile Justice Amendments 

A nC'w programmatic emphasis was addC'd to the Safe Streets Program upon 
the enactment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
This legislation had its grnC'Ris in earlier attempts to categorize the LEAA pro­
gram, as weU as in efforts to improve the administration of juvenile delinqnency 
prevention progrnms of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) 
under the authority of the Juvenile DC'linquency Prevention and Control Act of 
1968. Much of the CongresHional debate focused on which agency would administer 
the program (LEAA or HEW), programmatic emphasis, and nppropriation levels. 

Final action by CongrC'ss assigned program responsibility to LEAA and created 
a new administrative structure within LEAA to manage the program. Although 
this action aided in the centralization of federnl efforts to assist the juvenile 
justice system, this new reRponsibility also ndded to the further cntegorizntion 
and administrative burdens of the LEAA program. 
t 976 Reauthorization 

In July 1975, President Ford rmbmitted a proposal (the "Crime Control Act 
of 1976") to reauthorize the LEA A program for a period of five years. The Presi­
dent's proposal contained no major clul11ges which would affect the basic' i;ructure 
of the existing program, It did, however, contain severnl provisions nt.dressing 
concerns VOiced by many intereHt groupR, Cor, ;ressional observers and interestf'd 
citizens. Among the recommended changes were provisions for: an advisory 
committee (appointed by the Attorney General) to advise the LEAA adminis­
trator on the expenditure of discretiol1llry funds; n program, including 11 $50 million 
annual authorization for programs foousing on crime rrduction in heavily popu­
lu.ted and high criminal justice activity areas; an added emphasis on court planning 
activitie8 and programs; greater oversight u.nd policy direction by thc Attorney 
General; and the redesignntion of the Institute as the Nt.tional Institute of Law 
and Justice with u.uthority to conduct research in the area of civil justice under the 
direct authority of the Attorney General. 

Again, however, the Administrntion did not propose any significant changes to 
nlter the basic structure of the program. 

pNnSPECTIVES 
The Emergence of a Program 

Since 1968, the Snfe Btreebi Program has assisted and encouraged u. wide runge 
of projects u.nd progrnms to coordinate, modernize u.nd increase the effectiveness 
and efficiency of all component" of the criminal justice system. The program has 
also developed new approaches to crime reduction. More importantly, for the, first 
time, States and 10caJiticR arc providing a coordinated and comprehensive 
approach to criminal justice and crime rrduction problmns, and together they u.re 
developing new methods for the prevention and reduction of crime and the 
establishment of criminal justice gOllls and priorities. 

Over the past seven years, SPAs have developed and lilIpported projects in all 
areas of police services-from community relations unit;;, nnd training llnd educn­
tion program:;, to crime lu.boratories, improved telecommunicntions networks and 
Rpecinlized patrol techniques. Efforts to bring the scrvices of numerous, indepcnd-
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ent law enforcement agencies into close coordination through the development of 
both communication and operational systems have been of prime importance. 
Many programs have been implemented-and with dcmonstrated success-which 
have as their target the reduction of specific crimes. These activities, in operation 
in all parts of the country, are bcing closely monitored. The evaluation of the 
result" of these efforts will measurably assist in the idcntification of what tech­
niques work best-and under what conditions-so that other jurisdictions may 
benefit. 

States have also become actively involved in programs to upgrade all areas of 
court, prosecution and defense operations. In addition to assisting with thc 
employment of specialized personnel, programs have been initiated to expedite 
case flow management and reducc court backlogs and processing time, improve 
courtroom security and provide training and education programs for judges, clerks 
and other court pcrsonnel. Programs have been initiated to increase the "fairness" 
of the administration of justice by providing the courts with the tools to analyze 
offendcr data. This information can then be translated into judicial practices and 
guidelines to achieve greater consiRtency in sentencing practices. 

A major thrust of the SPAs in the field of corrections has been the development 
of "community-based" programs which seek to rehabilitate and treat offenders 
in or near thcir own localities. With Safe Streets assistance, States and localitics 
are able to support basic and much needed activities such as improved probation 
and parole services, diagnm,tic and classification programs, improved treatment of 
female offenders, and expanded work-release and study-release opportunities for 
inmates. The recidivist rate-that is, the repeat-offC'nder rate-is being contained 
and even reduced in some jurisdictions throughout the country as a result ~f 
programs initiated under the Safe Streets Act. The reduction of recidivism mefLns 
that fewer offenders arc engaged in new criminal activity-and that means fewer 
crimes. 

A sUbstantial amount of activity has been focused on the juvenile justice sYf:iLem. 
As a result of recent Congressional action (the enactment of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974), additional emphasis is anticipated. 
Among the projects supported by the Safe Streets Program are youth service 
bureaus, halfway houses, group and foster homes, and expanded counseling, 
diagnostiC and referral services. States have been instrumental in establishing 
treatment services, emergency units, hot lines and crisis intervention programs 
to help deal with the problems of drug and alcohol abuse. Programs have also 
been initiated to prevent and detect drug-related crimes. 

Many community crime prevention effort" are n result of State leadership under 
the Safe Streets Program. Acitivities include street lighting campaigns, architec­
tural design innovntions which reduce the opportunity to commit crimes, rape 
prevention programs, anti-shoplifting and anti-burglary campaigns, and numerous 
law-related education and citizen involvement programs. 

These efforts, and the partnership between Federal, State, and local government 
require continued support if this Nntion is to attain its goals of a truly responsible 
and responsive system of criminal justice and greater public safety. Greater 
demands will be made to demonstrate positive results in combatting crime. Some 
will challenge the program becausp crime haH increased. But to expect crime to go 
down solely because of the Safe Streets Program is to misunderstand both the 
nature of crime and the nature of the program. 
Conflict and Criticism 

Since 1968, the Safe Streets Program has been the object of much controversy 
and criticism in the face of rising crime mtes. Only once, in 1972, did the criticism 
subside briefly when crime statistics indicated an actunl decrease in reported 
crime. However, it is not appropriate to re]n,te statistical aberrations contained 
in the crime stntistics with a judf:,'1llent that the Safe Streets Program has either 
succeeded or failed. Likewise, it is not approprinte to claim credit or take responsi­
bility for failure ROlely on the basis of what the crime statistics appear to indicate. 
As Attorney General Edward Levi recently noted at a meeting of Governors in 
Washington, D.C., the crime statistics simply "cannot withstand the light of day". 
In fact, over ninety-five (915) percent of the SPAs responding to the National SPA 
Conference and ACIR questionnaire indicated that bloc grant funds have had at 
least some success in reducing crim" . r slowing the growth in the crime mte, even 
though the reported statistics portray an overall increase (see Table 1). 

The short eight year history of the Safe Streets Program has been confused at 
best, in some measure because of the constantly changing priorities and the ever 
broadening purpose Congress has invoked. During each of the two previous 
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reauthorization processes, Congress-in response to various criticisms and pres­
sures from special interest groups-has frequently altered Safe Streets priorities. 
In 1969 emphasis was on law enforcement assistance, and riot and organized 
crime control. The 1971 Amendments stressed correctional activities, and in 1973 
attention was shifted to standards and goals and crime reduction. Most recently, 
renewed emphasis was placed on juvenile justice. 

This trend can be expected to continue during the 1976 reauthorization process, 
given the variety of pressures to change the law already expressed, particularly 
in the area of aid to local governments and courts. 

With each chan.ge has come a new level-or at least a different type-of expecta­
tion regarding accomplishments and results, and even more confusion about the 
overwhelmingly ambitious programmatic goal expressed in 1968-the reduction 
of crime. For although it was clearly stated and supported by the Crime Com­
mission in 1967 that aid directed only to the criminal justice system was not 
enough, the Administration proposed and Congress approved a program of assist­
ance to the criminal justice system with every expectation that crime would 
decline. 

Although the Administration and Congress accepted the Crime Commission's 
findings, the program which emerged in 1968 focused primarily on efforts to 
improve the system. For example, the "Declaration and Purpose" preamble to 
the 1968 legislation stated: 
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"Congress finds that the high incidence of crime in the United States threatens 
the peace, security, and general welfare of the Nation and its citizens. To prevent 
crime and to insure the greater safety of the people, law enforcement efforts must 
be beller coordinated, intensified, and made more effective at all levels of govern­
ment . ... It is therefore the declared policy of the Congress to assist State and 
local governments in strengthening and improving law enforcement at every level 
by national assistance. It is the purpose of this title to (1) encourage States and 
units of general local government to prepare and adopt comprehensive plans based 
upon their evaluation of State and local problems of law enforcement; (2) au­
thorize grants to States and units of local government in order to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement; and (3) encourage research and development directed 
toward the improvement of law enforcement and the development of new methods for 
the prevention and reduction of crime and the detection and apprehension of 
criminals." (Emphasis added.) 

Further, Section 301(a)-which authorized the use of "action grant" monies­
specifically stated that "It is the purpose of this part to encourage States and 
units of general local government to carry out programs and projects to improve 
and strengthen law enforcement." (Emphasis added.) 

The legislation was predicated on the assumption that by promoting efforts 
to improve the components of the criminal justice system, crime would be reduced. 
But at the time, in 1967 and 1968 during Congressional review, no one seriously 
questioned the popular belief that the infusion of money to improve the criminal 
justice system would, in fact, automatically reduce crime. Questionning such was 
not in the realm of political or popular acceptability-particularly in the aftermath 
of the widespread civil disorders and riots of the 1960's. "'Var on crime" and 
"lawane order" were the by-words. 

Delivery of Social Services: Public and private service agencies should 
direct their actions to improve the delivery of all social services to citizens, 
particularly to groups that contribute higher than average proportions of 
their numbers to crime statistics. 

Prompt Determination of Guilt or Innocence: Delays in the adjudication 
and disposition of criminal cases must be greatly reduced. 

Citizen Action: Increased citizen participation in activities to control 
crime in their community must be generated, with active encouragement 
and support by criminal justice agencies. o 

The Commission's seven volume report not only contained hundreds of stand­
ards and recommendations for the improvement of the criminal justice system, 
but also suggested many standards and recommendations pertaining to the social 
service delivery system. 

While a number of the conditions cited by the 1967 Commission had been 
ameliora.ted, the National Advisory Commission found that progress was non­
existent in other areas of the criminal justicc system, and the system was still in 
much need of reform. But as in the earlier Commission's report, the 1973 panel 
stressed the need for concomitant action in non-criminal justice areas, citing: 

(1) Citizen apathy and indifference cnntribute to crime; 
(2) Private and public agencies outside the criminal justice system influence 

rises and declines in crime rates; and 
(3) Community crim'.'1 prevention efforts include demonstrable benefits for 

existing institutions and agencies organized toward the achievement of other 
primary goals.10 

Wholesale and 'lasting crime reduction through limited planning efforts and 
financial assistancc confined Holely to the criminal justice system is an unrealistic 
expectation. There is no Hingle formuht for determining the causes of crime. There 
is no single prescription for dlO'aling with crime, There is no uniform mnnner for 
dealing with criminal offenders. Rather, crime reduction and prevention can only 
be accomplish cd by addressing the total social, political and economic needs and 
attitudes of citizens. The elements of the criminal justice system can contribute 
to efforts to help reduce crime; but traditionally the police, court-'l and corrections 
components deal with crime and criminals after they have become statistics. As 
recently noted by Samuel Dash, Director of the Institute of Criminal Law and 
Procedures at Georgetown University in Washington, D.C. and former counsel 
to the Senate Watergnte Committee: "lIow we handle a criminal after he's in the 
system won't cut down on crime. The criminal administration system simply can't 
do it." 

9 Natlonnl Advisor.\' Commission on Crimlnnl .TURticl' Stnndnl'dsnnd Goals, "A NntlonnJ. 
Strlltl'g~' to Rl'duce Crhnp" (GoVI'l'IInll'nt PI'lnting Ofllc~, Wnshington, D.C., ,Tnnunr.Y 1073), 
p. xvi. 

lO Nt/tionnl Ad\'Isor~' CommissIon on Criminnl .Tustic!' Stnnclnras Hna Gonls. "Community 
Crime Prl'v~ntlon" (Goyernment Printing Olllcl', 'Ynshlngton, D.C., .Jnnnnry 1073), p. 1. 
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In the short-run, improved law enforcement and strengthened crime suppression 
activities may have limited impact upon the crime problem. At best, long-term 
remedies will only be approached through concerted efforts to develop a sound 
economy, provide job and educational opportunities, ameliomte social inequities, 
and reduce the opportunity to commit [1 crime-and the need to commit a crime. 
Many of the actions which must be taken to impact upon the crime problem are 
not related to the criminal justice system. The control of crime is an intergovern­
mental, interfunctional, interdisciplinary and interpersonal responsibility. All 
levels of government must coopemte in sh[1ring resources and technologies. The 
various components of the criminal justice system-police, courts, corrections­
must function in concert to produce a viable system of justice. The my!;ad of 
complex soci[11 diticiplines must also ,york together in order to reduce related socbl 
ills such as poverty, unemployment and ghetto environments in order to have any 
effect on crime. Citizen attitudes-distrust, alienation, apathy-toward one 
another and toward the acceptance of crime as [1 way of life or as being tolerable, 
must also be addressed. Many of these issues are beyond the scope of the Safe 
Streets Progmm, yet they deal directly with the root causes of crime, and their 
importance cannot be understated. James Vorenberg, noted Harvard law pro­
fessor and executive director of the 1967 Crime Commission, m tt November 1975 
television interview states: ... "It sounds like a broken record, I suppose, but I 
really think that you can't make a big dent in crime without doing something 
about the kind of society we live in. I think the way this country has opemted in 
the last eight years has been the perfect prescription for increasing crime. I think 
if we're not willing-on a consistent basis-to invest in the kinds of lives people 
lead, if we keep people out of schools, if we continue discrimination in schools, 
if we have (high) unemployment, I think we're going to h[1ve the Rame problem 
ten years from now (th[1t) we h[1ve now." 

It is understandable th[1t the progmm which was formulated in 1968 de[11t with 
the "basics" of the criminal justice system. Indeed, it is f[1r e[1sier to see more 
policemen on the streets, additional judges on the bench, [1nd correctional insti­
tutions with improved f[1cilities th[1n it is to determine the effectiveness of a 
psychologicnl testing program or [1 pre-delinquency counseling progmm, or deal 
with the root problems of such [1 complex Rocial condition as crime. 

The only misconception-born of hope-was to expect an immedi[1te and 
wholesale reduction of crime [1S [1 result of [11imited expenditure of federal funds to 
improve the criminal justice system. 

In addition, [1nd most import[1ntly, however, the program which did emerge 
in 11')68 was nbsolutely esscnti[11 because the criminal justice system lacked 
resources, manpower and imagi:u\,tive leadership. As cited by the Crime Commis­
sion: 

Every part of the system is undernourished. There is too little manpower 
and wh[1t there if; is not enough trained or well "'lough paid. Facilities and 
equipment are inadequate. Research progmms that could lead to greater 
knowledge about crime [1nd justice, and therefore to more effective opemtions, 
are [1\most non-existent. To ][1ment the incre[1se in crime and [1t the same time 
to st[1rve the [1gencies of l[1w enforcement n,nd justice is to whistle in the 
wind. 1I 

The establishment of the Safe Streets Progmm in 1968 W[1S [1 re[1listic [1ttempt 
to begin to provide desp[1mtely needed resources to improve [1 highly fragmented, 
inefficient, and [1t times ineffective system of criminal justiee, [1nd to begin to 
identify methods to reduce crime. In this reg[1rd, the progrmn h[1s fulfilled its 
statutory m[1ndrlte. All components of the criminal justice system are better 
trained and equipped and equipped today, and some progress has been made in 
formu\[1ting [1nd testing crime reduction strategies. Although the st[1unchest 
critics do continue to evaluate the N[1tion's crime control purely in the context of 
its "failure to reduce crime", policymakers, law enforcement [1nd crimin[1l justice 
offiCials, academicians, sociologists and the like [1re far more re[1listic in their 
appraisal of success [1nd failure. A recent article in U.S. News & World Report 
which de[1lt with crime in Americr\' found: "On one point [1uthorities agree: No 
quick solutions can be expected". 

An additional problem inherent to the eV[1lu[1tioll of success or failure of crime 
reduction programs is the determination of what kinds and how m[1ny crimes are 
committed. In measuring crime, most observers look first to the reported crime 
rate compiled and published annually as the Uniform Crime Reports (UCRs) by 
the Federal Bure[1u of Investig[1tion. These reports are developed in conjunction 

11 President's Commission 011 Lrnv Eutorcement tlnrl Arlrniulatrntloll of .Tusticc, op. cit., 
P.111. 
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with the Committee on Uniform Crime Report of the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police (IACP). However, two fundamental factors must be recognized 
when utilizing these statistics. First, during the past five years when reported 
crime exhibited an increase, the Nation's economic health began to suffer. Such 
key indices as inflation and unemployment skyrocketed. Historically, studies have 
shown that crime increases durin!!: periods of economic change and stress. 

Second, crime statistics are themselves controversial. Analysts challenge the 
validity and completeness of the UCRs because they are compiled through a 
voluntary, erratic and non-uniform system of collection. These statistics have 
been utilized primarily because nothing more reliable exists. Much of the initial 
and on-going State and local expenditures in the Safe Streets Progl'l1m have 
supported the development of a more valid data base and improving the capability 
of criminal justice agencies to produce crime information on 11 complete, uniform 
and quality basis. As a result, these sbtistics are becoming more complete each 
year, although they are still far from perfection. More and more agencies are 
participating, and the data being genel'l1ted are more reliable. Inevitably, this 
increased participation and completeness has had an impact on the numbers 
represented by the statistics. They have increased. A recent study in Pennsylvania, 
for example, confirmed that a great portion of a recent increase in the UCRs for 
that State was as a result of increased reporting efficiency l'I1ther than an increase 
in crimes being committed. Alabama may also experience a dl'l1matic increase in 
crime statistics-at least on paper, according to officials in that State. The sta­
tistics will be inflated beyond a real increase or decrease in crime because of a 
mandatory erime reporting system which went into effect last year. Only 37 
percent of the law enforcement agencieR were reporting data at the beginning of 
1975. By the end of the year, the percentage of reporting agencies had increased 
to 70 percent. These findings exemplify that the UCR statistics are not a clear 
indication of the seriousness of crime. 'l'he real question is not the method of 
estimation, but whether the yardstick at the present time is too changeable to 
allow significant trend comparisons to be made nt the nationallevel.12 

Additional reporting problems occur when, as the Wickersham Commission 
pointed out, agencies "usc these reports in order to advertise their freedom from 
crime as compared with other municipalities." While public sensitivity to and 
greater awareness of the crime problem serve as a check to this situation, it is 
possible that political pressures external to the reporting agency (the police depart­
ment) or perhaps the desire of the police department to advance the proposition 
that crime is not a seriou:; problem locally have an effect OIl reporting results. 
Deficient or defective reporting practices also skew the statistical outcome. Olearly, 
all of the problems which do exist in the compilation of data serve to prevent an 
accurate picture of the crime situation in communities throughout the country 
from receiving the public scrutiny it justly deserves. In the final analysis, it is 
a violation of the public trust. 

Another weakness of the existing crime reporting system is that there is no base 
comparison against which measurt'ments of crime control and prevention efforts 
can be made. As a result of tiwse and other problems experienced with crime 
reporting, a new measurement technique-victimization surveys-is being devel­
oped to obtain a more accurate gUllge of the scope of unreported crime. The first 
national survey of unreported crime (National Opinion Research Center Field 
Survey II, Criminal Victimization in the United States) was undertaken in 1967 as 
part of the comprehensive work of the Preside'1t's Crime Commission. A recent 
victimization survey completed in Portland, Oregon, and released in February 
] 975, showed a 16 % drop in the burglary rate during the previous two years. This 
finding is in direct contradiction to FBI statistics which reiiected an increase in 
burglaries during the same period. Through the usc of household interviews, 
researchers discovered that while fewer persons had been victims of burglaries, a 
greater proportion had reported the crimes to the police. As a result, the study 
attributed the FBI data to an increase in the citizen reporting rate, rather than 
to an actual increase in crime. 'rhe report concluded: "Official crime statisti:::s 
reflect only the crimes which rt'sidents report to the police or which the police 
uncover in progress. If residents begin reporting a greater percentage of all crimes 
to the police, the olficial crime rates will be increased even though the total amount 
of crime could be the same or even declining." 

Current national victimization survey work is being conducted by the N!ttional 
Crime Panel of LEAA. Within the next several years, the States will have data 

"President's Commission on Lnw Enforcement und A<lmlnlstrutloll of .Justice, Oil. cit., 
I). 27. 
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which will aid them in determining whether the actual mte of crime victimization 
has been changing. These surveys, while not reputed as being the final answer, do 
in fact, present a clearer, more precise picture of the character and magnitude of 
the Nation's crime problem. For example, recent surveys have revealed that 
fifty-five percent (55%) of offenses are committed against persons, forty-one per­
cent (41 %) of offenses involve households, and four percent (4%) of offenses are 
against businesses. Low income families are more likely to be victims of violent 
crime, while more affluent penlOns are more victimized by burglaries, other 
larcenies. Teenagers are the most frequent crime victims, and persons over 65 
are the least affccted. Men are more often targets of crime than womenj blacks 
fall victim more often than whites. Single persons who rent, rather than own 
their own houses, are high on the victim list. 

For the criminal justice system perspective, these are the kinds of dat{\'­
together with offender profile data-which are necessary to the development of 
an effective plan to deal with crime. How can one treat an ailment unless one can 
analyze the symptoms and diagnose the cause? 
Looking Ahead 

In 1976, Congress once again will consider the Safe Streets Program. During 
this process, the Congress and the public must not only examine the program's 
defiCiencies, but also recognize its limitations. More importantly, Congress and 
the public must review the positive results that have been achieved over the past 
seven years, and weigh the costs and benefits of continuing the program against 
the human, economic and social costs of crime. 

The dcvelopment of the program has been an evolutionary process. SPAs, 
10C!LI criminal justice planning agencies and the federal administrative structure 
did not appear overnight. There was no cadre of trained !Lnd experienced "criminal 
jllstice planners" waiting to staff Ilnd direct the program. There were no set 
procedures to operate the program in the critical areas of auditing, monitoring and 
evaluation. There were no precedents for thc Nation's first bloc grant program 
of federal assistance. Little was known about the causes, extent [,nd nature of 
crime. 

In a recent article, Joseph L. White, Fellow at the Academy for Contemporary 
Problems noted: "Congrcss must give up its unrealistic notion that by contributing 
funds to the improvement of criminal justice crime rates and recidivism wm .. go 
down .... LEAA is an agency primarily charged with the man!Lgement of a 
grant-in-aid program. Its failure to reduce crime should not obscure what the 
agency has accomplished. Nor should it obscure the fact that when Congress 
directed LEAA to reduce and control crime, it asked for too much . . . The 
Congressional interest in the quality of law, order and justice in America should 
be morc positively focused on increasing the capnbility of the system to be efficient 
and humane, and not demand, as a quid pro quo, a reduction in crime for every 
dollar. Congress should continue to express its concern about the quality of 
criminal justice for the same reasons that it justifies expenditures for other, large 
social systems. It does pot req lire the health ficld to eradicate cancer as a condition 
precedent to funding, nor does it require the educational system to maintain an 
intellectual level of excellence in Amcrica. It docs so because thosc services !Lre 
the stuff of government, what the people want to collectively provide to them­
selves." 

The systcm of justice in Americ!L today is fundamentally sound, and is sub­
stantially sup:Jrior to that which exi.tud only seven yeltrS ago. Safe Streets 
monics represent almost the only funds available to criminal justice for experi­
mentation. These resources have permitted system-widc criminal justicc planning, 
directing responses to crime in urban arens, cstablishing standards for criminal 
justice personnel and operations, drafting major lcgislntive changes including crim­
inal code revisions, and introducing innovative p'l'ogramming. Without the infusion 
of federal funds undcr the Safe Streets Act, States nnd localities would be able 
to do little more than maintain their existing operations. 

The Safe Strects Program hus demonstrated its ability to increase the efficiency, 
effcotiveness and fairness of the Nation's criminal justice system. Whether or 
not these improvements and the developing crime reduction efforts have helped 
stem the rise in crime is impossible to assess at this time; but these efforts represent 
worthwhile and not inconsiderable goals unto themselves. 

The 1967 Crime Commission aptly observcd: 
This report hILS emphasized again and again that improved law enforcement 

and criminal administration is more than a, matter of giving additional 
resources to police departments, courts, and correctional systems. Resources 
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are not ends. They are the means, the means through which the agencies 
of criminal justice can seek solutions to the problem of preventing and 
cc:::trolling crime. Many of thoBe solutions have not yet been found. We 
need to know much more :tbout crime. A national strategy against crime 
must be in large part a strategy of search.!3 

In 1973, this call for a strategy wa~ echoed when the National Advisory Commis­
sion issued its COmlJrehensive standards and goals report (entitled itA National 
Strategy to Reduce Crime"), and noted: 

We have sought to expand their (previous commissions') work and build 
upon it by developing n clear statement of priorities, goals, and standards 
to help set a national strategy to reduce crime through the timely and 
equitable administration of justice; the protection of life, liberty and property; 
and the efficient mobilization of resources." 14 

The remaining portions of this report review the myriad activities, method i 
and programs which constitute the Nation's search to reduce crime and to improve 
the quality of the criminal justice system. 

IV. 

ADMINISTRA'I'IVE STRATEC,1ES AND RELATIONSHIPS 

During the past seven years, the SPA has been a new, relatively untested and 
fluid component of State government. Throughout this short span of time, each 
of the fifty-five (55) SPAs has not only embarked upon its role to perform com­
prehensive criminal justice planning and the many functions associated with grant 
administration, but has also sought to establish itself as a viable participant in the 
dynamics of intergovernmental and inter-agflncy relations at all levels. 

The challenges offered to the SPAs, as well as to their local and federal counter­
parts to a great extent, have been formidable. As previously noted, there was 
no cadre of trained and experienced criminal justice planners available to staff 
and direct the program. As with any emerging discipline, theories abounded as 
to the most effective and appropriate planning philosophy and process. Admin­
istratively, application forms and procedures had to be developed, and budget 
and program review functions devised. Grant award standards had to be estab­
IishC'tl, and fund disbursement schedules for thousands of projects had to be 
established, and fund disbursement schedules for thousands of projects formulated. 
And monitoring guidelines, auditing policies and evaluation strategies had to be 
prepared. Additionally, each unit had to adapt-indeed conform-to the tradi­
tional governmental patterns within which it was to function. 

Given the opportunity and the forum to plan and to act together, many ele-
1l1ents of the criminal justice system, general government and the public sector 
have engaged in cooperative efforts never before known. Their goal is the develop­
ment of initiatives to help control crime and bring about a fairer system of crimi­
nal justice. 
Organization and Respons'ibilities 

Congress authorized that each SPA be created or designated by the Governor 
and be subject to his jurisdiction. As of May 1975, twenty (20) SPAs had been 
established by State statute and thirty-five (35) were operating under a guber­
natorial executive order. (See Appendix Table 1.) 

Although there is wide diversity among SPAs in terms of their structural 
organization and location within State government, each shares common traits 
and responsibilities. Every SPA has a professional staff. In 1969, siightly more 
than 400 persons (professional or clerical or both) were employed by SPAs to 
administer a $24.6 million program. As of May 1975, 1),425 p!,nfrR~innals were 
responsible for the administration of a $536.5 million I::itate a.;tld~ 1) ·~grams. 
(See Table 2.) Staff complements have increased by approximately 350 percent, 
while total appropriations have risen by over 1300 percent.! Professional staff 
levels range from a low of 4 in American Samoa to a high of 66 in California.2 

While it is practically impossible to establish a uniform staff classification pattern, 
budget data indicate that greater staff emphasis is being placed on evaluation, 
auditing, planning and grant administration. 

'3 Ibid., I). 270. 
H Nn.tlonnl Advisory Commission on Crlmlnnl .Justice StnncJnrds ·nnd Gonls, Oil. cit., 

Forewnrd. 
1 Flscnl Yllnr lOGO to fiscal year 1076 eOllllltlrlson. 
'Dabn. obtnlned from fi~(!al year 1076 Planning Grant Allpllcatlons and Indlcatll actnnl 

stnt!' employed at the Lime of1l11pllclltlon submission. 
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The overwhelming majority of SPA directors are appointed by the Governor. 
In some States, legislative confirmation is required. In two States (Montana 
and :Muine), the supervisory board is the appointing authority, while in three 
others (Kentucky, J\Hssouri and South Dakota), the head of the "umbrella" 
agency, in which the SPA is located, aPPoints thc SPA director. 

It is estimated that the average tenure of an SPA director is approximately 
two years. Thirty SPAs experienced a change of directors during the eighteen 
month period commencing in October 1974. This turnover for the most part has 
been a result of changes in State administrations and normnl occupational mo­
bility. Many SPA directors have been !tppointed to head other State agencies. 
Several were named to oversee the standards and goals efforts in their Stntes, 
while others have selected to return to private Inw practice or to teach. Some have 
assumed l)ositions with 10en1 or federal agencies. 

TABLE 2.-FULL·TIME SPA STAFF LEVELS 

Professional Clerical 

State Actual Authorized Actual Authorized 

Alabama •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _." •• _ •••• 27 27 8 Ii 
Alaska ••••• , •• " ____ ._ •• ____ .. ______ •• ____ , •• _____ • 8 8 2 2.5 
American Samoa .... ______ •• ______ •••••. __ •• _____ • __ 
Arizona. __ •••• _____ '_'" __ • ___ • _. _____ •••• ____ "'" 

4 4 
18 18 

3 6 
5 5 

Arkansas ____ ._ •• _ •••••••••••••• _._ •••• _._. __ •• _ •••• 
California 1 ___ • __ • __ , ____ , __ • __ ._ •••• __ •• ____ • ____ __ 
Colorado ____ ••.• __ •• ________ ., ______ •• _________ ' __ • 

22 22 
66 80 
16 19 

8 9 
48 57.5 
6 7 

Connect!cut. •••• _____ •••••• ____ •••• ___ • , •• ___ • ____ • 
Delaware. __ ••••••• __ ' ___ •••••••••••••••••• _ •••• , __ • 

23 29 
17 17 

12 14 
4 4 

District of Columbla .. _______ • ____ •• _______________ •• 29 35 l! 11 
Florlda __ •••••• __ ••• __ """'" •••••••••••••••••••• _ 42 43 23 26 
Georgia. _____ • __ • _ •••• __ •••••••• __ •• __ •• __ •• ______ • 

~~~~i1::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: 
24 27 
12 12 
6 8 

11 11 
4 4 
4 4 

Idaho ___ • _ •••• __ •• __ •• ____ •••••• __ •• __ ._ •• __ .,. __ __ 13 15 6 6 
IlIInois •• _. ________ •• __________ ••• ___ ._ ••• _ ••• ___ ••• 
I ndlana __ ••• ____ • __ • __ • __ ••• __ •••• ______ •• __ •• __ ••• 

58 ~~ 
23 24 

24 26 
14 14 

Iowa ••••• "" ___ ' __ ' _____ • __ •••••• , __ •• __ •••• __ • __ 20 20 5 5 
Kansas •••••• , __ •• ______ • _., ____ •• ______ ••• _______ _ 

~;~I\~~~t:: :::::::::::::::::::::::: :::: ::::::::::: 
15 16 
30 37 
26 27 

8 8 
10 13 
12 12 

Maine. ___ •• __ •••••••• __ •••• __ • __ ." ____ • ______ • __ _ 
Maryland_. _ .. ________ • __ •• ' ____ • ______ •• ______ • __ • 
Massachusetts __ • ____ •• ____ .,. __ •••••••••• __ • __ • __ •• 
Michlgan .......................................... _ 
Minnesota ..... __ ...... __ • __ •• __ • __ .. __ •••• ____ .. __ • 

~1~~~s~~rY~::: ::::::::::: :::::: ::::::::: :::::::::::: 
Montana ...................... __ ., __ •• ____ • _ •.• ' ._. 

25 27 
29 29 
52 53 
42 45 
28 29 
17 20 
23 23 
12 16 

8 8 
9 9 

18 18 
15 15 
7 7 

14 14 
8 8 
2 6 

Nebraska ••••••• __ .... __ .... __ ................. __ •• 
Nevada. __ •• ___ ••••• ,. ____ ••••• _ ........ " •• ____ '" 
New Hampshlre ____ •• ____ ••• ' __ •• __ '" __ •• '" __ •• __ • 

~ ~~ ~~~ito::::::::::: :::::::::::: :::::: :::::::: ::: 
New york ....... __ •••• __ ., ____ ••••••• _______ •• ____ • 
North Carolina. __ ••••• _ •• ______ • __ ••• ____ • ____ • ____ • 
North Dakota •• ____ •• ______________ • ____ • ____ •• __ ••• 
Ohio __ ._ •••• _ ••• ____ ' ._, ••• , __ ••• _ ....... _ ••••• _' __ 
Oklahoma •••••••••• ,. _'" "'" _"" •• __ • __ ••••••• _. 
Oregon •••• ___ "" __ .",. __ • __ ••• , __ "",, __ ••• __ __ 

~~~~t~~i~~i~.::::: ::::::::::: :::::::: :::::::::: ::::: 
Rhode Island •• ____ • __ • __ • __ ' ____ ••• _____ ....... ___ • 
South Carolina ... __ •• ____ ••• _ ••• __ •• _ .. __ • __ •• __ ._ •• 
South Dakota •••••••• _""'" _""'" __ "'" •• ,. _ ••• 
Tennessee •••••• __ .,. ___ ... '''' •••• ___ ....... _____ , 
Texas ••••••• _ •• __ .... '_'" __________ ••• _""" __ ••• 
Utah ••••••• _., ••••• _ ........... _ "'" ", ••• , •• __ '" 
Vermont •• """"'"'' ......... "' ___ •••• ________ • 
Virginia •• __ •• _ ••• __ • ___ • __ • '"'' • __ •••• _ ••• __ .. __ __ 
Virgin Islands ••• ________ • ______ • ______ .. ________ • __ 
Washingtol1. __ ..... __ •••• ____ "_' _____ •• " __ """" 
West Virginia ..... ____ ..... __ .. __ ••••• ___ • ____ ...... 
Wlsconsll1 ....... __ •••• _. __ ....... _____ • _. _" •• , •• " 
Wyoming ........ __ ••••••••••• __ ." ...... _._. __ "'" 

18 19 
12 12 
10 \0 
45 50 
13 13 
44 49 
35 37 
11 11 
55 66 
20 21 
26 28 
58 59 
47 47 
22 24 
19U 23U 
10 10 
29 29 
56 61 
18 24 
14 14 
37 37 
7 \1 

25 25 
29 '32 
28 29 
9 10 

5 6 
6 8 
6 6 

22 25 
10 11 
23 24 
13 16 
6 6 

28 35 
10 13 
4 5 

28 34 
22 22 
6 9 
9 14 
3 3.6 
9 9 

17 22 
5 6 
5 5.5 

19 19 
2 3 
8 8 
9 12 

12 13.5 
3 3 

1 Prior to major reorganization. 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 planning granls. 
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Every SPA has a supervisory board which is responsible for reviewing and 
approving the State Plan. Over 1400 persons are members of State supervisory 
boards. 'l'hese bodies are comprised of State and local government and criminal 
justice members and are representative of citizen and community interests. 
In 1975, approximately 37 percent represented State government, 40 percent 
represented local government, and 23 percent the general public. (See Appendix 
Table 2.) These data can be compared to a 1970 ACIR survey which showed 
that the State accounted for 37 percent, local governments 46 percent and the 
general public 17 percent of the board membership. 'rhesc changes suggest an 
increasing role for citizen interests and the absence of what has been termed by 
some critics as "State domination". 

Data also reveal that State boards are no longer "dominated" by criminal 
justice officials. Membership data compiled in 1970 by ACIR revealed that 
approximately 60 percent of State board membership was comprised of criminal 
justice system officials. However the 1975 survey revealed that, of total board 
composition, police account for 20 percent, courts for 21 percent, corrections for 8 
percent and juvenilp- justice for 7 percent.3 These figures include both State and 
local officials. (See Appendix Table 3.) 

Local officials account for approximately 40 percent of Statf;) board membership. 
This amount is divided between criminal justice representatives (judges, prosecu­
tors, sheriffs, etc.), and non-criminal justice officials (city and county executives, 
administrators, legislators, etc.). (See Appendix Table 4.) Compared to 1970 
data, local non-criminal justice membership has increased from 11 percent to 
nearly 13 percent of total board composition. 

State legislators are members of supervisory boards in thirty-six States.4 

Additionally, State legislators serve on advisory committees to supervisory boards 
in many States. In one State (California), although there are no legislative mem­
bers, both houses of the State legislature appoint over 40 percent of the board 
membership (11 of 27 members). 

State and local courts, according to the strictest definition, are represented on 
every supervisory board except one. The State supreme court is represented by 
either a supreme court justice or the State court administrator (or both) in at 
least 85 percent of the States. Additionally, judges serve on advisory committees 
to the supervisory board in several States. Other States have formed subcommit­
tees of the supervisory board (with judicial representation) to address court­
related issues. When the definition of "courts" is expanded to include Statc and 
local prosecution and defense functions, and probation and parole responsibilities 
where appropriate, "courts" repre:sentation increases significantly. 

The average size of a supervisory board is 26 members; the smallest board is in 
Guam (8 members) and the largest in Michigan (75 members). The majority 
of members are appointed directly by the Governor. However, as noted above, the 
State legislature also is responsible for appointments in some areas, and some 
members-primarily State criminal justice officials-serve in an ex-officiu capacity. 
'l'he chairman of the board is appointed by the Governor in most States. The 
Governor actually serves as chairman of the supervisory board in six States; 
the attorney general is designated ex-officio chairman in nine States. Members 
serve an average term of 2-4 years. Most boards have established by-laws. 

Nearly eighty percent of the board members regularly attend meetings. Many 
States permit members to send representatives to meetings; however, only about 
half of these "proxies" are allowed to vote. Less than twenty percent of the locally 
elected officials send criminal justice officials to represent them in their absence. 

These datn show that no single interest dominates the State supervisory 
boards and that they do maintain a "representative character," Queried about 
the effect that board membership has on funding decisions, nearly 90 percent of 
the r('sponding Stntes indicated that representation was of little or no importance. 
'rhe majority of respondents also indicated that nO agencies, jurisdictions or 
groups were either over-represented or under-represented. In addition, although 
OVer 60 percent of the rcsponding SPAs indicated that the Governor (or his 
representative) sometimes made recommendations to the SPA for support of 
c,ertain projects and programs, 30 percent characterized the board's relationship 
with the Govcrnor It~ very independent, and an additional 46 p<:rcent characterized 
it as onn of oeca~ional communication and consultation. Seemingly, dominance 
is morn a product of individual personalities than of special interest groups, 

The breadth of supervisory board involvement in planning and funding activities 
is great. While seven States indicated thn.t the board only sets brond policies and 

n Courts Is brolldly defined to Include juolMlll, prosccutorlnl, defense nnel reIn ted 
lwrsounrl. 

'As n rCAult of. rcccnt Ic,::lslntlon, t1w Colorn(lo SPA IIlls rcconslltutcd Ita supervisory 
bonrd, which Includes tllre!'. lcgislntors, IItHl should hc included in the list, rnlslng the 
number to thirty-scYcn, 
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priorities, )nost State boards review and approve both general and specific 
activities in the plan bU'led upon staff recommendations. No State board auto­
matically accepts the recommendn,tion of its staff. 

Five responding States have delegated all grant approval and disapproval to 
the SPA staff; several have authorized the staff to act on smaller grants, usually 
those under $5,000. However, the vast majority of State supervisory boards are 
actively involved in the review and approval of action grant applications. In 
addition, approximately 70 percent of the respondents indicated that the super­
visory board also reviews and npproves Part B nllocntions. 

The forum which the Safe Streets Program provides is essentinl. It is the vehicle 
through which the components of the criminal justice system and noncriminal 
justice officials-both public and private-cnn come together to assess needs 
and priorities, and begin to develop appropriate responses. Indeed, ttll responding 
States indicated tlmt SFA stnff and monies hnve had a role' in encouraging [1-nd 
promoting n more systematic and coordinnted npproach to criminal justice 
problems. Over 95 percent acknowledge this role as crucial or important. Addi­
tionally, States indicnted that the various components of the criminal justice 
system have begun to view themselves and to function as part of nn interdependent 
and integrated system. The notable, but not unexpected, exception is the court 
system. As recently noted by Patrick Murph)', President of the Police Foundation: 
"The courts in particular tend to refrain from cooperating with other criminal 
justice agencies. The courts, of course, luwe traditionally considered themselves 
independent, and this attitude persists. All too often, judges are a law unto 

, themselves, interested neither in the gathering of information by which they could 
be held nccountahle for their work, nor in cooperating with state pbnning agencies 
on wnys to improve their operations." 

Although not totally successful in bringing together all the elements on al! 
occnsions, til(' potential exists. In States where a gren,ter degree of cooperation ha~ 
been developed, the Safe Streets Program has been in large part, responsible. 
Responsibilities 

Part B funds suppOrt the planning nnd administrative functions of the States. 
A baHe amount of $200,000 is made available to each SPA; the remainder of funds 
is distributed on the basis of their relative populations. Appendix Table 5 itemizes 
the Part B allocation for each SPA for FY 1976. A maximum of 60 percent of the 
allocation may be retained by the State for planning and administration unless 
a waiver is granted; the remainder must be allocated to regional and local plan­
ning units. The States must also provide !t 10 percent cash match for those Part B 
funds retnined for State purposes. Table 3 lists these fiscal year H17.6 match 
percentages. 

TABLE S.-PART B MATCH 
(Percent of State match for state activities I( 

state 

·Alabama •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

: ~~ti~;a.::::::: ::::::: :::::::::::::::: 
Arkansas ••••••• _" •••••••• ,. _ ••••••• _ 
California ........................... .. 
Colorado ••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 
Connectlcut. •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

·Oelaware ••••••••••••••••••••••••• __ •• 
'Olsblct of Columbia •••••••••••••••••••• 
Florida ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Georgia •••••••••••••••• "" """ ••••• 

·Hawail .............................. . 
·Idaho_ ••••••••••••• , •••• , ........... . 
·llIInols .............................. . 

Indiana ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Iowa ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Kansas ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• Kentucky ............................ . 
·Louislana ............................ . 
·Maine •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Maryland ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• Massachusetts ........................ . 
Michigan ............................ . 
Minnesota •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Mississippi •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

·Mlssourl •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
·Montana •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
·Nebraska ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Percentage 

13.76 
46.05 
16.57 
10.00 
10.00 
10.00 
10.00 
28.97 
11.41 
10.00 
10.00 
20.99 
44.71 
32.17 
10.00 
10.00 
10.00 
40.30 
16.03 
12.41 
10.00 
30.01 
10.00 
10,00 
10.00 
11.89 
11.01 
10.28 

state 

·Nevada ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
New Hampshire ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
New Jersey ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

'New Mexico .......................... . 
New york ............................ . 
North Carolina ....................... . 

'North Dakota •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ohio ................................ . 
Oklahoma ............................ . 

·Oregon ••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
·Pennsylvanla ......................... . 
'Rhode Island ......................... . 
South Carolina ....................... . 

'South Dakota ......................... . 
Tennessee ........................... . 
Texas ............................... . 

·Utah ................................ . 
Vermont ............................. . 

·Virginia .............................. . 
Washington .......................... . 
West Virginia ......................... . 
Wiscons!rl ............................ . 
Wyoming ............................ . 

'Amerlcan Samoa ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
·Guam •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
'Puerto \Iico .......................... . 
Virgin Islands ........................ . 

Percentage 

31.26 
10.00 
10.00 
35.66 
10.00 
10.00 
20.68 
10.00 
10.00 
10.50 
44.30 
11.14 
10.00 
13.60 
10.00 
10.00 
17.18 
10.00 
25.16 
10.00 
10.00 
10.00 
10.00 
11.00 
13.68 
10.16 
10,00 

I statutory minimum Is 10 percent; amounts in excess of 10 percent constitute "overmatch". Twenty·seven (27) States 
overmatch. An asterisk (.) Identifies those States. 

Source; Fiscal year 1976 State planning grants. 
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Over the past several years-through statutory, regulatory and administrative 
changes-SPAs have been required to perform a large number of additional 
functions, some of which were once the responsibility of LEAA and others of 
which are not directly related to the Safe Streets program (i.e. relocation assist­
ance, civil rights compliance, etc.). Inflation also has taken its toll. One study 
recently conducted in Rhode Island indicated that the minimum amount of 
planning funds necessary for that SPA to perform its duties was over $500,000. 
Some adjustment to the allocation process for Part B fUnds, such as raising the 
base amount, appears warranted to enable the smaller States to perform the plan­
ning and administrative duties imposed upon them, and to permit the larger States 
to continue to perform at least at their present financial level. 

Prior to the enactment of the Safe Streets Act in Hl69, little planning was being 
conducted in the area of criminal justice. A significant outgrowth of the program, 
one which will have long-term benefits, has been the development of a planning 
capability for criminal justice at the State and localleveI. 

The development of most SPAs has followed a course from project planning, 
programming and grant administrat.ion, to auditing, monitoring, evaluation and 
the refinement of planning techniques. A realistic assessment of the program will 
acknowledge that although agl'ncies-State and local alikl'-were established to 
"plan", very little in quantity or worth was accomplished in the beginning stages 
of the program. 

At the outset of the program, thl' appointment of the LEAA administration 
was delayed, guideline'S were incomple'te and hurriedly issued. The initial emphasis 
was to "get the money moving". As a result, the initial State "plans" were little 
more than compliance documents. Planning, PCI' SC, was the exception and not 
the rul? Unfortunately, the vestige of the early desire to get the money moving 
(which now ha~ a more scientific term of "fund flow") still haunts the efforts of 
State and local agencies responsible for the Safe Streets ProgrRm. So long as guide­
line requirements and demands continue to focus on the management of resources 
rather than on the processes of allocating thosc resources (i.e. planning) thc full 
potcntial of the Safe Streets Program will not be realized. 

That is not to say, however, that a planning capability is not developing. It is. 
A new profession of criminal justice planning has merged. New tools and techniques 
have been developed. Emphases are chunging, slowly but positively. Over seventy­
five percent of the SPAs believl' that their planning capabilities have greatly 
increased over the past six yenrs. An additional twenty-three 8ercent rate the 
change ill their planning capability ns moderately increased. ther significant 
advunces arc cited in thl' areas of grant review, monitoring, evaluation, auditing. 
and estahlishing funding prioritil'H. 

All SPAs are responsible for developing an annual State plan which must in­
clude a description of: general nreds and problems j existing systems j available 
resources; organizational systrms and administrative machinery for implementing 
the plan; the direction, scope, and general types of improvements to be made in 
the future; and to the extent approprintl', the relationship of the plan to other 
relevant Statr or local law enforcl'Jl1ent nnd criminal justice, plans nnd systems. 5 

In mo!\t cases planning and programming decision~ nrc made nfter It review ot: 
dnta rl'lating to crime and tIl(' nctivity of the criminal justice sYlltem (number of 
police officl'rs, probation officer caSl'loadg, court backlogs, jail capacities, ete.) ; 
an assessment of needs; an analysis of pa!:1t performance; amounts of funds avail­
able; State and local priority requests; and an rvaluation of goals and objectives 
to be Ilddressed. 

'l'here are three major types of planning utilized by the SPAs: system improve­
ment; standards and goals; and specific crime reduction. The focus of system 
improvement planning is to dl'velop programtl to upgmde the operations of criminal 
justice ngencies. It is probably the most dominant approach because it deals with 
efforts with the most easily identifiable results. 

The' standllrds and goals approach has received increasing attention, particulllrly 
since 1973 and the publication of the report of the National Advisor," Commission 
on Criminal Justice StclI1dards and Goals. The focus of this technique is to en­
courage jurisdiction;; to adopt nnd implement standards of practice, and short-term 
nnd long-range goals of achievement, including those offered by the National 
Advisory Oommission, the States, or some other recognized institution. 

Planning related to actual crime reduction achieved prominence and added 
importnnce as crime mtcs hegan to rise. Known in trade jargon as IIcrime specific 
planning", It tnrget crime is identified and all programs and activities are designed 

G Section 303 (n) (5), Public Lnw 03-83, Crime ContrOl Act of 1073. 
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to help reduce the incidence of that particular offense within a given period of 
time. This approach was utilized in the LEAA Impact Cities program begun in 
1972 in eight cities (Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, 
Portland, and St. Louis). 

In practice, most States use a combination of these three approaches. 
Auditing, Monitoring, Evaluation 

In 1969, States faced not only the challenge of developing a criminal justice 
planning capability, but also the responsibility of administering the first bloc 
grant program of federal assistance. There were no precedents, and the availllbility 
of technical assistance was limited. Clearly, had technical and financial manage­
ment assistance been lwailable, many difficulties could hllve been Ilvoided or 
minimized. 

States hllve the primary responsibility for auditing, monitoring Ilnd eVlllullting 
the Safe Streets Program. The Stlltes cllpacity to perform these necessary functions 
has grown appreciably over the years. 

Most SPAs now have an inhouse auditing capability. A few States rely on limited 
consultant sen'ices. In others, such as Indiana, auditing services are performed by 
tt State audit agency. MOflt audits are not performed until projects are well 
underway or are terminated. As a result, statistics for current year monies are 
either unavailable or grossly incomplete. On the average, SPAs indicated that 
approximntel.\r 60 percent of fiscnl year 1970 funds, 51 percent of fiscal year 1971 
funds, and 36 percent of fiscal year 1972 funds had been audited by mid-1975. 

Monitoring and evaluation activities provide the means by which SPAs can 
determine whether a project or program is achieving its objectives. As such, these 
activities are crucial to SPA planning and programming decisions. Over 90 percent 
of the States have developed a State evaluation strategy outlining a progrllm for 
assessing the impact and results of funded projects and programs. 

However, only hnlf of the States consider the resources available to them to 
implement their evaluation strategies as being adequate. Another handicap which 
has slowed the development of evaluation capabilities has been the limited amount 
of technical assistance and expertise availllble to SPAs. 

On the Ilvernge, 30 percent of 1111 projects are evalullted each yellr. (This figure 
is over nnd nbove monitoring Iletivities.) This accounts for approximntely 35 
percent of the total bloc grant funds on the average. Sixty percent of the SPAs 
indicated thllt their evaluation efforts have significantly increased since 1973; 
Iln additional 28 percent rate their efforts as modemtely increased. 

All States monitor their projects. However, due to finllncial constraintR Ilnd 
limited staff and time, only slightly more than 70 percent of the SPAs view their 
efforts Il~ genemting adequllte informlltion in 11 regulllr Ilnd timely fashion. 

Funding for evoluo,tion and monitoring is a major difficulty for most SPAs. 
N early every SPA director consider evaluation and monitoring activities as the 
two most endangered SPA activities, if appropriations were to be reduced. They 
also review existing appropriation levels as inadequate to meet their evaluation 
and other planning and management needs. 

A few SPAs confine their activities strictly to the administration and imple­
mentation of the Safe Streets Progra)11. Most SPAs, however, hllve become 
involved-to varying degrees-in planning, budgeting and programming respon­
sibilities beyond those required for Safe Streets. The KentUcky S1' A, for example l 
is part of thnt State's Department of Justice, created through the reorganization 
of all criminll1 justice agencies under one cabinet secretary. Most of the traditionlll 
SPA functions hllve been combined with the Depllrtment's overall planning, 
budgeting, research and eVllluation activities-an approach intended to permit 
the SPA eventtlllUy to plan for the entire criminal justice system at the State 
level and to integru.te the budgeting process into a comprehensive plllnning process 
sto,tewide. 

While 98 percent of the respondents indicllted that some type of action has been 
tllken in the area of cr)minnl justice standards and goals, Illmost half said that 
State standards and goals had actually been establiShed. Most SPAs, such as 
Florida, Michigan, Oregon, Idaho and Utah, have been actively involved with or 
directly responsible for the dcvelopment and implementation processes. 

Of those Stlltes responding to the surveYI approximately 43 percent indicated 
11 "great" or "moderate" role in influencing State criminal justice agency budget 
requests. In South Carolinll and Virginia, for example, the SPA plays an activc 
part in the development of the Governor's proposals for criminal justice. 
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The Michigan SPA, by executive order, bas been rest.ructured to oversee the 
development of a comprehensive State criminal justice policy. Tbe director has 
been named as the Governor's chief advisor for criminal justice problems, and 
the supervisory board has been reconstituted. The budget review and analysis 
functions of executive branch criminal justiqe agencies are being merged with the 
LEAA grant approval function to create a single policy development office for all 
State criminal justice programs. 

The North Dakota SPA has an unusually broad mandate to make recommenda­
tions on matters effecting law enforcement; to prescribe rules for and conduct 
law enforcement training programs; to recommend selection standards for the 
hiring of police officers; to recommend rules for the operation and maintenance of 
local jails and for the treatment and care of inmates; and to conduct training 
programs for every newly elected or appointed judge, sheriff, police officer and 
prosecuting attorney. 

Thus, increasingly, the planning and budgeting activities of the SPAs are 
impacting upon the goals and budgets developed by State criminal jnstice agencies. 
This trend will have even greater significance as economi:, conditions and patterns 
change, and as greater accountability is expected from the components of the 
criminal justice system in the performance of their duties. 

SPAs are also developing strong relationships with State legislatures. As pre­
viously noted, legislators serve on supervisory boards in thirty-six States. In other 
States, they frequently are members of SPA advisory committees. Arizona 
characterizes the activities of the SPA as a forum for providing policy input to 
the Governor and the legislature. The N ebraska SPA submits an annual report 
to the Governor and legislature. A Significant policy relationship exists between 
the SPA and legislature in North Dakota, and the SPA frequently testifies on 
pending criminal justice legjsJation. 

Over 80 percent of the SPAs have dcveloped or proposed criminal justice legis­
lation, while over 60 percent have actually drafted bills. The majority of the 
legislation has dealt with court reorganization (unification), criminal code, 
reVision, training and standards, public defender services, and juvenile justice 
and correctional reform. Nearly half of the measures proposed by SPAs have 
been enacted into law. In addition, eighty percent of the SPAs identify and track 
legislation during the legislative process, and over 90 percent advise the legislature 
on pending proposals. SPAs, such as Virginia, North Dakota, Kentucky and 
others, work with appropriations committees to better integrate bloc grant funds 
into State budgetury processes. And many agencies have performcd specialized 
studies and analyses related to the criminal justice system. 

Only slightly more than 13 percent of the responding SPAs have experienced 
great difficulty in obtaining legislative approval of buy-in and matching funds. 
Twenty-six percent indicated that SPAs sometimes must assume the cost of 
programs which did not receive funds in the legislative and executive budget 
processes, and less than 5 percent responded that the legislature (or budget office) 
often had to assume the cost of criminal justice projects which were omitted or 
rejected in the SPA planning process. 
The Local Scene 

The essential local perspective to criminal justice planning and programming 
is provided by regional and local planning units. In some jurisdictions, city und/or 
county planning functions are performed by single jurisdiction coordinating coun­
cils funded by the SPA. These councils are normally in the large metropolitan 
areas. Generally though, regional planning units (RPUs) have been funded by 
the SPA to assist with planning, program development and various administrative 
duties. A State is required by law to pass thru, at a minimum, 40 percent of its 
planning funds to local units (including regional units) unless a special waiver 
is obtained. (See Table 4.) 
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TABLE 4.-PART B FUNDS TO UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

State 

Alabama _________________________ _ 
Alaska ___________________________ _ 
Arizona __________________________ _ 
Arkansas _________________________ _ 
California _________________________ _ 
Colorado _________________________ _ 
Connecticut. ______________________ _ 
Delaware _________________________ _ 
District of Columbia ________________ _ Flori da ___________________________ _ 

~i~:lr::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: I daho ____________________________ _ 
11�inois ___________________________ _ 
Indiana __________________________ _ 
lowa_. ___________________________ _ 
Kansas. __________________________ _ 

~;~i;~~~~:::::::::::: :::::::::::::: Maine ____________________________ _ 
Maryland _________________________ _ 
Massachusetts _____________________ _ 

~!~~iegs~~a;: :::::::: ::::::::::::::: 
MlsslsslPPI __ • ____________________ _ 
MissourI __________________________ _ 
Montana __________________________ _ 
Nebraska _________________________ _ 

Percent of State 
part "B" 

allocation I 

46.69 
122.50 

40.00 
40.00 
46.43 
40.00 
40.00 
, 5.19 

NA 
46.48 
43.80 
40.00 
40.00 
44.00 
45.06 
46.46 
44.46 
48.39 
40.00 
40.00 

, 37.00 
40.00 
40.00 
50.00 

, 0 
53.27 

'0 
40.00 

NA Not available. I 15 Month budget. ' Waiver. 
Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planning grants. 

Stale 

N evada ___________________________ _ 
New Hampshire ___________________ _ 

~:~ ~:~rlo __ :::::::::::::::::::::: 
New York ________________________ _ 
North Carolina ____________________ _ 
North Dakota _____________________ _ 
Ohio _____________________________ _ 
Oklahoma ________________________ _ 
Oregon ___________________________ _ 
Pennsylvania ______________________ _ 
Rhode Island ______________________ _ 
South Carolina ____________________ _ 
South Dakota _____________________ _ 
Tennessee ________________________ _ 
Texas ____________________________ _ 
Utah _____________________________ _ 

~r~!1°~~~i~:::::::::::::::::::::::: 
W~st Vi~ginia _____________________ _ 
Wlsconsln _________________________ _ 
Wyoming _________________________ _ 
Guam ____________________________ _ 
American Samoa __________________ _ 
Virgin Islands _____________________ _ 
Puerto Rico _______________________ _ 

Percent of State 
part "8" 
allocation I 

40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
45.65 
41.89 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
45.10 
45.64 
'6.07 
40.00 
46.20 
40.00 
48.51 
41.66 

, 0 
40.81 
40.25 

'0 
40.00 

, 35.00 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

Surveyed States indicated that the following amounts of planning funds were 
passed through to the local level: 28.5 percent of RPUs, 0.8 percent to coordi­
nating councils, 2 percent to cities over 250,000 population, 1.2 percent to cities 
under 250,000 population, 1.3 percent to counties over 500,000 population, and 
0.3 percent to counties under 500,000 population. 

Currently, 456 RPUs are funded in 44 States (see Table 5), with a total com­
plement of 861 professional staff. The number of regions in a State range from a 
low of three (Idaho and Nevada) to a high of twenty-four (Texas). Eleven SPAs 
do not have a regional structure because of the size of the State (or territory), the 
centralized nature of criminal justice services, and/or the distribution of popu­
lation. 

The majority of RPUs were initially established for the purposes of the Safe 
Streets Program. However, approximately half of these units have assumed 
additional manpower, economic development, water and air quality control, 
health, and comprehensive regional planning ("701" program). Nearly three­
fourths of these multi-purpose regions also serve as the A-95 clearinghouse for 
various federal programs as required by the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB). 

Various shifts in the areas served by RPUs have occurred during the past few 
years. These changes have been a result of such factors as regional consolidations, 
demographic shifts and efforts to achieve geographic balance. 

Surveyed States responded that over 90 percent of the RPUs perform criminal 
justice planning for their areas, coordinate planning by units of local government 
within their region, and review applications from units of local government prior 
to submission to the SPA. Only a third of the RPUs expend action funds as the 
ultimate grantee, and approximately one-fourth of the RPUs review applications 
upon referral by the SPA or after receiving an information copy directly from the 
applicant. 
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TABLE 5.-CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING REGIONS 

states 1975 States 

United States, totaL______________________ 456 
Alabama _____________________________________ _ 7 Montana •• _. ___________ • ______________ • ___ , __ ,_ 
Alaska. _____________________________________ __ o Nebraska ____ ._._ •• __ • _______ •• _. _____________ _ 
American Samoa _______________________________ c o Nevada ___ ••• ___ ._ ._ •• _________ ._ •• _. __ •• __ •• __ Arizona ______________________________________ _ 
Arkansas _____________________________________ _ 
California _____________________________________ _ 2' ~:~ ~Iu~~~:::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::: Colorado _____________________________________ _ 13 New York __ •• _._ •• __ • __ •••..• _. ___ •• ____ • ____ _ 
Connecticut. __________________________________ _ 1 Nortb Carolina __________________________ • _____ _ 
Delaware _____________________________________ _ o North Dakota ••• _____ • _______ • _________ • _______ _ 
District of Columbia. ___________________________ _ o Ohio •• __ •• ______________ • ___ • __ • _____________ _ 
Florida __________________ ••••••.•• ____ ._ •••• _., 10 Oklahoma ________________ • ______ • _____________ _ 

~~l~ii~~:: ::: =:::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::: ::::: 
18 Oregon ____ • ____ • ___________ • ___ • __ ._. __ • __ •••• 
o Pennsylvania _____________ • _____ •• _____________ _ 
4 PUerto Rico __________ • ________________________ _ 

Idaho. ____ 0 ________________________________ • __ 3 Rhode Island ____________________ • _____________ _ 
Illinois ____________ • ____________ • _____________ _ 19 South Carolina __________________ • _____________ _ 
Indiana ______________________________________ _ 8 South Dakota _________________________________ __ 
lowa •• __ • _____ • _____ • _______ ._. __ • ___ • _______ _ 7 Tennessee _______________ • ______________ -___ • __ 
Kansas ____ ••• __________________ • __ • __________ _ 7 Texas _________ • _________ • ______________ • _____ _ 

~~~i~~~~~ = = =:= ::=~== :~: =: ==: = = == = =:: ===:= ==: =:: Maine _______ • ___ • _____________________ •• _____ _ 

~:~~ac~tseiis-""::=:::=: = = ==::: ==::::: = =:::::::: 

~l~f?i&~~·~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~~~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ 

16 Utah. __________________________ •• _____ • ______ _ 

~ ~r;g~~~~:::~: ::::= = =:: =:::~: = = ::: :=: :::::::: ::: 5 Virgin Islands_. __ • __ • ___________ • ______ • ______ _ 

1~ ~rJt~~~~~a:~::::::: ::~::: :::::::::::::: ::::: 
1~ Wyoming. ----.------- -------------.---- -----.• 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planning grants. 

1975 

o 
19 
3 
5 
o 
1 
1 

11 
6 
6 

11 
14 
8 
o 
o 

10 
6 
9 

24 
8 
o 

·22 
o 

19 
11 
10 
7 

States also report that RPUs have great involvement in the review and ap­
proval of annual plans, the A-95 review process, coordinating and assembling 
plans, and assisting local agencies in developing plans. Other primary areas of 
involvement include establishing policies and priorities, and analyzing crime 
and criminal justice data. 

By statute, RPU supervisory boards must be representative of criminal justice 
agencies, and consist of a majority of locally elected officials.6 The average board 
size is 26 members. Over 50 percent of the members are appointed by local 
governments; approximately 10 percent are appointed by the Governor; and the 
remainder by some other means. The average term of office is four years. 

Many RPUs (over half) also have advisory committees or councils. Their 
primary role is to advise on grants or review plans. 

Results of an ACIR survey of regional and local officials indicate that no 
single interest group is over-represented on region!tl boards. However, over 40 
percent of the surveyed officials indicated that police and elected county officials 
did exercise the most influence over board decisions. 

According to planning grant data, 28 cities and 29 counties which are eligible 
for planning monies have received such funds to establish coordinating councils. 
Nine city/county coordinating councils have also been funded. On the other 
hand, eleven cities, 18 counties and 17 city/county units have waived their rights 
to planning funds. Twenty-seven jurisdictions who qualify as coordinating councils 
receive action funds for plu,nning purposes. Additionally, AOIR survey data 
also indicate that 242 cities and 149 counties have received action funds for 
criminal justice planning efforts. 

'SPAs have developed procedures for the submission and review of plans by 
local governments, or combinations of units, with a population of 250,000 or 
more as required by statute-the so-called Kennedy Amendment.7 In some cases 
these procedures have altered the existing planning and funding processes of 
the SPA. In a few instances, States have established special procedures; however, 
eligible jurisdictions have elected not to participate. 

For example, South Oarolina has developed special procedures which would 
permit newly formed combinations of local governments in exceSs of 250,000 
population to function as separate and independent districts. These new "metro" 
units (as yet to be formed) would have all of the rights, responsibilities and obliga-

~ "Local official" Is not defined, and mfrny RPUs Include locally elected sherltrs, judges, 
prosecutors, etc. under this category. 

7 Section 303(a) (4), Pubilc Law 93-83, Crime Control Act of 1973. 
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tions of the ten existing planning districts. While the metro units would have a 
direct relationship with the SPA, they would be encouraged to work with existing 
task forces and councils of government. The metro units would pm ticipate in 
the planning process, [tnd be subject to all regulations, procedures and guidelines 
applicable to the existing planning districts. 

In Hawaii, submission and review procedures for comprehensive plans are the 
same for all four counties (regions)-IIonolulu, K!Lu!Li, Maui !Lnd Haw!Lii. County 
coordinators have been appointed by the mayor of each county and local com­
mittees have been established to insure active local involvement. County compre­
hensive plans !lre prep!lred after lm evaluation of current programs is completed 
!lnd a prioritized listing of programs is submitted to the SPA. The priorities are 
reviewed by SPA staff, after consult!ltion with county coordin!ltors, and a con­
solidated priority list is forwarded to the State supervisory bO!lrd fur its approval. 

Virginia h!ls implemented the Kennedy Amendment by developing procedures 
to permit the two eligible jurisdictions (Fairf!lx County !lnd the City of Norfolk) 
to submit local plans prep!lred in conjunction with their annual budgeting 
processes. After approval by their governing boards, these plans are submitted 
to the appropriate planning district commission (RPU) for review and comment. 
The 'Jlans and oIl comments are then forwarded to the SPA for staff review. 
The pl!lns, regional comments and State staff recJmmendo.tions !lre submitted 
to the State supervisory bomd for action. Once approved by the board, the 
localities submit project application and supporting budget materi!Lls directly 
to the SPA in order to receive funding. No further action is necessary, as approval 
of the plans (or ports of the plans) constitutes a funding commitment. 

It should also be noted that several SP As are not required to develop procedures 
because there are no eligible jurisdictions within the State or territory. 

THl~ PROGRAM 

The Safe Streets Program has had a positivI;; imp!lct on the crimin!ll justice 
system and on developing techniques to help reduce crime despite the fact that 
resources available under the Act constitute only about 0.7 percent of State and 
local criminal justice expenditures. The comparatively small size of the program 
cannot be overlooked in any evaluation of the total program. Nevertheless, these 
funds represent almost the only resources available to institute new programs and 
approaches to help reduce crime and improve the administration of justice. 
AppropriatioN> History 

An analysis of appropriations for the Safe Streets Program reveals several 
significant factors.! Appropriations have never been approved at the full authori­
zation leve1. In addition, total appropriations are now decreasing. The President's 
proposed budget for LEAA for fiscal year 1977 is equivalent to the fiscal year 
1972 level. Further, the suggested amount of fiscal year 1977 Part C bloc funds, 
which support the bulk of State and local action projects, is eqnivalent to that 
which was appropriated in fiscal year 1971. While Part B monies have steadily 
increased, or remained the same, Part C and Part E funds (bloc grants to St!ltes) 
decreased by approximately] 5.5 percent in fiscal year 1976 and will continue to 
decline by an additional 1.'i percent in fiscal year] 977 if the proposed budget is 
approved. (Sec table 0.) Discretionary funds have also been reduced by the same 
amounts. The result of these cutbacks, if they are sustftined, will probably be the 
elimination of some on-going projects and an allnost total halt in the implementOr 
tion of new programs. 

Other budget categories have also been affected in recent years. Technical 
assistance funds were cut by over 7 percent in fiscal year 1976, with no change 
anticipated in fiscal year 1977. Manpower development monies were reduced 
by 1.1] percent in fiscal year 1975; 2.81 percent in fiscal ye!lr 1976; and 88.44 
percent in fiscal year 1977. The proposed fiscal year 1977 funding level represents 
o.n ,'twount 23 perccnt less than that allocated in fiscal year 1969. 

1 Unl~ss otherwise noted. Illlllrollrintions stntlstics wtJI refer only to those fUlHls Ilvllilllhlc 
(l\rectly IIneler tlw Snfe streets Act. Although juvenile justice IUUlls Ilre Itdminlstercd hy 
LI~AA Ilncl tho SPAR. tlw.y !lN' Illlpropl'intecl uuder Il s('pllr.llte Iluthority (.Tuvcnile .Tustice 
Itnd llelinqlH'n('y I'r!'\'rntiOIl Act of 1074) lind wiil be uddressed in It litter section. 



1256 

:j~-r>".""~...........-rtT ... h'-'i-'l 
-0 
W 
.". 
+;'~~~~~~ 



1257 

Research, evaluation and technology transfer funds were reduced by nearly 
24 percent in fiscal year 1976; an additional cubtack is proposed for fiscal year 
1977. Data systems funds were reduced by 1,45 percent in fiscal year 1976, and an 
additional 4.57 percent decreaae is recommended by the President for fiscal year 
1977. 

Ironically, the only budget item which has been increased consistently each 
year since fiscal year 1969 is "management and operations"-the LEAA adminis­
trative budget. This category was increased by 20.50 percent in fiscal year 1975 j 
12.53 percent in fiscal year 1976; and an additional 7.75 percent increase is pro­
posed for fiscal year 1977. (Sec table 7.) 

The proportion of the total appropriations directly available to the States (i.e. 
Part E, Part C and Part E bloc funds) has decreased steadily since fiscal year 
1970, from a high of approximately 76 percent to a low of nearly 64% (proposed 
for fiscal year 1977.) A summary of appropl'iations is provided in Appendix Tables 6 
through 8. 

Although the National SPA Conference recognizes the important role to be 
played by LEAA in the Safe Streets Program, it strongly feels that an increase in 
federal administrative costs-particularly where the States have the bulk of 
administrative responsibility-is unwarranted when it comes at the expense of 
the legitimate and urgent needs of State and local government. Continuing 
reductions in appropriations-particularly in those areas directly affecting 
State and local programming, and during t,imcs of economic and social stress­
will restrict or eliminatc the opportunities to continue to adjust programs, improvp 
capabilities and experiment with new ideas. 

It is interesting to note that the public is concerned about existing government 
spending priorities in thc area of criminal justice. A recent poll by the Roper 
Organization indicates that 46 percent believe that too little is being spent to deal 
with crime. and 56 percent see too little being spent to combat drug addiction. 

TABLE F.-LEAA APPROPRIATIONS, ANNUAL PERCENT CHANGES,' FISCAL YEAR 1969-77 

Budget activily 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1969-77 

Part B___________________ 10.53 23.81 34.62. 42.86 0 10.00 9.09 215.79 
Part G: • 

Bloc_________________ 641. 71 86.05 21.68 16.09 0 (0.05) (15.54) (14.74) 1,302.30 
Oiscrelionary_________ 635.63 118.75 4.29 21. 57 0 (5.35) (14.83) (14.74) 1,302.30 High crime area ________ • _____ • _______________________________________________________ • _____ _ _ _ (2) 

Part E: Bloc ____________________ .. _____________ 105.26 15.90 0 0 (15.51) (14.81) 3 71. 23 
(15.51) (14.82.) 71. 23 Discretionary___________________________ 105.26 15.90 0 0 

+ ~~~~ii~a I ~ss~f~ance~::::::::~:::::: --233:33 ----50: oii ----6ii: ii7' --'20:00" --iii: ii7-
Research, evaluation 
and technical, transmission 150.00 0 180.00 
Manpower development..__ 176,92 25.00 37.78 
Date syslems and analysis___________ 300.00 142.50 
Managementand operations_ 79.48 66.12 58.61 

50.47 
45.16 

118.56 
31. 68 

TotaL_____________ 346.56 97.42 32.10 22.42 

, Exclused fiscal year 1976 transit'ol, quarter. 
, New in fiscal year 1977. 
3 Fiscal years 1971-77 • 
• Fiscal years 1975-77 
, Fiscal years 1970-77. 

Distribution of funds 

26.90 
o 

13.21 
11.95 

1.77 

57.20 74,55' (60.00) 
(7.14) 0' 983.33 

5.99 (23.76) (1.15) 967.63 
(1.11) (2.81) (88.44) (23.08) 
8.33 (1. 45) (4. 57P2, 345. 20 

20. 50 12.53 7. 75 918. 56 

3.96 (10.54) (12.56) 1,079.91 

Action program funds are provided to the States under Part C and Part E 
(corrections) of the Safe Streets Act, and under the Juvenile Justices and De­
linquency Prevention Act of 1974. Each State has unique problems and needs, 
and these factors are reflected in the programming contained in the annual 
comprehensive plans. 

Undcr the Constitution, police powers and the local administration of criminal 
justice are reserved to the States. Thus, it is important that the Safe Streets 
Program continue to provide the States and their local jurisdictions with the 
flexibility to utilize the federal funds made available in a way consistent with the 
ohjectives and prioritie& set and the problems identified at the State and local 
level. The States and their political subdivisions are the jurisdictions closest to 
the problems, and the jurisdictions best able to detcrmine how federal money 
should be applied to achieve the overall objectives of stengthening crimilllLl justice 
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and reducing criminal activity. According to survey results, aU SPAs believe that 
they currently have at least some programmatic and administrative discretion 
and flexibility in the control and use of funds, and establishing action grant 
priorities. 

Every eategorization of funds shifts the decision-making from the State to the 
Feder ..... l Government and restricts how the money can be spent. Such limitations 
force an artificial and standardized division of resources unrelated to a State's 
unique problems, and relevant planning and programming is inhibited. Thus, it is 
the National Conference's position that any requirements for percentage ex­
penditures in a particular substantive or functional area should be eliminated, 
and suggestions for further categorization should be resisted. 

Every SPA takes action on all applications for funds within the statutorily 
mandated ninety-day period, thus ensuring the timely processing of all requests. 
Most SP As (approximately One half) award grants on a monthly basis, and for an 
average grant period of one year. 

Approximately 90 percent of the States establish funding policies and priorities, 
either emphasizing a particular program area, or restricting or excluding other 
areas. The most common 'of these policies limit or prohibit the use of funds for 
construction projects and' equipment purchases, reflecting the decision by the 
SPAs to emphasize on programs as opposed to "hardware". Many SPAs also 
establish eligibility criteria, particularly by setting minimum standards of popu­
lation or performance. Some SPAs also give priority to regional programs and 
other multi-jurisdictional activities. This is particularly evident in the areas of 
jail construction, law enforcement conununieations systems nnd training programs. 

Nearly one half of the States with a regional planning structure utilize a formula, 
nr other system, to allocate Part C funds among- their regions. (See Table 8.) 
Although the allocation formulas vary, the basic factors ore population and crime 
rates in some eombination. Many of tho States which do not distribute action 
monies by a formula cite unrealiable crime statistics and out-of-date census 
data as major obstacles in using sueh an approach. These States generally aUocate 
funds after an assessment of "need" and [\ project-by-project review. 

TABLF. 8.-States Utilizing Formula FOI' Allocation of Part C Funds 

Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Florida 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Iowa 
By Level of Government 

Louisiana 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nevada 
Ohio 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Texas 
Utah 
Virginia 
Washington 

Block grants awarded to each State must be divided between State and local 
governments according to the ratio of State to local eriminal justice expenditures. 
Intergovernmental transfers are not included in calculating the total amounts. 
This allocation ratio is known as the variable puss-through, and was contained 
In the 1971 amendments to the Safe Streets Act. Prior to 1971, States were 
required to pass-through 75 percent of their bloc grant funds to local governments. 
Thc pass-through requirement does not apply to Part E funds. 

Table 9 shows the required pass-through percentage for each State, as well as 
the percentage actually allocated for local activities in State plans for fiscal year 
1975 and fiscal year 1970. On thc average, the required pass-through for fiscD.l 
year 1975 was 61.9 percent, although Statcs actually allocated 66.6 percent of 
their Part C funds for local activities. In fiscal year 1970, the average pass-through 
requirement was 62.0 11erccnt, but States actually allocated 66.3 percent for local 
activities in their comprehensive plans. Thus, it is apparent that States are more 
than responsive to local needs. 

The distribution of Part C bloc awarded by level of government is depicted 
in Table 10. (StatistiCS for fiscal year 1975 funds are not included because only 
a relatively small number of awards are contained in the Grants Management 
Information System (GMIS).) State and local government criminal justice 
expenditure data is contained in Table 11. 



TABLE 9.-PERCENTAGE OF PART C FUNDS PASSED THROUGH TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1975 
AND FISCAL YEAR 1976 1 

lin percent) 

FY 1975 FY 1976 

Required Planned Required Planned 

Alabama. ____ • _______ • ______________ .______________ 67.2 67.2 64.6 64.8 
Alaska ___ • ___ ._. ______ • ____________ . _________ ._____ 18.4 25.0 18.4 26.0 
American Samoa____________________________________ NA NA NA NA 
Arizona __________ • ______ • _____ .____________________ 68.6 70.0 69.9 70.0 
Arkansas________ ___________ _ __ __ ____ __ __ _____ ___ ___ 67. 3 72. 2 72. 2 73.8 
Callfornia__________________________________________ 74.8 76.5 76.4 78.0 
Colorado___________________________________________ 56.5 56.5 55.3 56.5 
ConnectlcuL_____________________________ _________ 51. 2 52.1 52.1 52.0 
Delaware____________________ _______________________ 34.6 37.0 28.2 4B.0 
District of Columbia _______ ._________________________ lQO.O 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Florlda_____________________________________________ 72.7 6B.8 6B.8 6B. B 

g~~~~~============:=:::=:=:::::::::::::::::::::::: 6~l 6~~ 6~~ 6~g 
Hawail.____________________________________________ 70.3 69.4 69.3 70.0 
Idaho______________________________________________ 54.6 75.0 55.4 75.0 Illinois ____________________________ .________________ 74.7 75.2 74.9 75.6 
Indiana __________________________ ._________________ 69.5 74.0 69.2 69.5 
lowa_______________________________________________ 65.5 67. B 67.8 67.8 Kansas ___________________________________ .________ 55.2 57.2 57.2 57.2 

r;~~~~~~::==::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ~ ~t ~ ~~: ~ ~~: g Maine ______ .______________________________________ 4B.5 57.4 4B.5 50.3 

~:~~~~~~seiis:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: g: ~ ~~: ~ ~1: ~ n: ~ Michlgan ______________________________ .____________ 75.9 75. B 75.8 75.8 

~!ff~Jrr!!:====:=:::::::==::==::::::::::::::::::::= ~~:! ~i: 1 ~t ~ ~~: ~ Montana ________________________________________ ._ 57.5 56.0 56.0 56.0 
Nebraska___________ _______________________________ 69.1 64. S 64.9 64.9 
Nevada____________________________________________ 73.5 75.0 73.9 75.0 
New Hampshire_. __ • _____ ._. ______________ ._________ 66.2 65.3 65.3 63.5 

~:~ ~~~rlo:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ~ ~1: ~ ~~: ~ ~~: ~ 
New York._________________________________________ BO.3 81. 0 81. 0 81. 0 
North Carolina______________________________________ 43.7 54.0 45.9 51.1 North Dakota __ .____________________________________ 6B.9 71.5 71.5 71.5 
Ohlo ____________ • __________________ ._______________ 6B.7 75.0 6B.8 75.0 
Oklahoma ___ • _____________ .________________________ 54.5 79.6 63.3 64.0 
Oregon ______________________________________ .______ 60.1 76.0 61. 3 75.0 

~~~~l'~~~i:_::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 7t~ 8~2 6BN~ 8~2 
Rhode Island. ______________________________ ._______ 54. 6 53. 7 53.7 55.8 
South Carolilld __ .___________________________________ 58.6 60.0 57.5 60.0 
South Dakota_______________________________________ 58.0 66.9 56.1 76.0 
Tennessee __________________ ._______________________ 65.0 68.0 67.9 67.9 
Texas ________________________ • ___ • __ • _____________ • 72.0 73.8 73.1 73.1 
Utah _______________________ ._______________________ 58.9 59.0 58.5 58.5 
Vermon!. ______________ .________ ___________________ 20.6 44.0 24.9 45.5 
Vlrglnia __________________ ._________________________ 51.3 60.1 52.5 55.0 
Virgin Islands ___ .__________________________________ NA NA NA NA 
Washington __ .___________ ___________________________ 66.0 61. 3 61. 3 61. 3 

~rsSc~~;\~i_n~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ~ ~~: ~ ~~: ~ ~f: ~ WYomlng ______________________________________________ 5_4_.6 ____ 87_.0 ____ 5_4._3 ____ 8_7.0 

U.S., Average 2________________________________ 61. 9 66.6 62.0 66.3 

I Nole: Sec. 303(a){2) requires that: "Per centum determinations ••• shall be based upon the most accurate and 
complete data available for such fiscal year or for the last fiscal rear for which such data are available." Expenditure data 
for fiscal years 1972 and 1973 are generally accepted for the fisca years 1975 and 1976 State plans, respectively. However, 
the planning schedule for several States is such that more recent data are available. When the more recent data Indicate a 
decrease in the required pass through, and a State does not exceed that amount, then it will appear til at a Slate is not 
passing through the required funds. However, this Is not the case. All States are in cornollance. 

2 Excludes American Samoa, Guam, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands. 

6D-587 0.76 - pl.2 -10 
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TABLE 10.-DISTRIBUTION OF PART C (BLOO) FUNDS 

[I n percentl 

Fi~cal year State City 

1969............................................... 28 48 
1970 .••.••.••• , •••.•• , ......... ,.. •••••••••••• ••••• 28 42 
1971. •••.•••.• '" ••••• , .••••••••••••••• , •.•••.• "" 32 37 
1972 •••••••••• ' ""'" •••. """" ••.•• •.••••••. ••• 36 31 
1973 ••• _........................................... 36 31 
1974............................................... 36 29 

Source: GMIS data 

County 

23 
28 
29 
31 
31 
30 

TABLE ll.-CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIREOT EXPENDITURES PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 

Fiscal year 

1970-71. •••••••. ' ................................ ___ .......... _ •• 
1971-72 ......... , ••••••• __ ...................................... . 
1972-73 ............ _ •••••••••••••••••••••.••. _ ., •••••• _ ._. __ ••••• 
1973-74_ •••• _., _ ••..••••• _. ______________ • _ •• _____ ••• __ • __ •• ____ _ 

Siale 

29 
29 
29 
30 

City 

48 
47 
46 
45 

Source: Expenditure and employment data, U.S. GPO, Washington, D.C., 1970-71, 1971-72, 1972-73, 1974. 

Non prqfit 
agencies 

1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
5 

county 

23 
24 
25 
25 

As these tables show, various changes have occurred in the past few years, 
and severalfactors must be considered when comparing the data. For example, the 
1971 change in the pass-Ghrough requirement resulted in more funas being avail­
able to State agencies. Also, in some instances grants are made to various State 
agencies, but are counted as part of the local pass-through. These awards, made 
to such State agencies as a unified court or correction system, benefit localities 
which have waived their rights to receive the funds directly. However, these 
funds still appear as "State grants" on the GMIS. A similar situatIon exists 
with grants made to regional planning units benefitting local governments which 
have waived their rights to the func!~. These awards appear on the GMIS as 
"county grants." In addition, declinin!g emphasis on police programs has had the 
obvious effect of decreasin'g the "city share" over the past few years. Further, 
in comparin'g Safe Streets funding to criminal justice expenditures, it should 
be n'oted that a significant portion of the expenditure data for cities can be attrib­
uted to very small mUnicipalities, many of which are unwilling, or ineligible to 
apply for ftinds. 
Funds to Urban Areas 

According to aMIS data for fiscal ycar 1969-75, cities of 100,000 populntion or 
more have received approximately 57 percent of the Part C bloc monies awarded 
to cities. These jurisdictions represent 45 percent of the popUlation and approxi­
mately 57 percent of the total index CtI'imes. Additional data for other population 
cntegories can be found in Table 12, These figures appear to SUbstantiate that 
funds have been distributed to the most populous cities in amounts nearly equal 
to their sharc of crime and slightly more than their proportion of population, and 
counter local claims that major cities arc not receiving thcir /lfair share". 

An additional issue raised by city intcrcsts concerns the distribution of local 
funds bctween city and county jurisdictions. Data C'ontained in Tables 13 and 14 
reveal that counties have been receiving proportionately more of the loenl sharc 
of funds than thcir population or crime sta,tistics warrant. However, scveral fac­
tors must be considered when comparing these statistics. 

First, city crime reports, particuia,rly from lurger jurisdictions, arc frequently 
more complete than those of the counties. Secondly, as previously noted, funding 
for police activities has been reduced over the years. This has no doubt had an 
cffect on funds gmnted to cities since thc vast majority of muniCipal criminal 
justice activity is in the police area. Thirdly, counties have substantially more 
responsibility for criminal justice activities than do cities. Most counties not only 
have police I'esponsibilities, such ItS the cities, but they also have judicial and cor­
reetional (county jail) responsibilities. In many instances, county government 
must also provide scrvices to gmaller jurisdictions within their boundaries. 
Finally, many services and programs-particularly training, communications 
and correctional activities-arc being consolidated at a county or regional level. 
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While all of these projects are being credited to the counties' share, they are also 
of direct benefit to the cities. 

Combined total for cities and counties with populations of 100,000 or more 
reveal that these jurisdictions account for 41 percent of the population and re­
ceive 50 percent of the funds awarded to local government. 

TABLE 12.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF SAFE STREETS FUNDS BY POPULATION AND CRIME RATE OF CITIES 
PT. C BLOC GRANT FUNDS BY 1969-75 

Population 

Population 1_ 
percent of 1973 

population 

Crime l -
percent of 
total 1973 

index crimes 

Over 1.000.000_._. __ ••••• __ •• __ ..... __ ••••••••••••• _ •• _ •• _._ 15 18 
500;000 to 1.000.00L •••••••••• _._ •••• _ ••• _ ••••••• _._....... 11 14 
250.000 to 500.000 ••••• _._._ •••• ___ •• _ •• _ •••••• __ •••• _ •• _ •.• 8 11 
100.000 to 250.000 ___ .................... _.................. 11 14 
50.000 to 100.000 __ ..... _................................... 14 14 
25.000 to 50.000............................................ 14 12 
10.000 to 25.000............................................ 16 11 

b~~Jg~~~:::====:=:=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: .. _ .......... ~~ ............... ~. 

Funds '-percent 
of total safe 
streets pt. C 

bloc grant funds 
awarded to 

cities (fiscal 
year 1969-75) 

20 
11 
10 
16 
12 
9 
8 
8 
5 

1 U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation. U.S. Department of Justice. "Uniform Crime Reports." Washington, D.C.: U.S 
Government Printing Office, 1973. table 10. pp. 104-5. 

'Source: GMIS Data. 
TABLE 13.-SAFE STREETS FUNDS FOR CITIES 1969-75 

Percent of Percent of Percent of tota 
United States all reported clty·county 

reporting United States block grant 
population crimes reported funds awarded 

living in cities 1 by cities 1 to cities' 

.. 
Population 

10 14 10 
8 12 6 
6 9 5 
8 11 8 

10 12 6 
10 10 5 
11 10 4 
7 5 4 
0 0 2 

Over 1.000.000 .......... _ ..................... ___ .. _._ ..... . 
500.000 to 1.000.000 .......................... __ ....... _ .. .. 
250.000 to 500.000 .. __ ... ___ ................... _ ........ __ ... 
100.000 to 250.000. ___ ..................... _._ .............. . 
50,000 to 100.000 ......... _ .................. _ ............. .. 

!~i~~~J~~~~~~~::~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Total percenL .............. __ ••• __ .................. . 70 83 52 

1 U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation. U.S. Department of Justice, "Uniform Crime Reports." Washington, D.C., U.S. 
Government Printing Office, table 10, pp. 104-7, 1973. 

2 Source: GMIS Data. 

TABLE 14.-SAFE STREETS PT C FUNDING OF SUBURBAN AND NONSUBURBAN COUNTIES OVER 100,000 POPULATION 
BY CRIME AND POPULATION 1965-75 

Percent of Percent of Percont of 

Population 

United States total reported total city/county 
reporting crime reported block grant 

population by counties funds awarded 2 
living In of! to counties of' 

counties of 1 

8 8 21 
12 6 9 
9 3 15 
0 0 2 

Over 100,000 ............................. _ ......... _ ...... . 
25,000 to 100,000 .......................................... .. 

~ ~~~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Total. .............................................. . 30 17 348 

1 U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice, "Uniform Crime Reports", Washington, D.C., 
U.S. Government Printing Uffice. table 10, pp. 104-7, 1973. Note: These population and crime percentages relate only to 
county population living outside of cities and the Crimes reported by jurisdictions other than Cities. 

'Source: GMIS Data. 
3 fhls column does not sum up to 48 percent due to rounding errors. 



Continuation funding and assumption of costs 
A recent National SPA Conference survey revealed that 51 of the .55 SPAs 

have established policies concerning the number of years projects are eligible to 
receive some level of Safe Streets funds. These policies mnge from a high of eight 
years (Alabama) to a low of two years (Ala'llm and Nevada). Georgia establishes 
funding policies according to program areas, and New Jersey establishes policy 
on a project-by-project basis. Guam, Hawaii, Kansas and Puerto Rico do not 
have continuation policies. 

The majority of States (33) fund projects for a maximum of three years. 
Grantees normally assume a greater share of the project cost cach successive 
year. NIany States have various exceptions to their general funding policies, 
most notably for training, reseMch, technical assistance and equipment purchases. 

One purpose of a continuation policy is to aid in controlling the pcrcentage of 
bloc funds committed to on-going activities at the expense of funding new proj­
ects and programs. This concern is particula.rly important in light of decreasing 
appropriations, as discussed earlier. Many States which have had more liberal 
continuation pOlicies (Le. longer funding periods) have, by necessity, altered 
their policies in recent years to provide for greater funding flexibility. For example 
in fiscal year 1974, seven States were confronted with a continuation commitment 
of 80 percent or more. The average continuation rl1te rose from approximately 
40 percent in fiscal year 1971 to over 58 percent in fiscal year 1974. The r!tte is 
expectcd to remain ncar 60 percent for fi8cal year 197;j. 

Many observers, rightly 01' wrongly, equate the degree of program "institu­
tionalization" with how JJlany projects and programS-initially funded with Safe 
Streets monies--continue operation with support entirely from State and loeul 
general revenues. Nearly 90 percent of the SPAs responded that they hud either 
moderate or great succeS9 in having States assume the costs of their projects. 
Approximately 80 percent responded they had had moderate or great success at 
the local level. 

The most frequently cited factors in determining whether or not u ljrojeet or 
program would be assumed by the State or local government were: ability of 
the governmental unit to support the twtivity; proven success of the project; 
und political appeal of or support for the program. 

On the average, States estimfLted that approximately 64 percent of the projects 
initiated with Safe Street~ monies have been tt~sumed by State and locul govern­
ments. Assumption rates rangrd from 11 high of 99 perccnt to a low of 20 percent. 
Although these figures are only estimutes from the States, ACIR field work in 
their case study States found tIl(' estimntes to be substantially uccurate during 
the conduct of n. grant sample ttlHtlYHis. In addition, the ACIH. survey of regional 
and local units found that local Officials estimated that approximately 83 percent 
of city programs and 78 percent of county programs arc continuing without 
Safe Streets monies. 

For example, a New Jersey study of n.1I hloc grants awarded in that State 
between 1969 and June 107;j, revealed that 22 percent of all grants (accounting 
for 140 projects l1lld $23,576,878, or nearly a third of all such SPA expenditures) 
had been continued with State, local or private revelllles. Only 3 percent (repre­
senting $2,643,4.55) of the grants were terminated when SPA funding was dis­
continued. These statistics take on added significance when compared to the 
status of the remaining grants: 40 percent (232 projects totaling $37,791,943) 
nrc currently being funded by the SPA; and 34 percent (accounting for $9,280,274) 
were "one time" awards for equipment purchases, training programs or research 
projeots. 

Similarly, the Florida SPA estimates that 90 percent of the youth-related 
projects funded at the Stl1te level over the past seven years have been integrated 
totally into the State general revenue budget. These projects have included such 
activities as Statewide intake services, staff development nnd training, group 
foster homes, community-based halfway houses and counseling services. 

And in Missouri, the development of a Statewide probntion and parole system is 
a direct outgrowth of the SP A bloc grant program. By 1973, the State legislature 
appropriated funds to establish a netwurk of rcgional offices. A Statewide public 
defender program was also initiated in Missouri with bloc monies in 1970. The 
State legislature began providing partial support in 1972. By 1974, State support 
had increased to $2.2 million. The/program is funded now primarily through State 
appropriations. 

An Elkhart Youth Services Bureau project initinlly funded by the IndiaM 
SPA in 11:)70 was receiving 100 percent community support by January Hl74. 
Recognizing the importance of the bUfettu's counseling and referral services, the 



county government now supplies about 60 percent of the bureau's budget; private 
contributions and a contractual arrangement with the local comprehensive mental 
health center provide the remainder of support. 
Funcl flow 

As previously noted, the early thrust of the program was to "get the money 
moving". This emphasis has continued throughout the years and is now more 
form any called "fund flow". However, the problems inherent to fund flow have 
persisted from the very first year of operation. 

The rapid incrense of appropriations during the first few years caused great 
difficulties for State and local governments in planning for and expending funds. 
Indeed, the pre-occupation with spending funds diverted attention and manpower 
from planning and evaluation activities. In rCi:1ponse to l1. question about program 
growth, approXimately 60 percent of the States rated it as "too rapid" in the 
early years. 

Today, all SPAs have financial and programmatic staffs to monitor the status 
of expenditures. The tasks are formidable, and complicated by the fact that at 
any given point in time, an SPA could conceivably be administering at least three 
different fiscal year funds of varying types (Le. Parts B, 0, E, D, F, etc.) One 
technique used in helping to allevittte the problem of unexpended funds is real­
locating monies among prcgram categories. In many cases, State and local gov­
ernments will submit plam for activities which do not materialize or do not get 
underway on schedule. Thhl occurs for 0, number of reasons: changing priorities, 
budget reductions, delay of equipment deliveries and personnel authorizations, 
etc. As a result, funds are shifted from those categories with II "surplus" to those 
arcas which may require additional monies. The amount of funds reallocated in 
annual plans remained at about 17 percent for the years FY 1971, FY 1972 and 
F Y 1973, the most current datllllvailablc, with II slightly decreasing trend. 

The rate of reverted funds (i.e. unexpended monies returned to the Federal 
Government at the end of the grant period) has, on the average, remained fairly 
constant at approximately 2 percent from FY 1969 to FY 1972. There are, of 
course, disparate variations among the States as a result of varying abilities to 
utilize funds. This is particularly true for Part E (corrections) funds because of 
special requirements attached to the use of these monies. 

N carly 95 percent of the SPAs :ltated that project underspending was 11 primary 
or contributing caUfle of funds flow difficulties. Approximately 90 percent cited 
the slow start of projects as a factor, while over 77 percent indicated that the 
two year life span of grant funds was a problem. Over 63 percent said the slow 
development of applications was a contributing or primary reason. Only 25 per­
cent identified the lack of applicants for funds as an issue, and about 18 percent 
mentioned delays in the award process. 
Part E F'lI.nds 

Part E funds are uRed exclusively for corrections activities. One half of the funds 
are distributed to the States according to population; the other half are retained 
by LEAA for discretionary grants. Special requirements are imposed on the utili­
zation of funds, such as minimum construction standards, the development of 
special programs in facilities receiving funds, and the collection of recidivism data. 
Part E funds constitute approximately 11 percent of LEAA appropriations 
currently. 

The overwhelming percentage of Part E funds (both bloc llnd discretionary) 
have been awarded to St[~te and county governments. This is not surprising, how­
ever, as State and county governmentfl account for nearly 90 percent of all State 
and local direct expenditures for corrections. Table 15 itemized the Part E funds 
received by grantees in relation to their share of correctional outlays. 
Discretionary FWlds 

Discretionary funds account for 15 percent of Part 0 allocations and 5Q percent 
of the Part E funds. These monies are directly and totally administered at the 
"discretion" of LBAA. Data reveal that these funds have been awarded to the 
smaller and mOl'l) rural States. These StllteS

I 
of course, receive proportionately 

less bloc grant funds. For example, included 1I1 the data are the small State sup­
plement awards which help bolster the bloc awards of thc fifteen smallest SPAs. 

According to State responses, approximately 42 percent of discretionary funds 
in their States have been used for innovative programs. An additional 29 percent 
have been used to "flll gaps" in bloc funding, while ap'proximately 27 percent of 
the funds have supported research, demonstration and' pilot" programs. Less than 
10 percent of the funds have been utilized to continue support for existing pro­
grams or to build local support for thc LEAA program. 
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TABLE 15.-PT. E FUNDS fiSCAL YEAR 1971-fISCAL YEAR 1975 

Bloc ____ • ____ ._. _. __ ._ ._. _________________ • ______ ._ 

¥~~~\:~~~~~: :::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Expenditures for corrections _________________________ _ 

Source: GMIS Data. 

State 

74 
60 
65 
60 

City 

4 
20 
15 
11 

County 

19 
16 
18 
29 

TABLE 16.-FUND ALLOCATION BY GOVERNMENT LEVEL PTS. C ANO E 

Bloc _____ • _____________ - __________________________ _ 
Discretionary _________ .. __________ • __ • ________ ."" __ • 

Source: GMIS Data. 

state 

37 
42 

City 

30 
28 

County 

29 
17 

Nonprofit 

1 
2 
2 
o 

Nonprofit 

2 
11 

Table 16 compares the distribution of Parts C and E discretionary funds to 
bloc funds by level of government. GMrS data also reveal that functionally, 
Part C discretionary funds have been distributed according to the following 
approximations: police, 38 percent; courts, 17 percent; corrections, 11 percent; 
combined activities, 26 percent; and non-criminal justice agencies, 5 percent. 
Functional Distribution 

In addition to the question of which level of government receives how much 
money, another key concern relates to the distribution of funds among the com­
ponents of the criminal justice system. However, any analysis of the distribution 
of funds is dependent upon what definitions of categories are utilized. This is a 
particuhuly significant fnctor when addressing the courts area. There are cur­
rently a number of efforts underway to help clarify definitional problems. Another 
factor to be considered is the classification of grants. Again, how an activity is 
classified has direct and significant bearing on any distributional analysis. Vari­
ances of up to 10-15 percent can be attributed to these two factors. 

Attention must also be given to differing definitions of functional components 
within the States. For example, "courts" in one State may only include the 
judiciary, while in an adjoining State "courts" may also encompass defense, 
prosecution, and/or probation and parole services. 

The most common comparison of functional eomponent funding is made with 
levels of eriminal justice expenditures. However, there is no reason to require 
that funding patterns should parallel expenditure patterns. In fact, given the 
special emphasis placed on such areas It.'l corrcctions, juvenile delinquency and 
innovative programs contained in the Safe Streets Act, it would be impossible 
for funding patterns to follow precisely expenditure patterns. Indeed, one reason 
for citing these special areas in the Act was to direct funds to areas of need and 
where not enough money was being spent. 

TABLE 17.-PT. C BLOCK FUNDS TO fUNCTIONAL COMPONENTS-1965-75 1 

lin percentl 

Police Courts Corrections Combinations 

6 10 11 
6 22 15 
9 28 14 

15 24 7 
14 24 10 
17 22 13 
17 21 11 

fiscal year: 

l§~~: : ::::::::: :::::::: :::::: ::: ~~ 
mi: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :~ 
1973. __ • _____ ••••••• _. ______ ••• _ 43 
1974. ______ ... _____ •• ______ .. _._ 36 
1975. _._ .,_. ___ • __ • __ ••• _ •• ___ ._ 43 

Noncriminal 
Justice 

agencies 

4 
6 
6 

10 
8 
9 
5 

--------------------------------------------1969-75_._. __ ... _ ••• __ ._ ...... _ 42 13 24 11 8 

1 Source: GMIS data. 
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Data in Table 17 provide aggregate G MIS statistics for the distribution of 
Safe Streets monies among the components of the criminal justice system since 
FY 1969. While these data are incomplete for recent years (specifically 1974 and 
1975), and definitional, classification and reporting problems do exist, these sta­
tistics are the most reliable currently available. 

Despite the inadequacy of the GMIS data, the figures in Table 17, even allow­
ing for a wide margin of error, do point out some distinct trends in the allocation 
of action funds. It is ap,garent that the level of police support is declining although 
it remains significant. vonversely, the percentage of funds granted to courts has 
greatly increased. Oorrectional funding, after an initial jump in FY 1970, has 
remained relatively constant, perhaps as a result of the Part E amendment in 
1971 which not only provided additional corrections monies, but also required a 
"maintenance of effort" of Part 0 correctional support. 

ACHIEVEMENTS 
Overview 

The products of Safe Streets Program and the changes which have resulted are 
too numerous to be adequately represented in one document. Impact on the ex­
ecutive planning and budgetary decision-making process at both State and local 
levels has been one of the most important products of the program. The executive 
branch of State government has oriented itself toward, and in numerous instances 
reorganized itself for, a total resources and system-wide planning and develop­
ment program for criminal justice. In Kentucky, where the SPA is also the plan­
ning and budgetary arm of the State's consolidated Department of Justice, in 
Michigan where the SPA is that portion of the State's planning and budgetary 
office which deals with all elements of the state's justice program, in South Oaro­
Iina and Virginia where the established planning and budgetary proce~s includes 
coordination and review by the SPA of all justice budgets on behalf of the Gover­
nor ... in these States and in many others, as well as in analogous local opera­
tions, those efforts and resources expended at a given level of government, re­
gardless of their source, are being subjected to a process of coordination and focus 
which is unique to this decade. 

As significant as the changes in planning and budgeting activities within the 
executive branch itself, is the growing interface between the executive and legiS­
lative branches of government in the promotion of stronger and equal justice. 
Over ninety percent (90%) of the SPAs have as an element of their work program 
legislative involvement; and the paRt eight years have witnessed an unprece­
dented volume of enabling and reform legh;lation for criminal justice. SPAs 
have provided staff and financial support to legislative study commission which 
have contributed to modifications in the criminal codes of no less than forty-nine 
(49) of the fifty-five (55) jurisdictions, and a total renovation of the codes in North 
Oarolina and Arkansas, among otherH. 

Involvement in law and regulatory reform is perhaps one of the most lasting 
contributions that an SPA can make'to improve the basic structure of the justice 
system. For example, in ·Wyoming, where a limited population base affords only 
modest Safe StreetR Act funding, much haR been undertaken in the legislative 
arena. Since 1971, the Governor's Planning Oommittee in "Wyoming has drafted 
and successfully supported the passage of legislation requiring appropriate 
records keeping and reporting by local law enforcement agencies, requiring certifi­
cation-through the Peace Officers Standards and Training Act-of full-time 
peace officers, amending existing statutes to allow the utilization of volunteer 
probation programs, authorizing the use of public defender progl'l1ms and manda­
tory compensation for assigneel counsel when c1efenrler progl'l1ms are not used, 
providing State-paid liability insurance for local peace officers, authorizing a 
system of full-time county attorneys, and establishing a jail standards advisory 
committee to promulgate standardr; and provide for inspection of local jails. 

In conc(~rt with efforts of opemtional agencies and legislative committees, the 
Florida SPA, ItR another example, provided leadership in Statewide judicial 
reform, the strengthening of protective regulations for Florida's Indian tribes, 
the consolidation of the Division of Oorrections and the Probation and Parole 
Oommission into a Department of Offender Rehltbilitation, the deinstitutionaliza­
tion of status offender:-; (initiated plioI' to the passage of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 11)7<1), establishment of a Statewide juvenile 
probation and aftercare function, development of speedy trial regulations, passage 
of legislation providing a mandatory sentence for any crime committed with a 
handgun, establishment of strict rpgulations for licensing of all drug rehabilitation 
and treatment programs, and the development of a Statewide crime labol'l1tory 
system. Similar results can be identified throughout the country. 
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Perhaps the most developed and fully-implemented thrust of the Safe Streets 
program has been in the area of improved training and educational opportunities 
for employees of the criminal justice system. Recognized at the outset by all 
jurisdictions as one of the most neglected areas and obvious dcficiencies of the 
criminal justice system, almost every State has implemented minimum education 
and training standards and comprehensive academic curriculum for law enforce­
ment personnel. Bloc grant funds were used to establish thc Arizona Law Enforce­
ment Officers' Advisory Council which developed a basic training program for 
all peace officers in that State. Over 4,000 Arizona law cnforcement personnel 
have been trained in basic law enforcement requirements since the program's 
beginning. This effort, as in the case of many programs of this type, is now totally 
supported by State and local funds and is a recognized element of the 
Arizona criminal justice system. 

Another important long-term effort fostered by the Safe Streets program has 
been the modernization of criminal justice telecommunications. Any effort within 
the criminal justice community to coordinate and cooperate has been hampered 
by the patchwork development of fragmented communications systems. There 
was early recognition that more sophisticn,ted steps toward interg:>vernmental 
cooperation, including the transmission of computer-based criminal justice 
information and the functioning of inter-agency operational enforcement units, 
would have to be premised on the ability of agencies to effectively communicate 
with one another. As a result, every State and most localities have undertaken 
the study and implementation of area-wide telecommunicn,tion plans designed 
for technological compatibility, economy and the efficient utilization of available 
transmission frequencies and other resources. As part of the Iowa telecommunica­
tions plan for example, the State Division of Communications is providing tech­
nical expertise to local agencies in developing communication plans and specifica­
tions in conformance with the Statewide plan. Services available from the Division 
include system evaluation, development of acceptance test procedures, and tech­
nical assistance in the conrluct and evaluation of birlders' conferences and vendors' 
proposals. Through Texas SPA efforts, all of the State's 1,800 law enforcement 
agencies now have direct and effective radio communicationj and, although the 
implementation of this prJject cost nearly $26 million, it has been estimated that 
implementation of the system by individual local agencies, without the SPA's 
planning and coordination services, would have cost approximately $40 million 
and would probably have omitted numerous essential elements. This significant 
cost savings is important during periods of decren,sing revenues, inflation and 
tight budgets. 

Building upon the growth of effective voice communications, States and locali­
ties have introduced criminal justice information systems to provide the criminal 
justice community accurate and instantaneous retrieval of pertinent clata ele­
ments concerning its clients and the management of its operations. In Missouri, 
for example, the police response early warning system combines thc knowledge 
and skills of police science, social research and city planning in a multi-dimen­
sional approach to crime prevention. The system anticipn,tes the requirements 
for police service long before they appear on the police switchboards as calls for 
assistance. On the county lcvel in Nevada, the serious problem of tri.tl court 
overload and delay is being E.ddressed through the establishment of the automated 
cross-reference and retrieval system as a part of a modern court management 
and information system. This automated system provides instant access to docket 
information and is utilized in drafting a trial calendar and monitoring the prog­
ress of civil, juvenile, and criminal proceedings. As in numerous other States, 
the New Jersey State crime information system is providing instantaneous access 
to criminal records for state and local enforcement personnel, usually within 
three to seven seconds after the inquiry. Data from New Jersey indicate that one 
out of every forty inquiries made through the system produces information leading 
to an arrest or the recovery of stolen property. The timely acquisition of precise 
and analyzed data will be of continuous advantage to planners, managers and 
operators in every aspect of criminal justice. 

Coordination among the "sub-systems" of criminal justice is possible today be­
cause those SUb-systems themselves are less fragmented. Judical reorganization 
and the introduction of modern management techniques has enhanced both the 
efficiency and equity of court proceedings. In Georgia, a constitutional amendment 
was adopted authorizing court unificationj and the Administrative Office of the 
Courts was established by stn,tute. In this and many other States, unified court 
systems have emerged with an administrative, management and planning capa­
bility. In Indiana, Utah and numerous other States, county and district attorneys, 



formerly without an institution for information exchange, training, technical 
assistance or liaison, have, with SPA assistance, organized Statewide prosecution 
coordination agencies, some of which have developed into legislatively-recognized 
and supported operations. Through such programs, an on-going curriculum of 
training seminars and conferences, a capability for legal research and case assist­
ance, the pUblication of legal briefs and case studies, and the development of 
prospective prosecutors through internships and work-study subsidies have all 
constituted a boon to the prosecution function. Developing systems of eerual 
justice, States have established or enhanced indigent defense capabilities. In New 
Jersey, for example, SPA funds have provided the Office of the Public Defender 
with adequate staff to reduce its case backlog. North Dakota has established a 
Statewide regional public defender system. Over 90% of the States have similarly 
enhanced both their prosecution and defense capabilities. 

Unification efforts have been perhaps most badly needed in the corrections 
field to afford u comprehensive battery of rehubilitation alternatives. In Missouri, 
the evolution and operution of u Stutewide probation and parole system is a direct 
outgrowth of the SPA block grant program. SPA funding on a trial basis proved 
the worth of satellite probation and parole offices; and in 1973 the State legisla­
ture appropriated funds to establish a network of regional offices. The availability 
of probation and parole supervision in every criminal circuit court has expanded 
the sentencing alternatives for judges. In Texas, expansion of the State's proba­
tion capability through SPA-funded programs has provided alternative to incar­
cerution or unsupervised release. Before undertaking the program in 1970, only 72 
counties had probation departments. Today, that numbcr has more than tripled; 
232 counties have such departments. 

There are other significant developments in the corrections field, as States and 
localities develop and introduce expanded treatment alternatives, community­
based services and diversion from traditional institutional settings. A major pro­
gram supported by the Illinois SPA has placed over 1,960 ex-offenders into jobs 
after release from prison, and has experienced less than a 7% failure rate-7% 
of program participants being reincarcerated. In New York City, the SPA has 
funded a residential facility for boys, ages 16-18, who have been released from 
Riker's Island. This project, operated by New York City Independence House, 
has providcd comprehensive counseling, education, training, job placement and 
recreation services to over 200 youths with less than a 20 percent failure rute. 

As funds provided through the Safe Streets program do constitute the only 
resources available to most jurisdictions for experimentation; one should not 
overlook the experimental aspect of State and local efforts. New techniques in 
crime prevention and crime specific planning have characterized SPA pro­
gramming. Efforts are underway to marshal the citizenry to compliment the 
criminal justice system, in order to make the citizen more cognizant of his or her 
potential contribution to the realization of a safer and more secure society. New 
planning techniques have been devcloped to focus the utilization of resources 
on crime- or offender-specific objectives. The Minnesota Crime Watch program, 
implemented through more than 200 local law enforcement agencies, informed 
citizens of steps to reduce thcir risk of becoming crime victims, especially in 
several key criminal activities. The Quayle Survey, used to evaluate the program, 
revealed a substantial success in increasing citizen awareness of the crime problem 
and of means of self protection and in generating citizen action to undertake some 
of these measures. 

A crime-specific program funded by the California SPA, focusing on burglaries 
which, in thnt State, account for more than half of all major crimes committed, 
has witnesscd a decrease of over 50% in the burglary rate per 1,000 for the six 
target areas serviced by the program during its first four months. The program 
employs a variety of intervention techniques, including community involvement, 
public education, home security inspections, increased patrol, property idcntifica­
tion, and improved surveillance and investigative techniques to reduce the 
incidence of burglary and determine the most effective strategies and techniques 
for burglary intervention. 
Juvenile J1tstice 

In addition to responsibilities under the Safe Street.s Act, Statei'j have also been 
charged with the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre­
vention Act of 1974. However, the Act has had limited programmatic impact in 
the States during its first year and one half of operation. 

Generally, the programmatic requirements that status offenders be dein­
stitutionalized and incarcerated youthful offenders be segregated from adult 
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offenders are supported in principle. However, the time frame in which these 
two objectives are to be achieved and the ltbsence of sufficient resources to bring 
about compliance with the provisions of the Act are posing serious problems for 
the States. As a result of these questions, and due to the delays and uncertairtities 
experienced in the funding process, several States have decided not to participate­
or limit their participation-in the program. 

For FY 1975, nine States and one territory have decided not to participate 
in the first phase of the program: Alabama, American Samoa, Colorado, HawaU~ 
Kansas, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Utah, West Virginia and Wyoming. For F X 
1976, eight States and two territories will not participate in the juvenile justice 
J:lrogram: Alabama, American Samoa, Guam, Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma, 
West Virginia and Wyoming. 

In addition, neither Oregon nor Nevada has submitted juvenile justice plans 
for FY 1976. North Carolina has deferred participation until outstanding funding 
questions for FY 1977 are resolved. And Maine is reconsidering its decision to 
participate. 
Projects and Programs 

The following sections present a representative sampling of the many thousands 
of projects and programs initiated under the Safe Streets Program. 

POLIC1~ 

In Rhode Island, the Pawtucket Police Community Relations Project dis­
tributes educational material to homes, schools, and community organizations, 
responds to citizen complaints regarding neighbor or police activities, and teaches 
residents about the police role in the community. The project reported that crime 
declined citywide during the first year of operation. The Maryland SPA has 
provided funds to expand and upgrade pre-service and in-service training of 
police personnel by establishing a resource center which offers new curriculum, 
techniques, equipment, and testing methods. Surveys of police departments 
throughout the State were conducted to determine which training services were 
most needed. Requests for specific training aids number approximately 500 per 
month. 

The South Carolina SPA is assisting criminal justice agencies in the imple­
mentation of affirmative action programs through the establishment of a training 
and technical assistance unit within the State Commis~ion on Human Affairs. 
The unit works with 45 police departments, 46 sheriff's departments, and nine 
State agencies. After conducting training workshops, the training staff follow 
up their activities with technical assistance to agencies on affirmative action 
plans. The Tennessee SPA has funded that State's Law Enforcement Training 
Academy to provide training for elected sheriffs. Over 1,500 sheriffs and deputies 
have participated in the program. And the Arkansas Law ]j;nforcement Training 
Academy has provided training to over 5,000 officers in ] 84 courses. The program 
utilizes a mobile classroom in order to reach officers, who, because of the size or 
workload of their departments, would otherwise bl' unable to take advantage of 
the program. 

In Omaha, Nebraska, the quality of police service has been improved as a 
result of the establishment of an information crime analysis unit within the 
police department. Record-keeping has been automated, and a user survey showed 
80% were "satisfied" with the system. In Wheat Ridge, Colorado, police have 
created a special unit to help reduce commercial and residential burglaries. They 
have reduced response time to one minute, their burglary clearance rate is up, and 
report burglaries have been reduced. And the West Fargo, North Dakota police 
department has established a detective division to improve departmental organi­
zation, management, and operations for a more efficient use of available manpower. 
A more accurate records system has been established, providing easy access to 
the number of crimes reported and arrests made, and the public has been made 
aware of crime prevention measures through the inspection of businesses and 
dissemination of information regarding crime prevention methods. 

In Hawaii, the Statewide Law Enforcement Intelligence Unit maintains 
criminal intelligence units in four counties of Hawaii, with the Honolulu unit 
serving as coordinator. The unit collects, analyzes, .and disseminates vital infor­
mation on organized crime activities in the State. Hillsboro, Oregon has acted to 
anticipate, recognize, appraise, and combat burglary problems in the county by 
using two crime prevention officers who specialize in burglary prevention methods. 
The project clears 26% of reportcd cases. And \VnshingtOl1 saved over $17,000 
in the first years of a project identifying and eliminating proposed equipment 
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expenditures which were unnecessary or excessive in the State. The project's 
equipment evaluation services are provided to user agencies free of charge. 

Iowa has established a narcotics squad to detect and investigate narcotics 
and drug violations occurring in the Des MOines/Polk County area. More serious 
drug cases have been brought to trial and the conviction rate has been increased. 
The Virginia High Incidence Target (HIT) program has been implemented in 11 
jurisdictions throughout the State. Clearance rates are up in all areas, and a 
downward trend for target crimes (burglary or robbery) is evident in each locality. 
And !L saturation patrol is attacking crime in San Juan, Puerto Rico by deploying 
specially trained officerR on foot patrol and in mobile units. Decreases in robbery, 
burglary !Lnd !Luto theft have been recorded. 

Connecticut has improved the operations of five Regional Crime Squads that 
investigate narcotics trafficking through the development and implementation of 
uniform policies. The regional squads now account for 85% of all drug sale ar­
rests in Connecticut, with an overall conviction rate of 90% and an incarceration 
rate of 45% of those convicted. Burglaries have reportedly decreased in one 
low-income, high-crime area of Phoenix, Arizona by educating residents in home 
security measures and by providing locks and other security devices to those who 
cannot afford them. The Shreveport, Louisiana Burglary Strike Force is a 24-hour 
operation to detect and prevent burglaries. The unit has a staff of 13 for surveil­
lance and investigative work in five identified target areas. On-site arrests have 
increased, and reported burglaries in a target area selected for its high previous 
incidence have declined. A neighborhood police unit in Albany, New York has 
reported that violent and property crimes have been reduced since project imple­
mentation. Additionally, it is reported that a higher number of arrests have been 
made for incidents reported. 

A net reduction in reported burglaries has been achieved by the Saginaw, 
Michigan CJrime Prevention Unit within a target area where 66% of the City's 
robberies occur. The 15-person unit has received approximately 919 hours of 
training in basic crime prevention. A Vallejo, California program is successfully 
diverting citizens involved in personal family crisis from the criminal justice 
system to more appropriate social agencies. Families are seeking professional help 
and the number of arrests are being reduced. To enhUllCe the practice of forensic 
science among State and local police departments, the Massachusetts Compre­
hensive Criminal Investigation Program is providing training for police offiCers in 
the analysis of crime-scene evidence and in basic investigative techniques. Since 
its inception, the project has provided an average of 80 hours of training to each 
of the 950 law enforcement officers trained in crime-scene search techniques, 
and 40 hours each to 250 additional officers. A reduction in residential burglaries 
has been reported by the Elkins Park, Pennsylvania Community Relations 
Unit. The unit is responsible for 15 programs designed to increase citizen aware­
ness of crime prevention tactics. 

The quality of police services in the Virgin Islands has been upgraded through 
basic and specializet1 training of police personnel and by psychological screening 
of all new recruits. Basic training has been increased in duration from two weeks 
to 14 weeks. Public housing is being made safer for residents in Trenton, New 
Jersey as a result of the work of the Public Housing Police Unit. Before t,he unit 
went into operation, men, women and children could not safely walk, sit or usc 
recreat.ion facilities. That is no longer the case. And, the Property Crime Reduc­
tion Program was established to reverse the increasing property crime rate in 
Albuquerque, New Mexico. Over 1,500 arrests were made and $100,000 in property 
recovered in 21 months. 

COURTS 

Tennessee does not require its judges to be lawyers. Therefore, the Judicial 
System Training program has been especially important in insuring that an 
adequate level of training and education is made available to court personnel. 
New Hampshire established a Governor's study committee'to review methods 
aimed at improving court operations. Recommendations formed by the com­
mittee werE' presented to the State legislature for consideration. The Maine Law 
Enforcement Planning and Assistance Agency recruits interns from the University 
of Maine Law School and State universities with criminal justice programs. 
Student interns are placed in jobs with courts, correctional institutions, police, 
and juveniles on State and local levels. 

Ogden, Utah has employed a city court coordinator to lessen the non-judicial 
workload of every judge in 'that city. Case backlogs have been reduced substan­
tially. A Consumer Fraud Prosecution Unit in Vermont. is drafting legislation 
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and establishing efficient means of achieving consumer redresses. Prosecutions 
have reportedly recovered over $30,000 per year in penalties and restitution. 
The efficiency of the Newark, Ncw Jersey Municipal Court has been increased. 
Sp~cific improvements include the creation of a central complaint center, intro­
duction of an automatic filing system, installation of a microfilm library, and 
improvement of '.;he sound recording system. A pretrial release program in Dela­
ware has rednced the number of persons who remain in that State's correctional 
center due to the lack of bail. It is estimated that each released save $15 per day 
compared to the cost of detention. 

The West Virginia Criminal Justice Legal Resource Center offers a toll-free 
telephone service which provides judges and prosecutors with unlimited access 
to a legal research team. In Tallahassee, Florid'l, a program has provided in­
dividuals temporarily diverted from the criminal justice systbm with appropriate 
services while awaiting trail. And, a county in Georgia is developing a monetarily 
nondiscriminatory pretrial release system to serve indigent defendants who would 
otherwise qualify for release on bail. 

A local Indiana release on recognizance (ROR) project releases 90 percent of 
its candidatesj only 2 percent fail to appear. The Polk County Iowa Offender 
Advocate project provides an efficient, cost-effective alternative to court-ap­
pointed private counsel for indigent defendants. Indigents served by the program 
have been processed in 61.9 days as compared with 73.6 days for court-appointed 
counsel. The incarceration rate was also less for the project. The average cost of a 
felony defense under the offender ad\'ocate system has been estimated at $127, 
compured with $211 under court-appointed counsel. Nebraska is improving legal 
services by supporting the activities of the county attorneys through reseurch 
assistance. The project providps a full-time director and secretury for the county 
attorneys association to act as liaisons for the 93 county attorneys and their 
deputies. And the Regional Public Defender Project in Eismurck, North Dakota 
provides a public defender und assistant, supervised by a five-member board of 
trustees, who give legal representation to indigent defendunts in a 10-county 
region. Eligibility for services is determined by the judge in each individuul 
county. 

Lust year, the South Dakota court system was reorgunized, and a court per­
sonnel officer was hired. Stronger central administration, from the Supreme 
Court and a Council of Presiding Judges, hus permitted shifting judges und cuses 
to match resources to workloads, improvements in judiciul training, sentencing 
conferences, publication of uniform fine und bond schedules, stundurdization of 
clerk procedures, publication of locul court rules, and more efficient forms and 
records manugement. 

In Aluska, the Public Defender's Agency is improving the quality of represen­
tution given to indigent clients; Luw student interns assist public defenders, who 
in turn provide the interns with a working knowledge of the court system through 
their handling of individual cases. The Idaho court system is now unified and 
integrated under the administration and supervision of the State supreme court. 
Caseload reports huve been revised for district courts and instituted for the 
magistrates in the district courts. A statewide uniform bail bond schedule has 
been promulgated, as have new rules of standards for withholding judgments and 
guidelines for pre-sentence investigations. And the Seattle, 'Washington Consumer 
Crime Prevention project is detecting und preventing consumer crime by inves­
tigating and prosecuting individual C(;'lsumer f'mplaints und by disseminating 
information to the public. Stuff efforts hI.< 'Ie fOI'Used on such potentially fraudulent 
activities us door-to-door selling, false ad,nriJsing, and home repair. 

Texas is working to decrease the backlog of cases in the Court of Criminal 
Appeuls by hiring udditionallegol assistance personnel and supplementary judges 
to sit as temporary commissioners. The California Center for Judicial Education 
and Research is providing a comprehensive progrnm of professional education 
and training for California judges by offering courses ut a center for continuing 
education. In addition to the training, the project publishes a monthly newsletter 
for all judges and has published a benchbook manual on evidence and objections. 
The Mississippi Judicial College is the State's judicial education and training 
unit und is opernted by the University of Mississippi School of Law. The unit is 
working to improve the delivery of judiCial service by upgruding the State's 
court system through intensive training and education of all court-related per­
sonnel. And in Missouri, the pre-Trial Releuse Program has expanded for a 
single-city operation staffed by one bond investigator to a statewide program that 
provides drug and alcohol treatment us well as bond assistance. Many morc 
felony defendants are being released before trial without increase in revocation of 
bond or failure to appear for trial. 
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The correctional program in Marion, Polk, and Yanhill counties in Oregon 
works principally with accused misdemeanants (but has expanded its services to 
accused felons). Pretrial release screening, a major program service, is provided 
by five release assistance officers. The Marion Oounty, Indiana, Oriminal Oourt 
Pre-Recorded Videotaped Testimony Model Unit project is studying the appli­
cation of pre-recorded video tapes in actual trial situations in order to determine 
the impact which their use may have on the administration of justice in that 
State. Both total trial taping and pre-recorded testimony taping are being used in 
selected felony cases in order to review the use of videotape as an official trans­
script of proceedings for the purposes of appeal and to give the judges the oppor­
tunity to evaluate the application of such technology to the appellate process. 
And Ouyahoga Oounty, OhL' is working to reduce docket delay and improve the 
process of planning, alloca{,mg, and controlling the resources of the judicial 
systems by assisting the courts in the development of modern management 
techniques. The project has developed information systems and has completed 
systems studies for various divisions within the courts. These court management 
systems permit the tracking of cases and specific court-related projects. 

The Washoe Oounty, Nevada Oonsumer Fraud Unit evaluates all complaints 
brought to its attention by the public and initiates action in those cases where 
investigation reveals a violation of existing statutes. In an attempt to analyze 
the adequacy of existing State consumer protection laws, the unit collects, cate­
gorizes j and correlates relevant data to demonstrate to the legislature the need 
for additional laws. The Wisconsin Judicial Education Program provides training 
and educational programs for judges, family court commissioners, registers of 
probate, court reporters, and juvenile court officers. The program conducts con­
ferences throughout the year at various locations using judges, law professors, 
and oth!'r experts as instructors. In addition, the program coordinates participa­
tion of ·Wisconsin judges in various national programs. Nassau Oounty, New 
York has established a diversionary program for adjudicated young adults ranging 
in age from 16 to 25 who have been indicted in adult court and are referred by 
the judge for rehabilitative services. Treatment includes testing, office and home 
visits, psychological counseling, and groulJ activity. And in Minnesota, a volun­
tary employment and coun·seling program works with defendants at the pretrial 
stage of adjudication. The prosecution of individual cases is postponed for ap­
proximately 90 days for juveniles, 100 for misdemea,nor cases, and 360 for felony 
cases. During that period, clients are offered a range of supportive services 
including one-to-one counseling, often delivered by exoffender counselors. Sessions 
vary from daily to monthly based on the individual case. 

CORRECTIONS 

New Hampshire is working to reduce recidivism by establishing a halfway 
house with treatment programs designed to enable pre-parole State prison inmates 
to beceme self-supporting upon release. The inmates contribute to their own 
support and to their families. Because of the program's success, the State is estab­
lishing additional houses. Rhode Island is extending and improving educational 
programs at the adult correctional institutions by provided individualized edu­
cational experiences to incarcerated persons j ex-offenders, and correctional 
officers. The Adult Oorrectional Program is one of severul higher education pro­
grams offered by the University Without Walls. Bridge, Inc. is a community­
based rehabilitation and referral project serving parolees, probationers, and 
those offenders referred by the courts and police departments throughout Vermont. 
Bridge provides information on educational and rehabilitative opportunities and 
makes referruls to appropriate State and federal agencies. The District of Columbia 
SPA has funded a progrnm to reduce recidivism and combat asocial attitudes 
among institutionized offenders by providing volunteers to assist in handling 
personal concerns and responsibilities. Two hundred fifty inmate requests answered 
each month. 

Thc Richmond, Virginia city mail operates a project to advance the level of 
education of inmates. The instructors often employ qualified inmates to assist 
them in teaching basic procedures and grading papers. Mississippi has funded 
a program to develop an interdisciplinary undergraduate program in corrections to 
improve tho quality of corrections services and to increase the availability of 
trained personnel. The South Oarolina Youthful Offender Division is assisting 
in tho institutional assignment, parole, and aftercare of young adult offenders 
by offering a f!llpport system which includes a network of lay volunteers. Many 
services arc being provided to young adult felons. 
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To improve communication between staff and inmates and insure due process, 
Minnesota has established an ombudsman for the State Department of Corrections 
with authority to investigate complaints and propose solutions to correctional 
authorities. A Wisconsin pilot project has been found feasible in helping to 
decrease the average length of stay in correctional institutions and reduce re­
cidivism by negotiating a parole date with inmates contingent on their satis­
factory performance. Arkansas has employed a systems analyst to maintain and 
expand the existing computer information system, within the Department of 
Corrections. One result has been the improved efficiency of the parole review board. 
And the Defender Intern program in Montana is providing additional legal services 
to inmates and indigent defendants by the utilization of second-year law s~udents 
in public defender offices and the Montana Prison. 

Utah has established a computerized information system to upgrade Utah's 
prison operations. A comprehensive data base on inmate characteristics and 
demography has been developed and disseminated throughout the State correc­
tional system, and has been used for several correctional reform projects. Michigan 
has upgraded that State's correctional personnel to higher levels of effectiveness 
through a comprehensive centralized in-service training and staff development 
program. And in New York, the Minority Group Program is actively recruiting 
minority individuals for department of corrections security and professional 
positions. Recruitment is conducted in minority communities in cooperation 
with community agencies, local grass roots organization, neighborhood manpower 
centers, and housing authority projects. The percentage of minority employees 
in the State's correctional wOlk force has significantly increased. 

Louisiana is working to reduce crime and recidivism rates by providing 
community-based rehabilitative services for ex-offenders, and by creating an 
awareness within the community of the special problems faced by ex-offenders 
in their attempts to reenter society. The Community Service Center provides 
clients with such services as job orientation, vocationul guidance and counseling, 
job placement, and follow-up through group and individual counseling. The 
Center also works with correctional agencies and prison rehabilitation programs 
in an effort to coordinate activities. Georgia offers a work-release program tc, 
help provide job stability, for prison inmates reentering the work force. The 
program provides employment and vocational training opportunities for pre­
parole inmates. In addition to directly assisting the inmates, the program has 
also saved the State a substantial amount in institutionalization costs. Puerto 
Rico is increasing the availability of counsel for adult indigent defendants !1nd 
inmates by expanding Legal Aid Society services. The Society's appeals division 
handles cases at the supreme court, juvenile court, and parole board levels, and 
provides counseling and orientation to inmates. Referrals come from the courts 
and the defendants themselves, for whom poverty is the only eligibility criterion. 
Ohio is reducing the rate of reincarceration of technical parole and probation 
violators by establishing community-based reintegration centers which provide 
comprehensive rehabilitation services. The project operates three community­
based treatment and rehabilitation centers for technical parole violators, heavily­
dependent residents of halfway houses, and selected probation violators. Each 
center offers alcohol treatment, family and employment counseling, and an array 
of community services designed to alleviate the clients' reintegration difficulties. 

Seven residential and nonresidential community service centers have been 
established in Pennsylvania to serve as halfway houses for men and women who 
have had prolonged incarcerations and are becoming eligible for parole. The 
centers use outside community agencies for such services as vocational training 
and drug and alcohol programs. An inmate's termination from a center is con­
current with issuance of parole and must be approved by the parole board. 
Oklahoma has established six halfway houses in the State, staffed by specially 
trained personnel. Programs are designed to assist nonviolent felons classified 
as minimum-security risks within 90 days of release. The programs include 
work-study release, individual and group counseling, family counseling, drug 
therapy, referrals to community services, recreation, and supervised interaction 
with the community. Texas is working to reducc the likelihood of subsequent 
criminal activity among clients released to halfway houses by providing a wide 
mnge of in-house and contracted services. The program draws on the Ilervices 
offered by existing agencies in the community;. including Alcoholics Anonymous, 
Narcotics Anonymous, Texas Rehabilitation IJommission, and local colleges and 
universities which provide educationul training and development. Each of the 
nine houses is staffed by a mixture of ex-convicts and professional counseling 
staff. Supervision and peer group counseling are provided within the facility by 
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program staff. In California, the Sacramento Valley Community Correctional 
Center assists parolees on work furloughs. The community-based halfway house 
provides them an opportunity to earn release monies and receive specialized 
counseling during the pre-parole stage. The program also provides 24-hour assist­
ance tv parolees who evidence need for supervision. And Delaware has established 
a work and education release program in order to develop marketable skills and 
provide support services for offenders. The project provideI' three types of work­
education release programs which enable eligible inmates to hold full-time jobs 
in the community. Work-education participants attend Alcoholics Anonymous, 
drug clinics, mental hygiene clinics, and educational programs us needed. 

JUVgNILE JUSTICE 

In Albuquerque, New Mexico, a program to alleviate juvenile delinquency by 
providing public and private agencies with a centralized organization that coordi­
nates programs, services, funding, and accountability, has been funded. As a 
result, legislation on juveniles has been adopted, youth services systems have 
been set up, and an information center has been established. Lakewood, Colorado 
is diverting juvenile delinquents and status offenders from the juvenile justice 
system and traditional institutional facilities by using community social service 
agencies and resources. Court petitions, truancy, youth commitments, and police 
time have been reduced. In Connecticut, the C3ntral Group Home Coordinating 
Unit of the Department of Children and Youth Services coordinates a compre­
hensive rehabilitation program for juveniles, aged 11 to 18, who are either 
adjudicated delinquents or identified as neglected and homeless. More adjudicated 
youths are being served at 40% of cost of 11 training school. And Maryland is 
is providing rapid and effective defense counsel for all indigent juvenile offenders. 
The backlog of juvenile court cases has been reduced and defense services have 
been increased. 

Mississippi has funded a program to provide an alternative to incarceration 
and reduce recidivism of juveniles by estahlishing comprehensive evaluation and 
counseling programs. Massachusetts has reduced the institutionalization of 
female adolescents and has provided constructive pl!tcement experience to adoles­
cent female offenders through foster homes, and has minimized the probability 
of future court appearances. To help reduce deviant behavior of students, and 
to prevent juvenile court referrals, Indianapolis, Indiana has established an 
alternative school rehabilitation and treatment program. Parent'S and student'! 
alike give the alternative school high marks. Youth have been diverted from 
juvenile justice system in Illinois as a result of the Omni House Youth Bureau. 
Volunteers from the community aid the counselors and psychologists by providing 
them with the resources for hotline, peer counseling, and tutoring projects. 

In Missouri, the Providence gducationnl C<:>nter is IL nonresidential center 
sponsored by the Providence Inn-City Corporation. An cvaluation reported 
median gains in studcntR' rending achievement of .10 years per month, and median 
gains in math of .20 years per month. Californilt ha'l reduced the number of youths 
involved in the criminal justice syatl'm through a probD.tioll diversion program. 
The project operates from 7 a.m. to midnight, seven days a week, for crisis 
counseling. And Nevltda is offering delinquent youth thc alternative of a survival 
program to help them develop self reliallce and a sen'le of responsibility. 

In North Carolina, juvenile care services have been extended to those court 
districts not already served throuth a one-to-one volunteer program to meet the 
needs of juveniles before, during, and after court involvement. The project uses 
100 community volunteers who serve a~ counselor/friends to help troubled youth 
overcome hasic personality and environment problems. N()w Mexico is providing 
a community-based sentencing alternative to the juvenile probation office which 
serves as an adjunct to the present servicl'S provided in the ciminal justice system. 
The program is a cooperativc effort of the Department of Hospitals and Institu­
tions and eighteen local communities. The progro.m has been estnblished in 
nine judicial districts. In Wyoming, the Cheyenne Volunteer Juvenile Probation 
project is designed to utilize volunteers to supplement existing staff in providing 
service to pre- and ]lost-ndjudieated youth. Volunteers receive accredited train­
ing from a lOcal community college, Itnd arc selected on the basis of counseling 
experience, personal recommendation'>, and personality trait~. Volunteers arc 
officially sworn in by the court and are con~idered of equal stntus as probation 
officers whom they nssh;t in providing one-to-one eounscling for juvenile proba­
tioners. And to help improve services for resident youths and their families, 
Montana is coordinating the training of all personnel, including nftercnre workers, 
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at three youth corrections institutions. Courses are given in such areas as basic 
interviewing skills, psychological testing, recreational photography, social work 
practice in special dettings, behavioral problems of adolescent girls, intensivc 
treatment programs and ethnic studies. . 

In Grady Couuty, Oklahoma, the youth service bureau is being expanded to 
serve as an alternative to processing juveniles through the juvenile justice system, 
and as a means of coordinating the rehabilitative and treatment services available 
to troubled youth. In cases where a criminal offense is involved, the project is 
responsible for providing the court with predispositional hearing reports and rec­
ommendations and with postadjudicatory status reports. The project provides 
individual and family counseling, and a clinical psychologist is available for 
consultatIon and testing. The "Youth Enabling Program" in Charleston, West 
Virginia provides an alternative to detention by offerIng counseling, temporary 
shelter, and employment assistance to pre-delinquent and adjudicated youth. 
Youth are placed in part- or fuJl-time work, and counselors carry out three-, 
six-, and nine-month follow-ups of thcse youths. There is also a special coun­
seling program for runaway youth. A halfway house has been established 
on the Island of St. Johns, Virgin Islands. The resident youths participate in a 
family-style living situation, attend school, and take part in community activities. 
Tutoring services are provided at the home, and the staff works closely with 
school personnel. The Rhode Island Family Center offers counseling services to 
youths referred by the Rhode Island Family Court. The juvenile division of the 
family court screens juveniles and refers only those who are first-time offenders, 
and whose offense does not involve a serious felony, is not drug-related, did not 
result in personal injury, nor involve a lurge sum of money. A total of more thun 
17 different community agencies have heen called upon by the program to ussist 
in providing needed services. And in Alabama, the Juvenile Rehabilitation 
Program provides a community-bused, non-residential intervention program for 
adjudicated delinquent youth in Tuscaloosu. Thl' program gives the youth 11 
disciplined, non-hostile environment in which to function. The project hus re­
ported academic gains and low recidivism for the participating youths, as well 
as lower costs than Stl1tl' truining schools. 

Florida has implemented a program to reducc the number of juveniles in secure 
detention facilities by implementing 11 statewide minimum security detention 
and counseling program for youth. The program is staffed by community people 
from varied occupational backgrounds who are not strictly profeSSional counselors 
or social workers. Some of the volunteers in the program are ex-offenders who see 
the necessity of ulternutive juvenilc cure. The child in either program is placed for 
no longer than 30 days, is advised whl're he is going, find askcd if he wl1nts to be 
placed there. After he is taken back to the court, the program no longer has any 
contact with the child. 

In Lewiston, Maine, the "Paradise Lost" program is a highly structured treat­
ment program offering educationul and vocational curricula to juvcniles (aged 
14-17). Tlie boys and girls are referred to the program by the school systems, the 
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, and the court as an altern!ttive to incar­
ceration. Youths ussigned to Parudise Lost are given a four-week probationary 
period during which their interest and motivation are evalul1ted by two teachers 
and a social worker. And, the Juvenile Service 'rraining Oouncil in Lansing, 
Michigan is working to upgrade the training of juvenile service workers by 
identifying training gaps, eliminating duplication of training, coordinating train­
ing efforts, I1nd supporting training projects techniCI111y and financially. The 
council ucts as a central clearinghouse, providing 11 communications link and 
coordinating and directing the efforts of youth service orgl1nizations throughout 
the State. 

COMMUNITY SERVICE AND SYSTEM-WIDJ~ ACTIVITms 

Pennsylvania is working to increase the quantity and improve the quality of 
law-related education in the elementary and secondary schools of the Common­
wealth. The positive feedback from school and eriminul justicc personnel is very 
encouraging. Educl1tion in 1l1w enforcement and criminul justice is made availablc 
to the citizens of Illinois. The program is administered by j'he Illinois League of 
Women Voters and is designed to improve citizen understl1uding of the criminal 
system. North Dakota has funded a project to reduce the incidence of repeated 
alcohol-related offenses by providing the courts an educution and treatment 
resource for dealing with individul1ls convicted whill' intoxicated. And Maine 
funded a stop-actiOIl, hour-long television program on the sentencing process, 
one of several programs prepared for Law Awareness Weck. 



A Florida Victim Advocate Project assists crime victims and helps reduce 
further victimization by providing advocates who counsel and refer victims to 
appropriate community resources. The project has received broad community 
support. In Connecticut, the Institute of Criminal and Social Justice represents a 
continuing effort to implement in Hartford the 1967 Katzenbach Commission 
recommendation to establish in every city an agency with the goal "of planning 
and tJlICf''Uraging improvement in criminal justice" through a "coordinated" 
approa'Jh to change. And Massachusetts provides a treatment alternative for 
public drunkenness offenders by utilizing a mobile rescue team to transport 
inebriates to a detoxification center. The result has been a decrease in the number 
of referrals to court for those bring found drunk in public view. 

The District of Columbi!:', SPA funded a project to recommend appropriate 
revisions in the existing pJ:ocedures and law of the District of Columbia by 
comparing them with each of the 18 volumes of the American Bar Association 
Standards. The comrr,it.tee findings on ABA Standards and D. C. Procedures 
has been published and disseminated. In South Dakota, the Victim Assistance 
Program is designed to provide assistance to the victims of juvenile crimes. 
Restitution is made to victims of juvenile-offender crimes. The Hilo, Hawaii 
Multi-Purpose Community Center coordinates efforts of all agencies providing 
rehabilitative treatment for both juvenile and adult offenders as an alternative 
to incarceration. The 21 criminal justice agencies on the Island have a firm agree­
ment with the center to work together in the development and implementation 
of treatment programs. And in Idaho, the CARES project is a central evaluation, 
referral, and treatment source for alcoholics referred from the criminal justice 
system. Services include: AA referral, detoxification and hospitalization, therapy, 
halfway house referral, psychological testing, and mental health, vocational, 
and financial counseling. 

The Santa Clara County, California Detoxification and Rehabilitation Planning 
Center works with public inebriates picked up by police in the Model City and 
surrounding areas. Seven full-time and ten part-time public and mental health 
personnel staff the project's 50-bed, hospital-based detoxification unit and work 
to coordinate the community alcohol services delivery system to provide compre­
hensive care for alcoholics. Wichita State UniverSity in Kansas is receiving funds 
to upgrade the educational background of criminal justice personnel presently 
in the system and those persons interested in criminal justice careers. Both 
pre-service,and in-service training is provided by the University's Administration 
of Justice Department. Currently, about 50 percent of the enrollment is pre-service 
and 50 percent of the enrollment is voluntary in-service. The Nennepin County 
Minnesota Sexual Assault Services program is a unique project in which police, 
doctors and legal authorities work together to aid victims of rape. The program 
is designed so it can be directed by a part-time prosecutor in a small community 
or a team of attorneys in a large jurisdiction. The project has been expanded 
tu include not (lnly rape cases, but also the so-called "closet" crimes such as 
incest, and child and wife battering. The county project is part of a statewide 
rape treatment program. The Maricopa County Alcohol Reception Center in 
Arizona was developed to redirect the life styles of individuals with heavy drink­
ing problems, particularly those living in Phoenix's "skid row." The project 
depends to a great extent on the cooperntion of the Phoenix police, who may 
now exercise the option, under a new Arizona law which abolishes the crime of 
public drunkenness, of brining public inebriates to the center. Additional centers 
will offer local residents detoxification, diagnOSis, evaluatio~ short-term rehabilita­
tion, referrals, and follow-up services. And in North uarolina, the Criminal 
Justice Education and Training System is working to improve the State criminal 
justice system by educating and training criminal justice officers through courses. 
seminars, and innovative training designs. The program has developed curricula 
for a variety of technical and management topics in all components of the criminal 
justice system. 

NATIONAL CONFlmENCg 0]0' STAIn: CRIMINAL JUSTICg PLANNING l\DlIlINISTRATORS 

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators is 
an affiliation of State governmental officials who are the directors of State criminal 
justice planning agencies (SPAs). Collectively representing SPA directors across 
the country is not a simple task. The diversity among the States in terms of popula­
tion, geography, and relntive status of criminal justice system problems and priori­
ties, must be carefully weighed when the Conference convenes. 

Only those issues and concerns which can be addressed to the satisfaction of the 
majority of the 55 States and territories represented are supported by the Con-
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ference. While the Oonference bylaws ensure that . . . "no action of a committe 
or the Oonference as a whole prohibits individual administrators from taking' 
stand at variance therewith ... ", the consensus viewpoint and joint actions L 
these key criminal justice system executives must be given prominent consider! 
tion when local, State and federal criminal justice system policies are made. 

Specifically in the past, the Oonference has focused its attention on improvin 
the administrative machinery of the LEAA program which each SPA administer. 
Minimum standards have been set for improving management operations at th 
State level, training for SPA staff has been provided, and a means has been e. 
tablished for providing formally structured input to LEAA concerning SPi 
financial reporting and related federal requirements. The latter activity, which ha 
been conducted primaJ'ily through joint efforts between SPA representatives an 
LEAA, has played ar. especially important role in channeling concerns of th 
States to LE:AA. 

But while this framework of Oonference objectives served a viable purpose i 
establishing the ground rules for this unique partnership of governments, th 
SP A directors, in July 1975, determined that the Oonference must exert mol' 
encompassing leadership in identifying and resolving substantive crime and crimi 
nal justice system issues. 

The direction now set for the Conference continues to recognize the importanc 
of dealing with administrative matters related to the Safe Streets Act, but th 
Oonferencc has determined that its primary concern must be a greatly increase 
emphaSis on the institutionalization of the planning techniques and coordinatiO! 
of State and local criminal justice services which have been developed during th( 
last several years under the leadership of the SPAs. With this changed emphasis 
the Oonference is addressing a broader range of legislative matters; is broadenin.: 
its external associations with federal agencies and professional and public interes 
groups in the law enforcement and criminal justice sector; and is strengthenin, 
existing relationships, such as those with the National Governors' Oonference, the 
the National Oonference of State Legislatures, the National League of Oities, 
the U.S. Oonference of Mayors, and the National Association of Oounties. 
Organization 

Oonferenee activities are directed by a 13-member Executive Oommittee com­
posed of the Ohairman, Vice Ohairman, Immediate Past Ohairman and 10 Re 
gional Ohairmen representing States within the federal regions across the country. 
The Executive Oommittee is charged with the management of the OonferencL 
and the direction of the organization's pOlicies and affairs between semi-annual 
meetings of the general membership. 

Work programs of the Conference arc conducted through a standing and an ad 
hoc committee strllcture which serves in an advi~ory capacity to the Executive 
Oommittee. Advisory group members are appointed by the Oonference Ohairmen; 
in addition to SPA clir('ctors, SPA staff specialists serve on these committees. 

Prior to December 1073, Conference activities were conducted without full­
time staff services. Staff support for the Conference is now provided through 
an Executive Secretariat which is funded by two technical assistance grants .from 
LEAA. 

The Oonference is engaged in a number of activities on behalf of the SPAs. 
Some of these SPA services and ongoing efforts include: 
Legi8lation 

Specific recommendations for the reauthorization of the Safe Streets Act have 
been a key concern. In addition, attention has been directed to the enactment of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1074, Security and 
Privacy legislation in 1074 and 107ii, and LEAA appropriatiom; for all fiscal years 
since 1972. Testimony in these areas has been provided to Oongress upon request 

Studies of other Significant legislativ(l proposals have been conducted on a 
regular basis, with special attention to legislation afi'('cting l'lecurity and privacy 
and juvenile justice. Legislative highlights, updates and analyses are distributed 
to the Oonference membership on a regular hal'lis. 
Public In/m'mation 

The Conference hllS published two major reports (I073 ancl 1974) on the prog­
ress llnd activities of the SPAs. This is the third such report to be published which 
examines SPA operations and weighs the successs of the Nation's criminal justice 
program. 

A Bulletin Ilewsletter is also published to lwep SPA directors abrenst of Oon­
ference activities ancl other issues of mutual concern. 
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Management Information System Project 
In 1974, the Oonference embarked on a major technical assistance effort aimed 

at improving SPA management operations. Previously, a prototype Management 
Information System (MIS)-previously referred to as the Grants Management 
Information System, or GMIS-was conceived and developed with the charac­
teristics of transferability from State to State. Now, well into its implementation 
phase, the project promises increased capability for improved SPA performance 
in the areas of financial management, planning, application tracking, monitoring, 
auditing and evaluation. 

Additionally, system implementation within each SPA will ensure speedy and 
efficient access to data regarding grant awards, expenditures and program imple­
mentation status, and will facilitate-for the first time-an exchange of uniform 
program information on a nationwide basis. Ourrently, over a dozen States are 
in various stages of implementation ranging from work plan development to a 
"check-out" phase preparing to drop their former systems and begin exclusive 
utilization of the Oonference's automated MIS. Manual management information 
systems are now operational in eight SPAs. 
SPA Development and Mutual Assistance 

Minimum standards for SPA operations were established in 1972 covering the 
twelve areas of: planning, auditing, monitoring, evaluation, grants management 
information systems, grant administration, fund fiow, organizational structure, 
training and staff development, public information, affirmative action, and tech­
nical assistance. Specific levels of performance are promoted in each of these 
areas as an impetus for improvement. The specific standards are included in the 
appendix of this report. 

A mutual assistance program also has been established under which an SPA 
may seek on-site assistance from SPA staff specialists in other States. Oosts of 
this "staff lending" program are reimbursed by the Oonference. A "Oatalog of 
Mutual Assistance Oapabilities," listing SPA staff specialists in over 50 areas of 
SPA concern, has been compiled and is updated annually. 

Finally, an assessment program has been developed for the voluntary evaluation 
of SPA operations by a Oonference-assembled team of knowledgeable staff spe­
cialists. The end product of such assessments, which to date have been conducted 
in three States, is a set of recommendations relating to technical assistance needs 
and improvements in SPA operations. Each assessment is conducted according 
to a definitive procedures manual developed by the Oonference which covers a 
checklist of all areas of SPA operation. 
Federal Liaison 

A significant Oonference activity is contributing to the development of adminis­
trative regulatiol"s emanating from the Federal Government pursuant to provi­
sions of the Safe Streets Act. Over the years, the rolc of the Oonference has shifted 
from one of reacting to draft guidelines, to one of active involvement in and 
influence during the development stages of potential guidelines. Thl: Oonference 
now has early and meaningful input on such policy subjects as: development of 
planning grant and comprehensive plan guidelines; integration of program ac­
tivities under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act with those 
of the Safe Streets Actj use of discretionary grant fundsj criminal justice standards 
and goals implementation policiesj reverted fund utilization policies j direction of 
the national Law Enforcement Education Programj and appropriate roles and 
relationships between the SPAs and federal regional offices. 

Inroads also havc been made to eliminate problems associated with program 
formulation and grants to Indian tribes in States with substantial Indian popula­
tions. In addition, an active role is taken in defining SPA responsibilities with 
respect to civil rights compliance and equal employment opportunity enforcement. 
Research and Evaluation 

A mechanism has been established to provide for SPA input to the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice regarding research direction 
and dissemination of information. Oonference representatives also participated 
as members of an LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force. The Oonference continues 
to work closely with LEAA in the further development and implementation of 
report recommcndations. The Oonference cooperated in the concluct of a special 
study of fedcral assistance for State court systems i recommendations were sub­
sequently formuhtted for the improvement of planning by State court systems. 
And finally, a special study was conducted in 12 selected States to analyze the 
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timeliness of the flow of funds from SPAs to their project grantees on the State 
and local level. As a result, the Conference developed a number of recommenda­
tions aimed at shortening fund flow time periods. 
Training 

All SPAs have been surveyed to identify technical assistance needs and priorities 
of SPA staffs and their criminal justice clientele. The Conference is exploring the 
development of a comprehensive plan for the allocation of technical assistance 
resources available to these groups, as well as a compendium of training programs 
available to the entire criminal justice community. 

Briefing sessions are held semi-annually for new SPA directors and deputy 
directors. These sessions provide an orientation to the history and current im­
plementation of the Safe Streets Act program, and introduce new SPA directors 
to the functions of and services provided by the National SPA Conference. Work­
shops also have been held to upgrade SPA public information capabilities, with 
particular emphasis on such areas as understanding and complying with Freedom 
of Information Act requirements. And to date, the Conference has conducted 
two evaluation management workshops-one in November of 1974 for SPA di­
rectors and chief evaluation specialists, and a second session in November of 197.') 
concentrating on methodology for SPA evaluation staff members. 

Since 1969, the ability of LEAA to administer the Safe Streets Act program 
has increased considerably, as has the States' ability to plan effectively for the 
utilization of program funds. A recognition of the increasing ability of the States 
has been an important factor in bringing about the current relationships between 
LEAA and the States. 

LEANs commitment to involve States in policy decisions at the federal level 
is largely based on the known competence and essential perspective of the SPAs. 
The work of the National SPA Conference has encouraged LEAA to make that 
commitment and helped make it a reality. 

Since July 1975, in exerting its new leadership role tbe Conference bas focused 
on substantive issues in such areas as bandgun control, minority recruitment, 
women offenders in the criminal justice system, the role of the judiciary, and tbe 
institutionalization of criminal justice planning at the State level. 

VII. 

ApPENDIX TABLE l.-Legal authority for State Planning Agencies 

State Statute (20): Alaska, California, ColoradO, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 
Kentucky, Maine Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New York, 
North Carolina, Oregon, Virginia, Wyoming, Puerto RiCO, and Virgin Islands. 

Governor's Executive Order (35); Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, 
Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana, 
Maryland.,! Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, ~~ew Mexico, North Dakota, OhiO, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, 
Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, American Samoa, and Guam. 

Source: Fiscnl Year 1976 State Planning Grants. 
NOTE.-Those SPAs which operate under a statute as well as an executive order are 

Hated only under "State Statute." 
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APPENDIX TABLE 2.-CDMPOSITION OF STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS BY GOVERNMENTAL LEVEL AND SECTOR 

Total I State government 2 Local government Public 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
States 

United States, totaL___ 1,439 (100) 531 (36.90) 573 (39.82) 335 (23.28) 
==~================================ Alabama_ •.•••• _ ••• __ • __ ••• 50 •••• _ .••• _ 9 18.00 27 54.00 14 28.00 

Alaska 3._ ••••• __ • ____ •• ___ • 11 _________ • 7 63.63 1 9.10 3 27.27 
AmericanSamoa. ________ ._. 15.......... 8 53.33 3 20.00 4 26.67 
Arizona •••••••.••...•• _ •• _. 20.......... 6 30.00 12 60.00 2 10.00 
Arkansas .•••• _............. 17 ••• _...... 7 41.18 8 47.06 2 11.76 
California 1._ ••• _ ••• _._._... 26 •• _ •• _ ••• _ 8 30.77 16 61. 54 2 7.69 
Colorado ••••••.••.•.••• ____ 22 •• _. ____ ._ 9 40.91 10 45.45 3 13.64 
ConnecticuL ___ ••.••••.••• 22 •••.•..•• _ 11 50.00 5 22.73 6 27.27 
Delaware •••.•.••.• _ •• _..... 45 .•••••••• _ 19 42.22 14 31.11 12 26.67 
{listriclof Columbia ••••• _... 29 ._........ 18 62.07 0 ••••.• _... 11 37.93 
f1orida ••• _ ••• __ .•• _._...... 35 ._._...... 20 57.14 12 34.29 3 8.57 
Georgia ••.••••••••.••••• _.. 37 •••••••••• 15 40.54 12 32.43 10 27.03 

~~~~it::..~::::::::::::::::: 1~ :::::::::: ~ i3: ~~ 19 ····66:61" ~ ~~J~ 
. Idaho 7 •• _ ••••••••••••• _... 23 •.•• _..... 11 47.83 8 34.78 4 17.39 

IIlinois._ ••••.•.. __ •••. _.... 26 ••• _ ••••• _ 6 23. 08 10 38.46 10 38.46 
Indiana ••.••.•••• _._....... 13 •••••••.•• 4 30.77 8 61. 54 1 7.69 
Iowa 8_ •••••••••••••••••• __ 27 _ ••• _..... 10 37.04 8 29.63 9 33.33 
Kansas •••.• __ ._ ••••..• _... 29 • ___ ••• _._ 13 44.83 11 37.93 5 17.24 
Ken.tycky ••.•••••••• _...... 60 ••••.••.•• 21 35.00 20 33.33 19 31. 67 
LOulslana .•• _.............. 59 ." .. "'_' 16 27.12 37 62.71 6 10.17 
Maine •••.••• _ ••••• _ ••.• _.. 27 ._ .•••• _.. 10 37.04 17 62.96 0 .•.••.••.• 
Maryland •• ___ •. __ ••.. __ •. _ 30 ••. _ .•• _.. 13 43.33 12 40.00 5 16.67 
Massachusetts •• _........... 41._ •••••. _. 11 26.83 20 48.78 10 24.39 
Michigan._._ •••••• _........ 75 •••• _ •.• _. 22 29.33 29 38.67 24 32.00 
Minnesota ••• ____ •••. _ •••• _. 26 _......... 5 19.23 13 50.00 8 30.77 
Mississippi ••.• _ •••• ____ ._._ 18 .••• __ •••. 9 50.00 5 27.78 4 22.22 
Missourl •• ______ ._._ ••.• _._ 20 ••. _ ••••. _ 8 40.00 5 25.00 7 35.00 
Montana ••• _ ••••••.. ____ •. _ 16 .••.••••• _ 8 50.00 6 37.50 2 12.50 
Nebraska ••••• _._. __ .•••. __ 22 ••. _...... 6 27.27 9 40.91 7 31. 82 
Nevada •• _. __ ._ .• _._ •. _ .•. _ 17 _ •••• _.... 6 35.29 11 64.71 0 •••••.. _ •• 
New Hampshire_._ ••• _._._.. 32 •• _._..... 5 15.62 12 37.50 15 46.88 
New Jersey ••••• __ ••• _. __ •.• 17 •..•••.•• _ 9 52.94 6 35.29 2 11.77 
New Mexico ••• __ •••.••••••• 17 •••••••••• 7 41.18 9 52.94 1 5.88 
New York 10................ 26 •••••.••• _ 7 26.92 12 46.16 7 26.92 
North Carolina 11 •••• _....... 26 .••.••••.• 12 46.16 12 46.16 2 7.68 
North Dakota ••••••••••••.• _ 31 ••••••• _.. 13 41.94 18 58.06 0 ._ ••.•.••• 
Ohio 12 •••• _................ 35.......... 13 37.14 14 40.00 8 22.86 
Oklahoma •• _. __ ._._ ••••••• _ 39 _. __ ••• ___ 6 15.38 14 35.90 19 48.72 
Oregon ••••• _ ••••• _._ •••• __ 18 •••••• _... 1 5.56 9 50.00 8 44.44 
Pennsylvania ••••••.•• _..... 12.......... 5 41.67 5 41.67 2 16.66 
Puerto Rico 13 ••••• __ •• _ •• _._ 10 ••••••.. _. 7 70.00 0 .•.••. __ ._ 3 30.00 
Rhode Island._ •• __ •.•••••.• 21 •••••••••• 12 57.14 3 14.29 6 28.57 
SouthCarolina. __ ._ •••••• ___ 24.......... 9 37.50 9 37.50 6 25.00 
South Dakota •••••••• _ •••• __ 18.......... 9 50.00 9 50.00 0 ••• _ •••••• 
Tennessee •• _.............. 21 •••••••••• 8 38.10 10 47.62 3 14.28 
Texas •••••••••••••• _ •••• __ • 20 ••••••••• , 5 25.00 11 55.00 4 20.00 
Utah •••• _._._._............ 20 •••••••••• 7 35.00 9 45.00 4 20.00 

~r:g~~~~::::::::::::::::::: ~~ :::::::::: 1~ ~~: ~~ 4 ~~: ~~ ~ 1~: ~~ 
Virgin Islands 11 ••• _......... 16 ..••••••• _ 12 75.00 0 .•••• _.... 4 25.00 
Washington ••••••.•••••• ____ 29 ••• __ ••• _. 7 24.14 13 44.83 9 31.03 
W~stVir,&inia--.--.......... 32.......... 16 50.00 8 25.00 8 25.00 
Wisconsin.................. 30 ••••.••••• 8 26.66 11 36.67 11 36.67 
Wyoming .•• _______ • ___ • __ •• 26 _ •• _._____ 8 30.77 12 46.15 6 23. 08 

ITotals do not InclUde Vacancies, observers or nonvoting members. 
2 State legislators Included under "State" category 
3 2 vacancies. 
1 Data submitted Aug. 20, 1975. 
51 Federal jUdge and 1 Federal attorney Included in "State" total. 
G 1 vacancy. 
1 2 ex·offi cio Federal representatives also members. 
! 4 vacancies. 
'1 nonvoting Federal representative also a member. 
103 vacanicBS and 1 nonvoting member. 
II 3 nonvoting members. 
125 vacanices. 
13 1 vacancy and 1 observer. 
\I 4 vacanCies. 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 State Planning Grants, submitted May 1975. 



APPENDIX TABLE 3.-CDMPOSITIDN OF STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS BY PRIMARY FUNCTIONAL INTEREST I 

Total Courts 2 Pofice 3 Corrections' Juvenile justice 5 Other 6 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

United States, totaL____________ 825 . 57.33 303 21. 06 291 20.22 117 8.13 103 7.15 11 0.76 

Alabama_____________________________ 25 50.00 9 18.00 9 18.00 2 4.00 5 10.00 _______________________ _ 
Alaska_______________________________ 8 72.73 5 45.46 2 18.18 1 9.09 0 ___________________________________ _ 
American Samoa______________________ 3 20.00 2 13.33 1 6.67 0 ____________ 0 ___________________________________ _ 
Arizona______________________________ 10 50.00 6 30.00 3 15.00 1 5.00 0 ___________________________________ _ 

~ o 
Arkansas_____________________________ 15 88.24 4 23.53 5 29.41 3 17.65 3 17.65 _______________________ _ 
California____________________________ 17 65.38 7 26.92 7 26.92 2 7.69 1 3.85 _______________________ _ 
COlorado_____________________________ 14 63.63 5 22. 73 7 31. 82 1 4.54 1 4.54 _______________________ _ 
ConnecticuL_________________________ 12 54.54 4 18. 18 4 18.18 2 9.09 2 9.09 _______________________ _ 
Delaware_____________________________ 20 44.45 7 15.56 7 15.56 2 4.44 3 6.66 1 2.22 
District of Columbia___________________ 10 34.48 6 20.69 1 3.45 2 6.89 1 3.45 _______________________ _ 
Florida_______________________________ 20 57.14 7 20.00 7 20.00 4 11.43 2 5.71 _______________________ _ 
Georgia______________________________ 27 72.97 8 21. 62 8 21. 62 3 8.11 3 16.22 2 5.40 Guam.

o
_______________________________ 4 50.00 1 12.50 1 12.50 1 12.50 1 12.50 _______________________ _ 

Hawall_______________________________ 8 53.34 4 26.67 3 20.00 1 6.67 0 ___________________________________ _ 
Idaho________________________________ 13 56.52 6 26.09 4 17.39 1 4.35 2 8.69 _______________________ _ 
IIlinois_______________________________ 18 69.23 4 15.38 9 34.62 3 11.54 0 ____________ 2 7.69 
Indiana______________________________ 8 61. 53 4 30.17 2 15.38 2 15.38 0 ___________________________________ _ 
lowa_________________________________ 13 48.14 6 22.22 5 18.52 1 3.70 1 3.70 _______________________ _ 
Kansas_______________________________ 13 44.83 t; 20.69 4 13.79 3 10.35 0 ___________________________________ _ 
Kentucky_____________________________ 38 63.33 15 25.00 12 20.00 5 8.33 6 10.00 _______________________ _ 
Lo~isiana----------------------------- 48 81. 35 15 25.42 24 40.68 3 5.08 6 10.17 _______________________ _ 
Mame________________________________ 15 55.55 3 11.11 8 29.63 1 3.70 3 11.11 _______________________ _ 
Maryland____________________________ 19 63.33 9 30.00 4 13.33 2 6.67 4 13.33 _______________________ _ 
Massachusetts________________________ 28 68.29 16 39.02 8 19.51 3 7.32 1 2.44 _______________________ _ 
Michigan____________________________ 26 34.67 9 12.00 11 14.67 3 4.00 3 4.00 _______________________ _ 
Minnesota____________________________ 17 65.38 7 26.92 5 19 23 5 19.23 0 ___________________________________ _ 
MjssissippL._________________________ 10 55.56 3 16.67 4 2Z: 22 2 11.11 1 5.56 _______________________ _ 
Mrssolln____________________________ 12 60.00 4 20.00 3 15.00 .3 15.00 2 10.00 _______________________ _ 



"Montana ____________________________ _ 
Nebraska ____________________________ _ 
Nevada _______________ -- -- -----------
New Hampshire ______________________ _ 
New Jersey __________________________ _ 
New Mexico _________________________ _ 
New York ___________________________ _ 
North Carolina _______________________ _ 
North Dakota _______________________ _ 
Ohio ________________________________ _ 
Okldh~ma _____________________ .----__ 
Oregon-------------------------------

~~~~~~i~~~~~~~=====:=::====:::==:::= Rhode Island ________________________ _ 
South Carolina _______________________ _ 
South Dakota ________________________ _ 
Tennessee ___________________________ _ 
T exas _________________ __ ____________ _ 
Utah ________________________________ _ 

~r:g~~~:::::=::::=:::::::::==::::==== Virgin IslandL ______________________ _ 
Washington _________________ . ________ _ 
~~st Vi~ginia-------------------------IsconSIn ___________________________ _ 
Wyoming-------- ____________________ _ 
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8 
4 
2 
1 
3 
6 
3 
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5 
4 
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2 
5 
7 
6 
6 

18. j, 
13.64 
35.29 
28.13 
23.53 
11.76 
15.38 
19.23 
22.59 
20.00 
20.51 
22.22 
16.67 
10.00 
14.29 
25.00 
16.67 
23.81 
25.00 
20.00 
15.00 
16.67 
12.50 
17.24 
21. 88 
20.00 
23.08 

L J t.;.. , . L .. ______ .. ________________ _ 
2 9.09 2 9.09 _______________________ _ 
2 11.77 1 5.88 _______ .. ______________ _ 
4 12.50 2 6.25 _______________________ _ 
1 5.88 0 ___________________________________ _ 
2 11.76 4 23.53 _______________________ _ 
3 11. 54 1 3.85 2 7.69 5 19.23 0 _______________________________ ~ ___ _ 
4 12.90 4 12.90 _______________________ _ 
1 2.86 1 2.86 _______________________ _ 
2 5.13 5 12.82 _______________________ _ o ____________ 1 5.55 _______________________ _ 
1 8.33 0 ___________________________________ _ 
o ____________ 1 10.00 1 10.00 
1 4.76 0 ___________________________________ _ 
2 8.33 7 29.17 _______________________ _ 
2 11.11 2 U.11 _______________________ _ 
1 4.76 1 4.76 _______________________ _ 
1 5. 00 _______________________________________________ ~ 
1 5.00 1 5.00 _______________________ _ 
1 5.00 2 10.00 _______________________ _ 
2 11.11 0 ___________________________________ _ 
2 12.50 2 12.50 _______________________ _ 
2 6.90 1 3.45 _______________________ _ 
7 21. 88 7 21. 88 3 9.37 2 6.67 3 W.OO _______________________ _ 
2 7.69 0 ___________________________________ _ 

I Percentages are based on total membership of Supervisory Boards. 
2 Co~rts.includes judges (~xceptjuvenile court judges), court administrators, attorneys general, public defenders, prosecutors and privat6 attorneys when noted by a State as representing the courts sector. 
3 Police Includes local shenffs. 
, Corrections includes probation and parole. 
S Juvenilejustice includes juvenile court judges and officers . 
• ott.er inclUdes representatives of drug prevention agencies, community relations programs, etc. 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planning grants, submitted May, 1975. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 4.-LOCAL OFFICIALS ON STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS 

Executive 
Total -.,--------

Administrative Legislative other Criminal justice 

number Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Per~ent 

U.S., TotaL__________ 573 69 12.04 19 3.32 68 11.87 27 4.71 390 68.06 

Alabama__________________ 27 7 25.93 ____________________________ 1 3.70 ____________________________ 19 70.37 
Alaska_________________ ____ 1 ____ _____ ____ _____ _ ____________ ______ ______ __ ____ __ __ __ _____ ___ ______ __ ______ ________ _ __ _____ __ _ _ ______________ _ 1 100. 00 
American SamoL___________ 3 1 33.33 1 33. 33 ________________________________________________________ 1 33.33 ~ 
Arizona____________________ 12 2 16.67 1 8.33 4 33.33 ____________________________ 5 41. 67 
Arkansas___________________ 8 1 12. 50 ____________________________________________________________________________________ 7 87.50 
California___________________ 16 ________________________________________________________ 5 31. 25 ____________________________ 11 68.75 
Colorado___________________ 10 1 10.00 1 10.00 1 10.00 ____________________________ 7 70.00 
ConnecticuL________________ 5 1 20. 00 _____________________________________________________________________ _______________ 4 80.00 
Delaware___________________ 14 5 35.17 2 14.28 1 7.15 1 7.15 5 35.71 District of Columbia_________ NA ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Florida____________________ 12 1 8.33 ____________________________ 3 25.00 ___________________________ 8 66.67 
Georgia____ ________________ 12 3 25.00 ____________________________ 2 16.67 ____________________________ 7 58.33 
Guam______________________ a ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
HawaiL____________________ 10 4 40.00 ____________________________ 1 lD. 00 ____________________________ 5 50. 00 

:~r;~s=:==:==============: Ig t t& gg ::::=::::::::::=:==========: ____________ = _________ :~:~~_=====::==:===:=::::=::::===: ~ ~~: g~ Indiana____________________ 8 3 37. 50 ____________________________________________________________________________________ 5 62.50 
lowa______________________ 8 ____________________________ 1 12.50 ____________________________ 1 12.50 6 75.00 
Kansas_____________________ 11 1 9.lD ____________________________ 5 45.45 ____________________________ 5 45.45 
Kentucky___________________ 20 1 5.00 1 5.00 1 5.00 ____________________________ 17 85.00 
Louisiana___________________ 37 3 8.11 ____________________________ 2 5.40 ____________________________ 32 86.49 
Maine______________________ 17 ________________________________________________________ 2 11.76 4 23.53 11 64.71 
Maryland__________________ 12 2 16.67 ___________________________ 3 25.00 ____________________________ 7 58.33 
Massachusetts______________ 20 1 5.00 1 5.00 1 5.00 ____________________________ 17 85.00 
Michigan___________________ 29 2 6.90 ____________________________ 6 20.69 2 6.90 19 65.51 

~i~~~f~~c:::::=::=::::=: 1~ t 2~: ~5 :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: f ~5: 55 :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Ig ~~: ~5 
.... 



MiSSlluri __________________ _ 
Montana __________________ _ 
Nebraska.. _________________ _ 
Nevada __________________ _ 
New Hampshire ____________ _ 
New Jersey ________________ _ 
New Mexico _______________ _ 
New York _________________ _ 
North Carolina _____________ _ 
North Dakota _____________ _ 
Ohio _____________________ _ 
Oklahoma _________________ -
Oregon __________________ _ 
Pennsylvania ______________ _ 
Puerto Rico ________________ _ 
Rhode Island ______________ _ 
South Carolina _____________ _ 
South Dakota ______________ _ 
Tennessee _________________ _ 
Texas ____________________ _ 
Utah ______________________ _ 

~e:;~~~::================= Virgin Islands ______________ _ 
Washington ________________ _ 
W!'5t Vi~ginia---------------Wlsconsln _________________ _ 
Wyoming __________________ _ 

II :=:=:::::~:====~~:~~~~~~:::i::~~~~J~ii~---------r------lr:~:~~~~~:~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~ J ~: i 
6 3 50. 00 ____________________________________________________________________________________ 3 50.00 

i~ ____________ ~ _________ ~~:~~_ ============i=========f~:~j=:===========~=========~~=~~= -----------T--------;f~r J U:U 
18 3 16.66 ____________________________ 1 5.56 4 22.22. 10 55.56 
14 2. 14.2.9 1 7.14 2 14.2.9 1 7.14 8 57.14 

Ii ============~=========~~=~~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~------------I---------~[U-::::::::::::::::::::::::==:: Ii U: ~~ o ________________________________________________ --------------------------------_ ----------------_____________ . -_ -__ --___ , _________________ _ 
3 ___________________________________ --_________________ ---______________ -- --- -__ __ __ ____ __ ___ _______ __ _ __________ 3 100. 00 
9 1 11.11 1 11.11 ____________________________ 1 11.11 6 66.67 
9 _______________________________________________________ 1 11.11 3 33.33 5 55.56 

10 1 10. 00 ________________________________________________________ 1 10.00 8 80.00 
11 ____________________________ 2 18.18 1 9.09 ____________________________ 8 72.73 
9 1 11. 11 ____________________________ 4 44.44 ____________________________ 4 44.44 
4 1 25. 00 __________________________________________________________ ~_________________________ 3 75.00 
4 ____________________________ 1 25.00 1 25.00 ____________________________ 2. 50.00 o ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

13 2. 15.38 ____________________________ 3 23.08 ____________________________ 8 61.54 
8 2. 2.5.00 ____________________________ 1 12.. 50 ____________________________ 5 62..50 

11 ___________________________ 1 9.09 1 9.09 ____________________________ 9 81.87 
12. ___________________________ 1 8.33 1 8.33 5 41.67 5 41.62. 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planning grants, submitted May 1975. who might otherwise be considered "public" members but who are classified by a State as a 
"local" member. ' 

Notes: 1. "Administrative" includes IO"..a1 government staff and staff of State associations of local 
governmentofficials.2. "Other" includes private attorneys, officials of local organizations, etc. 

~ 
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APPENDIX TABLE 5.-FISCAL YEAR 1976 PT. B ALLOCATIONS 

(I n thousands) 

State Population 

A�abama ______________ -_________________ -_____ • ___ ••• __________ : _ 3, 353406 Alaska __________________________________________________________ _ 
Arizona ______________________________ ._. ____ ._________ _ _________ _ 2,073 
Arkansas ______________________________________ .. ____ __ ________ ___ 2, 035 
Californla ____________ ._____________ _______ _ _____ _____ _ ___________ 20,652 

g~~o~:~t~ciic:: ~::: :::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: :::::::: :::: ~, ~~~ 

~I~rr!~~~~_~~~~~~!~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 7: m 
r;~f!~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4, m lliinois ___________________________________ ._ _ __ ___ _____ ________ ___ 11, 176 
Indlana _________________________________ • ______ • ____________ .. ___ 5,304 
lowa ____________ .. ___________________ .. ___ .. _ ___ _____ ________ ____ 2, 863 
Kansas _______________________________________ .. __ .___ ___ _ ___ ___ _ 2, 264 

~g,~l~~~~:-::::: :::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: :::::::::: ~: m 
~m!~~~~&i::::::::::: :::::::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::: :::::: ::: ~: ~!! Michigan .... __________________ " _____________________________ ., __ 9, 061 

~i~~~~!E:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::: ~: m Montana ________________ • ______ ... _____________ • ________ • __ .,,_ __ 4, ~N~ 
Nebraska ______________ • ____ .. ______ ____ ______ ____ ___ ___ __ _ _ _____ 1, 533 
Nevada ___________ .. _____________________________ ." ... _____ __ __ _ 551 

~:: ~:rTf;~!:~:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::: 7, m 
~:~ ~oe(~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::: :::::: ::::::: 1~: m North Carollna. ________ .. _____ ... _______ ..... __ • _____________ .____ 5,3

6
°
3
2
5 North Dakota .. ______ ' ___ • _ .. ____ .. _________________ • ____________ _ 

Ohlo _____________ ._. _____ • _______________________ .__ _ _ _____ ___ __ _ 10, 743 
Oklahoma. ______________________________ .. __ _ __ __ ____ ____________ 2, 669 

~~~~1~i~ra~E:::::::: ::::~::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::: :::: ::::: 1~: !i~ South Carolina .. ______________ •• ____ .. ___ •• ________ .. ___ .. _______ • 2,724 
South Dakota ______ • __ • ____ .. _________________ • __________ ._ __ ___ __ 682 
Tonnessee .... _ • _____________ • __ • _______________________ ._________ 4,095 
Texas _____ • _____ " _________ • ____ .. ________ .. __ .. __ _____ ___ _ _ _____ 11, 828 
Utah _________________________ • ________ .. __ .. ____ ______ _ _____ __ __ _ 1, 150 
Vermont ____________ .. _ ... _ •• ____ •• ____ .. ___________ •• ____ •• _ .. _. 466 

~~f!:;~im~: ~:~: :~~::~ ~~~ ~::~: ~~l: :~m~ ~~ ~~~ :~l:: ~.:~: :~:: 1: ~ 
Guam ________ .. _________________________ • _____ • ______ • __ __ __ __ _ _ _ 93 

Allocation 

$1,~~~ 
677 
668 

4, ~~~ 
909 
332 
369 

1 983 
1:309 

394 
379 

2,773 
1,~~~ 

721 
966 

1'~N~ 
1,138 
1,535 
2,286 
1,095 

733 
1,297 

368 
553 
327 
383 

1,886 
453 

4,393 
1, j~~ 
2'm 

711 
2,930 

423 
827 
357 

1,143 
2,923 

465 
307 

1,315 
990 
612 

1,245 
281 
207 
221 
851 

Transition 
allocation 

$204 
64 

140 
138 
947 
157 
184 

75 
82 

387 
259 
87 
84 

536 
281 
174 
148 
195 
213 

95 
227 
302 
444 
219 
151 
257 
82 

117 
74 
85 

368 
98 

841 
280, 

78 
517 
166 
146 
565 
92 

168 
80 

228 
564 
100 

70 
261 
199 
128 
247 

65 
51 
54 

173 Puerto Rlco ________________ • _____________ .. ____ .. ___ ._._._ •• _____ 2,829 
Virgin lslands .. _. ______________ • __________ • __________________________ 7_3 ________ _ 217 53 

TOla!.. ____________________ •• _______ • ___________________ .. ____ • _________ • 
60,000 12,000 



Budget activity 1969 1970 

APPENDIX TABLE 6.-LEAA APPROPRIATIONSI FISCAL YEAR 1969-77 

[In thousands of dollars) 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Planning (pt B)____________ $19, 000 $21,000 $26,000 $35,000 $50, 000 $50, 000 $55, 000 

1976 transi-
1976 lion quarter 

$60, 000 $12, 000 
Action (pt C): 

Bloc___________________ 24,650 182,750 340,000 413,695 480,250 480,250 480,000 405,412 84, 660 
Discretionary___________ 4,350 32, 000 70,000 73,005 88,750 88,750 84,000 71,544 14,940 
Hi~h crime area ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Correcllons (pt E): 
Bloc______________________________________________ 23,750 48,750 56,500 56,500 
DJsc~eti~na7--------------------------------------- 23,750 48,750 56,500 56,500 

{~~~\~I~~fsetaiice:==::::=:::::::=:::::::-------T200---------4;ooii--------Tooo--------io;ooo--------ii;ooo-
Res., eval. & tech. trans______ 3 000 7,500 7,500 21,000 31,598 40, 098 
Manpower developmenL_____ 6,500 18,000 22,500 31,000 45,000 45,000 
Data systems and analysis__________________ 1,000 4, 000 9,700 22,200 24,000 
Management and operations__ 2,500 f,487 7,454 11,823 15,568 17,428 

TotaL _______________ _ 60,000 267,937 528,954 698,723 855,366 870,526 

56,500 
56,500 
25, 000 
14,000 
42500 
44,500 
26, 000 
21, 000 

905, 000 

~m 
~m 
~B 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~m 

809,638 

~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 

~-
204,960 

1977 
(estimate) Total (1969-77) 

$60, 000 $388, 000 

345,666 3,237,333 
61, 000 588,339 
50, 000 50, 000 

40,667 340,906 
40,666 340,905 
10, 000 84,000 
13, 000 75,700 
32, 029 224,625 

5, 000 301,350 
24,452 141,974 
25,464 135,916 

707,944 5,909, 048 

1 Obligational authority; does not include transfers or other adjustments. 'Separate appropriation authority under juvenile justice and delinquency prevention act of 1974 

f-1 

&1 
Qt 



APPENDIX TABLE 7.-LEAA APPROPRIATIONS 1 FISCAL YEARS 1959-77 (EXCLUDING JUVENILE JUSTICE) 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Budget activit· 

Planning (ptB)~ __________ _ 
Percent of fiscal year totaL. 

1959 

$19, DOG 
31.67 

1970 

$21,000 
7.84 

1971 

$26,000 
4.92 

1972 

~5,OOO 
5.01 

1973 

~50, 000 
5.84 

1974· 

$50,000 
5.74 

1975 

~55, 000 
6.25 

1975 transi· 
1975 tion quarter 

~o.ooo 
7.78 

~12, 000 
6.15 

Action (pt. C): 
Bloc__________________ 24,650 182, 750 340,000 413,695 480,250 480,250 480, 000 405,412 84,660 

Percen!._____________ 41.08 68.21 64.28 59.21 55.14 55.17 54.55 52. 62 43.35 
Oistrelionary ___________ 4,350 32,000 70,000 73,005 88,750 88,750 84, 000 71, 544 14, 940 

PercenL_____________ 7.25 11.94 13.23 10.45 10.38 10.19 9.55 9.29 7.65 

Hi~~~::t=~~::===================::=::::=======:==::=:=::::::=====:======:=====:=====:=:=:::::::=:=:::==:===:=====================:=::=:===::==::=:== Corrections(pt. E): Bloc ______________________________________________ _ 

Di~~~!~i~~::::::=:::=:::===:==:==::=:=====::==:=: Technical assistance_______________________ 1,200 
PercenL_______________________________ _ 45 

Res., EvaL & Tech. Trans____ 3,000 7,500 
PercenL_________________ 5.00 2_80 

Manpower DevelopmenL.____ 6,500 18,000 Percent _________________ 10.83 6.72 
Data Systems & Analysis___________________ 1,000 

Percen!._______________________________ .37 
Management & O~erations__ 2,500 4,487 

PercenL_______________ 4.17 1.67 
Total ______________ _ 

PercenL __________ _ 60,000 
100.00 

267,937 
100.00 

~~ 
~~ 
a~ 
~~ 
~~ 
.~ 
~~ 
1.~ 
~~ 
~H 
~~ .n 
~~ 
1.0 

528,954 
100.00 

1 Obligational al thority; does not include transfers!:Ir other adjustments. 

48,750 
6.98 

48,l~0 
6.98 

6,000 
.86 

21,000 
3.00 

31,000 
4.43 

9,700 
1.39 

11,823 
1.69 

698,723 
100.00 

~~ 
LU 
~~ 

LU 
m~ 

1.17 
~m aw 
~~ 
~m 
n~ 
2.~ 
~~ 
L~ 

855,366 
100. 00 

~~ 
L~ 
~~ 
L~ 
~~ 
1.~ 
.~ 
~U 
~~ 
~17 
~~ 

2.n 
~m 

2.00 

870,526 
100.00 

~~ 
L~ 
~~ 
L~ 
~~ 
1.~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~OO 
~~ 
2.~ 
n~ 
2.~ 

880,000 
100. 00 

~m 
LW 
~m 

LW 
~~ 

I.W 
~~ 
~W 
~~ 
~U 
~m au 
~m aw 

m~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
~~ 
l.~ 
~~ 
L~ 
.~ mn 
~~ 
LW 
~B 
a~ 

770,338 195,250 100.00 _____________ _ 

1977 TOlal 

~50, 000 ~388, 000 
8.60 6.65 

345,666 3,237,333 
49.52 55.58 

6,000 588,339 
8.74 10.10 

50,000 50,000 
7.16 8.85 ..... 

40,667 340,905 ~ 5.83 5.85 
40,665 340,905 

5.83 5.85 
13, 000 75,700 

1.89 1.30 
32,029 224,625 

4.59 3.86 
5,000 301,350 

.72 5.17 
24,452 141,974 

3.50 2.44 
25,454 135,915 

3.65 2.33 

697,944 5,825,048 
100. 00 •• _._. ________ 



APp:;mIX TABLE 8.-LEAA APPROPRIATIONS 

STATE AND FEDERALLY CONTROLLED FUNDS (EXCLUDING JUVENILE JUSTICE), FISCAL YEARS, 1969-77 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 

Budget activity 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

State: PI. B _________________________________ 
$19,000 ~1, 000 ~6, 000 $35,000 $50,000 $50,000 $55,000 

Percent of State ___________________ 43.53 10.31 6.67 7.04 8.52 8.52 9.30 PI. C, bloc ____________________________ $24,650 $182,750 $340,000 $413,695 $480,250 $480,250 $480,000 Percent of State ___________________ 56.47 89.69 87.24 83.16 81.85 81. 85 81.15 PI. E, bloc ________________________________________________________ 
$23,750 $48,750 $56,500 $56,500 $56,500 Percent of State _______________________________________ • _______ 6.09 9.80 9.63 9.63 9.55 

TotaL _________________________ 43,650 203,750 389,750 497,445 586,750 586,750 591,500 
Percent of ~t totaL._______ 72.75 76.04 73.68 71.19 68.60 67.40 67.22 Percent of c ange _________________________ 3.29 (2. 36) (2.49) (2.59) (1. 20) (.18) 

Federal: 

1976 

$60,000 
11.69 

$405,412 
79.01 

$47,739 
9.30 

513,151 
66.61 

1976 
transition 
quarter 1 

$12,000 
11.20 

$84,660 
79.00 

$10,500 
9.80 

107,160 
54.88 (.61) ______________ 

PI. C, DF.____________________________ $4,350 $32,000 $70,000 $73,005 $88,750 $88,750 $84,000 $71,544 $14,940 
Percent of FederaL_______________ 26.61 49.85 50.29 36.27 33.04 31. 27 29.12 27.82 16.96 PI. C, high cn me _____________________________________________ • ____________________________________________________________________________________________ • ________ _ 
Percent of FederaL ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ __ 

PI. E, DF_________________________________________________________ $23,750 $48,750 $56,500 $56,500 $56,500 $47,739 $10,500 
Percent of FederaL __________________________________ .. _______ 17.06 24.22 21. 04 19.91 19.58 18.56 11.92 

Technical assistance ____________ .. _____________ ._____ $1,200 $4,000 $6,000 $10,000 $12,000 $14,000 $13,000 $2,500 
Percent of FederaL __________ .. _________________ 1.87 2.87 2. 98 3.72 4.23 4.85 5.05 2.84 

Research,. ~valuation and technology, 
transmlsslon ________ .. ___________ ... $3,000 

Percent of FederaL .. _ .. _ .. _ .. ____ 18.35 
Manpower developmenL .. ___ .. ________ $6,500 

Percent of FederaL ________ .... ___ 39.75 
Data systems and analysis __________________________ __ 

Percent of FederaL ___________________________ __ 
Management and operations. _____ ...... ~,500 

Percent of FederaL_______________ 15.29 

$7,500 
11.69 

$18,000 
28.04 

$1,000 
1.56 

$4,487 
6.99 

$7,500 
5.39 

~2,500 
16.16 

$4,000 
2.87 

$7,454 
5.36 

$21,000 
10.43 

$31,000 
15.40 

$9,700 
4.82 

$11,823 
5.88 

$31,598 
11.76 

$45,000 
16.75 

$21,200 
7.89 

$15,568 
5.80 

$40,098 
14.13 

$45,000 
15.86 

$24,000 
8.46 

$17,428 
6.14 

$42,500 
14.73 

$44,500 
15.43 

$26,000 
9.01 

$21,000 
7.28 

$32,400 
12. 60 

$43,250 
16.82 

$25,622 
9.96 

$23,632 
9.19 

$7,000 
7.94 

$40,600 
46.08 

$6,000 
6.81 

$6,560 
7.45 

1977 

$60,000 
13.44 

$345,666 
77. 45 

$40,667 
9.11 

446,333 
63.95 
(2.66) 

$61,000 
24.24 

50,000 
19.87 

$40,666 
16.16 

$13,000 
5.17 

$32,029 
12.73 

$5,000 
1. 99 

$24,452 
9.72 

$25,464 
10.12 

~==~~==~~==~==~~~====~==========~~==~~====~ TotaL_________________________ $16,350 $64,187 $139,204 $201, 278 ~68, 616 ~83, 776 ~88, 500 ~57, 187 $88,100 ~l~l, 611 
Percent of SIF totaL________ 27.25 23.96 26.32 28.81 31. 40 32.60 32.78 33.39 45.12 
Percent of change_________________________ (3.29) 2.36 2. 49 2.59 1. 20 .18 .61 ____________ __ 

36.05 
2.66 

1 Notincluded in percentage change data. Note parenthesis indicates a decrease. 

....,. 

~ 



APPENDIX TABLE 9.-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF GROSS STATE PLANNING BUDGETS BY FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES 

Fiscal 
adminis- Manage· Liaison 

Grants tration ment SPA Public Projectl with state 
manage- SPA Technical informa- manage- informa- program agencies and 

Planning Evaluation Monitoring Auditing ment operation assistance Research tion ment tion promotion legislators 

Alabama _________________ 14.2 9.2 10.4 10.9 17.4 7_9 5.4 3.6 4.3 6.5 4.0 3.7 2.4 Alaska/ _________________ 20.0 8.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 5.0 10.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 10.0 5.0 ....... 
American Samoa __________ 16.7 7.1 3.4 11.2 13.4 9.3 8.5 5.6 2.6 10.8 .8 9.3 1.5 ~ Arizona _________________ 14.0 7.8 10.7 14.2 16.5 9.0 10.7 7.0 1.4 3.5 1.4 1.4 2.2 Arkansas _________________ 25.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 17.0 4.0 6.0 3.0 1.0 8.0 3.0 20.0 1.0 00 
Caifornia _______________ 10.3 3.1 5.6 5.1 36.9 9.5 5.4 2.2 2.1 8.9 1.8 6.4 2.5 Colorado ________________ 22.0 6.6 11.0 5.1 6.6 15.3 6.1 3.7 1.5 15.3 1.2 4.4 1.0 
Connecticut 23.9 4.6 10.2 9.2 8.4 7.3 1.4 4.1 4.8 8.7 1.7 14.5 .8 
Delaware _____ ============ 19.1 5.6 3.3 3.6 15.0 9.5 5.6 6.0 6.3 9.6 3.3 10.1 3.0 
District of Columbia ______ 23.2 4.6 5.0 0 15.7 13.5 6.0 0 0 14.0 2.0 13.0 3.0 
Aorida ___________________ 10.3 7.5 8.5 10.5 19.2 8.3 13.9 1.9 4.3 5.3 1.4 4.6 4.3 Georgia __________________ 50.9 8.0 4.0 5.0 7.0 2.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 Guam 1 ________________ 21.0 6.0 8.0 11.0 12.0 10.0 3.0 10.0 2.0 12.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 HawaiL __________________ 49.0 1.9 4.2 1.4 13.5 6.2 4.7 3.0 1.1 5.1 1.8 3.9 4.3 Idaho ____________________ 21.8 5.9 6.3 9.0 14.4 6.3 3.6 3.6 1.8 8.1 1.8 16.4 .9 lIIi nois ___________________ 13.6 4.6 13.1 6.3 30.2 2.9 15.4 1.3 0 7.7 0 0 5.0 Indiana _________________ 33.6 5.4 2.0 2.6 15.4 3.5 6.2 1.6 2.5 2.0 1.1 23.3 .8 
Iowa -------'1"'---------- 28.8 10.9 4.4 4.9 28.3 5.4 1.5 2.2 2.2 2.7 1.1 6.5 1.1 
Kansas 30.0 5.0 19.0 8.0 9.5 1.5 10.0 3.0 1.5 3.0 1.0 8.0 .5 

~;~:~~~~====:::-=:::::= 7.4 0 12.1 11.2 15.3 6.9 14.1 6.1 0 11.0 0 8.3 7.5 
31.1 13.7 13.6 7.2 8.6 1 •. 8 6.6 2.1 2.8 6.4 .6 4.1 1.4 

Maine 21.9 5.4 4.8 3.4 14.8 3.8 3.4 5.6 6.4 4.6 3.6 20.0 2.4 Maryland----------------- 11.4 10.0 7.0 8.0 13.0 5.0 5.6 5.0 4.0 11.3 6.0 8.0 6.0 
MassachusettS.=========:= 6.0 3.0 ________________________ 8.0 -----:7" 1.0 1.0 

1.0 ____________ 1.0 52.0 4.0 Michigan _________________ 22.1 22.1 3.7 5.5 12. 4 2.0 2.0 1.0 6.1 1.5 20.1 .7 Minnesota _______________ 64.0 9.0 1.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

~l~~~:r!~=============== 30.6 .4 5.3 9.3 5.2 4.9 .4 3.1 1.0 19.6 .6 19.6 0 
4.8 1.4 9.0 3.9 14.3 4.7 19.1 6.3 19.1 2.6 2.6 4.8 7.4 Montana ________________ 20.0 4.9 7.0 5.5 13.5 6.7 5.9 6.2 4.9 10.0 3.9 4.9 6.4 



Nebrash 61.3 _8 2..0 6.8 8.6 2.5 2..0 0.8 1.7 8.5 1.4 3.4 .L 
Nevada ___ ======:=::==: 46.0 1.5 8.0 9.0 15.0 3.0 8.0 1.5 3.0 3.0 .4 .8 .8 
New Hampshire ___________ 9.6 13.4 4.8 7.3 15.4 4.2 3.9 13.2 4.9 6.7 2.5 14.7 .1 New Jersey • _____________ 6.0 3.5 4.0 6.0 9.0 6.0 6.0 4.5 2.0 5.0 2.6 3.5 2.0 New Mexico _____________ 35.1 2.4 5.0 8.0 14.4 4.4 9.1 1.4 3.5 7.5 1.8 6.3 .9 New York _______________ 13.8 5.2 20.7 5.5 13.0 2..5 3.5 3.7 1.8 8.2 3.0 17.2 1.9 
North Carolina ____________ 25.0 1.0 5.2 7.8 4.2 6.5 2.6 2.0 2.0 3.3 .6 38.5 1.3 North Dakota _____________ 40.8 4.3 6.1 4.3 10.0 4.9 5.2 4.5 1.8 7.1 1.4 5.7 3.7 Ohio _____________________ 27.9 2.4 17.6 7.7 13.8 5.3 10.3 1.9 4.3 2.9 1.9 2.9 1.0 Oklahoma ________________ 39.0 3.0 2.1 8.2 9.0 5.0 3.0 2..0 4.0 15.9 2.6 4.0 2.0 
Oregon ________________ 35.9 0 6.4 6.0 18.7 4.7 1.2 0 .3 12..8 2.1 9.9 2.1 
Pennsylvania ____________ 35.7 3.1 1.3 5.3 11.1 4.3 3.7 6.3 2.4 10.6 .6 14.8 .6 Puerto Rico _______________ 18.7 9.8 13.5 9.5 13.8 10.2 3.8 .6 1.2 14.2 1.5 2.4 .7 Rhode Island ____________ 16.3 2..0 17.3 9.2 12.8 3.0 5.8 3.0 2.0 23.3 1.0 0 4.3 
South Carolina ____________ 16.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 18.0 6.0 11.0 1.0 5.0 9.0 1.0 5.0 2.0 
South Dakota ' ____________ 20.0 0 6.0 4.0 10.0 15.0 15.0 1.0 1.0 12.0 1.0 10.0 5.0 
Tennessee 45.4 3.6 6.9 5.4 4.5 2.5 .7 6.5 .1 6.9 .6 16.7 .1 
Texas ______ ::=:::::::::: 27.1 5.4 5.4 5.4 11.5 2.7 5.4- 4.1 2.7 2.7 2.0 24.4 1.0 
Utah 42.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 13.0 3.0 2..0 10.0 2.0 4.0 2.0 10.0 2.0 
Vermont-:::::::::::::::: 20.0 7.0 4.0 5.0 16.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 2.0 13.0 2.0 11.0 5.0 Virginia __________________ 35.0 10.2 2.4 4.8 16.4 6.2 7.3 3.1 2.6 2.8 5.6 3.3 .4 
Virgin Islands __________ 22.0 6.6 3.7 6.2 33.3 7.0 2.9 0 1.7 11.6 2.0 2.9 0 Washington _______________ 25.8 9.7 2..3 3.8 10.6 1.0 6.5 .3 2..3 6.5 1.6 29.2 .5 
West Virginia _________ ~ ___ 17.0 4.9 1.7 4.0 23.8 3.3 3.4 1.3 4.1 3.0 2.2 30.0 1.2 Wisconsin , _______________ 11.3 6.0 11.3 6.8 15.7 3.3 1.3 11.3 2.1 

8.4 ____________ 
lL3 1.5 Wyoming _________________ 17.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 21.0 10.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 10.0 3.0 2.0 5.0 

~ U.S. average S _____________ 25.0 5.7 7.1 6.6 14.3 5.6 5.8 3.6 2.7 8.1 1.8 10.6 2.3 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planning grants. , Public information activities funded Ihrough Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 

112-mo budget 
(CET A) profam. 

• Nationa average for monitoring, auditing, fiscal administration, and SPA management excludes 
'Massachusetts consolidates the categories of monitoringand<luditing, and fiscal administration and Massachusetts. 

SPA management Monitoring/auditing accounts for 10 percent and fiscal administration/SPA man-
agement accounts for 13 percent of the Pt B planning budget 

3 New Jersey itemizes the 40 percent of pt B funds passed through to local government as a sep-
arate "functional" category (N-l, "Grants to Units of Local Government"). 
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APPENDIX TABLE 10.-PERCEI+TAGE DISmlBUTION OF GROSS STATE PlANNING BUDG'F.TS BY STANDARD 
CATEGORIES 

[In percent) 

Personnel Consultants Travel other 

Alabama___________________________________________ 37.0 3.7 
Alaska____________________ ______________ ___________ 59.0 7.8 
American Samoa __ • _____ .___________________________ 42. 7 12.5 
Arl2ona_____ _____ __ ___ ______ ______________ ___ ______ 51. 2 0 
Arkansas___________________________________________ 48.7 3.0 
Californla__________________________________________ 32.6 2.1 
Colorado___________________________________________ 50.3 3.4 Conneclicut. __________ • ____________________________ 55.1 0 
Delaware___________________________________________ 75.2 9.2 
District of Columbla _______________ ._________________ 87.2 0 
Florida__________ ______ ___ ______ ___________________ _ 39.4 1.7 
Georgia_______ __ _______ __________________________ __ 42.6 4.7 

~~~~it:~·::::::_:-:_:::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::: :::: Iij: ~ ~. 5 Idaho _____________ ... _______________________________ 60.8 0 
IlIinois __________ • ________________ • __ ______________ _ 49.3 • 1 
Indlana_________ ______ ____ _ __ _ ______ __ _____________ 38.1 6.0 
lowa _____________________________________ .________ 43.5 0 
Kansas____________________________________________ 43.8 0 

~;~~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::: ~~J ~ 
Maine_____________________________________________ 51.4 .8 
Maryland__________________________________________ 46.2 2.1 
Massachusetts______________________________________ 55.1 .3 

~!~~'::o~a:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: 5 ~. 4 
MlssisslfP'-------------------------------_----.. --- 65.8 8.3 Mlssour ____________________ ._ ______ ____ __ ____ __ __ _ 36.7 .6 

1.4 14.8 
10.2 8.1 
11.7 24.0 
3.7 8.4 
2.4 10.1 
3.1 9.5 
2.3 6.5 
.3 7.2 

1.3 14.2 
1.8 11.0 
4.7 8.9 
2.6 8.6 
4.3 16.1 
1.9 8.7 
6.1 6.1 
3.3 12.5 
2.0 11.1 
3.5 6.5 
4.1 10.3 
3.4 9.8 
3.4 4.9 
3.3 9.2 
2.1 14.6 
.8 9.7 

1.2 5.9 
2.1 8.1 
5.8 20.1 
4.1 7.8 Montana _________________________________________ • _ 72.3 .8 

Nebraska__________________________________________ 36.6 7.2 
11.7 15.2 
2.9 15.9 Nevada ________ • ___________________ ._______________ 51.1 2.6 
6.6 8.3 

~i~ r;E~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: il:! ~ 
2.6 11.1 
1.9 6.7 
5.6 13.7 New York ____________________________ ._. ____ ._. ___ • 46.0 4.6 1.1 5.3 North Carolina _____ ._. ___ • __ •• ___ • __ ._ .. ___ • _____ ••• 51. 9 0 3.0 5.7 

North Dakota ........... _ .. _ ..... _ ............... __ • 49.7 0 6.8 8.9 
Ohio ....... ___ .. _ ............. _ .... _ ...... _........ 40.8 .1 2.3 19.3 
Oklahoma .............. _. __ ........ _ .. ___ .... _ .. _._ 44.8 0 3.7 14.0 

~~~~~~~i'~:.:::::.:.:_:.:.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: i~: ~ ~. 2 

4.3 13.4 
.2 12.4 

1.5 13.2 Rhode Island •• __ ... ______ .. _._. __ .... __ .. _______ .. _ 84.0 0 1.6 9.0 
South Carolina .... _ ... __ ••• ___ .. _._ •••• ____ .... _.... 59.2 .1 2.4 9.3 
South Dakota ,_ .............. _ .. __ ..... _ .. __ .. __ ... _ 32.9 9.1 7.4 6.7 Tennessee .. __ .. _._ .. ___ .. __ ....... _._ .. _. __ .. _. __ • 30.7 16.6 3.2 9.6 
Texas .............. _ ...... _. __ ... __ ._. __ .. _._ ... _.. 39.9 2.3 2.7 9.3 
Utah ........ _ .... _ •• _ ......... __ .. _ .. __ ._ ........ _. 56.9 0 2.7 4.8 
Vermont ......... _ .... ____ .... _ ....... _ ........ _ .. _ 75.0 2.2 5.8 17.0 
Virginla ...... _ ......................... _........... 43.7 3.7 
Virgin Islands .... , .......... _ .. _ .. _ .... __ .. _....... 73.2 8.8 

~:~r~i%~~ja·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~t ~ 1: ~ 
Wisconsin_ ....... __ .... _ ... _ ...... _ ...... __ ....... _ 47.4 3.1 

4.4 15.7 
4.2 13.8 
3.5 20.2 
3.3 17.5 
3.7 8.3 

Wyoming ......... _ ........ _ ....... __ ........ __ .... ____ 5_0_. 9 ____ 0 _________ _ 6.2 10.2 

United States, aVerage __ • _____________ .... __ ... 52.1 2.5 3.7 11.0 

, 12·mo budget. 
Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planning grants. 
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Percent Distribution of Criminal ~Iusticc System Direct Expenditure, 
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/ The percents have remained 
relatively stable from ye1lr to year: 

FY 1971 FY 1972 . 
Police protccrion 58.6% 58.9% 
Judicial 12.9% 12.7% 
Legal sen-ices 4.7% 5.0% 
Indigene dcfeme 1.7% 1.4% 

Corrc::rion 21.8% 20.7% 
Olher criminal jusllt:e 0.8% 1.3% 
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ApPENDIX TABLE 12 

Percent distribution of criminal justice r.ystern direct expenditure 
by level of 90vcrnmcnt, fiscal year 1974 

$14,954 1 million 

local ___ _ 

($9,092 million) 
60.8% 

~lU.~~'. ~~ fS:. f1Ik. ~~~ 
I Oecausa of rOllndin!J, clt'wil ilia), /lot .7dcl precise'ly to total shown. 

~ ______ Feeleral 

(Sl,9G1 millionl 
13.1% 

Slate ---- ($3,900 million) 

26.1% 

~ 



ApPENDIX TABLE 13 

Total Fedllral povernment expenditure for criminnl justice, 
fiscal year 1974 , 

" .' $2,603 million 1 

___ Pollee protection 

($1,225 million) 
117.0% 

Judicial 
Legal services ~------------------

($118 milli"on}--------..... 

4.5% 

($136 million) 

5.2% 

I Because or rounding, detail may not add precisely /0 rotal shown . 
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ApPENDIX TABLE 14 

--------,-..... 
\ 
Total State government expenditure for criminal justice, 

fiscal year 1974 

$4,546 million l 

Other criminal justice 7'''-'-;-
($552 million) /. .... 

12.1% 

Corrections ___ _ 

(SumS million) 
41.7% 

.... Police pro1ec1ion 
...... . 

($1.~m3 milliarl) 

30.4% 

____ Judicial 

($-17G million) 

10.5% 

,/ Legal services 
Indigent defr.nse ________ _ 

($58 million) 

1.3% 

• ·,lecl/llsc of IOllnding, det.?il Ill.?}' flO; ;JCJd fJ"L'ci.~C/J' (0 lowl ShOWll, 

'. S·W~'~·. : ?.,10~ ~ 1'Ji\. ~t-~ 

($182 million) 
4.0% 

!r 
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Corrections 
(Sl,2ti 1 million) 

13.6% 

Indigent defense 

($101 million) 

Legal services 
($477 million) 

5.2% 

Judicial 

($1,227 million! 
13.4% 

ApPENDIX TABLE 15 

Total local government cxpendi~lIre for criminnl justice, 

fiscal year 1974 

-----

$9,130 million! 

r------'------ Other criminal justice 
($99 million) 
1.1% 

Police protection 

($5,98'1 million) 

65.6% 

1 Because of rounding, derail may nor a7d precisely to toral shown. 
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ApPENDIX TABLE 16 

Municipal direct expenditure for criminal justice, fiscal year 1974 

Indigent defense $5,867 million 1 

($22 million) ---------. 

0.4% 

Legal s~rvices ~ 
($206 million) 

3.5% 

Judicial 
($367 million) 

6.4% 

I BC'ciJIISC of fDllne/iIl9. cJt!tl1i1 may not odd prt!ciscly (0 roral shown. 

~o~.u.,\\ ~~~ ~;~. c...~~~ . . 

Corrections 
(S332 million) 

\ 5.7% 

Other criminal justice 

(S5!) million) 

0.9% 

.I Police protrction 
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ApPENDIX TABLE 17 

, 
County direct expenditure for criminal justice, fiscal year 1974 

$3,226 million 1 

r----------- Other criminal justice 

Corrections· , 
J. 

($882 million) 
27.3% 

Indigent aefense 
($79 millionl "'--

2.5% 

legal services---/ 
"($269 million) 

8.3% 

($44 milli.onl 
1.4% 

\-__ Police protection 
($1,096 million) 

34.0% 

~ _________ Judicial 

J Bemuse of rounding, (Ji;!c;;! may not add precise!v to to:,,! shown. 

~ .. Q.. .. ' ~,. ~ .eo 
~ru.i.; .. - : ,~~ ; .. ~: ~~"·~W~··· 
, , • t I .. • l I :. 

($856 million) 
26.5% 
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ApPENDIX D 

SAFE STREETS RECONSIDERED, THE BLOCK GRANT EXPERIENCE, 1968-
1975. A REPORT BY THE ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERN-
MENTAL RELATIONS 

PREFACE 

This report represents another effort by the Advisory Commission on Inter­
governmental Relations to study particuln.r problems impeding the effectiveness 
of the Federal system and to recommend improvements. The Oommission under­
takes these studies pursuant to its statutory responsibilities set out in Section 2 of 
Public Law 86-380, which became effective on September 24, 1959. 

The Commission first studied the operation of the block grant mechanism of the 
Federal anticrime program soon after enactment of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-351). The Commission issued 0. re­
port in 1970 entitled "Making the Safe Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental 
Challenge," concluding that the block grant was "a significant device to achieving 
greater cooperation and coordination of criminal justice efforts between the 
States and their political subdivisions." The Oommission recommended that the 
Congress retain the block grant approach and the states make further improve­
ments in their operations under the Safe Streets Act. 

Broadened Oongressional use of the block grant instrument led the Commission 
in September 1974 to direct its staff to prepare an an"lysis of four of the five 
Federal grant-in-aid programs employing the block grant at that time. The four 
programs were established under the Partnership for Health Act of 1966, the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, the Comprehensive Employ­
ment and Training Act of 1973 and the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974. The assessment of each of these programs and the lessons learned 
thereby are components of the Commission's comprehensive study entitled "The 
Intergovernmental Grant System: Policies, Processes, and Alternatives." Results 
of that study are being published by the OommiHsion in eight volumes, of which 
this is one. The purpose of this second Safe Streets report is to determine how well 
the block grant has worked since 1970 and what statutory and administrative 
changes are desirable now. 

This report was approved at a meeting of the Commission on November 17, 
1975. 

ROBERT E. MERRIAM, Chairman. 
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THE SAFE STREETS ACT: ANOTHER LOOK AT THE FIRST MAJOR BLOCK GRANT 
EXPERIMENT 

PART I: THE SEVEN YEAR RECORD 
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Perspe·ctives. 
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Chapter VIII: State Administration of the Safe Streets Act: A Comparative 
Analysis. 

Chapter IX: Case Studies of Safe Streets Experience-California, Kentucky, 
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New Mexico, North Carolina, North 
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PART IV: ACIR 1975 SAFE STREETS SURVJ~Y 
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Appendix B: Regional Planning Unit QUestionnaire. 
Appendix C: Municipal and County Elected OfficiaTs Questionnaire. 
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GLOSSARY 

Listed below is a glossary of terms that occur in this report. References to the 
Ifact" are to the Crime Control Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-83). 

A-87-the Office of Management and Budget circular containing Federal 
regulations on "project costs in grants to state and local governments. 

A-95-the Office of Management and Budget circular establishing a process 
for pI'oject notification and review to facilitatc COQrdinated planning and project 
development on an intergovernmental basis for certain Federal assistance programs. 

A-102-the Office of Management and Budgl.'t circular establishing a uniform 
administration requirement for grants-in-aid to state and local governments. 

Assumption of costs-tho process by which a state or local government assumes 
the cost of a program after a reasonable period of Federnl assistance. 

Block grant-the LEA A funds awarded to a state as its Part C annual action 
grant. The block grant accounts for 815 percent of appropriations under the act. 
Buy·~n-under Section 303(2), Part C of the nct, states arc required to con-

tribute 25 percent of the non-l~ederal funds for a project. . 
CJCC-criminal justice coordinating council. 
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Comprehensive plan-a document containing a state's total statement of 
criminal justice resources, problems, priorities and planned programs. Compre­
hensive plans are prepared annually and submitted to LEAA for approval. 

Continuation funding-continued Federal funding of a project beyond the 
initial award period. 

Crime index offenses-offenses aggregated in the annual FBI "Uniform Crime 
Reports." The seven index offcnses are: criminal homicide, forcible rupc, robbery, 
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft and motor vehicle theft. 

Discretionary grant-the money LEAA awards to individual state or local 
agencies to initiate, continue, improve or expand on a particular criminal justice 
program. Award of discretionary grants Is contingent upon LEANs approval of a 
discretionary grant application. Discretionary grants account for 15 percent of the 
action funds allocated annually by LEAA. 

GMIS-Grunts Management Information System. Information from the grunt 
award. document and the grunt manager is fed into a data bank in the LEAA centml 
office. This information is updated by any changes that are made in the grant 
during the course of the project. 

Hard match-grant money tha'.; is "matched" by the grantee with cash. 
High Impact Anticrime program-an LEAA program implemented in 1972 

in eight cities to reduce stranger-to-stranger crime and burglary and to demon­
strate the effectiveness of crime-specific planning as n. means of reducing crime. 

Lapsed funds-funds not utilized that mvert to LEAA and are reallocated 
among the stn.tes by LEAA. 

LEAA-Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, part cf the U.S. De­
partmcnt of Justice. 

Match-the contribution that states are required to make to supplement 
Federal grant monies. 

NCJISS-National Criminal Justicc Information and Statistics Service, oper­
ated by General Electric for LEAA. 

NCSCJPA-National Conference of State Criminal Justicc Planning 
Administrators. 

NILECJ-National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, part 
of LEAA. 

90-day rule-the statutory requirement whereby applications for block grants 
from units of local government must be approved or disapproved no later than 90 
days after receipt by thc SPA. 

OLEA-Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, thc predecessor to LEAA. 
ORO-Office of Regional Operations, pmt of LEAA. 
Part B/Planning Grant-Part B of Title I of the act provides for the creation 

of the state planning agencies and the allocation of funds to the state planning 
agencies for criminal justice planning purposes. There are two kinds of planning 
grants-advance Iwd annual. 

Part C/Action Grant-Part C of Titlc I of thc net provides for funds to carry 
out various programs planned under Part B of the act. Eighty-fivc percent of the 
action funds are alloCl1ted in block grants based on population; 15 percent of the 
action funds arc distributed as discrctionar~T grants. 

Part F..-Part I<~ of Title I of the act providp'l funds for the improvement of 
correctional faciliticll. Fifty percent of Part E allocations nre distributed on a 
formula basis ann 50 percent arc discretionary gmnts. 

Pilot Cities program-a brc.ad-b!llwd test and implementation program designed 
to improve each aspect of the criminal justice Rystem in two medium-size cities­
San Jose, Calif., and Dayton, Ohio. 

RPU-regional planning unit. 
SAC-Statistical Analysis Center. About 35 states havc SACs, whose function 

is to provide and disscminnte objective analysis of criminal justicc datn. 
Soft match-grant money that is "matched" by some·thing other than money, 

such as personncl, facilities, etc. 
SPA-state criminal justice plnnning agency. 
SpecillJ conditions-specific conditions nttnched by LgAA to IL comprehensive 

]lInn, block grnnt or discretionary grant. 
'froilm-the three-person administration that hended LEAA prior to the 1971 

mnendments to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safc Streets Act of 1068. 
Uniform Crime Reports-annual compilation of crime index offenses pu~)lished 

by tho FBI. 
Vnriablc pnss-through~under am('ndmcnts to Section 303(2)) Part C or the 

nct, states nrc lCquircd to pnss through to 1000.1 units of government a percentage 
of action funds equal to their 8hn1'o intotltl non-Federal expenditures for law 
enforcement during the preceding fiscal yenr. 
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PART I: THE SEVEN YEAR R1WORD 

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was a hold 
experiment in intergovernmental relations. Conceived in the wake of political 
assasSinations, urban civil disorders and campus unrest, the act embodied the 
Federal government's first comprehensive grant-in-aid program for assisting 
state and local efforts to reduce crime and improve the administration of justice. 
Moreover, the instrument used to dispense Federal funds was a sharp departure 
from the traditional categorical grant, which has tended to focus on specific 
areas of national priority, reduce the latitude given to recipients, increase the 
influence of Federal administrators and require compliance with numerous 
conditions. Instead, Congress opted for a block grant approach that assigned the 
major share of responsibility for planning, fund allocation and administration 
of the program to state governments. 
Block Grant Characteristics 

A block grant has five major characteristics that distinguish it from a cate­
gorical grant: 

A block grant authorizes Federal aid for a wide range of activities within a 
broad functional area; 

Recipients are given substantial discretion in identifying problems and 
designing programs to deal with them; 

Administrative, fiscal reporting, planning and other federally established 
requirements are geared to keeping grantor intrusiveness to a minimum, 
while recognizing the need to insure that national goals are accomplished. 

Grants are distributed on the basis of a statutory formula, which narrows 
grantor discretion and provides some sense of fiscal certainty for grantees; 
and 

Eligibility provisions ar" fairly specific and tend to favor general purpose 
governmental units. 

Safe Steets and the Block Grant Experiment 
Although the Safe Streets Act was technically not the first Federal block 

grant effort, it was the first Federal program designed to operate as a block 
grant from its outset-as opposed to being a consolidation of pr~viously separate 
categorical programs,! 

Implementation of the Safe Streets program by the Law Enforcoment Assist­
ance Administration (LEAA) and the state planning agencies (SPAs) for criminal 
justice hllS been characterized by controversy from the bcginning. Although 
many issues have been raised, much of the debatc hns focused on the deSirability 
of block grants to Rtate's ver:ms othrr forms of Federal assistance, At the one 
extreme, direct aid to localities on a pro.iect-by-project basis has been a long­
standing alternative; at the other, distribution of fundl'l to state agencies and local 
units in accordance with !t revenUe sharing approach has been [L more recent 
proposal. 

Realizing that the success or failure' of the block grant experiment would 
strongly influence the course of future Federal grant-in-aid policy, in 1970 the 
Advisory Commission in Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) asscssed the early 
experience under the planning and action grant provisions of the statute and 
issued a report, "Making the Safe Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental 
C:lallenge." The commission concluded then that although there had been some 
~aps in the states' responses to the needs of high-crime areas, the block grant was 
'a significant device for achieving greater cooperation and coordination of criminal 

justice efforts between the states and their politicul Hubdivisions." It recommended 
that Congress continuo the' block gmnt experiment and that the states make 
further efforts to target funds and improve their operations under the act, 
Purpose of the 1.975 Study 

Five yeari'l later, the ACIR launched a second examination of the Safe Streets 
program as part of ib; compr<>henRive study of "The Inte'rgovernmental Grant 
System: Policies, Processes, nnd Alternatives," 'l'he commission's cnrrent interest 
is twofold, First, Sufe Streetll providrK un opportunity to review the operation 

I 'J'hr PnrtlH'rahll1 fo!' IIrnHh Art, IltlJJl'ovpll by Congl'PHR in lOGO, WIlH tp~hll\cnlly the 
th'st Fl'dl'l'llJ block IJrogl'Ill11, B,v thnt Htntutr. lH Pl'Pv\ollHly Hf'pnrntr C'l1trgol'\('R of nRs\stnllcI' 
WI'I'f' ('ollsolldntl'c1 lito 0111' bl'ond gl'l1l1(" fur ('ol11prl'hl'llHlvl' )!l'nllh Hl'rvlN's. 
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of the block grant instrument over a multi-year period; sufficient time has passed 
to arrive at some firmer judgments about the program's strengths and weaknesses 
and to develop strategies for ohange. Second, the experience of Federal, state, 
sub-state regional and local agencies in planning and programming under the 
Safe Streets Act can provide important information for policy-makers to use in 
considering new block grant proposals or existing programs in the health, com­
munity development, manpower and social services areas that embody this 
approach. 

Seven years have passed since President Lyndon B. Johnson signed the Safe 
Streets Act into law. In 1!l68, criminal justice was lacking not only a body of 
knowledge for planning, but also academic attention as a separate discipline. 
Few states, regional bodies or localities had undertaken any comprehensive 
planning activities in this area before passage of the Safe Streets Act. Even the 
first state plans produced under the statute were little more than project listings. 
But by 1975, the state-of-the-art had changed greatly: a new profession-criminal 
justice planning-had emerged. State planning agencies had experimented 
with and implemented alternative planning models and techniques. Although 
systems improvement began as and has remained the preferred approach, a 
crime-specifie model gained imlJetus with the launching of LEAA's High Impact 
Anticrime Program (Impact Cities Program) in 1972. More recently, with the 
report of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, a third method-the adoption by individual states of specific standards 
and goals for criminal justice and the delineation of programs and funding criteria 
to eneourage their implementation-has gained attention. 

The nation's understanding of the crime problem has also changed over the 
past seven years. No lor'bcr is the answer to lawlessness Reen as Rimply more and 
better-equipped police. It is now almost conventional wisdom that preventing 
and controlling erime iH more than a matter of deteetion and apprehension, that 
the efficiency with which offenderH are processed and the effectiveness with which 
they are rehabilitated are vital to enhancing respect for the law and possibly to 
detr(ring criminal behavior. It is also generally recognized that crime is a eomplex 
societal problem that cnnnot be solved solely by investing substantial resources 
in improving the processing of offenders. 

Despite these advances, serious questions about the program's impact continue 
to be raised. Although it abated slightly during the early 1!l70'R, the rising crime 
rate continues to be a major public concern. In 1974, the reported crime rate 
increased by 17 percent, and since 1968, the rate of violent crime has increased by 
57 percent. Yet, a major assumption underlying the Safe Streets Act is that money 
makes a difference-the more funds available, the greater the possibility of 
repucing crime. Does the increase in reported crime, then, reflect the failure of 
the program to uchieve its objectives? 

The 1971, 1973 and 1974 aml'ndments to the act reflect the changing congres­
sional understanding of tho nature of tho crime problem, the responses to pressures 
from various functional interellts and the poJiticizntion of the crime issue. The title 
and the emphasis of the statute have both been alterl'd-from "Safe Streets" in 
1968 to "Crime Control" in 1971 and 1!l73.2 The initial l'mphasis on better law 
enforcement to curb domestic violence has given way to (L growing !LWareness of 
the needs of the criminal justice Hystem as a whole. 

Congressional earmarking of funds for speCific functional arens, such as correc­
tions ttnd juvenile delinquency, has converted Safe Streets into a "hybrid" bloc 
grant and raised questions about the extent of discretion to be accorded states 
and localities in tailoring Federal assistance to their own needs and priorities. 
Categorization pressures continue to be exerted by those who complain that not 
enough money has been distributed to those jUrisdictions having the greatest 
problems or among those functional areas having thl' greatest nl'cds. 

Since the earlier ACIR report, there have n]Ro been changes in the Federal 
administration of the program. In 1!l71, Oongress abolished the so-called "troika" 
arrangement and vested responsibility in a single adminhltrator of LgAA. But 
controversy and confusion luwe continued to surround thl' question of the proper 
Federal rolc in adminiRtl'ring a bloe grant. Frrquent changeR in leadership at the 
Federal and state levels have (lxacerbatrd this i~sur. Since 1 !l08, there have been 
four attorneys gen(~ral and five LEA A administrators. ·With each ncw administmtor 
has come !tn internal reorganization of the agency, as well as llew priorities and 
differing_perceptions of the agrney's relntionRhips with state and loeal govern­
ments. Turnover hns also been high at tIl(' state levelj between Ootober 1073 and 
October 1974, 23 SPAR aoquire.d new executive direotors. 

2 'l.'ho term "~tlf[> St('Pl'ts Acl" 1M USN) throughout this I'l'llor( to rl'frl' to till' TJIiJAA 
enabllllg l~glsln.tlon during til(> 7·~·NI1' sropl~ or the Commlsslon'a stll(!~'. Whrre "tlw nct" 
Is IIsrd, the report referll to tIl!' law In e/l'ect Ilt tIl(! tlllll'. 
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ACIR began the current study by identifying the issues surrounding the block 
grant instrument in general and the Safe Streets program in particular and found 
that several concerns that were addressed in 1970 merited continued attention. 
The issues presented below formed the framework of ACIR's 1975 inquiry. 

What were the original objectives and the expectations of Congress in enacting 
the Safe Streets Act and how have they been modified over the years? 

To what extent has LEAA provided approrpriate leadership for the Safe Streets 
bloc grant program? 

What is the nature and extent of the states' capacity to plan for block grants 
and how has it changed since 1969? 

In what ways does the SPA relate to the governor, the legislature and other 
state criminal justice agencies? 

What is the organization and function of regional planning units (RPUs) and 
how do they relate to the SPA, other regional planning bodies and local 
governments? 

To what extent has the total amount of planning funds available to state and 
local governments and regional units provided for the most effective use by each 
level? 

What groups are represented on the SPA and RPU supervisory boards, and 
what impact does their representation have on the distribution of funds? 

What portion of total state and local expenditures for police, courts and cor­
rections do Safe Streets block grant funds account for, and have Federal dollars 
had an additive, stimulative or substitutive effect? 

For what purposes have Safe Streets block grants been used, how have these 
changed over the past seven years and has a jurisdictional and functional balance 
been achieved? 

To what extent do the current "action" fund pass-through formulas reflect the 
most appropriate balance between state and local needs? 

To what extent have SPAs developed efficient and effective sub grant award 
procedures? • 

What effects have the categoriz!1tion of the block grant and the earmarking of 
funds, as well as other requirements imposed by the Federal and state govern­
ments, had on the flexibility and discretion of recipients in planning, administra­
tion and resource allocation? 

To what extent have state and local agencies assumed the costs of block grant­
supported activities over time? 

What is the relationship between the uses of Safe Streets block grants and local 
government general revenue sharing outlays? 

To what extent have the activities supported by Safe Streets block grants been 
evaluated at the Federal, state, regional and local levels? 

For what purposes have LEAA discretionary funds been used and how have 
these changed over the past seven years? 

Has the Safe Streets program played a role in bringing about significant improve­
ments in the criminal justice system nt the state, regional and local levels? 

As a result of ~p.e block grant approach, do the various components of the 
criminal justice system view themselves as a part of a highly integrated and 
interdependent system? 

To what extent has the block grant enhanced the authority of elected chief 
executive and state legislative officials and administrative generalists in planning 
and managing Federal aid? 

To whnt extent hns the Safe Streets program fulfilled the objectives and expec­
tations nssociated with the use of block grant instrument? 
Data Sources 

The study of the operntion of the Safe Streets program since 1968 was con­
ducted by tho ACIR research staff between March and November of 1975. 

The research team discovered that, despite growing national interest in the 
program, there war> 'J generall(tCk of reliable informatioll concerning Safe Streets 
operations over the years. Hence, much time and effort was devoted to the devel­
opment, compilation !tnd Malysis of datn, needed to compensate for this deficiency. 

Datn for tho study were gathered from three major sources: ACIR national 
surveYR, inCormntiol1 supplied to LJi}AA by the stn,tes and ACIR field observations 
of the progrnm. 

In the nntionnl surveys) three different questionnaires, designed to gather fac­
tual and attitudinal information, were mailed to representatives of the stnte plan­
ning ngencies, regional planning units and selected local governments. The 
questionnaires nre described briefiy below. 
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SPA Questionnaire.-This instrument was developed in cooperation with the 
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators and dis­
tributed to all 55 SPAs in May 1975. The 54-page, 114-question instrument 
covered a wide range of organizational, operational and financial activities at the 
state level. By Oct. 31, 1975,51 SPAs ~93 percent) had replied; Alabama, Kansas, 
New York Ilnd Puerto Rico had not responded.3 (See Appendix A.) 

RPU Questionnaire.-A major void in data about the Safe Streets program 
concerned the operations of the regional planning units. To help fill this gaPt ACIR prepared, with the assistance of the National Association of Regiona 
Councils, a mail survey instrument. The questionnaire was distributed in June 
1975 to the 460 regional units that perform criminal justice planning, according 
to the list developed by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. By the end of October, 74 percent of the RPUs had replied. Fifty-eight 
percent of the respondents were multi-purpose regions; the remainder were 
single-purpose. There was some overrepresentation of heavily populated regions 
and of those reporting an average crime rate. Overall, however, the sample appears 
to be representative. (See Appendix B.) 

Local Questionnaire.-To probe the attitudes of local officials concerning the 
operation, effects and necessary changes in the Safe Streets program, ACIR staff 
developed a questionnaire in cooperation with the National League of Cities-U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, National Association of Counties and International City 
Management Association. This instrument was sent to the chief executive officer 
of all cities and counties of 10,000 population or more in June 1975. By October, 
responses had been received from 44 percent of the 2,301 cities and 30 percent of 
the 2,244 counties surveyed. (See Appendices C and D.) 

Although the questionnairp.s were sent to the directors of SPAs and RPUs and 
to the chief executive officers of local governments, a variety of persons prepared 
the responses. In geneml, the SPA questionnaires were completed by the executive 
director individually or, more commonly, by appropriate department heads work­
ing in conjunction with the director. Usually the staff director or chief planner 
responded for the regional planning units. The local questionnaires were generally 
answered by the mayor, chairman of the county board of supervisors, or the chief 
administrative officer. However, 0. suhsto.ntial number of these officials routed the 
questionnaire to the police department or sheriff's office. To ensure that the 
responses from law enforcement officials did not skew the results of the survey, 
most of the questions were tabulated on the basis of the respondent's position as 
well lIS population, region, form of government, and type of community; no 
significant differences in the views of these officials were appnrent. 

To supplement the heavily subjective nature of the mail surveys, the fiscal yeltr 
1976 planning grant applications submitted by the states to LEAA were examined. 
By late October, data supplied by 52 of the 55 SPAs had been compiled. This 
information dealt with the composition of the SPA supervisory boards, the size 
and functions of state o.nd regional staff, the number of RPUs, the SPA budget, 
the number of cities and counties eligible for planning or action funds and the 
status of waivers. Becallse the planning grant applications were analyzed prior to 
their review and approval by LEAA, some deficiencies or inaccuracies may have 
existed that had not yet been corrected. 

Another source of data for the report WIIS LEAA's Grant Management Informa­
tion System (GMIS), which covers Part B, C and E block grant awards, IlS well 
as discretionary fund nJlocation. Although GMIS offer$ the best data available on 
Safe Streets funding, incomplete reporting and inconsistent classification pose 
reliability prohlems. The specific strengths and limitations of GMIS data arc 
explained in deptll in Chapter V of the report. 

The third major data source was the case study. In order to gain firsthand 
impressions of the opertttion of the Safe Streets block grant under differing state­
local conditions, the ACIR research team selected 10 states to be observed during 
May, June, .July and August 1975. Factors used in the selection process included 
population, crime rates, degree of decentmlization, stltte-Iocal expenditure mix, 
location of the SPA ltnd overall reputation of the SPA. One to two weeks of field 
work were conducted in each of the states. An ACIR field team visited ut least 
two regions, two countics and two cities in each cnse study stute. The impressions 
gained from the 483 interviews wcre supplemented by information from tho state 
comprehensive plans, planning gmnt applications, GMIS and ACIR question~ 
naires. A complete discussion of case study methodology is contained in Chapter 
VIII. 

3 Alahnmn!R qupstlonn/lln' /lrrlv(!d <HI!' week /lftpr thlH dlltp /lUU WIlR Inrlnc1ec1 In the 
tnhulntlQna j Nl'W York's qucatlonlUtlre WIlS rl'turn~u In ]!'pbrullry lll7'G I\I\U wnll not 
Inc!Uue<1. 
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Information from the Burea~l of the Census, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
the General Accounting Office, various congressional committees, public interest 
groups, academicians and other sources has been used in appropriate parts of the 
report. 
Organization of the Report 

This report is divided into four major sections. The first contains background 
chapters describing the legislative and administrative history of the program and 
analyzing planning and funding activities !),t the state, region!)'l and local levels. 
The second discusses issues and perspectives concerning the Safe Streets program 
and the block grant instrument, and offers recommendations for improving the 
act and its administration. The third presents a comparative analysis of the 10 
case studies of Safe Streets experience and individual state reports. The final 
section contains the questionnaires used in ACIR's 1975 Safe Streets survey and 
rellPonse rate tables. 

CHAPTER II: CONGRESS AND SAFE STREETS, CONTINUITY AND CHANGE IN INTENT 

The decade of the 1960's brought rapid social change to the United States 
generated by the post-war baby boom and by populntion migration nnn metro­
politanization. Accompanying this phenomenon was an increase in crime. Anti­
war protests nnd racial disorders in the central cities of the nation also contributed 
to the growing public concern about personal safety and the protection of property. 
The climate was ripe for crime to become n politicnl issue. 
The War on Crime 

The call to comhnt was first heard in the 1964 Presidential campaign when 
Republicnn candidnte Bnrry M. Goldwater frequently referred to the "brenkdown 
of law nnd order" in his campaign speeches. President Lyndon Johnson also 
addressed the crimc issue in the 1964 campaign. While expressing concern about 
developing n national police force and removing the basic responsibility for law 
enforcement from state and local officinls, on March 8, 1965, he submitted a Special 
Message to Congress On Lnw Enforcement nnd the Administration of .Tustice-the 
first presidential message to the Congress devoted exclusively to crime-which 
nsserted that crime wns no longer merely n locnl problem but hnd become n 
national concern, nnd that the trend toward !tnvlessness must be reversed with a 
concerted wnr on crime waged at all levels of government. Although the President 
tended to stress the police and law enforcement themes, he also indicated that all 
components of the criminal justice system were vital to fighting crime: 

This message recognizes that crime is a national problem. That recognition does 
not carry with it any threat to the basic prerogatives of States and local govern­
ments. It means, rather, that the Federal government will henceforth take n more 
meaningful role in meeting the whole spectrum of problems posed by crime. It 
menns that the Federal Government will seek to exercise leadership nnd to assist 
local authorities in meeting their responsibilities. 1 

In this message. the President announced the establishment of the President's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, which was 
charged to investigate the causes of crime [tnd, to propose recommendations to 
improve itsprevention and control. Ali a follow-up to the message, the President 
sent to the Congress legislation calling for the creation of a pilot program of Federal 
grants to .rprovide assistance in training State and local enforcement officers and 
other personnel, and in improving the capabilities, techniques and practices in 
State and local law enforcement aud prevention and control of crime." 2 The 
proposed Law Enforcement Assistance Act was the first Federal grant program 
"designed solely for the purpose of bolstering State and local crime reduction 
responsibilities." a It sought a modest $7 milliou annual appropriation and 
provided for the crelttion of an Office of La1'{ Enforcement Assistance (OLEA). 

The OLEA program was viewed by t11f: Administration as experimental in 
nature, designed mainly to promote ne,,, ideas and support research and in­
novative programs. More specifically, it WIlH intended to emphasize: (1) training 
of Stltte and local law enforcement and criminal justice personnel: (2) demonstra-

1 U.S .. Prl's\dt'nt, :\f!'sRllge to the Congrl'RR, "Crime, Its PrevlIlrncl' find ]\[eIlSllrcs of 
PreventIon," Mllr. H, 10Gti, qnot!'d in lOG;;, CongresslolJlll QUllrterly Almllnllc (WIIsliington, 
D.C. : Congresslonnl Qllllrtt'rly Sl'rvlce, 10(0), Iljl. 1:W()-07. 

• "Lnw Hnforccmcnt Asslstltnce of 106G,' Public Lllw 80-107, sec. 1 (SrIlt. 22, 10()5). 
a AdvIsory COlJlmlsslon on Intrrgovt'rnnH'nt\11 Relations, "Mltltlng til(> Slife Streets Act 

'Vork: All IntcrgoV!!fnllll'ntlll ChIlJlI'ngu" (WIIHhlngton, D.C. : Govl'rIlment PrInting Olllee, 
1070), II. S. 



1306 

tion projects and studies and (3) collection and dissemination of information 
concerning effective crime control programs. Other noteworthy features of the 
bill were unspecified matching requirementA, direction of the program by the 
attorney general and a prohibition of any federal control of a state or local law 
enforcement agency. 

The House and Senate passed the measure with no opposition. Only one day 
of hearings was held in the House and three were held in the Senate. The focal 
point of the limited floor debate was the attorney general's possible interference 
in state and local law enforcement prerogatives and responsibilities. As a result 
of congressional concern over this issue, thc final bill contained the clause: 

Nothing in the Act is to be construed to authorize any Federal department, 
agency, officer or employee to exercise any direction, supervision, or control 
over the organization, administration of personnel of any state or local police 
force or other law enforcement agency.4 

The lack of congressional opposition to the legislation seemed to stem less 
from ideological reasons than from the fact that the amount of funds requested 
did not warrant much attention. However, because of various criticisms and 
recommendations made by members of Congress, the thrust of the proposed 
legislation was shifted to law enforcement action rather than to research pro­
grams. Technological improvements in law enforcement and other activities 
that would have an immediate rather than a long-term impact on crime were 
emphasized. 

The potential beneficiaries were not instrumental in the passage of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Act nor did they give it any vocal support. The police 
wanted more men and equipment-not studies and innovative programs. In 
fact, at its 1965 convention the International Association of Chiefs of Police 
(IACP) passed a resolution against "any attcmpted encroachment by the Federal 
government into State or local government in the law enforcement field." 6 

Likewise the courts reacted unfavorably to possible studies of judicial manage­
ment. "Correctional officials were the only group that responded favorably to 
the proposed Law Enforcement Assistance Act. Experimental projects, especially 
in the area of community based programs, had much support within correctional 
circles and demand for further experim~ntation was strong." 6 

Six months after his message on crime, the President signed the Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Act of 1965, which authorized the attorney general "to make 
grants to, or contract with, public or private non-profit agencies ... to improve 
law enforcement and correctional personnel, increase the ability of state and local 
agencies to protect persons and property from lawlessness, and instill greater 
public respect for the law." 7 The attorney general was given considerable discre­
tion in awarding grants, conducting research, providing technical assistance, 
di'3seminating information, and evaluating programs. 

The War on Crime was funded at a demonstration level, with congressional 
appropriations during the 1966-1968 fiscal year period ranging from $7.2 million 
in 1966 to $7.5 million in 1968. The program was not intended to be a major 
source of financial sllpport. President Johnson, in his statement following the 
signing of the Law Enforcement Assistance Act, made this clear: "We are not 
dealing here in subsidies. The basic responsibility for dealing with local crime and 
criminals is, mllst be, and remains local."8 Tho Law Enforcement Assistance Act, 
then, established the notion of Federal seed money to state and local criminal 
jllstice agencies as a legitimate Federal role in criminal justice and as a matter of 
national policy. 

President's Gomm~ss!On on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 
The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 

Justice, generally referred to as the crime commiSSion, resultcd from a commitment 
first made in the State of the Union Mcssage of Jan. 4, 1965, which was imple­
mented by Exccutive Order on JUly 23, 1965, This action "provided additional 
direction and justification for the growing national involvement in criminal justicc 
activities".o The commission, headcd by Attorney Gcneral Nicholas Katzenbach 

'''I,a\V EnforcPll1pnt Assistunce Act of 1061)," Public I,llW 80-107, sec. 7 (Sept. 212, 1061). 
G "The Pollre Chl(·r." Decell1ber 1065, n. 24. 
• Gerald Cuplan, "Re!lpction on the Nationalization of Crime, 1064'-1068," Arizona State 

UnlYl'rslty Lllw .Tournal Nt!. 3 (1073). I). 504. 
1 ACIR "lIIaklng' the Sdo Streets Act Work," p. O. 
s U,S .. I>rcRl!Ient, "Publlc Pnpers of tho l}resldel1t of th(> United Stntes" (Washington, 

D,C.: omen of the Federal Register, Nntlollul ArchlYCH und Record Sery!ce), Lyndon D. 
Johnson, 1065-06, Po' 101'2. 

o Joseph Ohren, 'Intergoyernmentnl Relntions In Law Enforcement: ImpJementution of 
tho 8nf(' Streets Act" (Ph. D !llsSertntlon, Syrncuso Un\Yerslty, 1lJ.71), P. 18. 
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and composed of 18 members, worked for 18 months examining and interpreting 
information on the causes and extent of crime as well as possible solutions to the 
crime problem. 

In its general report; tiThe Ohallenge of Crime in a Free Society," the commis­
sion concluded that crime could be reduced by striving for the following objectives: 

First, society must seek to prevent crime before it happens by assuring all 
Americans a stake in the benefits and responsibilities of American life, by 
strengthening law enforcement, and by reducing criminal opportunities. 

Second, society's aim of reducing crime would be better served if the system 
of criminal justice developed a far broader range of techniques with which to 
deal with individual offenders. 

Third, the system of criminal justica must eliminate existing injustices if 
it is to achie\'e its ideals and win respect and cooperation from all citizens. 

Fourth, the system of criminal justice must attract more and better people­
police, prosecutors, judges, defense attorneys, probation and parole officers, 
and correction officials with more knowledge, expertise, initiative and 
integrity. 

Fifth, there must be much more operational and basic research into the 
problems of crime and criminal administration by those within and without 
the system of criminal justice. 

Sixth, the police, courts, and correctional agencies must be given sub­
stantially greater amounts of money if they are to improve their ability 
to control crime. 

Seventh, individual citizens, civic and business groups, religious institu­
tions, and all levels of government must take responsibility for planning and 
implementing the changes that must bc made in the criminal justice system 
if crime is to be reduced.10 

Among its some two hundred recommendations, the commission specifically 
called upon the Federal Government to expand its financial support to all com­
ponents of the criminal justice system at the state and local levels by addressing 
eight major needs: (1) state and local planning; (2) education and training of 
criminal justice personnel, (3) surveys and advisory services concerning the 
organization and operation of agencies, (4) development of coordinated informa­
tion systems, (5) initiation of a limited number of demonstration programs in 
criminal justice agencies, (6) scientific and technological research and develop­
ment, (7) establishment of an institute for research and training of personnel, and 
(8) grants-in-aid for operational innovations. l1 At the same time, the report 
implied that crime control could be accomplished mainly by improving the criminal 
justice system. 

The crime commission is also noteworthy for what it failed to accomplish. The 
commission did not discuss or set priorities for its recommendations, nor did it 
give direction regarding their implemcntation. Some commentators believe that 
this absence of priorities was deliberate, to avoid giving the impression of strong 
Federal eontro1.12 The commission's unwillingness to give direction on how to 
channel Federal assistance to state and local governments and criminal justice 
agencies was unfortunate, because this could have provided more focus to the 
debate that would ensue concerning the proposed Safe Streets Act of 1967 and 
1968. 
The Block Grant Arrives 

By 1967, crime rates were rising( and governors, mayors and law enforcement 
officials were alarmed and the PUblic was aroused. Urban civil disorder had be­
come a fact of life, and the crime commission and the National Advisory Oommis­
sion on Oivil Disorders had issued reports calling public attention to this problem. 
In this explosive environment, the question became not whether, but how to as­
sist state and local crime control efforts. President Johnson's Feb. 6, 1967 message 
to Congress on "Crime in America" proposed the Safe Streets and Orime Control 
Act of 1967, to implement the recommendations of the crime commission. 

The President recommended that Congress establish an extensive categorical 
Federal assistance program, amounting to $300 million in its second year of opera­
tion, to local governments primarily for law enforcement. The method of funding 

lQ Thl) PreRld~nt'6 Commlsslon on Law Enforcement nnd Admlnlstrntlon of .Tustlee, "The 
C1mllcnge o£ Crime In 0/1. Frel) Society" (Wnshlngton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
10671, p. vI. 

"Ibld., p, 634. 
12 Caplan, p. 605, 

69-567 0 - 76 • pt.2 - 21 
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was to be consistent with the direct federalism approach which had been used in 
many of the Great Society social and urban development programs-direct aid 
to local governments by-passing state agencies. This Federal-local relationship was 
to become a controversial issue, in part because of the growing disenchantment 
with categorical grants-in-aid in state and local governments and, to a lesser de­
gree, in Congress. Moreover, contrary to customary presidential practice, little 
consultation with law enforcement officials had occurred before the proposed legis­
lation was submitted to Congress. 

The administration's rationale for by-passing the states in administering the pro­
gram and placing them on an equal footing with localities as recipients was based 
on a belief that: (1) law enforcement was mainly a local function and responsibility 
(2) there would be long delays in gearing up state governments to prepare state­
wide comprehensive plans and to implement action programs and (3) the states 
traditionally had little interest, expertise or financial stake in law enforcement. 
The attorney general contended: 

When you look at State governments and look at their involvement in local 
law enforcement, you will see that it is almost nil ... the State doesn't have 
the experience, it doesn't have the people, it docsn't make the investment in 
law enforcement and police that local governments make. So they could not 
contribute.13 

Strong pressures also existed to cling to the precedent of categorical programs. 
Supporters of the administration's position contended that "the block grant ap­
proach would adversely affect local hnme rule and generate political conflict be­
tween the state and their counties and c\;!ies,"14 and that Congress had the responsi­
bility to see that Federal funds for law enforcement were wisely spent. As the 
attorney general stated: 

"I think, when federal funds are used there is a Federal responsibility to see 
that they are used for purposes deemed important for the Federal Govern­
ment and by this Congress."15 

In its five major titles, the bill introduced in the House of Repre8entatives by 
Emmanuel Celler, Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, (H.R. 5037), 

. and in the Senate by John L. McClellan, Chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary (S. 917), called for: 

Presidential appointment of a director of law enforcement and criminal 
justice assistance, subject to Senate consent, who would aid the Attorney 
General in discharging the responsibilities under the act; 

Planning and action grants to be awarded to state and units of local 
government over 50,000 population covering 90 percent of the total cost to 
prepare comprehensive plans dealing with state-local problems of law enforce­
ment and criminal justice, and 60 percent of the total cost of a broad range of 
programs designed to improve law enforcement and criminal justice with not 
more than one-third of any action grant being used for personnel compensa­
tion; 

Grants to be awarded conditioned on approval of the comprehensive plan 
and a five percent annual increase in the recipient's non-Federal criminal 
justice expenditures; 

Construction grants covering 50 percent of the total cost to build physical 
facilities of an innovative nature; 

One hundred percent research, demonstration, training, nnd special project 
grants to institutions of higher education, public agencies or private non­
profit organizations and 

Collection, dissemination, and evaluation of statistical information on 
research and project accomplishments relating to law enforcement and 
criminal justice. 

House Hearings 
Subcommittee No.5 held two wceks of hcarings in March and April of 1967, with 

most of the debate revolving around the role of the states in the program, the 
50,000 population cutoff, and the requircment of a five percent annual incrense in 
criminal justice expenditures. 'fhe subcommittee reported the bill in early May to 
t,he full committee with very few substantive changes other than lowering of the 
jurisdictional eligibility requirement from 50,000 to 25,000 popull1tion. 

l3 U.S., Congress, IIous!'. Committee on the Judlcillry, Subcommittee No. G, "Anti-CrIme 
Progrlllll IIellrlngs," OOth Cong., 1st sess., 1007, p. 65. 

B ACIR, "1Iflll<lng the Sllf(' Streets Act Work," p. 17. 
lG U.S., Congress, IIousl', CommitteI' on the ,JIHlIclnry, Subcolllmittee No. G, "Anti-Crime 

Progrllm Hellrlngs," Statement of Attorney Generlll Rumsey Olllrk, pp. 64-65. 
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The Committee on the Judiciary reported the bill to the House on July 17, 
1967, just after the Newark riot. The bill was renamed th'c "Law FJnforc"ment and 
Criminal Justice Assistance Act of 1967" and containE,d 25 amlmdments, five of 
which were proposed by Republicans. These amendments madfJ all units of local 
government eligible for the program, eliminated the five percent increase in 
criminal justice expenditures requirement, completely prohibited the use of funds 
for police salaries other than for training programs or other innovative functions, 
required that all local applications be submitted to the governor of the respective 
state for review and called for judicial review of the attorney general's actions when 
payments to a grantee were either suspended or terminated. 
House Action 

In early August of 1967, in the wake of the Detroit riot three days of debate 
and two major amendments significantly changed the character of the committee's 
bill. The House accepted an amendment offered by Representative William T. 
Cahill of New Jersey to adopt a block grant approach. The Cahill amendment 
provided for planning and action grants to be made directly to state planning 
agencies created by the governor. Planning funds (except for a $100,000 fiat grant 
to each state) and 75 percent of the action funds were to be distributed on a 
population basis. Twenty-five percent of the action funds were to be awarded at 
the discretion of the attorney general. A mandatory state pass-through of half 
of the block grant :;,etion funds to local governments was required. 

Proponents of the Cahill amendment were concerned about the unlimited discre­
tionary authority given to the attorney general and the possible creation of a 
national police force. They expressed concern that tremendous administrative 
problems could result for a Federal agency that was required to approve project 
grants for thousands of local jurisdictions. The anti-categorical position was 
argued by then House Minority Leader Gerald R. Ford: 

We must abandon the idea of direct federal intervention in the cities with 
a federal administration deciding arbitrarily who will get what and how much. 
In the field of law enforcement, as in others, we must provide the incentive 
for strong state and local action with federal dollar help. That dollar help 
should be channeled through the states, through a desiguated state agency.16 

In view of these factors, block grant spokesmen contended, "State governments, 
with full constitutional powers over local units of government could best secure 
functional and jurisdictional cooperation".17 Opponents argued that the block 
grant approach was undesirable since states were unconcerned, unable, and 
un')Xil1ing to become involved in local law enforcement activities . 

• second major amcndment waf' introduced by Representative Robert McClory 
of Illinois, with the support of the minority leader, to establish a National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice within the Department of Justice to 
provide for research and training programs. An additional change on the House 
fioor earmarked $25 million of the bill's authorization for riot control and preven­
tion programs. 

On Aug. 8, 1967 the House passed the bill with the inclusion of the Cahill and 
McClory amendments by a 378-23 roll call vote and sent to the Senate a bill 
which substantially reflected the administration's initial proposal. The major 
exceptions were a transfer of program control from the Federal government to 
the states and a separation of research from the planning and action functions of 
the program. 
Senate Hearings 

Between March and July 1967, the Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and 
Procedures of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary held hearings on S. 917. 
While most of the issues raised in the House surfaced again, the Senate hearings 
probed some that had received only limited attention. In particular, the Senate 
subcommittee brought to the surface concern over the creation of a national 
police force and distrust of the discretionary authority over grants given to the 
Attorney General. As the minority report put it: 

In short, we don't want the Attorney General, the so-called "Mr. Big" of 
Federal law enforcement to become the director of State and local law en­
forcement as well. It is true that the Attorney General is the chief law enforce-

,. u.s .. Congr('ss. Hous~, r~ma)·kH by Rppfrscntatlve Gerald Ford, CongressIonal Record, 
Aug. 3, 10(17, p. 21201. 

11 Norman Abrnms. "F~d('rlll Aid to State and Local Law Enforcement-Impllcntlons of n 
New Federal Grant Progrnm." Notr~ Dllme Lnw~·er, 43 (lOGS) : S-85. 



uno 
ment officer of the Federal government. But he is not chief law enforcement 
officer of States and cities. We believe America does not want him to serve 
in that capacity. Organization and management experts may object to a 
dilution of executive authority, but we want no part of a national police 
force. Such dilution, if a price at all, is a small price to pay to preserve a 
fundamental balance of police power. We don't want this bill to become the 
vehicle for the imposition of Federal guidelines, controls, and domination. ls 

The hearings on S. 917 also raised the question of the desirability of a block 
grant with few or no strings attach cd. Attorne~' General Ramsey Clark opposed 
the proposal, arguing that: (1) the spending of Federal tax dollars demands that 
the Federal government supervise their use; (2) state governments, for the most 
part, have little involvement in, control over, or responsibility for 10caIlaw en­
forcement and (3) local jurisidctions wonld resent the state government's threat 
to their autonomy. 

The Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures reported the bill, which 
was to become Title I of an omnibus crime measure, to the full committee in early 
October 1967. Sip;nifieant amendments included: (1) increasing the bill's authori­
zation by $35 million, (2) limiting the amount of fund::: for corrections, probation 
and parole, (3) requiring submiRsion of all local planning applications to the 
governors and (4) authorizing It three person bipartisan board within the Depart­
ment of Justice appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate to 
administer the program in order to curb the discretionary authority of the attorne~T 
general. 

On April 29, 1968, the Senate Committee on th(' Judiciary, in the aftermath of 
the District of Columbia riot, reported S. 917 and adopted intact most of the 
subcommittee's report. The full committee bill, however, also included: (1) 
provision for a. national institute, as in the HOU'3e-pussed bill; (2) modification in 
the title of the bill to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act; (3) changes 
in matching requirements for planning grants to 20 percent, 40 pcrcent for action 
grants, 25 percent for organized crime and civil disorder prevention and control 
grunts and no matching for research, training Hnd demonstration grants and (4) 
authorization for technical nssistn.l1ce to ~tates and localities. In pontrast to the 
House-passed bill, the committee hill did not include the Cahill amendment for 
block grants and the administration of the program by state planning agencies 
and authorized financial ussistancc only to cities over 50,000 population, while 
permitting the use of up to one-third of grant amounts for personnel compensation. 
Senate Action 

The Senn.te became the battleground between the backers of direct federa1ism­
large city Democratic muyors and northern Democrats-and supporters of l~lock 
grants-Republican governorH and Republican and southern Democrntic senators. 
The principal themes of the month-long floor debate were similnl' to those in the 
House. A block grant amendment, which was deleted in the Senate bill in full 
committee, WaS introduced by Senate Minority Leader Everett M. Dirksen. The 
basis for this action was a belief that integrntion of the criminal justice system 
could occur only when then' was g\lbernatorial supervision over state planning 
to avoid duplication or conflict between local and state crime reduction plans and 
programs. 

We are never going to do a job in this field until we have a captnin at the 
top, in tho form of the Governor, and those he appoints, to coordinate the 
matter for 11 State becaus(' crime may be committed in n spot, but before it 
gets through itll ramjfication~ it mIt}" sprelld over a very considemble area.1P 

While the Dirksen und Cahill amendment;; were' similar, some important 
differences Hhould be noted. Under the Cahill Ilmendment: (1) SPAs were required 
to paHs~through 40 percent of the planning funds and 75 percl,nt of the nction 
fundll to general units of locnl government; (2) 85 percent of the annual appro­
priation was to be allocnted to th(' states on n population basis, l\lthough 15 
percent could be distributed at the discretion of t,he Lltw Enforcemcnt Allflistancc 
Administration; (3) planning gmnts would cover UO percent of the total cost of 
the SPAs' operations and (4) ;;tutc plans were no longer required to hc designed 
to m\rry out innovative programs. The Senate passed the bill containing the 
Dirksen amendment by a 72-4 roll call vote. 
Final Action 

Final action on the legislation Cflme on June 6, following the assassination of 
Senator Robert F. Kennedy, when the HOU80 rejected It conference committee 

18 U.S., Congress, Bennh', "G('n~rnl :l1irlOrltl' VlplI's," Rl'port, "'{'he Omnlhus Crime Con. 
trol nnll I'l4lfe ,f:ltrl'('tR Act of 1067," !lOth Cong .. 2d H(,SH., 1!JllS, [I. 230. 

10 Congrl'sslonnillecord, :lIllY 23, lOllI', 11. 1<17511. 
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motion and agreed to the Senate version. On June 19, 1968, President Johnson 
signed into law the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968-:-the 
first major piece of congressional legislation to incorporate the block grant mecha­
nism from the outset. 

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act consisted of five 
parts: 

1. Administration.-A Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
was established within the Department of Justice. A "troika" (an administrator 
and two associate Administrators), bipartisan in nature, Appointed by the Presi­
dent, and confirmed by the Senate would share and carry out the functions, powers, 
and duties of the act. 

II. Planning.-Grants would be provided to cover up to 90 percent of the 
total cost of the operation of state planning agencies designated by the governor 
to develop comprehensive criminal justice plans. Each state would be allocated 
a flat amount of $100,000 with the remainder of planning funds to be distributed 
on a population basis. Forty percent of the planning funds were to be made 
available to local jurisdictions. 

III. Aclion Grants.-Eighty-five percent of the action fund'l were to be allocated 
to the states on a population basis as block grants, with 75 percent of thc funds 
to be passed through to local governments. The remaining 15 percent was to be 
used at the discretion of LEAA. The Federal government would cover 75 percent 
of the total cost for organized crime and riot control projects, 50 percent for 
construction projects, and 60 percent for other action purposes. Not more than 
one-third of any action grant could he used for personnel compensation. 

IV. Training, Education, and Research.-Total Federally funded grants for 
research, demonstration, and training programs were authorized, to be admin­
istered hy a National Institute of Law Enforcement anti Criminal Justice and 
provision for criminal justice educational assistance through loans and grants. 

V. Other Administrative Provisions.-Approximately $100 million was authorized 
for FY 1969 and $300 million for FY 1970, with the authorization divided into 
$25 million for planning grants, $50 million for law enforcement action grants 
and $25 million for trnining, education and research. 

CATEGORIZATION AND CLAlUFICATION 

The Safe Streets Act of 1968 had served as a congressional safety valve to 
release some of the public pressure to act on the crime issue. Even though the 
rhetoric of the War on Crime had been temllered since President Johnson's 
statement to his erime commission t.hat the gmti should be "not only to reduce 
crime but to hanish it," CongresRmen envisioned the act as an attack on the 
problem of crime that "threatens thc peace, security and general welfare of the 
nntion." Although the PreRid('nt fel t tllltt a reduction in crime could not take 
place immediately and some Congre~u;men saw the act not as a complete answer 
to the crime problem, but only as a beginning, many were disaPpointed with 
its initial impact. 
The 1971 Amendments 

The reauthorization hearings in Hl70 served as a forum to air complaints about 
the program as well as to provide [m opportunity to review and evaiu.,tc the first 
two years' experience. In February 1970, the House Committee on the JUdiciary 
announced extensive hearings on the act. Hearings were held by Subcommittee 
No.5 of the Hc,use Committee on the Judicittry in February and March. The 
Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedmes of the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary also held hearings in late June and July. 

The Hou!se hearings announcement WaS followed by IL rash of studies of state 
administratioIl of Safe Streets fllntIs.20 The key criticisms ruised in these reports 
f<)culled on the competence of the stntes to administer the program, the inadequate 
distribution of action funds to high-crime areas and the failure to spread funds 
equitably acrOHH criminal justice functional ureUH. The latter criticism served as 
the impet.us for the additioll of tIll' most significant of the 1971 umendments-u 
new Title E, grants for correctionul institutions und facilities. 
CorrecUons 

The amendments, introduced hy Senator Homan L. Hruska in 1970, were 0. 
rc!~ction to severnl experience;! in the early yeurs of the Sufe Streets program. The 

'0 Th(>Se orgulll~utlonl! InelndNI tit!' NllttOllll1 I,l'llglH' of ('ltt!'~-u.S. Con(l'reIlCl' of ;\fnyors. 
Nut/olllli Associntion of ClltwW·a. Int!'l'lIntlollll) City ~tallllg!,Jl1l'llt Asuoclntion, Natiollal 
Governors' ConCt'rellco 1tnd thl' Natlonnl Urbnll Conlitlon. 
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25 percent state share of the action funds had left very little for corrections. 
Correctional agencies also had difficulties in meeting matching requirements. But 
most importantly, the early years of the program revealed that the police function 
was receiving the bulk of available funds. In the 1969 state comprehensive plans, 
79 percent of all action grants was earmarked for police-related programs, as 
opposed to 14 percent for correctional projects.21 

The data clearly reveals that as of early 1970, most Safe Streets Act action 
dollars were used to bolster public safety, expecially to purchase local police 
equipment and communications systems, and to train law enforcement 
personnel. Relatively small amounts of funds were available for upgrading 
other components of the criminal justice system.2~ 

Several reasons have been advanced for the predominance of police equipment 
and training expenditures in the early years of the program including: (1) congres­
sional concern about riot control and preventionj (2) the pressing need to improve 
antiquated, ill-equipped and poorly trained police departments; (3) pay-offs to 
police and sheriffs for their support of the program; (4) the short time period for 
states to plan for SUbstantive programs to change the criminal justice system 
and (5) the ability of law enforcement interests to gear up quickly to obtain funds. 

In its June 1970 report, the House Committee on the Judiciary noted that 
"although grants for law enforcement purposes under Part C of the Act may be 
used for corrections purposes, such funds have not been sufficient in view of the 
competing demands for other law enforcement programs." 23 The House bill, 
H.R. 17825, established a new program (Part E) for the construction, acquisition 
and renovation of correctional facilities providing Federal support for up to 75 
percent of the total cost of a project. It also earmarked 25 percent of all the law 
enforcement appropriations for correctional purposes. In an Aug. 4, 1970 resolution 
the executive directors of the state criminal justice planning agencies opposed 
"the threatened change of the block grant concept through the allocation of any 
specific percentage allocation to any portion or category of the criminal justice 
system." 24 Although the SPAs supported increased funding for corrections, they 
wanted any additional money to be distributed through the population formula 
for Part C funds. The amendment under the House bill required that: (1) a state 
could apply for grants under Part E by incorporating its application in the 
comprehensive state plan, (2) 50 percent of the funds would be made available 
for block grants to SPAs and the remaining 50 percent would be used at the 
discretion of LEAA and (3) the SPAs could not reduce the amount of action funds 
normally allocated for corrections, thus tying appropriations levels to Part C 
funding for this area. 

The Senate Committee on the JudiCiary, in its September 1970 report, made 
several changes in the Part E amendments proposed by the House. The first 
modification emphasized the lise of Part E funds for community-based correc­
tional facilities and programs. The second added a population factor to the 
allocation formula. The third provided for 85 percent of the annual appropriations 
to go to the states and 15 percent to a discretionary fund. The Senate bill also 
deleted the requirement that 25 percent of the Part C funds be used for corrections. 

The conference report accepted the basic House version, with the community­
based correctional emphasiS of the Senate bill. The distribution percentages of the 
House bill and population based allocation formula of the Senate bill were also 
accepted by the House conferees. A plan requirement for corrections and a provi­
sionfor 75 percent of the total cost of a project to be funded by Safe Streets dollars 
were also incorporated into the conference bill. The Senate version on specifiC 
authorizations for corrections was accepted, with the earmarking of $100 million 
in FY 1971, $150 million in FY 1972 and $250 million in FY 1973 for Part E 
grants. 

It should be noted that the impetus for the creation of Part E did not come 
from the pressure of public interest groups sllch as the American Correctional 
Association and the National Council on Orime and Delinqllency, but from within 
LEAA itself. LEAA saw Part E as a means of expressing national priorities without 
categorizing the act; it was viewed as a block grant within a block grant. Others, 
however, considered Part E as a categorization that would weaken the block 
grant mechanism as well as confuse the purpose and priorities of the statute, 

~1 ACIR, "lIfnk!ng tha SIlCe Streets Act Work," P. 02. 
22 Ibl<!. 
'3 U.S., Cllugr(>SH. Hou!!!'. Commltteo on the .Tud!c!nry, Report, "I,llw JDnforc(>ment Ass!st­

.nneo Amendments." l)lst Cong .• 2d scss., 1070. p. 22 . 
.. U.S., Congrcss. Saunte. Committee on tIll' .Tu(]!q!llrr. Subcommittee on Crlmlnlll I,nws 
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The "Troika" 
In the course of the Senate and House hearings, serious questions also arose 

concerning the desirability of coutinuing the management of the program by a 
three-person board. The act, as interpreted by the attorney general, required 
unanimity among the administrator and associate administrators with respect to 
policy and operational decisions. The first "troika" seemed to work harmoniously; 
however, the second IItroika's" disagreements often resulted in inaction and 
stalemate.25 

With this past record in mind, the House Committee on the Judiciary reported 
an amendment that abolished the triumvirate and substituted a single Adminis­
trator empowered to determine policy as well as administrative matters. How­
ever, the amendment retained the posts of associate administrators, who would 
specifically serve the administrator as deputies. The House felt that this arrange­
ment would expedite decisionmaking and effective implementation of policies. 

An agency responsible for the allocation of vast sums of Federal assistance 
should not be burdened in its decision-making functions by a tripartite 
directorship. A three man board that requires unanimity of decision before 
major policies can be undertaken, let alone determinations regarding mun­
dane operational issues cannot effectively implement the mandate of Con­
gress. In this manner, LEAA retains the advantages of collective judgment, 
experience, and expertise without suffering administrative delays and uncer­
tainties inherent in a system requiring unanimous tripartite decisions.2G 

In contrast, the Senate Committee on the Judiciary reported an amendment 
that retained the "troika" but vested all administrative powers, including ap­
pointments and supervision of personnel, in the administrator. Other functions, 
powers and duties were to be exercised by the administrator with the concurrence 
of at least one of the associate administrators. The Senate rationale for the 
amendment was aptly expressed by Senator McClellan: 

The committee substitute, retains the broad concept and the principle of 
'check and balance,' but no longer runs the risk of stalemate. These changes, 
I believe, are sufficient to assure the operational and management efficiency 
of LEAA without running the danger, in a program involving national impact 
on police power of placing too much authority in anyone man.27 

The Senate amendment was adopted by the conference, bllt like the previous 
section concerning LEAA administration in the 1968 act, the Congress failed to 
provide specific guidelines and standards for administration of the act in order to 
ensure that its mandate be carried out. 
Planning 

Both the House and Senate hearings surfaced many complaints on the part of 
public interest groups regarding thc criminal justice planning proccss, the state 
planning agencies (SPAs), and regional planning units (RPUs). Major criticisms 
of the SPA and RPU supervisory boards included: (1) the proportionally small 
representation of cities on SPA boards; (2) the failure of LEAA to require ade­
quate minority representation; (3) domination in the planning process by law 
enforcement officials: (4) underrepresentation on SPA and RPU boards of locally 
elected noncriminal justice policy making officials; (5) some SPA boards were too 
large to be manageable, and could not handle expeditiously the planning process 
because they were bogged down in detailed reviews of every subgrant application 
and (6) SPA boards tended to rubber stamp staff decisions rather than exert 
leadership. Soon after SPA boards were established, many groups began engaging 
in a numbers game. HC''1.d counts were made purporting to show that local elected 
non-criminal justice officials, as well as the citizenry at large, were underrepresented 
on SPA and RPU boards. Critics claimed that the boards were not broadly repre­
sentative and that this led to Ufragmented planning and action programs which 
are unresponsive to the real needs of local governments and community residents. "28 

Adequate representation of local policy malting officials on State and 
regional boards is an absolute nccessity as these officials provide an overall 
view of the problems and priority decisions facing local governments which 
can aid in structuring state lLnd regional planning to assure that bhe programs 
developed from these planning efforts can be easily integrated into the overall 

:!II Cllltrles Rogovln\ "'1'111' Gencsis of till' I .. llW Enforcement Assistance Administration: 
A P('raonnl Account, ' Columhlfi. Humau Rights J .. aw Review V (l1l73) : :t2-20. 

'" n.,s.. Congresa, HOUHP, Committee on the Judiciary, "Lnw Enforcement Assistance 
Amendments," II. 20. 

'7 CongrcBslonnl Reeord, Oct. 8, 11l70, p. S17'531. 
:>II AClIt, "M<ttkhtg tM 8llft' streets Act Work," p. 20. 
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local governmental processes. Adequate citizen representation on State and 
regional processes and resulting efforts to implement law enforcement plans 
a degree of legitimacy among those elements of the community who believe 
they will be most affected by improved law enforcement uctivity.2o 

The data presented in the 1970 ACIR report on the initial experience under the 
act revealed that even though local interests generally were well represented, 
three-fllths of the SPA sur,arvi:.lOry board members were criminal justice officials, 
while only one-sixth were citizens and only slightly more than one-tenth were 
local elected policy or executive officials. 

In response to these concerns, Congress adopted in conference the House version 
of the bill relative to the representation requirements of planning agencies. The 
equivalent Senate provision required that insofar as it was not consistent with the 
provisions of any other law, SPA and RPU boards should be representative of 
law enforcement agencies, units of general local government, public agencies 
maintaining programs to reduce and control crime and the general community. 
The conferees deleted the Senate requirement that planning agencies be repre­
sentative of the general community. The amendment set mandatory minimum 
requirements for the composition of Safe Streets planning units. 

Criticisms of the planning process centered on (1) the tendency toward sup­
portive program planning, especially in the police training and equipment areas, 
rather than innovative program planning; (2) the unresponsiveness of many 
programs to the needs and requests of local governments due to inadequate local 
partiCipation in the planning process; (3) "rudimentary" state plans, which 
exhibit gaps in coverage and often vague and imprecise language concerning 
implementation and (4) fragmentation of criminal justice planning efforts.3o 

Many critics contended in 1970, as they do now, that little comprehensive 
planning was being done under the act. State plans were viewed as largely colla­
tions of specific local project proposals, lacking integrated analyses of immediate 
and long-range law enforcement and criminal justice needs and priorities and the 
resources available to meet them. On the other hand, Congress was criticized for 
not making clear it~ intent in determining what is meant by comprehensive 
planning as opposed to what a comprehensive plan must contain. 

One result of the differing views of comprehensiveness has been functional 
fractionalization of the state planning process, underscored by the division of 
many supervisory boards into committees relating to the various components of 
the criminal justice system and the aSSignment of SPA staff to specific functional 
areas.a! While this approach may be conductive to expeditious decision-making 
on plan contents and project funding as well as to maximizing expertise, the 
functional emphasis hUH certain disadvantages. In particular, it 

Will foster development of separate programs oriented to the various 
clements of law cnforcement-police, courts, corrections, probation and 
parolc--rather than the comprehensivc, unified improvement program toward 
which the Safe Strcets Act waH directed. Such funetionalizution could also be 
partly to blume for the lack of integrution of the criminal justice system.32 

In the early yeur,; of til!' Safe Street!'! program defenders of state comprehensive 
plnnning effort~ cited the fact that tight statutory nnd LEAA deadlines fot' setting 
1lJl SPAs and submitting plrtn!'! in order to receive initial block grant uwnrdfl 
precluded mlmy !'!tates from treating the entire criminal justice system in the 
planning proces~. Other~, however, found fnult with plnnning decisions not relating 
to allocation decisions nnd with plans tlul,t presented only generalized statements 
of need and problems having little relationship to coordinating improvements in 
the criminal justice system. 

In 1970, there alsO was f('ttr that planning funds were being used to finunee an 
ndditionallevcl of burcauerttcy. Itegional planning units were criticized for con­
trilmting to delays, red tape, Hnd duplication of planning netivities. The source of 
this concern wtt!l rootcd in the be1i(1f, particulnrly by larg(l cities, thltt: (1) regions 
for criminal justico plunning woro crC'lttod without tho eonRent of and sometime!l 
despite the oppm!ition from 10cu1 governments; (2) l'('gionnl Rtalfs were stu,to agentl! 
and not rcprellentative!l of locn.! governmcnt, thus helping to thwart the expres-

'" l'IH' Nntlonn.1 TA1l1gl1P or Cltl~s--·l1.S. Confp1'(,J\('(' of lIfllyors, "Street CrimI' 'lind tlw Slife 
Rtrpl'tfl Art: Whitt If! tlJ(' Implwt?" Fl'hrlllln' 11170, I). "'. 

110 llltuJel RltOl!'r. "I~l'!lf'rul-Stlltl' Admlnistrutlon of tlw Omnibufl Crime Control lind Rllro 
I'ltr(,pts Act of 1II0R-A BulnlIC(' Sheet," rf'lIlllrks for till' Western Attol'Jl('ya GNWl'lIl Con­
{OI'(>IIC(>, Ol't. 20. 1000, p. U. 
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sion of local needs in state level plans; (3) large cities had different anti-crime 
problems and their plans and proposals should not be subjected to the veto power 
of suburban coalitions that often dominated regional supervisory boards; and 
(4) some RPUs were financed by the 40 percent share of planning funds intended 
for local plan development, leaving no monies to support city and county, planning 
for criminal justice.33 In testimony before the Senate Judiciary committee, Mayor 
Roman S. Gribbs of Detroit aptly expres"ed the problems and fears big cities had 
with respect to regional planning units: 

Generally, these regional planning efforts do not adequately recognize the 
individual criminal justice planning problems of their various local units . 
. They only identify and support solutions for problems common to all. They 
are established in the name of coordination but often perform no greater 
function than to assure that everybody gets something, effectively frustrating 
any efforts to pinpoint funds on solutions of particular problems in individual 
communities within the region.at 

These concerns led the National League of Cities in 1970 to propose a pass­
through of planning funds to major metropolitan areas. In response, Congress 
adopted a Senate amendment that incorporated a request by the Department of 
Justice to waive, in appropriate cases, the requirement in Section 203(c) of the 
act to pass-through at least 40 percent of all planning funds awarded to the state 
to local units of government. The House Committee on the Judiciary, bill omitted 
this amendment, because it believed the present provisions "were essential if Fed­
eral crime control funds are to reach crime plagued neighborhoods in sufficient 
amounts to have the required impact." 36 The Senate committee thought that ex­
press statutory authority to grant pass-through waivers was preferable to a House­
supported administrative interpretation. It also was of the opinion that the 
provision for waiver was necessary, because the 40 percent pass-through 
requirement, although appropriate in most cases, was not desirable in small ruml 
states, where it could work to the detriment of effective comprehensive planning 
because the state bears the greatest share of the cost and responsibility for criminal 
justice. Despite these reservations, the 1971 amendments required the states to 
give assurances that major cities and counties would receive planning funds to 
develop comprehensive plans and to coordinate action programs at the local level. 
In return, LEAA was authorized to waive the pass-through requirement upon 
finding that it would be inappropriate in view ot the respective law enforcement 
responsibilities of the state and its local units of government or would not con­
tribute to effective, statewide planning. 

Another House-proposed amendment authorized funding to units of geneml 
local government or combinations thereof having a population of 250

1
000 or more. 

These criminal justice coordinating councils (CJCCs) were to provIde improved 
coordination of all law enforcement activities. Although the House did not want 
to restrict the eligibility of local governments, the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary report indicated that the 250,000 population limitation was necessary 
because "establishment of coullcils for smaller population areas would be a need­
less proliferation of the planning function".ao The CJCC amendment was a victory 
for the large cities and, because it was intended to help overcome functional 
fragmentation and develop a local planning capacity, satisfied for the moment 
one of their major complaints about the Safe Streets program. 
Fundin{/ 

In the funding area it soon became clear as the 1970 hearings progressed that the 
most controversial issue was the contention that big cities with the most critical 
needs and highest incidence of crime were not receiving their fair share of action 
funds. The ACIR found in 1970 that the states were attempting to respond to the 
crime reduction needs of their local jurisdictions either through the direct alloca­
tion of Mtion funds or indirectly through state programs which benefited localities. 
Safe Streets funds) however, were being spread among ulo.rgc number of rural and 
suburban units of local government and were not being funneled to large urban 
areas that had the gret1test incidence of crime or contributed ularge share of total 
state-local police outlays. State spokesmen asserted that delays in allocating money 
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to high crime areas were caused by Federal administrative and fiscal inaction and 
that some big cities had failed to apply for funds. The National Governors' 
Conference reported that "32 States used the State portion of their block grant 
for programs of direct benefit to local government, and that 75.3 percent of F,Y 
1969 action funds had been awarded by States to cities and counties over 50,000 
population".37 City representatives replied that: 

[T]he States in distributing funds entrusted to them under the block grant 
formula of the Safe Streets Act have failed to focus these vital resources on 
the most critical urban crime problems. Instead, funds are being dissipated 
broadly across thd States in many grants too small to have any significant 
impact to improve the criminal justice system and are being used in dis­
proportionate amounts to support marginal improvements in low crime 
areas . . . instead of need and seriousness of crime problems, emphasis in 
dollar allocation appears tv have been placed on broad geographic distribution 
of funds.3s 

LEAA concluded through its studies that big city crime programs were receiving 
adequate attention from the states. In testimony before the House Judiciary 
Committee, Attorney General John N. Mitchell pointed out that the nation's 411 
cities of over 50,000 population accounted for 62 percent of reported crime, and 
these cities or regional units that included them received 60 percent of state 
sub grant awards.3g 

The statutory imprecision and the lack of forcefulness of LEAA guidelines 
were partly to blame for the large city funding inequities. The statutory language 
in the 1968 act authorizing states to "adequately take into acco· ... nt the needs and 
requests of the units of general local government" and "provide for an appropri­
ately balanced allocation of funds between the State and the units of general local 
government in the state and among such units",40 was vague and lacked a popu­
lation or crime index formula to guide SPAs in their determination of which juris­
dictions should receive subgrants and how much should be awarded. Rejecting a 
population or crime incidence formula as a basis for distributing funds, Congress 
attempted to clarify the vague statutory language by approving an amendment 
that required that no state plan would be approved by LEA A unless it provided 
adequate assistancc to areas characterized by both high crime incidence and high 
law enforcement activity-such as a substantial number of arrests, congested 
court calendars and crowded correction facilities. Thc House bill focused attention 
on an adequate share of "funds," rather than "benefits,,' as in the Senate bill, to 
urban areas experiencing disproportionately severe law enforcement problems; 
these were not necessarily areas with high crime rates. The House rejected an arbi­
trary mathematical formula and instead directed SPAs to provide "adequate 
assistance" to large metropolitan areas, considering the volume of crime and the 
benefits derived from other state anti-crime programs. The Senate provision 
emphasized areas of high law enforcement activity, because of the concern that 
rural cities and counties received disproportionate aid. According to the critics 
of the block grant approach, this amendment seemed to be a step in the right 
direction because it reduced the broad geographical scope of funding. In addition, 
state plan approval was made contingent on the demonstration of adequate assist­
ance being given to high crime ubran areas, providing some guarantees rather 
than only assurances that large cities would receive their fair share. 

Besides the complaints about adequate funding to high crime urban areas, 
critics of the Safe Streets distribution pattern expressed concern about: (1) the 
amount of aid being channeled to statewide projects that did not meet local needs 
and priorities, (2) the provision in the 1968 act limiting the percentage of action 
grants that could be used for salaries and (3) the difficulties faced by some locali­
ties in providing the 40 percent matching funds required by the 1968 act. 

The original matching requirements reflected the fear that a large amount of 
Federal support would lead to Federal control of law enforcement, and the belief 
that local and state governments should be induced to increase their financial 
commitments to the criminnl justice system. Realizing that the 40 percent match­
ing requirement was creating a serious fiscal problem for localites, Congress 

37 Nntlonn! Govl'rnors' Conferencl', "The Stntt's nnd the Omnibus Crime Control Progrum 
Two Yenrs After tho Signing of the Act." 1070. PP. 4-13. 

"" 'rho Nn,tlonlll Lenglle of CIties-U.S. Conference of 1\!nyors, "Street Crime nnd the SMe 
streets Act," pp. 21-24 • 

.. U.S., Congress, House, Commltteo on the Judiciary, Subcommittee No. G. "Lnw En­
forcement Assistance Am()ndments: Henrings," 01st Conlj'" 2!1 sess., 1070, p. G04 • 

• 0 "Omnibus Crlmo Control /In!! Safe Streets Act of 1008, ' Public Lnw 00-3il,!, sec. 802(3) 
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approved an amendment that rai~ed the Federal share of a project from 60 to 75 
percent.41 It also required, however, that effective in FY 1973, 40 percent of the 
non-Federal share in the aggregate be in the form of cash appropriations rather 
than in previously accepted donated in-kind contributions or soft match. 

Urban areas were also aided by approval of an amendment that required states 
to contribute at least one-fourth of non-Federal funding for local projects. Despite 
congressional feelings that the states should asume greater financial responsibility 
for local activities supported by Safe Streets, concerns that the financial burden 
imposed by the amendment might drive some states out of the program persuaded 
Congress to defer the buy-in requirements until FY 1973. Aid to local juris­
dictions was further diluted by approval of an amendment to allow a flexible 
pass-through formula of action funds corresponding to the portions of statewide 
law enforcement expenditures accounted for by local jUrisdictions in the preceding 
fiscal year. 

The congressional restriction on personnel compensation was intended to prevent 
local dependence on Federal aid and undue LEAA influence over local law enforce­
ment policy. But it also limited the degree of local flexibility in developing anti­
crime Rrograms that utilized additional manpower. Thus, in the hope of reducing 
local t hardware" programs, Congress relaxed the limitations on salary payments 
to non-operational personnel such as those engaged in research, demonstration 
or training programs or who otherwise provide auxiliary support services to regular 
law enforcement personnel. Not more than one-third of any grant, however, could 
be expended for the compensation of police or other law enforcement personnel. 

Several other amendments were approved by Congress to: (1) add three eligible 
program areas for Safe Streets funds, (2) impose criminal penalties for improper 
use of grant funds by state or local officials, (3) broaden the law enforcement 
education program and (4) authorize $650 million for FY 1971, $1.5 billion for 
FY 1972, and $1.75 billion for FY 1973. 

In summary, the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 197D-signed into law by the 
President on January 2, 1971-was clearly !1 congressional response to complaints 
from public interest groups and local jurisdictions. These amendments were also 
!1 well-balanced compromise between those who supported the block grant 
approach and those who preferred direct grants to cities. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING 

The proliferation of categorical grants in the wake of the Great SOCiety became 
a great concern to the Nixon administration, which believed that many of these 
programs represented an intrusion of Federal authority upon the prerogatives 
of state and local governments. Under the new federalism proposals, Federal 
financial assistance in broad functional areas with no or very few strings attached 
was urged to allow state and local jurisdictions maximum latitude in spending 
Federal funds. This so-called "special revenue sharing" also involved eliminating 
categorical programs and consolidating them into block grants. Since Federal 
aid in the law enforcement area was already being provided through a block grant 
mechanism, only 11 minor "purification" was necessary to elimi~ate the Federal 
restrictions impairing the state's use and control of Safe Streets funds. 

President Richard M. Nixon, on March 2, 1971, set forth his first special revenue 
sharing _proposal, asking Congress to transform the block grants administered 
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to state and local 
governments into a special revenue sharing program for law enforcement amount­
ing to $550 million in its first year of implementation. This transformation would 
be accomplished by removing matching, buy-in, maintenance-of-effort, and 
Federal-plan-approval requirements applicable to Part C action grants. SpecIal 
revenue sharing payments would be made to the states on the basis of population, 
upon the submission of a comprehensive plan to LEAA for review and comment. 
The bill did not alter the Part C pass-through formula, the proportion of annual 
appropriations set aside for discretionary funds, the Part E program, or grants 
for research, statistics, and academic and technical assistance. The Congress held 
no hearings and took no action during 1971 and 1972 on the administration's 
law enforcement revenue sharing proposals (S. 1987 and H.R. 5408). 

Determined to gain congressional consent, and knowing that on June 30, 1973 
the authorizing legislation for the program would expire, on March 14, 1973, 
President Nixon again sent a special message to Congress accompanied by a law 

n U.S .. Con gresH, SCIllltc, Committee on thc Judiciary, Report, "Omnibus Crime Control 
Act ot 1070," p. 44. 
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enforcement revenue sharing measure. The ranking Republican members of the 
House and Senate Committees on the Judiciary, Representative Edward Hutchin~ 
son and Senator Roman L. I-Iruska introduced the administration's law enforce~ 
ment revenue sharing bill (H.R. 5613 and S. 1234) on March 14, 1973. This 
revised proposal consolidated LEAA action grants, corrections grants, technical 
assistance and manpower development funds totaling $891 million in fiscal, 
1974. The administration estimated that only $680 million of the annual amount 
would be spent in the iir;!t full year of special revenue sharing. Appropriations 
reaching $800 million in fiscal 1976 were projected, with outlays continuing at 
that level until fiscal 1978. An additional $120 million would be available for 
discretionary grants. Law enforcement funds would be distributed by formula 
among the states with an assured 70 percent pass-through to local governments. 

The administration's 1973 law enforcement revenue sharing proposal also: (1) 
removed matching requirements and replaced them with maintenance of effort 
provisions; (2) eliminated the funding limitations for police salaries; (3) dropped 
the "troika" arrangement in favor of a single administrator; (4) deleted the 
requirement that states establish planning agencies to draw up comprehensive 
plans and administer Safe Streets funds and substituted a general requirement for 
a "multi-jurisdictional pbnning and policy development organization" to perform 
these tasks; (5) mandated that 50 percent of the supervisory board of any criminal 
justice planning body be composed of city and county officials i (6) authorized 
LEA A to comment on state plans and mD,ke such comments public; (7) removed 
the requirement that a specific portion of block grant allocations be earmarked 
for ,''lrrectionsj (8) required strict program evaluation and auditing and (9) added 
two new categories of allowable spending (diagnostic services for juveniles and 
court administration, including law referee programs within civil courts). Gen­
erally, the Nixon proposal substantially reduced LEAA's authority over the 
states and allowed SPA more discretion in the administration and use of Safe 
Strcets funds. 

Hearings on the President's revenue sharing proposal and other suggested 
changes in LEAA were held in March and enrly April by Subcommittee No.5 
of the House Committee on the Judiciary. Two issues emerged as major obstacles 
to congressional approval of the administration's revenue sharing plan. Commit­
tec members (both Republicans and Democrats) expressed reluctance to relin­
quish all Federal control over the use of Safe Streets dollars, and those from urban 
districts-chiefly chairman of the House Committee on the Judiciary Petcr W. 
Rodino, Jr.-argued that cities, the targets of most crime, had not received a 
fair share of Federal funds. Thc administration had no strong advocate for its 
proposal on the subcommittee. Republican members were concerned more with 
specific strings than with thc overall approach, which they saw as suffiCiently 
similar to general revenue sharing. They viewed passage of the administration 
measure less as a substantive change than merely as a favor to the White House. 

One alternative to the administration's proposal WaS a bi-partisan revenue 
sharing bill (H.R. 5746), introduced by Representatives James V. Stanton and 
John F. Seiberling of Ohio. This bill was designed to share some revenue directly 
with high-crim~ areas in block grant form. The bill would have allowed cities over 
250,000 popUlation to apply directly for funds, if they controlled all the functional 
areas of the criminal justice system for their jurisdiction. 

Kansas Governor Robert B. Docking, on behalf of the National Governor's 
Conference, supported the administration's law enforcement revenue sharing 
proposal. Testifying before the subcommittee, Governor Docking said that: (1) 
the governors were best equipped to distribute funds within a state; (2) the 
governors endorsed the elimination of some of the legislative requirements, which 
had Hmired" states down in the swamp of such bureaucratic terms as "hard 
match" "buy~in" and "pass-through," in return for providing additional flexi­
bility in determining and directing LEAA funds to the states' soft spots in crime 
prevention and control; and (3) the governors would not oppose retaining the 
existing reqUirements for a state planning agency to secure LEAA approval of 
its plans. 

Charles Owen, executive director of the Kentucky Crime CommiSSion, rep­
resenting the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Admin­
istrators, told the subcommittee that the conference supported the President's 
law enforcement special revenue sharing proposal, and that it was no longer a 
valid criticism that the states were ignoring urban areas in allocating Safe Streets 
funds. If Congress allowed funds to go directly to cities from Washington, the 
1968 law would be "more of a police act than it is today". 



Opposition to special revenue sharing came primarily from the local govern­
ment public interest groups, who wanted planning funds to be kept separate from 
special rEvenue sharing funds with a pass-through mandated for local planning 
units. 

Representative John S. Monagan of Connecticut appeared before the sub­
committee to question the administration's "no strings" proposal, wondering 
whether "the vast sums of money involved could be properly and productively 
spent without greater control".42 Monagan based his criticism of the administra­
tion's proposal upon the findings of an investigation of LEAA made by his Sub­
committee on Legal and Monetary Affairs of the House Government Operations 
Committee. The Democratic majority of this committee issued a report in 1972 
pointing to "inefficiency, waste, maladministration, and in some cases, corruption" 
in a program that has had "no visible impact on the incidence of crime" 43 and 
that lacked lJ,ny meaningful leadership and direction. The committee's conclusions 
had been corroborated by reports from the Council on Economic Development 
and the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights under Law issued in June 1972 and 
early 1973, respectively. 

Based on the findings of the subcommittee's investigative staff and nine days 
of testimony from 30 witnesses, the House committee concluded that: (1) Safe 
Streets funds had been underutilized, with only one in every four action dollars 
that states had received from LEAA being distributed to local governments to 
fight crime; (2) large amounts of action funds awarded to local governments 
were actually in bank deposits or investments and not being used for crime 
reduction and (3) a large proportion of the funds had been misused or wasted on 
exorbitant consultants' fees, unneeded equipment and vehicles, excessive payments 
to noncompetitive equipment supplies and partisan political purposes. The com­
mittee also cited the large amount of Federal aid that "had been applied to 
projects which are only tangentially related to the direct needs of the criminal 
justice system" 44 and thereby ignored the congressional intent. The committee 
placed the blame for the above on LEAA which, because of lack of information, 
"has made little attempt to control the siphoning of funds to areas outside the 
criminal justice system." 45 Committee criticism also was directed toward state 
comprehensive plans which "have, on the whole, been too much the products of 
outside consultants, too much in the nature of shopping lists for hardware items, 
and too infrequently a 'comprehensive' blueprint for action," and toward the 
"pouring of substantial funds into police hardware." 46 The lack of LEAA and 
SPA standards for evaluating project success or failure was underscored: "In 
essence the programs are unevaluated, unaudited and incapable of heing measurod 
as to performance and progress. . ." 47 

Countering Monagan's testimony and dissenting from the subcommittee's 
findings were Republicans who thought that the Monagan investigation was a 
partisan political attack on revenue sharing, and those who believed that the 
press and committee report exaggerated the abuses of the program and did not 
balance the charges with evidence of the constructive efforts of LEAA and the 
states. Supporters also noted that LEAA had already implemented some of the 
committee's recommendations. Despite some of the negative feelings about the 
Monagan report, however, it was clear that its revelations would have an impact 
upon the future form and direction of the Safe Streets Act and its implementation .. 

Opposition to the Nixon special revenue sharing proposal also came from a 
major proponent of a substitutc bill. Representative Stanton testificd that 
revenue sharing would reach a dead end in the state capitals under the adminis­
tration's plan, and that decentralization was needed to prevent the spawning of a 
giant new bureaucracy in ·Washington, and "a second generation of smaller bu­
reucracies at the multi-State regional level, at the State level and at the sub-State 
regional level." Stanton told the committee that "we are ill-equipped in Washint 
ton to do anything about crime in the streets ... and the governor doesn t 
know any more about fighting crime than you or I do." 48 

.. U.S. Cougress. HOllse, Committee on the Judlcln!'.\', Subcommittee No.5, "Lnw Euforce· 
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Supporting the logic of the Stanton-Seiberling bill, the National League of 
Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors, represented by Roman S. Gribbs, Mayor of 
Detroit, Wes Wise, Mayor of Dallas and James H. McGee, Mayor of Dayton, asked 
the Subcommittee to amend the administration bill to ensure a city-state relation­
ship under the program comparable to that between the states and the Federal 
government. They also recommended adding a requirement which would ensure 
that every state would 'improve its dealings with urban areas. 

THE CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1973 

Rejecting the administration's push for special revenue sharing and the cities' 
drive for direct access to Federal law enforcement funds, the House Committee 
on the Judiciary, on June 5 1973, reported a bill expending the authorization for 
LEAA at an annual level of $1 billion through FY 1975. As reported, the bill (H.R. 
8152) made a series of changes in Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968, but the structure of the block grant program was left intact. 
It: (1) eliminated the unwieldy "troika?' arrangement and replace it with a single 
administrator; (2) expanded the purpose and intent of the act to include all 
components of the criminal justice system and broadened the definition of law 
enforcement to cover prosecutorial and defense services; (3) defined "compre­
hensive planning" as a "total and integrated analysis of the problems regarding 
the law enforcement and criminal justice system within the State"; 49 (4) increased 
to $200,000 the minimum planning allocation to each state; (5) instituted a 90-day 
rule for LEAA approval of state plans and a 60-day rule for state approval of local 
grant applications; (6) eliminated all "soft match" and reduced the cash match 
requirements to 10 percent, with an increase in the state share to 50 percent for 
Part C funds and 50 percent for Part B funds; (7) eliminated the funding limi­
tations to compensate law enforcement personnel other than police i (8) provided for 
increased protection of civil rights; (9) expanded the role of the National Institute 
in evaluating projects, developing training programs and promoting research i 
(10) required all planning meetings to be public and (11) provided for fund 
accounting, auditing, monitoring and evaluation procedures to assure "fiscal 
control and proper management" of funds. 

The bill was ordered reported by voice vote on May 31. the administration's 
special revenue sharing proposal was rejected by the subcommittee in earlier 
action. The cities' proposal embodied in the Stanton-Seiberling measure was 
turned down in subcommittee. On May 30, the full committee had rejected a 
modified version of the proposal by a 14-22 vote. Supporting the cities' proposal 
were 14 Democrats, with 5 Democrats and all 17 Republicans opposing it. After 
an uneventful debate on June 14 and 15, the House without a single dissenting 
vote approved the bill (H.R. 8152) extending through fiscal 1975 the al'thorization 
for LEAA funding at an annual level of $1 billion. . 

On June 5, 1973 the Senate Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures 
began hearings on the administration's law enforcement revenue sharing bill 
(S. 1234). Attorney General Elliott L. Richardson urged the Senate to accept 
the administration proposal and expressed concern that the two-year extension 
of LEAA provided by the House bill would retard progress in law enforcement 
by making states and cities unsure of the length of time they could depend on 
receiving Federal funds. In his view, an open-ended authorization was preferable. 

The subcommittee reported its bill on June 19 (S. 1234, as nmended) to the full 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary. But the committee voted to delay reporting 
the bill until June 27. Senator McClellan, subcommittee chairman, feeling that 
the vote to report the bill was dangerously close to the June 30 expiration date, 
introduced the subcommittee bill as an nmendment to the House bill. The amended 
Senate bill differed from the House bill in several important respects: (1) the act 
was renamed the Crime Control Act of 1973, (2) two LEAA deputy administra­
tors-for policy development and administration-were designated, (3) regional 
planning units were required to be comprised of a majority of elected executive 
and legislative officials, (4) no stnte plan could be approved unless it included a 
comprehensive program for the improvement of juvenile justice and allocated 
30 percent of Part C and E funds to said area, (5) a 90-day period for approval of 
grant applications by SPAs was mandated, and (6) a $2 billion FY 1978 funding 
level was authorized. 

t. U.S., Congrcss. Housc. Commlttcc on thc Judiciary, JRcport, "Law Enforcement Asslst­
anco Amendments," 93rd Cong., 1st sess., 1973, p. 30. 



lJ321. 

'the Senate, on June 28, passed by voice vote an amended version of H.R. 8152 
to extend for five years the authorization for LEAA at an annual level of $1 
billion in FY 1974, increasing to $2 billion by 1978. Like the House, the Senate 
rejected the Nixon Administration's proposals that the Federal requirements on 
the use of the funds be removed and that the block grant program be converted 
into law enforcement revenue sharing. The Senate also was not receptive to the 
proposal that grants be given directly to high crime urban areas. By a vote of 
24-68 it rejected a big-city amendment offered by Senator John V. Tunney of 
California. Tunney's amendment would have directed that 75 percent of LEAA 
grant funds be given in block grants to states and cities of more than 50,000 
population. The amounts would be determined by population. Conferees filed a 
report on July 26 after reaching a major compromise on the period of time for 
which LEAA appropriations would be authorized. The House and Senate on 
Aug. 2 adopted the conference report--both by a voice vote. At that time Senator 
Hruska, ranking minority member of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 
observed that there were so many conceptual similarities between H.R. 8152 and 
the administration's proposal to convert LEAA grants into law enforcement 
revenue sharing that he viewed the final bill as a prototype of special revenue 
sharing. President Nixon signed H.R. 8152 (PL 93-83) 011 Aug. 6. 

Although the amendments contained certain similarities with special revenue 
sharing, the "Crime Control Act of 1973" departed from the original administra­
tion proposal in the key areas of Federal approval of state plans and various 
Federal requirements that limited the scope of decision-making within the criminal 
justice area by state and local governments. It should be noted, however, that 
many components of the administration's law enforcement revenue sharing bill 
were contained in the 1973 act. These included provisions for discretionary grants 
for interstate metropolitan regional planning units, citizen participation, civil 
rights compliance, the improvement of juvenile justice, and elimination of the 
"troika". It also should be noted that the 1973 act authorized more Federal aid 
than the revenue sharing proposal. The Crime Control Act of 1973 was a victory 
for the states, the block grant mechanism, and LEAA. 

The Omnibus Crime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 as amended by the 
Crime Control Act of 1973, while maintlbining the structure of state-administered 
grants to localities, contained several major revisions. These follow, together with 
a brief expl,anation of the principal reasons for modification. 

Purpose of the Act.-The statement of purpose was rewritten to stress "criminal 
jll!'ltice" in juxtaposition to law enforcement. Criminal rehabilitation and preven­
tion of juvenile delinquency were added to the declaration of intent. 

LEAA Administration.-The "troika" system was eliminated with all adminis­
trative and policy authority vested in the administrator of LEAA. In lieu of two 
associate administrators, the amendment providetl for two deputy administrators. 

Representation on Planning Agencies.-The representation requirement for 
SPAs and RPUs was amended to permit representation of citizen, professional 
and community organizations. RPUs, however, were mandated to be comprised 
of a majority of local elected officials. This amendment was adopted in response 
to testimony by local officials during the 1973 hearings expressing dissatisfaction 
with their representation on the regional planning boards formed specifically 
for criminal justice planning. The National Association of Counties (NACo) 
complained about the predominance of criminal justice specialists on SPA and 
RPU boards, contending that only elected officials have the necessary overview 
and are responsive enough to citizen views to plan comprehensively. 

Planning Grants.-State planning grants were to remain at 90 percent Federal 
funding, while RPUs were to receive 100 percent Federal funding. The soft match 
was eliminated and states were required to provide half of the local share of the 
hard match for planning grants. Also, the minimum Part B allocation per state 
was increased to $200,000. The ;l.uestion remained, however, which types 
of RPUs qualified for 100 percent 1!ederal funding because some states viewed 
RPUs as multi-county or multi-purpose regions, while others viewed single­
county, single-purpose, or county/city combinations as regions. 

Matching Requirements.-Matching requirements for discretionary, Part C and 
Part E funds were reduced to 10 percent, except for construction projects, which 
remained a 50-50 match. This match was to be met in the aggregate with appro­
priated money rather than by a soft match. The act also required that states 
provide half the aggregate amount of non-Federal funds (in most cases five 
percent) to pay the local share of LEAA-funded projects. Part C discretionary 
and block grant funds were permitted to be used for planning grants to interstate 
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metropolitan RPUs. Congress believed change in match requirements was neces­
sary in order to end procedures that were "only cases of imaginative bookkeeping 
by recipients" and which produced administrative burdens on LEAA that was 
charged with ensuring compliance. 

Plan Requirements.-States were required to provide procedures to allow local 
units of government (or combinations thereof) with a population of more than 
250,000 to submit annual plans to SPAs and receive funds based on that plan. 
This requirement was intended to allow localities to express their priorities and 
to rHJ..,ce the budgetary uncertainty and delay in the funding of local projects. 

Sb, '.S were required to approve or disapprove local government projects within 
90 days. This provision was adopted to speed up the fund flow caused by delay 
and red tape at the state level and was a response to complaints by many localities 
that planning and budgeting at the local level had been adversely affected by 
delays in the grant award process. Also in response to the charges of red tape and 
delay, LEAA was required to approve or disapprove a state plan within 90 daYF 
after submission by the SPA. 

Congress also made LEAA more accountable in supervising and assisting the 
states in comprehensive planning by requiring that no state plan could be approved 
unless LEAA found that the plan demonstrated "a determined effort to improve 
the quality of law enforcement and criminal justice throughout the state" and 
unless it included a comprehensive program for juvenile justice and established 
"statewide priorities for the improvement and coordination of all aspects of law 
enforcement and criminal justice." 

Evaluation.-The role of the National Institute of TJaw Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice was strengthened and expanded to include major responsibility 
for the training of law enforcement and criminal justice personnel and evaluation 
of projects. State plans were required to assure that Safe Streets projects maintain 
data necessary to allow the institute to perform evaluations. 

Authorization and Appropriation Authority.-Appropriations were authorized 
for fiscal year 1974 and 1975 at $1 billion each year and the fiscal year 1976 
appropriation was authorized at $1.25 billion. 

J~ARMARKING: THN CASE OF JUVI:NILE JUSTICI: 

The use of earmarking to emphasize juvenile justice in the Safe Streets program 
had its roots in the enactment of the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control 
Act of 1968, administered by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare 
(HEW). This law was designed to provide a broad program of support to state and 
local governments for rehabilitative and preventive projects. In view of its 
experience with rehabilitative and preventive services, HEW was expected to give 
leadership to the states in developing comprehensive plans for juvenile justice 
that incorporated innovative practices and techniques to deal with the problems 
of juvenile delinquency. 

During the course of the hearings on the 1972 amendments to the act, however, 
it became clear that Congress was disappointed with the way Federal delinquency 
prevention and treatment programs had been handled. The House Education and 
Labor Committee reported that the first three years of the Juvenile Delinquency 
Prevention and Control Act had been hampered by limited appropriations, ov.er­
lapping with programs funded under the Safe Streets Act and administrative delay, 
inefficiency and confusion. The committee also felt that the purposes of the act 
had not been accomplished and the program needed to be refocused on more 
realistic objectives, 

The Senate Committee on the Judiciary arrived at similar findings. It was 
reported, for instance that more than a year ,g,nd a half had passed before a 
director was appointed for I-lEW's Youth Development and Delinquency Preven­
tion Administration (YDDPA), which was responsible for administering the 
act. and that substantial amounts of funds were spread throughout the country 
in a series of underfunded !lnd unrelated projects. 'l'he committee also was annoyed 
with the underspending for the act; HEW had spent only half of the $30 million 
appropriated in 1968-1971. Although it was noted that some of HEW's problemfJ 
stemmed from its laek of primary responsibility for Federal juvenile preventioh 
programs (some four different agencies duplicated I-lEW's efforts), the committee 
believed that the fulfillment of the original purposes of the act had been rendered 
virtually impossible because of inadequacies in both appropriations and adminis­
tration. 
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The 1972 amendments concentrated on the development of community-based 
preventive services separate from those services rendered by law enforcement 
agencies, such as police and courts. The act was designed to aid delinquents 
through programs in the fields of health, education and employment. 

Dissatisfaction with the accomplishrilents of the 1968 act and the 1972 amend­
ments as well as the administrative performance of HEW gave impetus to the 
inclusion of juvenile delinquency in the 1971 and 1973 amendments to the Safe 
Streets Act. It also generated a heated debate over the proper agency to administer 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

The amendments to the Safe Streets Act dealing with juvenile justice were a 
specific response by Congress to 0. need for immediate action to require states to 
invest in a wide variety of treatment and prevention programs for juvenile delin­
quents while leaving maximum flexibility for the state to determine the greatest 
needs in this area. Immediate action was believed to be necessary, because it 
seemed that existing programs were plainly inadequate and ineffective and that 
simply channeling additional funds into them was not the answer. 

By 1974, however, the focal point of discussion shifted to the differences between 
"juvenile justice" and "juvenile delinquency prevention." The House Education 
and Labor Committee's report provided for a newly-created Juvenile Delinquency 
Administration within HEW. It was the judgment of the committee that HEW 
was the logical locus of administrative responsibility for the 1974 Juvenile Delin­
quency Act, because the department possessed the requisite human and monetary 
resources and the administrative machinery. The committee also thought that 
"LEAA's approach had been to see the juvenile offender in terms of crime and 
punishment",30 rather than to give attention to the preventive aspects of juvenile 
delinquency. In its judgment, LEAA had not distributed adequate funds for 
juvenile delinquency needs and had not succeeded in bringing about effective 
coordination of Federal juvenile delinquency programs through its responsibility 
for the Interdepartmental Committee for the Coordination of All Federal Juvenile 
Delinquency Programs. Thus, the committee believed that the law enforcement 
emphasis of LEAA was too parochial. House supporters of the committee bill and 
report also stressed that HEW was the best agency "to deal with the 6ntire youth­
his education, welfare, and development-not merely the youth as a criminal 
offender."~1 AS one Congr(''''.sman stated: 

I believe local and State police agencies have a role to play in helping to pre­
vent delinquency, but if they play that supportive role, it does not necessarily 
follow that they have to play the lead. In order to accomplish anything 
through prevention, the factors that cause delinquency must be addressed. It 
has been proven time and time again that the causes are not criminal but 
social in nature. Therefore, because this is not a new program and because 
HEW has already established the mechanism and is beginning to work to 
coordinate efforts within communities with the limited dollars they have 

. had-they should be allowed to continue and expand their efforts.32 
The minority view that HEW was not the best agency best suited to administer 

the Juvenile Delinquency Act was expressed most vocally by Representative 
Albert H. Quie, who offered an amendment in the House, later defeated, to place 
administration of the juvenile delinquency program in LEAA. Representative 
Quie contended that LEAA was better equipped to administer the act based on 
the large amount of Safe Streets funds available, "its existing coordinative network, 
its relatively favorable relationship with the Congress and its support by the 
National Governors' Conference, the National League of Cities, and the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary." 53 He also argued that "juvenile justice and delin­
quency prevention are not separate entities and should not be treated separately. 
They are part of the same problem. Federal efforts should not and must not be 
divided." 61 Representative William S. Cohen supported Representative Quie's 
conclusion: 

Clearly, the goals of juvenile delinquency prevention programs and the 
juvenile justice system are very similar. Both are concerned about actions 
of individuals which may endanger the individual's future as well as society 

"" U.S., Congrl'ss, House, Committee on Education nnd Labor, Report, "Jnvenlle DeIln­
quency Prevention Act of 1974," 98rd Cong., 2nd sess., 1974, p. 66. 

In U.S., Congress, House, remarks by Representative Alphonzo Bell, Congressional Record, 
July 1, 1974, p. H60G6. . 

ll!IU.S.1,. Congress, House, remarks by Representative W1l1iam A. steiger, Congressional 
Record. July 1,1074, p. 98. 

M U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Education and Labor, Report, "Juvenlle DeIln­
quency Prevention Act of 1974," p. 66. 

61 Ibid., p, 81. 
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in general. Both are attempting to find alternatives for young people which 
will enhance their chances for making a positive and meaningful contribu­
tion to society. While different in emphasis, the two approaches are nonethe­
less interdependent. To attempt to separate them as some have recommended 
can only frustrate the attempts of aU those fully concerned with helping the 
youth of our communities.55 

Opposition to the Quie amendment came from those Congressmen who had 
questioned the record of LEAA in the juvenile delinquency area. As one Congress-
woman noted: • 

LEAA has consistently failed to provide Federal leadership in the area, of 
juvenile delinquency prevention, despite the Congressional mandate of 1973, 
despite LEAA's annual budget of $1 billion, and despita early hopes that it 
would infuse the entire Federal criminal justice system with leadership, 
direction, and money .... Many States receiving LEAA funds have no 
programs at all for the prevention and treatment of juvenile deIinquency.5G 

The Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency reported to the 
full Committee on the Judiciary a bill similar to the House measure, with the 
Juvenile Delinquency Act to be administered by HEW. The committee, however, 
accepted an amended bill offered by Senator Hruska that substituted LEAA for 
HE"\V and designated a new Part F for juvenile delinquency programs. Senator 
Hruska maintained that LEAA was the obvious and natural agency to administer 
this program because: (1) it already possessed the administrative machinery in its 
55 state planning agencies to plan, coordinate and implement juvenile delinquency 
programs and (2) it had committed itself to juvenile delinquency prevention and 
control through initiatives to establish this as one of its four national priority 
programs and through creation of a juvenile justice section in the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. He asserted: 

It is unquestionable that LEAA has the capability, capaoity and the desire 
to do the job. Failure to give LEAA a comprehensive mandate as proposed 
by this legislation would seriously weaken the Federal juvenile delinquency 
prevention and control effort. 57 

Critics of Senator Hruska's position included Senator Birch Bayh, who main­
tained that LEANs involvement in the delinquency field was primarily to im­
prove the juvenile justice system dealing with adjudicated delinquents rather 
than the work with public and private organizations concerned about delinquency 
prevention. But a Senate provision to establish an Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention in LEAA to administer the act prevailed in conference. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 as finally passed 
by Congress also: (1) required that SPAs include representatives of agencies 
related to the prevention of juvenile delinquency, (2) created a Coordinating 
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and a National Advisory 
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (3) established a 
Nutionul Institute for Juvenile Justice und Delinquency Prevention in the newly 
creuted Office of Juv0nilc Justice und Delinquency Prevention, (4) approved a 
three-year uuthorizatioll of $350 million for the juvenile justice und delinquency 
prevention progrums und (5) required the states to maintuin Part C funding for 
juvenile delinquency programs at the fiscul 1972 level in order to be eligible for 
assistance. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, signed into law on Aug. 7, 
1974, departed from a precedent established in the 1972 amendments to the 
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention und Control Act of 1968 to sepurate ((juvenile 
justice" from "juvenile delinquency prevention." The 1974 act established u 
nationul program to deal with both juvenile justice and juvenile delinquency 
prevention und control as one interdependent system, despite some congressionul 
opinion to the contrary.58 

""U.S., Congress. House, remarks by Representative William Cohen, Congressional Record, 
July 1, 1074, p. H6064. 

"" U.S., Congress, House, remarks by Reprcsentative Shirley Chisholm, Congressional 
Record. July 1. 1074, p. IT6064. 

07 U.S., Congress, Senate, remarks by Senator Homan L. Hruska, Congressional Record, 
July 18, 1074, p. S12834 . 

.. U.S./,.. Congrcss. House. remarks by Representative William A. Steiger, Congressional 
Record, July 1, 1074, p. H60tiO. 
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THE FEDERAL ROLE: EXPECTATIONS AND REALITIES 

In some respects, the Safe Streets Act has become a panacea for a variety of 
problems of the criminal justice system. While supporters of the program contend 
that seven years and some $4 billion should not reasonably be expected to have a 
substantial impact on crime reduction, others look for more results from this 
investment. For example, the House Government Operations Committee, in its 
1972 report on the block grant programs of LEAA, stated: 

In some respects the block grant programs have resulted in better coordina­
tion of criminal justice agencies and improvements in criminal justice services, 
but regrettably it must be said that they have achieved far less than the 
Congress and the public can rightfully expect considering the vast amounts 
of public funds which the talq)ayer has provided.59 

Despite such disparate views, the expectations surrounding the Safe Streets Act 
must also be considered in light of the complexity of the crime problem, the 
relatively small amount of monies involved and the fragmented nature of the 
criminal justice system. As one commentator recently noted: . 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 recognized the 
urgency of the national crime problem as a matter that threatens lithe peace, 
the security and general welfare of its citizens," and made it "the declared 
policy of the Congress to assist State and local government in strengthening 
and improving law enforcement at every level by national assistance." 

Yet, year after year since 1968, crime has continued its persistent rise. 
The Safe Streets Act has been funded at 50 percent or less of its programmed 
level, and the American public has been presented with a series of preposterous 
assurances that there is a cheap and ealiY way to eliminate street crime. 

The rhetorical commitments of the President proposing this legislation 
and the Congress enacting it were magnificent--but they have the timber of 
hollow echoes against the reality of performance. They provide good reason 
for Americans to believe that our national security is at stake as we face our 
domestic problems. They also provide ample justification for Americans to 
conclude that the President and the Congress do not mean what they say. 
The President and the Congress have repeatedly refused to act in accordance 
with their own rhetorical and legislative commitments.ao 

In summary, the legislative history of the Safe Streets Act reflects an evolution 
over n seven-yenr period of certain congressional ambiguities in legislative intent 
and shifts of fU'lding mechanisms nnd functional emphases to achieve that intent. 
Beginning ns a broad grant program designed to reduce crime and improve the 
administration of justice within a systemic perspective, but intended to emphasize 
law enforcement, the Safe Streets Act over the years has been repeatedly cate­
gorized in response to changing congressional priorities. By 1971, corrections had 
come to the forefront, followed by crime "control" in 1973, and juvenile jUQ+,ice 
in 1974. Presently, Congress is considering the need for special statutory recogni­
tion to be given to courts and large urban communities. These statutory changes 
have been accompanied by shifts in attitudes regarding LEAA's role vis-a-vis the 
states in implementing the act. All of this action has occurred within the block 
grant framework; yet, the legislative life cycle of Safe Streets seems typical of the 
Partnership for Health block grant and several formula-based categorical programs. 
At the outset, the functional scope and amount of recipient discretion are broad. 
Over time, both become more nnd more restricted. The net result is confused 
expectations on the part of both the grantor nnd grantee as to intergovernmental 
relationships in block grant administration. Whether 1975-1976 will witness 
continuntion of the categorization trend, a stabilization, or n reversal, remains 
to be seen. 

CHAPTER III: IMPLEMlONTING THE SAFE STREETS ACT 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 clearly was formed 
through n compromise of conflicting fenrs nnd purposes. Thus, it was not surpris­
ing that the resulting legislation contained provisions which, if not contradictory! 
werc at. least pursuing somewhnt different goals. The experimental block grant; 

GO U.S.. Congress, House, Committee on Government Operations Committee, Report, 
"Block Grant Programs of the Lnw Enforcement Assistance Administration," p. 6. 

OIl JosephA. Call1ln·no, Jr., Washington Post, Sept. 7, 1965, P.)31. 
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approach ultimately incorporated into the net was tempered by provisions 
specifying that grants be awarded only for seven categories that, although quite 
general, did serve to exclude certain areas of funding and encourage others.' 
Other reqUirements, such as the pass-through of funds 2 and the support of local 
planning efi'orts,3 protected the interests of local governments and further limited 
state discretion. 

The 1968 act, then, was in no sense a pure block grant awarded to the states to 
administer with wide discretion. Yet it did represent the first major program to 
be initiated using primarily the block grant instrument from the outset. Given 
this background, the administration of the Safe Streets program by both the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and the states takes on addi­
tional significance for several reasons. First, even in the best of circumstances, a 
block grant program presents 11 real challenge to both grantor l1nd grantee. An 
appropriate balance must be achieved between the leadership, direction l1nd 
control exercised by the administering agency and the discretion, autonomy 
and independence sought by the state recipient. The newness of the block grant 
approach presented additional problems; most experience at the Federal level 
with grants-in-aid in the field of criminal justice had heen with a modest program 
of direct categorical grants handled by the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance 
established in 1965. 

Yet, the act itself presented the most serious administrative challenge, mainly 
because of the role it required the Federal administering agency, LEAA, to play. 
Essentially this role called for LEAA to distribute block grant funds after review­
ing and approving individual state comprehensive pll1ns, putting thc agency in 
the delicate position of hl1ving to judge the adequacy of state plans without 
accepted standards other than the rather general requirements specified in the 
1968 net. In addition, LEAA was responsible for assisting the states to increase 
their law enforcement and criminal justice capabilities through the provision of 
funds and expertise. The need to assume the conflicting responsibilities of both 
an "enforcer" and "helper" made each role more difficult to carry out. 
The Federal Role Prior to 1968 

As was described in the previous chapter, when the Safe Streets Act was signed 
into law in 1968, the Federal government already had some experience in admin­
istering a grant program for the improvement of law enforC'3ment and criminal 
justice. The Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 grew out of the rhetoric of 
the 1964 presidential campaign and specifically out of President Lyndon B. 
Johnson's 1965 message calling for a War on Crime. This act created an Office 
of Law Enforcement Assistance (OLEA) as part of the attorney general's office. 

1 "Omnibus Crime Controlnnd Safe streets Act of 1968." Public Law 90-351, sec. 301 (b) 
(1968) : 

PART C-GRANTS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT PUnl'OSES 

SEC. 301. (n) It 1s the purpose of this part to encourage Stntes nnd units of genernl local 
government to carry out programs and proJects to Improve nnd strengthen law enforcement. 

(b) The Administration Is authorized to make grnnts to Stntes having comprehensive 
State plans approved by It under this part, for-

(1) Public protection, Including the development, dcmonstrntion, ev.nluatlon, Implementa­
tion, and purchase of methods, devices, faclIlties, and eqnlpment deSigned to Improve and 
strengthen law enforcement nnd reduce crime In public and privllte places. 

(2) Tho recruiting of law enforcement personnel Ilnd the trllining of personnel In l/lw 
enforcement. 

(3) Public education relllting to crime prevention and encouraging respect for law and 
order, including education progrllms In schools Ilnd programs to Improve public under­
standing of Ilnd coopcratlon with Jllwenforcement agencies. 

(4) Constrllction of bull(Unga or other physical faclIlties which would fuIlll! or Imple· 
ment tho purposes of this section. 

(I) The orgllnlzatlon, education, and training of special law enforcement nnlts to combat 
organized crime, Including the estnbIlshment and development of State orgllnlzed crime 
prevention councils, the recrnltlng and trnlnlng of special Investlgntlve and prosecuting per­
sonnel, nnd the development of systems for coIlectlng, storing, .llnd disseminating Informa­
tion relating to tho control of organized crime. 

(6) TM organization, eduClltlon, and training of regular law enforccment officers, spcclal 
law cnforcement units, nnd law enforcement reservll units for the prevention, detection, 
nnd control of tlots il\nd other violent cIvil disorders, Including the nequlsltlon of riot 
control eqUipment. 

(7) The recruiting, organization, trnlning IUld education of community service officers 
to serve wltl! 'IUld nsslst IOCIII and StIlte law enforcement agenclen In the dlsclmrge of their 
!ltltit~B through such activities [IS l'cerultlng; Improvement of police-community rclatlons 
and grlcvance l:Csolntlon mechanisms; community patrolnctlvltlcs; encouragement of 
nelghborllOod participation In crlmo prcvcntlon nnd public sufety efforta; unt} other nctlvl­
ties deslgnml to Improve pollee cnpnblJltlca, IIUlllc safcty and thc objectives of this section: 
Provldect, Tlmt in no ense shall II grnnt be mnde under this subcategory without tbe 
Itp.proval of the locnl government or locnilltw enforcement agency. 

'Ib((l., sec. 303(2). 
OIblct., Sec. 203(c). 
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OLEA was established to administer the first Federal aid program designed to 
i.mprove state and local law enforcement and criminal justice efforts. 

With a reform-minded staff of approximately 25 people, OLEA sought to 
upgrade the various components of the criminal justice system by providing 
support for more effective training efforts and the development of new ideas and 
programs. During its three-year life (1965-1968), OLEA expended approximately 
$20.6 million on 356 separate projects. Overcoming initial problems of gaining 
recognition of its existence and applicants for its funds, OLEA carried out its 
grant operations amidst growing public and political pressures for a greater 
Federal role in combatting crime. 

Although the total amount of Federal funds spent was relatively small, OLEA 
did have an impact in several ways. It awakened state and local officials as well as 
their professional organizations to the availability of Federal support, while 
lessening their fears that such aid would in Federal preemption of state and local 
law enforcement efforts and perhaps lead to a national police force. It provided 
substantial funds for training and for new approaches to crime reduction, partic­
ularly in the law enforcement area. Even if lacking in long-term effects, OLEA 
established innovation and reform as appropriate goals of Federal funding, and 
perhaps more significant, provided funds for the establishment of planning agen­
cies or commissions in 31 states, most of which would later become the authorized 
state planning agencies under the Safe Streets Act. As one observer commented in 
praising OLEA,!s work: 

Look at the field of crime control and law enforcement technology-an 
urban problem much more closely bound up in human factors than air pollu­
tion. Only 2 years ago it was difficult to find many people in the research 
community interested in or knowledgeable about any aspect of our national 
crime-control problems. Today, it's hard to find a research institute, uni­
versity, or industrial laboratory where aren't at least a dozen people ex­
ploring ways to improve law enforcement and criminal justice. What hap­
pened'i The answer is that the Federal Government exerted strong leadership 
in a way which engaged the attention of the scientific and technical commu­
nity very quickly and very effectively. The two triggering events apparently 
were a creation of the Law Enforcement Assistance Act by the 89th Oongress 
and appointment of a Presidential Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice by the White House. Both actions focused national 
attention on crime as an urban problem. Both groups also worked hard to 
give the technical community an opportunity to begin a dialog within itself 
and with concerned Government people. This quicIdy began to produce 
problem definitions, ideas, and most important, action. Surprisingly, very 
little money has been involved thus fari appropriations for the Office of Law 
Enforcement Assistance had been minisoule when compared with Federal 
spending for research and problem solving in many other areas. But if Con­
gress r;rovides the necessary research funds, it is likely that more progress will 
be made toward better law enforcement in 5 years than we have made toward 
air pollution control in 20.· 

OLEA experienced frustrations as well as accomplishments, especially in its 
attempt to focus on researoh and innovative projects. Among the most significant 
obstacles were: a scarcity of well-designed experimental project!'!, the lack of ade­
quate resources (both personnel and financial) at the state and local level to carry 
out such projects, insufficient Federal resources to effectively demonstrate project 
success tnrough replication and the absence of a complementary Federal grant 
program to meet basic state and local needs that would allow OLEA to support 
fewer and larger grants of longer duration focused more narrowly on research.6 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Sufe Streets Act promised to alleviate flome of the 
problems faced by OLEA, vet others would continue to hinder the implementa­
tion of the Safe Streets proliram. 

ADMINISTRATIV}; RmsPoNSB TO THI~ SAl~[~ STnmmTS ACT: TIm FIRST YBAR 

With the signing of the OmnibUR Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
on June 19, 1968, the I ... nw Enforcement Assistance Administration began its 
operations, In its annual report OIle year Inter, LEAA cited the following 
accomplishments : 

• Charles KImball. "Effective Research on Urban Problems," In "Urban America: Goals 
/lnd Problems," report prepare!! for tho Subcommittee on Urban Affnlrs, Joint EconomiC 
Committee, U.S. Congress (Wllshlngton, D.C., 1067), p. ,gR. 

• Daniel Skoler, "Two Years oC OLEA and the Roud Ahond," puper presented nt the 
Second National SymposlUln OIL Law Enforcement Science IHld Tcchllology, Illinois Insti· 
tute of Technology, Mnrch 1068. 
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Each state had created n planning agency nnd had drafted plans for 
criminal justice system improvements; 

Planning grants totaling $19 million hnd been awarded to the states; 
Action grnnts nmounting to more than $25 million had been allocated 

the states to carry out the plans; 
LEAA had estnblished its discretionary grant program nnd had nwarded 

$4.35 million in discretionary funds; nnd 
The Nntional Institute of Law Enforcement nnd Criminal Justice had 

begun awarding grant!) for research nctivities. 
From outwnrd appearances, LEA A was proceeding well in carrying out its 

administrative responsibilities with respect to the Safe Streets Act. Yet, problems 
had arisen during the first year, which were to have as much long-term impact 
on the progrnm ns these early accomplishments. 

Delny was n difficulty from the outset. It was not until Oct. 21 1968, four 
months nfter the nct was signed, that the three administmtors of tEAA were 
nominnted and took office as recess appointments of President Johnson. Re­
portedly, in an attempt to appense Senator John L. McClellan, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, who had earlier blocked the nominations of 
the original three administrators, President Richard M. Nixon withdrew these 
nominations and named three of his own nominees who were not confirmed until 
the early spring of 1969.0 Thus, the first year was marked by changing leadership, 
a problem which continued to affect LEAA's operations throughout its history. 

This lag in establishing permanent leadership naturally led to delays in develop­
ing policy guidelines and awarding gr:mts, another problem which has perSisted 
to this day, as shown in the surveys and site visits conducted in the course of 
this study. Although the act was signed on June 19, 1968, ostensibly allowing a 
full year to set up operations nnd distribute block grant funds, the delay in 
appointing the administrators substantially cut down on the time allowed to 
develop guidelines for the state comprehensive plans, review the plans, nnd 
distribute the funds. Therefore, even though the nucleus of the LEAA staff 
consisted of former members of OLEA who had brought with them many of the 
administrative procedures nnd pmctices already developed in previous yenrs, 
time pressures nnd limited staff of necessity resulted in n rather hurried develop­
ment of gUiaelines, a rushed review of the state plans, nnd last-minute npproval 
of grant awards. 

The relationship between the states and LEAA during this period could be 
charncterized as cnutiously cooperative. The states were awnre and wnry of the 
previous administration's attempts to have the Safe Streets program operate 
as a direct Federal-local categorical grant. The LEAA staff, in turn, were con­
cerned that the states would utilize Safe Streets funds to expand traditional and 
routine lnw enforcement activities, rather than to support innovative approaches. 
There wns nlso the fear on the part of LEAA that the states would neglect the 
needs of the larger cities where crime rates were highest. Both of these issues had 
been of major concern during the congressional hearings, and would be raised 
repeatedly during the years ahead. 

The first year's operation was significant in that it established the basic approach 
used by LEAA in carrying out its mandated responsibilities with respect to the 
States. This approach required the development of guidelines for the submission 
of State plans and the subsequent Federal review and approval of those plans. In 
its first attempt at establishing guIdelines late in 1968, LEAA found, after dis­
eussions with representatives of the SPAs and the public interest groups, that it 
had called for more detailed information and sophistication in planning than 
either time pressures or the capncity of the SPAs would allow. Thus1 at the end 
of February 1969, the guidelines were simplified and some requireCl items were 
waived by LEAA. As the state plans were completed and submitted, they were 
reviewed against a checklist of requirements developed by LEAA. Defieiencies 
were noted and negotiations with the state were undertaken to correct them. 
When there was insufficient time to correct the deficiencies, LEA A attached 
special conditions to approval of the state plan, requiring SPA aetion to correet 
the deficiencies within a specified time period. As will be diseussed in Chapter IV, 
the use of special· conditions hns eontinued throughout the life of the program 
nnd is the chief means by whieh LEAA insures complianee with statutory regula­
tions short of the rather drastic step of withholding funds. 

The results of the first planning cycle were understandably unspeetacular. In 
the opinion of several LEAA staff members, many of the state plnns were incom­
plete, disorganized and of poor quality. Yet, given the short time allowed, the 

o Rlchnrd IInrrls, .Tuatlce (Toronto nn(l Vnncollvr.r: Clark, Irwin, 1070), p. 177. 
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inexperience of the state planning staff, nnd the newness of the planning process 
nnd the guidelines, they believed it was the best effort that could be expected 
from the SPAs. Indeed, several staff members at LEAA expressed surprise that 
the states were able to respond as adequately as they did in that first year. 

LEAA, for its part, was not able to provide a thorough review of the state 
plans. While growing from an initial staff of 25 to a staff of 121 by June 3D, 1969, 
LEAA organized itself as indicated in Figure 111-1. Much LEAA staff-time during 
the first year was spent assisting the states in setting up their agencies and super­
visory boards, developing internal procetlures, dealing with public interest groups 
and establishing a satisfactory relationship with other units of the Department of 
Justice. There was great pressure to get the money out in the field to demonstrate 
the new "law and order" administration's active role in combating crime. This 
pressure, coupled with the statute's requirement that all funds be obligated by 
June 30 or returned to the Treasury Department, led to a hurried review of state 
plans. LEAA took great pride in having awarded all of its $29 million block grant 
funds by June 3D, 1969. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
lAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANGE AOMINISTRATION 

June 30, 1969 

IORGANIZATION CHARTI 

FIGURE III-l 
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This compressed review period left little time for the development of specific 
standards for state and local law enforcement and criminal justice systems to 
strive toward and for LEAA to use in judging the merits of individual state plans. 
Thus, the review of state plans became largely an effort to insure compliance with 
the basic requirements of the act. 

The determination of whether a state plan met some of the more subjective 
requirements of the act (each plan shall If, •• incorporate innovations and ad­
vanced techniques ... provide for effective utilir.ation of existing facilities ... 
adequately take into account the needs and requests of the units of general local 
government ... ") was made by individuals in the Office of Law Enforcement 
Programs within LEA A on their own interpretations of what could reasonably be 
expected of the state. The substantive portions of the plan concerning activities 
to be funded were reviewed for internnl consistency, overall balance and docu­
mentation of need. However, again it should be again emphasized, however, that 
the plan review, of necessity, was shorter and more rudimentary than in sub­
sequent years. 

Although all plans submitted by the states were formally approved by the 
June 30, 1969 deadline, the rush to achieve compliance and start funds flowing 
left little time for the systematic development and application of uniform stand­
ards. Structures and procedures, although sometimes hastily conceived and 
implemented at LEAA and in the states, rapidly became institutionalized and 
later difficult to alter when experience and time for reflection suggested the need 
for change. 

ADMINISTRATION UNDER THE "TROIKA" 

While although the first year of LEAA's operation was characterized by a 
sense of urgency and haste, the second year brought more serious problems, the 
most significant of which was the structure of the leadership. The "troika" 
arrangement, whereby unanimity among the three administrators was required 
in order to establish policy direction, was originally conceived to avert possible 
control of the program by the attorney general. Yet it can easily be seen how this 
arrangement would preclude strong and decisive leadership able to respond quickly 
to the unforeseen situations encountered by a fledgling organization. 

From March through December of 1969, the leadership of LEAA was in the 
hands of Charles H. Rogovin and Richard W. Velde. Unlike the first three 
interim administrators, they did not share similar philosophical views or personal 
styles, which thus made the consensus form of leadership even more difficult 
than normally would have been the case. The effects of the administrator's 
difficulties in achieving consensus were felt immediately by the staff. Personnel 
actions were delayed until compromises could be reached, policy decisions were 
postponed and administrative decisions were held up. These difficulties persisted 
throughout 1969 and increased when the third administrator, Clarence M. Coster, 
was named at the end of the year. During this period there also were serious juris­
dictional problems stemming from uncertainty about the administrative relation­
ship between LEAA and the Department of Justice. This confusion, and in some 
instances direct conflict, led to further delays, particularly in hiring personnel. 
The problems with the "troika" arrangement and the Department of Justice 
relationship ultimately led to Rogovin's resignation in June 1970.7 

During the next ten months, there was some hesitancy within the agency to 
initiate new aetivities, given the uncertainty about the aPPOintment of a new 
Administrator. Major aoitivity during this period again fooused upon the plan 
review process. The second planning cycle was much smoother as procedures be­
came more routine and the planning capacity of the states inoreased. 

The most significant structural change during this period was the establishment 
of seven regional offices around the oountry, Although ultimate authority for plan 
review and approval still remained in Washington, the regional offices served as a 
liaison between the states and the central offioe of LEAA, interpreting guidelines 
and reviewing plans initially for completeness. It was understood by everyone 
from the beginning of LEAA's operation thnt the establishment of the regional 
offices was inevitable and that the area deaks within OLEA were temporary 
arrangements designed to provide linison with the states until resources were 
nvailablc to staff regional offices. The exaot nnture of regionnl offioe responsibilitier. 
and the extent of their authority were less clear, beoause the plan review tasks 
were divided between the regional and ocx'ral office of LEAA. By June 30, 1970, 
LEAA's FY 1970 appropriation had grOWl '0 $268 million and was administered 
by a staff of 291, organized as indicated it Figure III-2. 

7 See Chnrl~1I Rogovh!,t "The GenesIs ot the Lnw Enforcement Asslstnnce Admlnlstrntlon : 
A personu! Account," \,;o!umbla Humnn ltlghts Law RevIew V (1073): 0-25. 
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During 1970, other external events began to influence the Safe Streets program. 
The first strong criticism of the administration of the Safe Streets Act by LEAA 
and the states began to be heard. Congress and some public interest groups focused 
on several specific issues. The National League of Cities and the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors protested that urban areas, experiencing the highest crime rates, were 
not receiving Safe Streets funds proportionate to their needs. There was also 
criticism from both within and outside LEAA that too large a percentage of state 
block grant funds was being allocated to police services and hardware purchases 
to the detriment of other elements of the criminal justice system, particularly the 
corrections component. As indicated in Chapter V, there was substantial evidence 
to support these charges. Other problems, such as unbalanced representation on 
SPA supervisory boards, the poor financial accountability and practices of 
LEAA and the states, and the excessive use of consultants also received con­
siderable attention. 

Those charges led Congress, in late 1970, to adopt several amendments to the 
original Safe Streets Act. These called for the elimination of the "troika" arrange­
ment, the earmarking of a separate category of funds (Part E) for corrections 
purposes, the addition of statutory language emphasing the distribution of action 
funds to high crime areas and planning funds to major cities and counties and the 
alteration of matching and pass-through requirements. 

In many respects, the spring of 1971 constituted a new beginning for LEAA 
and the Safe Streets program. A three-year authorization had been passed by 
Congress. Appropriations for the program had increased substantially, to a level 
of $529 million in FY 1971. Satisfactory working relationships had been established 
with the states, and crime was decreasing. A new Administrator was about to be 
appointed after an ll-month interim period, during which the lack of permanent 
leadership had contributed to substantial delays in processing grants in LEAA 
headquarters and had given many observers the impression that the agency was 
foundering. For the first time, the Administrator would have clear-cut managerial 
and policy authority. It was a time for reflection on the experience of the past 
three years and the development of new initiatives. 

THE NEW FEDERALISM AT LEAA 

When Jerris Leonard was sworn in as LEAA's third Administrator on May 12, 
1971, he found an agency which had grown considerably during its first three 
years. Both its staff and its appropriations (See Table III-I) had expanded very 
rapidly. Its relationships with the states had stabilized and its internal operations 
had been formalized. 

TABLE III-I.-STAFFING AND APPROPRIATIONS LEVELS FOR THE LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION 

Level of staffing (as of June 30) 
Level of --------'----

appropriations Number Date 

Fiscal year: 
1969 ••••••••••• , ••••••••••••• , •••••••••••• ,. •••••. •••••• ••••• $63,000,000 
1970 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 268,119,000 
1971......................................................... 529,000,000 
1972......................................................... 698,919,000 
1973 ................................................... """ 841,166,000 

mt:::::::::::::·::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~: m: ~~~ 
1976 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1769,784,000 

I Presidential request, yet to be approved by Congress. 
Source: law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

25 
121 
291 
382 
529 
599 
658 
712 

1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

Bringing with him a reputation as a firm administrator, Leonard immediately 
effected changes in LEANs activities. One of his first actions was to establish an 
internal ta..'lk force to examine the management and operations of LEAA and 
develop recommendations concerning orgLmizational changes. Over a six-week 
period, thc task force examined all aspects of LEAA's activities and discussed 
possible alternative organizational structures and funding approaches. 

In carrying out its study, the task force reached agreement Oil several actions 
which would serve to strengthen aspects of LEAA's operations that had been 
weak in the past. Specificlllly, the task. force emphasized the role of LEAA in 
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helping the states and localities by greatly decentralizing authority and personnel 
resources to the regional offices. Formerly, all authority for approving comprehen­
sive plans and discretionary grant awards rested with LEANs central office. The 
task force found this centralized structure to be incompatible with LEAA's 
primary role in a block grant program-to monitor and assist the states and 
localities in carrying out federally-supported activities. 

A second weakness identified by the task force was LEAA's audit capability. 
As stated in its final report: 

In view of the sensitivity of criminal justice operations, the relative novelty 
of the state planning system created by LEAA, and a considerable local 
disdain for compliance with Federal regulations on grant funds, it is strongly 
recommended that the Audit Office be clearly established in direct relation to 
the Administrator. LEANs Audit Office should adopt the objective of remov­
ing itself from direct financial audit and aim instead at producing state 
capability to provide this audit under proper guidelines ... 8 

This emphasis on the importance of a strong audit capability reflected a more 
acute awareness of LEAA's monitoring role under the block grant approach. This 
recognition was heightened by the findings of LEANs own auditors and those of 
the Monagan subcommittee of the House Committee on Government Operations that 
some Safe Streets funds had been wasted and misused at the state and local levels. 

The task force further recommended that an office of inspection and review be 
established within LEA A to establish goals and objectives for the agency and 
provide leadership and f1oordination in the areas of planning and evaluation. 

Finally, the task force found the Office of Law Enforcement Programs (OLEP) 
to be encumbered with numerous administrative responsibilities that could 
more appropriately be carried out at the regional level. By decentralizing authority 
for comprehensive plan and discretionary grant review to the regional offices, the 
task force hoped that this would not only eliminate duplication of functions and 
streamline the system of delivering funds and providing assistance to the states, 
but also allow OLEP (renamed the Office of Criminal Justice Assistance) to 
concentrate more on matters of policy. 

Leonard began acting on the recommendations immediately. The number of 
regional offices was expanded to 10, and each one received greater personnel 
resources. They also were given increased authority in distributing LEAA discre­
tionary funds and in reviewing and approving SPA annual comprehensive plans. 
This decentralization of responsibility was consistent with both Leonard's manage­
ment philosophy and the New Federalism approach of the Nixon administration. The 
role of LEAA in assisting the states began to be stressed more clearly as LEANs 
oversight and control responsibilities were de-emphasized. Yet, Leonard also 
greatly increased the Il.udit capacity of LEA A while urging and assisting the 
'States to do likewise. 

The effects of the Monagan subcommittee's hearings on the subsequent actions 
of LEAA and the states are difficult to assess. As indicated in the previous chapter, 
criticisms expressed during these hearings focused on the excessive amounts of 
funds spent on police hardware, poor financial accounting and lack of LEAA 
leadership. Leonard's reaction to these charges was a forceful defense of 
LEAA's actions and the philosophy of decentralization inherent in the concept 
of new federa.lism.9 Some observers of the Safe Streets program believe that 
Leonard's advocacy of a limited Federal role represented a lost opportunity to 
provide strong Federal leadership of a substantive nature. They conCluded that 
the criticisms of the Monagan subcommittee hearings led both LEAA and the 
states for their own protection to focus attention on the more technical aspects 
of financial control and accountability and the flow of grant funds rather than 
on more substantive programmatic questions. to The proliferation of LEAA 
guidelines relating to financial control are cited as a direct result of the critical 
publicity emanating from the Monagan subcommittee's hearings. They speculate 
that the strong emphasis on financial accountability at the time greatly influenced 
the newly expanded regional offices and led to an exaggerated concern on their part 
for fiscal control and technical compliance with guidelines thus limiting their 
ability to provide the states with more substantive expertise and assistance in 
the areas of planning and program development. 

• U.S .• Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, "Report ot 
tho LEAA Task Force." May 1971 p.6. 

o U.S •• Congress House, "Block Grant Programs and the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Admluistrlltlon. Hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Government Opera­
tions of the House of Representatives," 92d Cong., 1st Bess., 1971. 

10 For example, see E. Drexel Godfrey, "}j'ederal Myopia and Crime Control," Rutgers 
Unlverslty, 1071) (typewritten). 
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Others contend however, that the increased importance subsequentlY placed on 
financial accountability by LEAA and the states was a necessary response to a 
clear need and did not divert attention or resources from improvements in planning 
and programming capacity. They also suggest that Leonard's interpretation of 
the Federal role was not only the appropriate response but the only possible 
one, because a more forceful and directive LEAA position vis-a-vis the states would 
have been stronp;ly resisted by the states as a violation of the block grant concept 
and an intrusion upon the states' prerogatives. Although the appropriateness 
of LEAA's response may be debated. almost everyone agrees that the criticisms 
aired by the Monagan subcommittee were given considerable credence by both 
LEAA and the states in their future operations. 

While adhering closely to the New Federalism approach in his dealings with 
the states Leonard was far more active in administering the 15 percent of the 
annual Safe Streets appropriation designated as LEAA discretionary funds. A 
problem in the past had been achieving noticeable impact from the multitude 
of small discretionary grants supporting a broad spectrum of activities, each with 
its own objective. As the task force stated, cr. • • a major thrust of the Task 
Force's recommendation is that a structure be developed and a general 
operating policy established that are directed toward mOre concentration and 
impact in specific areas. It appears that presently there is a tendency to spread 
resources too thinly so that many efforts have developed minor results, and even 
those that may have made significant impacts are difficult to measure." 11 

In an attempt to concentrate large amounts of resources on particularly trouble­
some areas or problems, Leonard initiated the Impact Oities program, which 
called for spending $160 million in eight high crime cities over a thrce-to-five-year 
period. To focus on particular crimes, the concept of crime specific planning was 
developed by LEAA and used by crime analysis teams set up to plan for tae 
Impact Oities funds in the eight cities. This approach called for plannin~, lmple­
menting and evaluation activities supported by Safe Streets funds by relating 
them to the specific crime that they were designed to affect, rather th \n to the 
functional area of the activity (police, courts, corrections). It repre.ented an 
attempt to relate Safe Streets planning and funding activities more ulrectly to 
the goal of crime reduction. The Impact Oities effect using crime specific planning 
was the first large scale LEAA initiative which directed substantial funds toward 
high crime areas with the specific goal of reducing crime. (An earlier attempt in the 
Pilot Oities program was far more limited, concentrating largely on planning and 
coordinating activities within metropolitan areas. The Impact Cities, also repre­
sented LEANs first significant evaluation effort because an evaluation of all 
Impact Oities activities was required and LEAA alloted a SUbstantial amount 
of funds for the evaluation of the entire Impact program. 

While discretionary funds still supplemented state programs by filling gaps 
in state block grant allocations, the emphasis during the Leonard administration 
was on awarding fewer but larger grants desig"iled to demonstrate an impact by 
reducing crime in the most troublesome urgan areas. This goal would become 
increasingly important as Congress and the public began to look at the results of 
the Safe Streets program in 1973 when crime rates began rising again. 

One other initiative was undertaken by LEAA during the Leonard Administra­
tion was to have a significant lasting impact. The National Advisory Oommission 
on Oriminal Justice Standards and Goals began work in October 1971. This com­
mission, divided into several task forces, was responsible for developing 11 set of 
criminal justice standards and goals to serve as a model for state and local govern­
ments to use in reducing crime and improving criminal justlCe in their jUl'isdictions. 
This represented an effort on LEANs part to provide substantive leadership 
without imposing national priorities on the states. It was later made clear that the 
standards and goals developed by the commission would not be imposed upon-the 
states. Rather, LEAA indicated that these would serve as examples of the kinds 
of standards and goals that the states should set individually, selecting from 
among those developed by the national commission only the ones that were 
appropriate for each state. 

It was also during tho Leonard Administration that the Administrators of the 
55 state planning agencies formed a professional associationI}he National Oon­
ference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators (l'lOSOJPA) to serve 
as a formal mechanism for thc exchange of information and the expression of a 
common position on issues concerning the implementation of the Safe Streets Act. 
This gave the SPAs a more unified voice in communicating with LEAA while 
providing a forum to diseul"~ 'Ilutual progress nnd problems. 

11 U.S., Departm~llt of Justice, r.JilAA, "Report of tile L1llAA Tasle Force," Il. 3. 



1335 

When Jerris Leonard left LEAA in the spring of 1973, both LEAA and the state 
planning agencies had firmly established themselves within their respective levels 
of government. Both had developed extensive procedures for preparing and 
revising guidelines, developing and reviewing annual plans, reviewing and award­
ing grants and controlling financial transactions. The block grant funds, which 
were initially slow to move from the Federal level through the states to the local 
level, were now being awarded regularly. 

Certain problems within the program, however, continued to draw .criticism. 
The increased sophistication of both LEANs regional offices and the state plan­
ning agencies led to more specific and more numerous guidelines, more thorough 
reviews of plans and applications and stricter control of finances. This triggered 
criticism from both the SPAs (Of LEAA) and the subgrant recipients (of the 
SPA) that the flexibility and discretion originallY intended in the block grant 
concept was bein~lost in a maze of red tape as the program became more bureau­
cratic in nature. Delays in reviewing applications and awarding funds were the 
most common complaints directed at both the SPAs and LEAA. 

There was also a growing uneasiness about the large proportion of representa­
tives of criminal justice agencies on regional planning boards. It was feared that 
overrepresentation of the criminal justice professions would weaken the influence 
of elected officials responsible for overall resource allocations, and thereby result 
in the program being "captured" by the agencies it was intended to reform. 

An additional problem concerned an emerging emphasis on evaluating the 
effects of the program to date. Having established fairly effective means of re­
ceiving and distributing block grant funds and accounting for their use, LEAA 
and the SPAs somewhat belatedly began to turn their attention to the results 
being achieved, only to find that little evaluation activity was under way and 
expertise in the area of evaluation was scarce. 

As discussed in the previous chapter these problems were the primary concerns 
of Congress during 1973 and resulted in amendments to the Safe Streets Act. 
Activities Following the 1973 Amendments 

In April 1973, Donald E. Santarelli was appointed as the fourth administrator 
of LEA.A. Like Jerris Leonard, Santarelli created a Management Committee to 
analyze LEANs goals and objectives and to identify organizational improvements. 

This committee again examined the spectrum of LEAA's activities and respon­
sibilities and developed recommendations for the administrator's action. One of 
the recommendations called for increased attention to LEAA's role as a leader in 
the New Federalism effort with a continuation of the work begun under Leonard 
to transfer greater decision-making authority to the states. A second recommen­
dation defined the goal of LEAA to be the reduction of crime and delinquency 
in partnemhip with the states, and called for the development of narrower sub­
goals to give more meaningful guidance to LEANs activities. 

A third recommendation recognized the need for standards against which to 
measure progress in the criminal justice system and therefore suggested the 
development of standards and goals at the state level. building on the earlier 
work of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, whose report was published in August 1973. 

Other recommendations outlined a proposed organization and master workplan 
to carry out the recommendation and increase the efficiency and accountability 
of LEA A's organizu.tional units and program managers. 

Santarelli acted on the recommendations of the Management Committee. He 
implemented the reorganization shown in Figure III-4. The two most significant 
elements of this reorganization were the creation of the Office Of Planning nnd 
Management (OPM), to develop u.nd monitor the implementation of Ll<JAA's 
goals./.,. objectives and priorities and the Office of National Priority Programs 
(ONr-P) to design and support major discretionary progrnms at the national 
level. Essentially the creation of these two offices was designed to increase LEANs 
internal capaCity to provide leadership on a national front. The decentru.lization 
of authority to the regional offices was continued, with the exception Of responsi­
bility for the distribution of discretionary funds which now became a central 
office function to further national priorities as identified by the administrator 

The initial emphasis during the Santarelli administration was placed upon 
incrensing management effectiveness. To this end, a system of management-by­
objectives, designed to achieve clarity of policy, direction and responsibility, was 
implemented by the newly crented Office of Planning and Management. 
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In response to the congressional mandate for an evaluation of LEAA programs, 
in October 1973 a new Office of Evaluation was established within the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. In addition, Santarelli 
appointed an LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force to recommend appropriate 
evaluation policies and activities for LEAA. This task force reported in the spring 
of 1974, and many of its recommendations were initiated soon thereafter. Never­
theless, because of the magnitude and complexity of the problem of evaluation and 
the limited resources made available for the purpose, evaluation of the effective­
ness of criminal justice programs is almost universally agreed to be the area most 
inadequately addressed by LEAA and the states. . 

With the control of the 15 percent discretionary funds returned to the central 
office of LEAA, Santarelli allocated these funds to further four major "initiatives," 
coordinated by the new Office of National Priority Programs. The four initiatives 
were: 

A citizens initiative, to increase citizen awareness of crime problems and 
citizen participation in the criminal justice system; . 

A courts initiative to provide support for a relatively neglected component of 
the criminal justice system; . 

A standards and goals initiative, to 
(1) promote the discussion of the standards and goals developed by the 

National AdviSOry Commission in their report in the late summer of 1973 and i 
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(2) encourage and support efforts by the states to formulate their own 
standards and goals; 

A juvenile delinquency initiative, to focus resources on the problems of juve­
nile offenders and ways of handling them both within and outside of the criminal 
justice system. 

Perhaps the most controversial administrative action taken by Santarelli was 
the rotation of the regional office administrators to different locations. Various 
reasons have been given for this decision. It has been said that some regional 
administrators had become too independent from central office policies and too 
closely aligned with the states they were monitoring, thus compromising their 
objectivity. Others saw the rotation as a means of rejuvenating practices and pro­
cedures by providing new leadership in each regional office. The policy was un­
settling and controversial, and the results were unclear. Several administrators 
left the program, while others assumed their new positions in other regions. 
Although he is opposed to the rotation policy the present Administrator, Richard 
Velde, feels that the resulting group of regional. administrators is highly profes­
sional and quite capable. 

Santarelli left office in September 1974. He was perhaps the most visible LEAA 
administrator, partially because of his highly articulate personal style and his 
philosophy that LEAA's role should be that of an advocate-first determining the 
effectiveness and worth of new programs and then influencing the use of block 
grant. funds by the states by public advocacy and persuasion rather than by 
coermon. 

During Santarelli's administration, LEAA continued to experience difficulties 
internally. Much bitterness was generated by the rotation of regional office 
administrators. Also, there were allegations that LEAA had relied to heavily 
upon, and perhaps misused, outside consultants in developing and carrying out 
Santarelli's initiatives. Thus, according to severai LEAA officials, the morale of 
LEAA personnel was very low when Santarelli left the agency. 

Richard W. Velde, L.iliAA's fifth Administrator, was nominated for this position 
in the closing days of the Nixon administration and sworn in on Sept. 9, 1974, 
during the early days of the Ford Administration. Velde represents one of the few 
threads of continuity in the Safe Streets program, having worked on the original 
legislation and having served as either Associate Administrator or Deputy Admin­
istrator of LEAA since 1969. In these positions he has displayed a strong commit­
ment to the block grant concept while taking particular interest in correctional 
reform and systems development. Vel de's experience and interest in congressional 
activities served LEAA, as it has often been his responsibility to explain and 
defend the LEAA program and appropriations requests before Congress. 

When Vel de assumed the position of Administrator, he announced a list of 16 
priority areas that would be the focus of his interests (See Appendix III-I). 
Reporting to the press every three months on progress in these priority areas, 
Velde cited the following accomplishments, among others, during his first year: 

The establishment of five new task forces to prepare standards and goals 
for (1) juvenile delinquency, (2) civil disorders and terrorism, (3) research 
and development, (4) organized crime and (5) private security. This repre­
sented a continuation of the earlier standards and goals work initiated by 
Velde as associate administrator under Leonard in 1971. 

The establishment of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention and, within it, the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, with a $25 million appropriation from discretionary 
funds to implement the provisions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. 

Continued implementation of the LEAA evaluation program. 
New programs in the corrections and courts areas. 
More rapid processing of state planning grant applications and comprehen­

sive plans using more definitive guidelines, resulting in a faster flow of funds 
to the states. 

With the exception of the new emphasis on juvenile justice, and the expansion 
of the standards and goals effort, few major initiatives have been started by 
Velde. Mr. Velde, has cited the importance of consolidating previous experience 
and stabilizing the agency, as well as stressed the need to insure compliance with 
the intent of Congress as expressed in the act. This emphasis is reflected in the 
1976 guidelines for the development of state planning grant applications and 
comprehensive plans, which. are more specific and numerous than in previous 
years. As LEAA moves into 1976 and a reconsideration of its mandate, there 
appears to be an increasing recognition of its accountability to Congress for the 
implementation of the Safe Streets Act. 
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CONTINUING ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES AND PROBLEMS 

Throughout LEANs history, several continuing issues or problems which have 
had a significant impact upon the way in which the Safe Streets Act has been 
administered and the results achieved by the program. Chief among thes arc 
three: (1) the numerous changes in leadership, (2) the relationship and interaction 
between LEAA and the states and (3) the administration of discretionary funds 
by LEAA. To understand the history of the Safe Streets program it is important 
to examine the effects of these three factors over time. 
Changes in Leadership 

LEAA has had five administrators in seven years. Each has had his own, and 
often very differing, policies, priorities and philosophy concerning the issues 
confronting LEAA. In the opinion of almost all officials interviewed, th, effects of 
this rapid turnover of top leadership, at the least, have been harmful to the 
mission. 

With each new Administrator (with the exception of the present incumbent), 
there came an internal reorganization of LEAA that was designed to more ef­
fectively reflect the priorities of the new regime. These reorganizations not only 
took much staff time and effort to plan and implement, but they required a shake­
down period during which the staff and all those dealing with LEAA became ac­
customed to the new organization. 

Continually changing priorities brought about by leadership turnover also 
presented problems, partiCUlarly with respect to the use of discretionary funds. 
The progression from Pilot Cities to Impact Cities to Santarelli's initiatives was 
neither smooth nor necessarily logical. As one former administrator noted, the 
rapidly shifting priorities resulted in no program operating long enough or re­
ceiving enough resources to demonstrate its worth. 

LEANs relationships with the states also suffered from this turnover, chiefly as 
the result of the Administrator's differing views of the role of the regional offices 
with respect to the SPAs. Some stressed "capacity building" and the provision 
of assistance to the states, while others emphasized strict technical compliunce 
with the statutory provisions. 

The turnover in administrators was usually accompanied by changes in high 
level staff positions. States were particularly upset by regional office turnover, 
because it r~quired establishing new relationships and understandings between 
the SPA and the regions. As can be expected in such circumstances, interpretations 
of guidelines and requirements were not always consistent from one Adminis­
trator to the next. 

The leadership changes also brought significant delays and periods of tentative­
ness in formulating policies, as each new administrative team became familiar with 
their roles and responsibilities. This tentativeness was most apparan'i when LEAA 
was without a pcrmaneu'" aciministrator, periods which totaled over one year out 
of the agency's seven-year life. 

It shOUld be noted, however, that this frequent turnover was by no means 
peculiar to LEAA. Indeed, the 55 SPAs havc eX1J\'rieneed as m'lch if not more 
turnover in the ranks of their executive directors during the past seven years. 
(As an example, 23 of the 55 SPAs changes directors between October 1974 and 
October 1975.) 

The effects of this turnover on the state and national levels have been unsettling 
to the program and cannot be overlooked in reviewing the administration of block 
grants. At best, it appears to have exerted a distinctly inhibiting influence on the 
program. In the opinion of some observers, it has been the chief factor preventing 
LEAA from exercising a more dynamic national leadership role. 
Rp.la.tionships With the Stales 

Thc block grant concept implies the relatively flexible use of Federal funds by 
state and local governments with few conditions placed on their use. Yet, as 
discussed earlier, the OmnibUS Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1068, as 
amended, is a "hybrid" block grant. Perhaps the most significant requirement was 
the mandate that each state must develop an annual comprehensive plan for 
review and approval by LEAA prior to its receiving funds. The nct described 
the contents of a comprehensive plan in an extensive, but general fashion. This 
annual process of comprehensive plan development, review and approval has 
reprcsented the most important point of contact-and conflict-between LEAA 
and the states. It also represents the primary means by which LEAA carries out 
its re~ponsibilities to insure compliance by thc states with the intent of Congress 
as expressed in the aet. 
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The most troublesome aspect of the plan review process has been developing 
adequate guidelines for the states to use in preparing their planning grant applica­
tions and comprehensive plans. From the initial year of LEANs operation, there 
have beAn delays in getting guidelines out to the states in sufficient time to allow 
an appropriate period for planning. One explanation offered suggests that in some 
years the guidelines have been late because they had to await the outcome of 
congressional decisions on program and funding authorizations. An additional 
reason for delay is the extensive process during which all parties review and revise 
the guidelines. Although, this must occur prior to the distribution of guidelines in 
final form, the lead time necessary for this essential, but lengthy talks has con­
sistently been underestimated. One former LEAA administrator thought that the 
development of guidelines for the states was always a thankless task of lower 
priority within LEAA and was never given the attention it deserved. 

Compounding these delays has been the attempt by LEAA to catch up with 
the fiscal year cycle by aC'3elerating the deadlines for state submission of their 
comprehensive plans. This means that a normal 12-month planning cycle has 
often been compressed into nine months in order to get the funds to the states 
earlier. 

The states' continuing frustrations of having to begin their planning cycle 
without guidelines from LEAA and then compress their planning into a shorter 
period of time has been the cause of much rancor between the SPAs and LEAA. 
But more important in terms of substantive impact on the states has been the 
number and nature of the guidelines promulgated by LEAA. Almost all of the 
provisions of the act which impinge upon the states are enforced by LEAA through 
the guidelines development and plan review process. The requirements concerning 
the composition of supervisory boards, the award of applications within 90 days, 
the structure and content of the comprehensive plans, state and local match, the 
distributio'(l of Part E funds, the funding of high crime areas and so forth, each 
results in additional guidelines which states must address satisfar.torily in their 
comprehensive plans. 

The number of guidelines has greatly increased. From a serie? of memoranda 
issued during the first year after extensive consultations with public interest 
groups, the plan and planning grant portions of the guidelines have grown to 
196 pages. Most of this increase stems from two sources: (1) guidelines resulting 
from amendments to the original art that impose additional conditions on LEAA 
and state and local recipients and (2) separate acts passed by Congress whose 
provisions must be enforced by LEAA within the context of the Safe Streets 
program. 

Examples of the latter are: 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 196B.-States must establish procedures 

ensuring that aU SPA comprehensive plans and applications for planning grants, 
subgrants and discretionary grants are submitted to the cognizant A-95 clearing­
house for review and resulting comments considered and incorporated by the SPA. 

National Environmental PoUcy Act of 1969.-SP As must establish procedures 
to insure that the requirements of Federal environmental policy arc met. Environ­
mental impact statements must accompany all applications that may have a 
significant effect on the quality of the environment. 

Clean Air and Federal Water Pollution Control Act.-SPAs and subgrantees 
must comply with the provisions of this act. 

Nal1'onal Historic Preservation Act of 1966.-Before awarding grants for the 
construction, renovation, lease or purchase of facilities, SPAs must consult the 
/IN ational Register of Historic Places" and the state historic preservation officer 
to determine whether a National Register listing or a site eligible for listing in the 
National Register is involved in the undertaking. If so, more detailed guidelines 
must be followed. 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 
1970.-SPAs must establish procedures for identifying projects causing relocation 
and administering relocation assistance and payments. 

Freedom of Information Act.-SPAs must abide bv tho rules governing the 
availability of information, the disclosure of material and the conduct of meetings. 

Oivil Right.1 Act of 1961,. and Equal Employment Opportunity Regulations.-SP As 
must designnte a civil rights compliance officer, inform nnd obtain assurances 
of complinnce from subgrantees and contractors concerning their civil right 
requirements, provide the SPA stuff with training md information in civil rights 
compliance, inform the public of the SPAs nondiscrimilll1tion policy and establish 
appropriate procedures for handling complaints. 

60-587 0 - 76- pt.2 - 23 
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Each of the above results in additional guidelines and reqUirements which the 
states must address and LEAA must enforce. The states have become increasingly 
annoyed by this proliferation of guidelines, because this undermines the flexibility 
and freedom of action intended by the block granh approach. 

LEAA is also concerned about the expanding guidelines. Because of the rather 
general nature of the requirements in the act, LEAA has been hard-pressed to 
develop guidelines that are both specific and enforceable. This generality also 
allows differing interpretations of requirements by LEAA and the states, leading 
quite naturally to disagreements. 

The final step in the annual planning process is the review and approval of the 
state plans by LEAA. The pattern for this process was established in the first 
year. Upon receipt of each plan the relevant portions are distributed to the various 
specialists (police, courts, corrections, etc.) who note any deficiencies. Following 
the listing of deficiencies. a period of negotiation between the state and the 
regional office ensues during which time additional documentation is provided 
and deficiencies are corrected or assurances given that they will be corrected. 

During these negotiations, the understood ground rule is that LEAA will 
require whatever can reasonably be expected of the state in terms of compliance 
during that year. This is particularly operative in those areas where there can be 
widely differing interpretations of requirements. 

When, as in the first year, there is insufficient time to correct a deficiency 
prior to the appro va! of a comprehensive plan, special conditions are attached 
to the approval of the plan outlining steps that must be taken: within a specified 
time period in order for the state in question to continue receiving block grant 
funds. Concerns have been voiced about the effectiveness of this technique, 
because the only way special conditions can be enforced l'l through the threat 
of withholding funds. Yet the political consequences of a cut-off of funding 
following the approval of a plan are so great as to preclude this step. Perhaps it 
is for this reason that, as mentioned by several SPA officials during the field 
interviews, the follow-up and enforcement of special conditions by the regional 
offices has been less than vigorous in past years. Recent indications are that 
special condition!'] are now being enforced more firmly by the regional offices. 

Over the years, while the annual plan review process has remained essentially 
the same, there have been changes in emphasis. In 1969, the review by LEAA 
was hurried and many special conditions were placed upon the state plans. During 
thf,Ldecentralized Leonard administration, as the numbers and capabilities of 
the regional office staff members increased, the emphasiS shifted to the provision 
of assistance to the states for building their capacity to assume as much responsi­
bility as possible. At present, the emphasis within LEAA appears to be on insuring 
strict technical compliance by the states with the provisions of the act. Some feel 
that this has rcsulted in less pel"sonal contact with the states and greater attention 
to documentation and certification of compliance. This emphasiS could reflect 
a cloarer recognition of LEANs accountability to Congress as well as the increase 
in the number of requirements to be monitored. 

It is evident that LEAA has not developed and applied specific standards in 
assessing the performo.nce of states and awarding block grant funds as some 
would have desired. Y ... ~ it is questioIll1ble whether LEAA has a clear mandate to 
develop and apply such standards given the limited role of the administering 
agency under a block grant. Further, had LEAA attempted to apply such stand­
nrds, it is doubtful whether the states would have tolerated such "interference" 
and "intrusiveness" on the part of LEAA. 
The Administration of Discretionary Funds 

Just as the Administrators of LEAA have demonstrated differing philosophies 
in administering the block grant, so also have they had differing views on the 
purpose and administration of discretionary funds. 

During the early years of the Safe Streets program (1969-1970), the use of 
discretionary funds appears to have bcen influenced by the OI,EA experience 
from 1965-1968. 'rhe emphasis was on using discretionary funds to promote 
innovative techniques and ideas which would serve as models for the states. 
It was assumed that such efforts, if successful, would have nationwide influence 
or application. Another use for discretionary funds during this period was to 
supplement and complement state block grants in an effort to fill any gaps in the 
state funding program. For example, I>everal states began to rely heavily on 
Federal discretionary funds to support programs for Indians, who were felt by 
the states to be more a Fedcral than a state responsibility. At this time, dis­
oretionary grant awards were made directly from the central office of LEAA and 
reviewed by each Administrator in the "troika." 
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Under Jerris Leonard the award of discretionary funds was decentralized to the 
regional offices and tre goal of the discretionary funding changed. Leonard was 
much less interested in supplementing state block grant programs with a series 
of small grants than with demonstrating the impact which ]'ederal funds could 
have when concentrated on a specific problem or geographical area. Thus, during 
the Leonard administration stress was placed on funding larger grants with the 
purpose of demonstratiug the effectiveness of a particular approach. 

The most significant activity supported with discretionary funds during this 
period was the Impact Cities program, designed to plan, implement, and evaluate 
the expenditure of up to $160 million in eight major cities over a two-year period. 
By using the concept of "crime specific planning," this effort was intended to 
reduce specific crimes by 20 percent in five years. 

As mentioned earlier, the goal of discretionary funding changed again under 
Santarelli. AuthOrity for awarding discretionary grants was again exercised by 
the LEAA central office and funds were used to support four major initiatives of 
the Santarelli administration-the citizens initiative, the courts initiative, the 
juvenile delinquency initiative, and the standards and goals initiative. These 
initiatives represented areas which the Santarelli administration considered both 
very important. and/or relatively neglected. The Office of National Priority 
Programs was established to award discretionary funds in these areas. 

Under the Velda administration, the emphasis upon supporting major new 
initiatives has been ended. While retaining control of discretionary funds in the 
central office of LEAA, Velde has established the following as purposes of national 
discretionary funding: 

To promote research having national or multi-state implications which 
no individual state could be expected to support; 

To fill identified gaps in state block grant funding; and 
'fo accelerate the implementation of state priorities by supplementing 

state block grant funds. 
Thus, although activities in the areas of standards and goals and juvenile 

delinquency have be"n expanded, the emphasis in the Velde administration 
appears to be away from the use of discretionary funds to initiate large national 
demonstration programs and toward their use to complement state block grant 
programs. 

As mentioned earlier, the frequent shifts in policies and priorities may have 
greatly limited the potential impact of discretionary funds. These shifts certainly 
produced confusion and uncertainty among the potential recipients. States and 
cities have complained in the past that they were not consulted or informed about 
activities supported by discretionary funds in their jurisdictions, particwarly 
during those periods when discretionary grants were awarded directly from the 
central office of LEAA. It is difficult to assess the overall impact of discretionary 
funding. Major programs, such as Pilot Cities, Impact Cities, and Santarelli's 
initiatives, will perhaps best be evaluated by the recipients of those funds, when 
deciding whether to assume the program costs following termination of LEAA 
support. However, in light of the original dispute about whether the Safe Streets 
program should be a direct categorical grant to local governments or a block 
grant to states, however, the resUlts of discretionary funding as compared with 
those of block grant funding become more significant. An attempt at such an 
analysis is presented in Chapter V of this report. 
Summary 

The administrative history presented here is intended to be brief and descrip­
tive, highlighting the major events in implementing the Safe Streets Act over the 
past seven years. It is clear that the program has had a history of controversy. 
Billed as a new administrative approach, the act was neither legislated nor 
administered as a pure block grant. Its goals have been overwhelmingly ambitious, 
to a degree that appears with hindsight to be naive. These goals are yet to be 
fulfilled. 

As Congress reconsiders the act in 1976, the climate is far different from that. of 
1968. There is much less optimism about the impact which Federal funds CI>11 
have on rising crime rates. The block grant approach has become accepted by 
mahy of its early opponents. LEAA seems ready to assert a more aggressive 
lenderl3hip role, though it remains to be seen whether this role will extend beyond 
the strict documentation of compliance with the act. But most significantly, the 
debate over renewal will focus on the evolution of the Safe Streets program and 
the results achieved. In assessing the achievQments and failures, the administra­
tive history cannot be overlooked. 
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ApPENDIX III-l 

LEAA PRIORITIES 1 

Corrections standards and goals refined and implemented. 
Standards and goals task forces activated for organized crime, research and 

development, civil disorders, and juvenile delinquency. 
Juvenile justice program revamped and expanded. 
Courts funding increased. 
Organized crime initiatives revitalized. 
National Law Enforcement Telecommunications System upgraded. 
Professional criminal justice educator recruited for LEEP. 
Management reports issued. 
Grants Management Information System improved. 
Professionalism and two-way communications reaffirmed in employee 

relations, 
Evaluation made an effective LEAA program component. 
Congressional relations strengthened. 
Privacy and security regulations promulgated. 
Oode of conduct written. 

Mid Term: 1 

Full-scale implementation of Grants Management Information System in 
all states. 

Prison inmate training and education programs substantially expanderl and 
improved in quality. 

Model state court appellate process projects established. 
Oourt reporting streamlined. 
Automated legal research expanded. 
Oourt administration improved. 
Police executive training programs strengthened. 
Oareer development program implemented. 
Code of conduct published and implemented. 
Police command and control systems upgraded. 
Law enforcement equipment research projects fostered. 
Police physical fitness increased. 
State organized crime prevention councils established and made more 

effective. 
Standards and goals implemented in all states. 
ODS;.. NALEOOM, Interstate Organized Orime Index, and Project 

SEARuH expanded. 
Privacy and security guarantees codified. 
Automated correspondence tracking and grants processing systems 

established. 
Management By Objectives program implemented. 
Oriminal justice equipment standardization program expanded. 
Programs to combat civil disorders and terrorism broadly instituted. 
International assistance program implemented. 
LEAA legislative authority extended. 

Long Term: 2 

Federal-state-local partnership completed. 
Offender rehabilitation programs fully operational. 
Juvenile delinquency causes studied and countered. 
Prompt adjudication procedures established in all state and local courts. 
Standards and goals in operation in all criminal justice agencies in the 

country. 
Academic assistance program helping all qualified applicants. 

ApPENDIX III-2 

INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED 

Melvin A:<ilJ.,tmd, Former Assistant to Director, OLEA. 
Jerry Emmer, Former Director, Office of Inspection and Review. 
Paul Estever, Former Deputy Director, Office of Law Enforcement Programs. 

l From Statement by Richard W. Vclde, Administrator, The Law Enforccment AssIstance 
AdmInistration, Monday, Sept. 0, 1074, WashIngton, D.C. 

• Sbort term Indicates lcss Wall sIx montbs, mid term means bctween six mouths and two 
years, and long term Is more thnu twwo yenrs. Thc priorities lire not rnnked In their order 
ot Importuucc. 
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Frank Jasmine, Former staff member, OLEA. 
Jerry Leonard, Former Administrator, LEAA. 
Louis Mayo, Staff Member, NILECJ. 
Joseph Nardoze, Director, Office of Regional Operations. 
Charles Rogovin, Former Administrator, LEAA. 
Donald Santarelli, Former Administrator, LEAA. 
Daniel Sholer, Former DirectortOffice of Law Enforcement Program. 
Richard Velde, Administrator, EAA. 
Bill Wayson, Former Budget Officer, LEAA. • 

CHAPTER IV: SAFE STREETS PLANNlNG AND DECISIONMAKING 

State governments were assigned a pivotal rol(> in the Safe Streets program. 
They were expected to serve as planners, coordinators, resource allocators, ad­
ministrators, decisionmakers and innovators. It was their task to develop the 
organizational structures and procedures through which the ambitious statutory 
crime reduction and system improvement goals could be pursued. With little 
guidance from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) or 
previous experience in criminal justice planning, in 1968 each state set about to 
create the basic framework for implementing the block grant program. This 
chapter reviews the ways in which states and localities have organized and carried 
out Safe Streets planning and examines the results of these efforts. 

Fundamental to this discussion is an understanding of the various perceptions 
of what the Safe Streets Act was supposed to do. As mentioned earlier in this 
report, the program began as an effort to curb growing domestic violence through 
more effective state and local law enforcement. Over time its purpose and intent 
have become increasingly clouded and uncertain, as the act has been amended to 
reflect concerns and criticisms mised by congressional committees, local govern­
ment spokesmen and representatives of various criminal justice functional 
interests. 

Paralleling these legislative developments have been corresponding shifts in 
attitudes about the role to be played by LEAA in administering the program. 
As the first Federal aid program to utilize the block grant instrument from the 
outset, Safe Streets required LEAA to assume a posture far different than that 
traditionally exercised by Federal agencies in managing categorical grants. LEAA 
has had to strike a delicate balance between providing direction to the states and 
preserving their discretion. Although some have urged LEAA to exert a stronger 
leadership role in setting national standards, assessing state performance and 
communicating the results of successful undertakings, others have cautioned 
against unnecessary Federal intrusiveness and interference in state and local 
affairs. 
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The views of state, regional and local officials concerninl? the Safe Streets Act 
reflect much of the confusion at the national level. ACIR s surveys of all three 
groups asked each to rate several possible objectives of the Safe Streets program 
in order of their relative importance. * Weighted averages of their responses were 
computed to yield an index or scale value for each objective, and the results are 
displayed in Figure IV-l. It is clear that the local perception of objectives differs 
markedly from that of the state planning agencies (SPAs) and regional planning 
units (RPUs),* which see the Safe Streets program primarily as a means to 
establish a criminal justice planning capacity at the state and local level and to 
carry out innovative programming. Local governments, on the other hand, believe 
the primary objective of the program to be providing funds to supplement state 
and local criminal justice budgets. Innovation is of far lesser importance in their 
judgment. . 

These disparate views underscore the debate at the national level over the 
purposes of the block grant. Further, they impact upon the nature of the state 
and local planning processes emanating from the Safe Streets Act. 

STATE PLANNING AGENCY ORGANIZATION 

In 1968, the top priority item on state and local agendas for the Safe Streets 
program was the development of a criminal justice planning capacity. The act 
required that the governor designate a permanent administrative and decision­
making body, composed of a full-time staff and a supervisory or policy-making 
body, to receive block gr!tnts and make subgrants to state and local governments. 
The state planning agency had to be created within six months following the 
passage of the act or LEAA would have been authorized to deal directly with 
units of local government in non-compliant states. According to ACIR's 1970 
report, all states had set up a law enforcement planning agency pursuant to the 
Safe Streets Act by December 1968.1 

When the Safe Streets Act became law in 1968, little criminal justice planning 
was being performed and minimal experience with block grants existed at the 
Federal) state, and local levels. Thirty states had begun organizing their criminal 
justice planning efforts with assistance from a total of $2.9 million in grants 

.E)xcept where otherwise Indicated, the data presented In this chapter have becn derived 
fron! ACIR'a surveys of SPA directors, regional planning units, and local governments over 
10,000 population. For Information concerning the design, !lIstrlbutlon, and response rates 
of these surveys, consult Chnllter I of this report and Appendices A-D, 

1 Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, "Making the Safe Streets Act 
Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge" (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office 
1IJ70), p. 28. 
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aw::trded by LEANs predecessor, the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance 
(OLEA). In most instances, states supported by OLEA had established advisory 
bodies and had begun to examine their crime problems. Since no funds were made 
available for implementation of the recommendations of these advisory bodies, 
the activities which resulted from OLEA's grants were directed toward research 
in an evaluation of criminal justice practices and toward dissemination of infor­
mation concerning the latest technology. In several instances, OLEA grants for 
criminal justice planning were sought and awarded in order to help states prepare 
for the pending block grant program. Most of the these advisory boards, com­
mittees and commissions were designated by their chief executive as the nucleus 
of the state planning agency once the proposed Safe Streets Act became law. 

The Safe Streets Act required that SPAs be "created or designated by the chief 
executive of the State" and be "subject to his jurisdiction." 2 The intent of the 
Congress was to guarantee gubernatorial supervision and authority over planning 
and management of the Safe Streets program in order to avoid duplication of 
effort and conflict at the state level and between state and local criminal justice 
agencies. LEANs guidelines, however, allow a state legislature to prescribe the 
size, composition or other characteristics of the SPA as long as the governor's 
authority over the agency is clear. Therefore, an SPA may be created by executive 
order, legislative enactment or a combination thereof. In recent years the trend 
toward establishing SPAs under statutory authority has been increasing, as SPAs 
seek a more permanent status in state government. According to the fiscal year 
1976 State planning agency planning grant applications, 35 SPAs have been 
created by executive order and 20 through legislation (See Appendix IV-I). 

The location of the SPAin state government is another decision primarily 
reserved to the states. LEAA guidelines permit the creation of the SPA "as 
a new unit of State government or a division or other component of an existing 
State crime commission or other appropriate unit of State government." 3 Con­
sistent with congressional preferences, most SPAs have been and continue to be 
directly under the control of the governor. In 1970, 45 SPAs were located within 
the governor's office.4 As of May 1975, 49 SPAs were under gubernatorial control, 
a slight reduction from 1970 due, in part, to several state government reorgani­
zations. In the 15 states in which the SPA is not a part of the governor's office, 
it has been placed into an executive branch agency-usually a department of public 
safety, planning or urban affairs. 
Functional Responsibilities 

Once established the next task for SPAs was role definition. The Congress 
had stated in the act that SPAs were required to develop a comprehensive plan 
for the improvement of law cnforcem('nt throughout the state; to dcfiine, develop 
and correlate law enforcement improvement programs and projects for the state 
and local governmentSj and to establish priorities for improving law enforcement.6 

'raking these and other Rtatutory requirements into account. LEAA formulated 
a list of functions that SPAs were cxpected to perform. The list appearing in 
Table IV-2 was published in the 1975 guideline manual; most of these functions 
have been mandated by LEAA since 1969. Basically, they can be clustered 
into two groups; those which contribute to the decision-making role of the SPA, 
such as planning and the establishment of improvement priorities; and those 
which are essential to the efficient administration of the program, such as financial 
management, monitoring evaluation and technical assistance. A more complete 
discussion of the deCision-making and administrative functions is contained in the 
second section of this chapter. In some states the governor or the legislature has 
prescribed additional responsibilities to be performed by the SPAs as agencies of 
state government. 

TABLE IV-I. Stale Planning Agency Fmwtions* 

a. Preparation, development and revision of comprehensive plans based on an 
analysis of law enforcement and criminal justice problems within the State i 

b. Definition, development and correlation of action programs under such 
plans; 

• u.S .. Dl'prlrtmrnt of .Tustice, I.IIW Enforpl'n\l'lIt Assistance Admlnlstrlltion, "Gulde!1ne 
Muntlnl: State Pillnuing Agl'llCY Grants," lIBIOO.ID, MarcIl 21, 1075, p. 10. 

n/birl .. p. 5. 
'ACIR, "Milking tile Sllfe Streets Act Work," p, 23, 
G "Omnibus Crime Control Ilnd Safe Streets Act of 10G8," 82 Stut. 107, sec, 203 (b) 

(l008). 
'SOllrp!!: I,IlW 10nfor('PIllPnt Asslstunco Adlllllllstrlltlon, Guideline l\fnnnlll: Stute Plllnning 

Agency Grllnts, M4100 10, Mllr, 21, 1075, pp, 4-5, 
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c. Establishment of priorities for law enforcement and criminal justice improve­
ment in the State; 

d. Providing information to prospective aid recipients on procedures for grant 
application; 

e. Encouraging grant proposals from local units of government for law enforce­
ment and criminal justice planning and improvement efforts; 

f. Encouraging project proposals from State law enforcement and criminal 
justice ageJ;>~ies; 

g. Takini£ action within 90 days after official receipto of local applications for 
aid and awarding of funds to local units of government; 

h. Monitoring progress and expenditures under grants to State law enforcement 
and criminal justice agencies local units of government, and other recipients of 
LEAA grant funds; 

i. Encouraging regional, interstate metropolitan regional, local and metropolitan 
area planning efforts, action projects and cooperative arrangements; 

j. Coordination of the State's law enforcement, criminal and juvenile justice 
plan, with other federally supported programs relating to or having an impact on 
law enforcement and criminal justice. 

k. Oversight and evaluation of the total State effort in plan implementation 
and law enforcement and criminal justice improvements; 

1. Provide technical assistance for programs and projects contemplated by the 
State plan and by units of general local government; 

m. Collecting statistics and other data relevant to law enforcement and criminal 
justice in the State and for state criminal justice planning management, and 
evaluation purposes, as required by the Administration. 

Despite the fact that LEAA required the SPAs to perform all of the functions 
listed in Table IV-I, the emphasis during the early years of the program was on 
developing an annual comprehensive plan and awarding sUbgrants. As indicated 
in Chapter III, the start-up delays generated pressure for getting monies into the 
field. At the nationallevelJ this was translated into rapid approval of the states' 
first annual plans, and the concern for speed rather than substance was not lost 
on the SPAs. Since that time, the priority accorded to particular SPA functions 
by LEAA and the states has varied in response to several factors. The most recent 
functional emphasis has been on evaluation. 

Overall, the SPA directors believe that there has been an increase in the capa­
cities of the SPAs to perform most of their functions. Table IV -2 shows the degree 
of change in SPA capabilities over the past six years as perceived by the directors 
participating in ACIR's survey. As can be seen from the table, over half of the 
52 respondents believed that SPA capabilities had greatly increased in planning, 
establishing funding priorities, monitoring, evaluation, grant review and auditing. 
Of particular note is that all of the directors thought that SPA capabilities in 
performing cach of the listed functions had cither increased or stayed the same. 
Improvements in SPA functional capabilities can be attributed in part to increased 
knowledge about criminal justice planning and the block grant mechanism, more 
technical assistance from LEAA, a general upgrading in management accompany­
ing the maturation of the program and greater Federal resources to support SPA 
functions. 
Part B Funding 

Under Part B of the act, Congress provides funds specifically to support the 
SPA planning and administrative activities. In 1969, the states received a minimum 
base of $100,000 which accounted for $5.5 million of the $19 million Part B 
appropriation. The remainder of the Part B appropriation was allocated on a 
population basis so that the range in 1969 was from $1,387,900 for California 
to $101,890 for American Samoa. With the amendments to the act in 1971, the 
Part B base award was increased to $200,000. Five years later, the planning allo­
cations were estimated to total $60 million-an increase of over 200-percent since 
1969-and range from $4,954,000 for California to $207,000 for American Samoa. 
FY 1976 Part B funds are approximately 15 percent of the Part C block grant 
appropriations. 

The act does not allow morc than 60 percent of the Part B award to be retained 
at the state level. The states must match the Federal Part B dollars retained for 
SPA operations on a 90 percent Federal/IO percent state basis. Twenty-six states 
intend to provide resourccs in excess of the minimum amount required by law; 
in 12 of these, state matching funds account for more than 20 percent of the 
total Part B allocation (see Appendix Table IV-2). 



TABLE IV-2.-VIEWS OF SPA DIRECTORS REGARDING DEGREE OF CHANGE IN SPA CAPABILITIES, OCTOBER 1975 

Greatly increased Moderately increased Slightly increased No change Decreased Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

t!~~I~~iiiifiindiii~-piioritfes~==:====== 39 75.0 12 23.1 
o ____________ 

1 1.9 
o ____________ 

5.2 100.0 -31 59.6 18 34.6 2 3.8 1 1.9 o '. ___________ 5.2 99.9 

~ Implementing funding priorities _________ 24 46.2 21 40.4 6 II.5 1 1.9 
o ____________ 

5.2 100.0 Monitoring. ___________________________ 30 59.7 14 26.9 6 n.5 2 3.8 
o ___________ 

5.2 99.9 
Evaluation ____________________________ 26 50.0 14 26.9 10 19.2 2 3.8 

o ____________ 
5.2 99.9 Grant review __________________________ 33 63.5 14 26.9 4 7.7 1 1.9 

o ____________ 
5.2 100.0 Research ____________________________ 9 17.3 15 28.8 19 36.5 9 17.3 

o ____________ 
5.2 99.9 

Technical assistance __________________ 17 32.7 23 44.2 8 15.4 4 7.7 
o ____________ 

5.2 100.0 Auditing ______________________________ 
33 64.7 13 25.5 2 3.9 3 5.9 

o ___________ 
5.1 100.0 Other ____________________________ 

3 50.0 2 33.3 1 16.7 
o ____________ o ____________ 

6.0 100.0 
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Despite the tremendous growth in Part B appropriations 71 percent of 4.9 SPAs 
indicated that such funds were still inadequate to carry out their planning respon­
sibilities. As a result over half of these agencies noted, the SPA's ability to perform 
evaluation, monitoring and planning had been greatly hampered. The pinpointing 
of these three functions is particularly interesting since the respondents felt that 
SP A capabilities to perform them had greatly increased over the years. This 
reaction is probably due to growth in LEAA procedural requirements which some 
SPAs believe consume too much of the time and resources that could have been 
better applied elsewhere. Table IV-3 groups SPA views with respect to the ade­
quacy of available resources for planning by State populations. Ninety percent of 
the small states reported that Part B funds had been inadequate for planning while 
only 64 percent of the large state and 56 percent of the medium sized states agreed. 
Supervisory Board and Staff 

As previously mentioned, the state planning agency for Safe S~reets purposes is 
composed of a supervisory or policy making body and a full time staff. The super­
visory body is primarily concerned with the decision making functions of the SPA 
and the staff handles administrative matters. At times, this delineation of responsi­
bility has become blurred. Since Part B appropriations support the SPA staff as 
well as regional and local planning activities, the alloaction of these funds within 
a state could be viewed as an administrative function to be performed within the 
executive budget framework of state government. In 34 SPAs, however, the super­
visory body reviews and approves Part B allocations to the SPA, regional planning 
units and local units of government. 

TABLE IV-3.-VIEWS OF SPA DIRECTORS REGARDING ADEQUACY or PART B FUNDS FOR SPA PLANNING, 
OCTOBER 1975 

Adequate Inadequate 

Number Percent Number Percent Total 

Population size of States ar.d the District of Columbia (millions); 5 or more _________________________________________ ~. ___ 
4 36.0 7 63.6 11 2 to 5 _________________________________________________ 8 44.4 10 55.6 18 

Less than 2 ___________________________________________ 2 10.0 18 90.0 20 
Total _______________________________________________ 

14 28.6 35 71.4 49 

The degree to which the primary decision making responsibilities are handled 
.by the supervisory body or the staff is also unclear in some instances. The major 
decisions made by the SPAs concern the contents of the annual plan and the grant 
applications to be funded. Critics of the program contend that while Congress 
intended the supervisory bodies to make these important decisions, such authority 
is often exercised by the staff. As the program has matured, the role definitions of 
supervisory board and staff have been clarified in each state, although changes in 
gubernatorial direction have resulted in periodiC redefinitions of their relationship. 

ACIR's survey of SPA directors probed the role of the supervisory body in 
planning and funding decisions. Table IV-4 shows that 21 respondents indicated 
that their supervisory bodies took an active and influential role in reviewing and 
approving specific activities included in the annual plan. At thc same time, 22 
stated that the supervisory body basically accepted staff recommendations with 
review. No SPA director reported that staff recommendations were accepted with­
out review. 

The role of the supervisory body in approving specific applications for funding 
is more clear-cut. Table IV-5 reveals that in 20 SPAs the supervisory body 
approves or disapproves all applications af~er discussing each one. At the other 
extreme, in five states all approvalrand disapproval authority has been delegated to 
the staff. In nine states, the supervisory board only considers applications abovc a 
specified amount, ranging from $1,000 to $50,000. Normally, thc executive director 
is authorized to approve or disapprove applications below this figure, although 
he may be required to report on these actions to the supervisory board. In general, 
it appears that supervisory bodies are more involved in funding than in planning 
decisions. 
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TABLE IV-4,-VIEWS OFSPA DIRECTORS REGARDING DEGREETO WHICH THE SUPERVISORY BODYTAKES AN ACTIVE 
AND INFLUENTIAL ROLE IN REVIEWING AND APPROVING ACTIVITIES IN THE ANNUAL PLAN, OCTOBER 1975 

~e~ ~oadlolicies and priorities 0~1¥~ ___________________________________________ _ 
eVle an approval of general actlvltles _________________________________________ _ 

Review and approval of specific activities ____ • ____________________________________ _ 
Accepts staff recommendations with review _______________________________________ _ 
Accepts staff recommendations without review _____________________________________ _ Other _________________________________________________________________________ _ 

! Some States checked multiple responses. 

Number! 

Percent of 
52 States 

responding 

7 13.5 
15 28.8 
21 40.4 
22 42.3 o _____________ _ 
2 3.8 

TABLE IV-S.-VIEWS OF SPA DIRECTORS REGARDING DEGREE TO WHICH SUPERVISJRY BODY TAKES AN ACTIVE 
AND INFLUENTIAL ROLE IN REVIEWING AND APPROVING SPECIFIC APPLICATIONS FOR FUNDING, OCTOBER 
1975 

All approval and disapproval authority delegated to SPA staff ________________________ _ 
Supervisory Board approves and disapproves applications above specified amount' ____ _ 
Supervisory Board approves and disapproves all applications normally without individual discussion except for a problem or controversial case _____________________________ _ 
Supervisory Board approves and disapPrQves aU applications, normally after discussing each of them ______________________ .----_____________________________________ _ 
other _________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Number! 

5 
9 

9 

20 
5 

Percent of 
47 States 

responding 

10.6 
19.2 

19.2 

42.6 
10.6 

1 Some States checked multiple responses. 
2 The minimum amounts are $50,000, 1 Slute; $25,000, 1 State; $5,000, 2 States; $2,500,1 State; $2,000, 2 States; $1,000. 

2 States. 

In some states an effort is underway tv devote more board time to policy 
making and comprehensive planning instead of requests for support. 

Because the SPA supervisory boards are basically responsible for "reviewing, 
approving and maintaining general oversight of the State plan and its imple­
mentation," 6 the composition of these bodies is of great interest. The Safe Streets 
Act stipulates that the SPA supervisory board be representative of law enforce­
ment and criminal justice agencies, units of general local government and public 
agencies "maintaining programs to reduce or control crime." LEANs planning 
guidelines specify eight types of interests which must be represented on these 
boards in order to meet the statutory mandate: (1) state law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies; (2) elected policy-making or cxecutive officials of units 
of general local government; (3) law enforcement officials or administrators from 
local units of government; (4) each major law enforcement function including 
police, courts, corrections and juvenile justice; (5) public agcncies maintaining 
crime prevention and control programs; (6) a range of jurisdictions that provides 
reasonable geographical and urban-rural balance as well as high crime area 
representation; (7) spokesman for the concerns of state law enforcement agencies 
and locnl governmcnts and their law enforcement agencies and (8) citizen and 
community interests.7 DeterminLLtion of whether each SPA complys with the 
"balanced representati.on" requirement is an LEAA responsibility. 

According to the FY 1976 planning grant applications, the number of members 
on SPA supervisory bO,llrds varies widely-from eight in Guam tQ 75 in Michigan, 
with a national avernge of 26. In most states, all members are directly appointed 
by the govcrnor, although his or her flexibility in making such appointments is 
limited by LEANs representation req:u;,rements and in some states by statutory 
membership specifications. The legi&~nt.ure makes some appointments t,o the 
SPA boards in CalIfornia and the Virgin Island.s. 

Information obtained from the FY 1976 planning grunt applications (Appendix 
Tables IV-3.1, IV-3.2, IV-3.3) reveals reasonable balance on supervisory boards 
in terms of government,al level, but with rcspect to functional representation, 
a weighting in favor of courts find police appears. FOrty percent of the SPA board 
members reprc<sent locnl governments, while 37 peifccnt represent state govern-

o U.S.. DI'II11rtmcnt oC .Tustlce, LIMA, "Guideline MnnllnI: Stntc Plnnning Agency 
Grltnts." p. 7. 

7 IbM., p. 8. 
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ment. A trend in board composition, noted since ACIR's 1970 survey, is increasing 
representation of the general public; between 1970 and 1975 their membership 
increased from 17 to 24 percent of the total. (See Appendix Table IV-3.I.) Another 
trend is the continuing heavy representation of criminal justice functional interests. 
In 1970, 59 percent of the members were criminal justice officials, compared with 
57 percent in 1975. (Appendix Table IV-3.2). The relative amount of representa­
tion of various criminal justice functions (police, courts, corrections and juvenile 
justice) has remained fairly constant since 1970, with the exception that law 
enforcement spokesmen are no longer the largest group of functional officials. 
Court, prosecution and defense representatives make up 21 percent of the member­
ship, compared with 20 percent for police. The proportion of city and county 
representatives on SPA supervisory boards accounted for by chief executives or 
legislators is relatively small-24 percent-while criminal justice officials comprise 
68 percent of the local membership. (Appendix Table IV-3.3). The impressions 
given by the above data were confirmed by the SPA directors, approximately 60 
percent of whom indicated that no agency, jurisdiction or group was either over­
represented or underrepresented on the supervisory board. 

The processes and procedures under which the SPA supervisory bodies operate 
vary considerably from state to state depending upon their functions. In many 
instances, the supervisory boards operate under a strong committee structure 
with the maj or decisions being made at the committee level. When such a structure 
is used the committees are usually established along functional or isue lines (e.g., 
law enforcement or victimless crimes). Some supervisory boards employ an execu­
tive committee, which can either make decisions for the full board when it is not 
in session or make genera.! policy decisions at all times. The degree of formality 
in operation also varies; many boards utilize Roberts Rules of Procedure during 
their meetings. Thirty-seven SPA directors indicated that their boards operate 
under approved bylaws. The role of the chairman also varies depending on the 
functions of the board and its structure. In some states, the chairman is only a 
figurehead who conducts board meetings while in others this person actively influ­
ences all board policies and J?rocedures. In most states, the governor appoints the 
chairman, although in six (Wisconsin, Delaware, New Mexico, North CarOlina, 
Idaho and Texas) the governor serves as chairman himself. 

LEAA requires that a full-time administrator be appointed to carry out the 
various state responsibilities associated with the Safe Streets Act. In almost every 
state, the SPA director is named by the governor, sometimes with the consent of 
the legislature. In Kentucky, Missouri and South Dakota the head of the umbrella 
agency in which the SPA is housed has the authority to appoint the director, while 
in Maine and Montana the supervisory board has the appointing authority. 

The composition and functions of the SPA staff are determined by the state. 
LEAA requires that SPAs maintain a staff of adequate size (no fewer than five 
full time professionals) and competencies "to determine annual planning priorities 
and to manage the development, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of 
the state's annual criminal justice improvements plan./I 8 In order to prevent 
political abuse, LEA A also requires that the SPA staff be included in the state's 
merit system, with the exception of the director and certain other top level staff 
members. According to the FY 1976 pll1nning grant applications, the SPAs 
currently employ over 2,000 p-3ople. As shown in Appendix IV-4, the number of 
SPA professional staff ranges widely from state to state. Overall, the average SPA 
professional staff size is 26, which represents nearly a 200 percent increase since 
1969 when the national average was nine. Full time professionals account for an 
average of 68 percent of the staff while full time clerical personnel comprise 29 
percent. 

SPA staffs are usually organized along fllnctionallines, with a section or division 
normally established for grant management functions and one for planning activi­
ties. 'rhe former typically consist of grant !ldministrators and financial managers 
while the latter nre usually stnffed with criminal justice functionnl specialists. 
units are sometimes set up, independently from the planning or grant management 
sections, to handle allditing, evaluation, standards and goals, and public informa­
tion. Severnl general trends in staffing have occurred in concert with changing 
emphaSis by LEAA and SPAs. A comparison of the personnel information from the 
FY 1976 planning grunt applications (which do not have a uniform classification 
system) with the results of ACIR's 1970 survey suggests that since 1969 the 
number of auditors and evaluators has substantially grown as SPAs have created 
small but full time mOnitoring, evaluation and auditing units. The number of 

B Ibid., p. 10. 
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functional planners and fiscal and grant administrators has steadily increased 
during the past seven years. 

At the inception of the Safe Streets program, the greatest personnel problem 
facing the SPAs was finding and at.tracting competent staff members. According 
to ACIR's 1970 report, "In view of the relative infancy of criminal justice planning 
and administration as a profession and the desire of many State Planning Agencies 
to hire personnel with either a multifaceted law enforcement or criminal justice 
background or experience in public administration, budgeting and ID.w rather 
than public safety, it was not surprising that qualified SPA personnel were 
difficult to find." g In 1975, it appears that this problem is not as pressing. Then 
SP As have achieved more than 94 percent of thier total authorized staffing levels 
and more than half of the SPAs have a full staff compliment. The visibility of the 
program, the increasing nu.mber of institutions of higher education offering 
degrees ill criminal justice planning and administration, and the efforts by both 
LEAA and the States to develop trained personnel have contributed to the meet­
ing of SP A staffing needs. 

The other major personnel problem facing the SPAs in 1970 concerned the 
high rate of turnover in the position of SPA director. UnfortUnately, this problem 
has persisted. According to ACIR survey data, only six states still have their 
original director. Twenty SPAs have had two directors; at the other extreme, 
Florida has had 15 directors. Overall, the states have averaged three SP A directors 
each since 1969, with an average tenure of two years. From October 1974 through 
October 1975, 23 new SPA directors were appointed. This high rate of turnover 
can be attributed in most instances to normal occupational mobility and changes 
in state administrations. The instability generated by frequent changes in top 
leadership has created management and continuity problems as reflected in rapid 
policy shifts, high professional staff turnovers and grantee confusion. At tl"'. • arne 
time, most SPAs are better equipped to deal with this high rate of turnover today 
than in 1970 because of the establishment of formal procedures and processes for 
planning, policy-making, funding and administration. 
Role in State Government 

The debate in Congress in 1967-1968 over which level of government should 
implement the Safe Streets Act was resolved in favor of the states, since it was 
believed that these units wcre best equipped to integrate and coordinate a frag­
mented criminal justice system. As an agency of state government, an SPA does 
not administer the program in a vacuum. The executive, legislative and judicial 
branches of state g.wernment all interact with the SPAs. However, the extent to 
which this interaction occurs varies considerably among the states. 

The governor occupies a pivotal position in Safe Streets administration. Con­
gress called for gubernatorial designation of SPAs in order to avoid duplication of 
effort within a state and to maximize coordination between levels of govern­
ment, criminal justice functions and other government programs. In addition, 
governors appoint members of the supervisory board (and in six states chair 
this body), condt.:ct budget reviews and, in some states, delineate regional planning 
units. On a day-to-day basis, however, most governors are not actively involved 
with their SPAs. Forty SPA directors surveyed, for example, indicated that the 
supervisory board's relationship with the governor could be characterized as 
independent or one of occasional communication and consultation. The handful 
of states reporting that their governor had been a.ctive in the program described 
this involvement as one of mainly settling disputes over local funding decisions or 
making recommend£lt,ions concerning particular projects or programs seeking 
Safe Streets support. 

Several factors are responsible for this low level of gubernatorial participation. 
In some states, the governor has delegated direct ov(;::sight of the program to a 
cabinet level aide or department head. Although the governor is not directly 
involved in these instances, the delegation of responsibility to a high adminis­
tration official usually [h'ovides the type of policy direction and coordination 
enVisioned by Congress. In other states, the stature of the supervisory members 
facilitates the SPAs policy-making role vis-a-vis other statc agencies and guber­
natorinl intervention is not required. It is no surprise that in many states the 
governor's attention is limited by the myriad of Ferieral programs requiring his 
attention, tlw small amount of funds provided unde, the Safe Streets Act, and the 
heavy demands placed upon the time of a state chief executive. 

• ACIR, "Mnklng the Snfc streets Act Work." p. 28. 
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While the governor's direct participation in SPA affairs may be slight, he may 
rely on the SPA, both staff and board, to advise him and other state agencies on 
criminal justice matters. Forty-I.wo SPAs indicated that they often or sometimes 
performed special analyses and studies at the request of the supervisory board, 
the governor or the heads of state agencies. At the same time, the SPAs have been 
largely unable to change their image as Federal planners and grant dispensers in 
connection with the operations of other state agencies. Thirty-three directors 
stated that thei! SPA had not become involved in planning and budgeting for the 
activities of state criminal justice agencies other than those supported by Safe 
Streets funds. Fourte('n SPAs however, reported reviewing and commenting on 
the budgets of thp.se agencies. It was judged that SPAs exercised the most influence 
with respect to other state agencies when evaluation and auditing their projects 
and when seeking state appropriations for matching purposes. While some 
exceptions do exist, most SPAs are influential only when Safe Streets funds are 
involved and do not relate closely to other executive branch agencies except as a 
funding conduits or information resources. 

In recent years, the state legislatures have become more aware of and involved 
in the Safe Streets program primarily for fiscal reasons. In the 1971 amendments 
to the act, Congress required that beginning with FY 1973, the matnhing con­
tributions made by state and local governments had to be funds appropriated for 
this purpose rather than in-kind contributions. This ohange resulted in direct 
legislative oversight of SP As-a new phenomenon in several states. The growing 
appreciation of the need to assume the costs of Safe Streets initated programs 
also has increased legislative interest in SPA activities. 

As the state legislatures have become more aware of the SPAs and the Safe 
Streets program in general, and as the SPAs' capacity to contribute to policy 
decisions has improved, these agencies have become more involved in substantive 
criminal justice issues. Forty-siX SPA directors indicated that their SPAs had 
advised the stll};e legislature on pending criminal justice bills. Forty-one of these 
officials noted that their SPAs had drafted or proposed criminal justice legislation. 
Proposed legislation was generally in the area of criminal code revision, court 
unification, corrections, policc standards and training, indigent defense and 
juvenile justice reform. According to the SPA directors surveyed, most of the 
legislation proposed by the SPAs has been enacted. SPAs appear to have had 
particular success in the area of police standards and training, community correc­
tions and court reform. Le/fislative involvement appears to be an increasingly 
common aspect of the SPAs function as change agents. 

The SPAs' relationship with the judicial branch of state government is not as 
clear as that with the exccutivc or legislative branches. The Congress did not 
prescribe a role for the judiciary in the Safe Streets program, although it is a major 
component of the criminal justice system. The state courts are normally repre­
sented on the SPA supervisory board and receive subgrnnts from the SPA. But 
how the relationship of the SPA and the state courts affects the state's criminal 
judiciary is dependent in part upon certain structural factors as well as the 
attitudes of the state judiciary toward participation in an executive branch 
program. In states with a highly unfied court system, for example, the state 
judiciary, usually through the jUdicial confcrence or the office of the court ad­
ministrator, is actively involved in setting priorities for the state's criminal bench 
represents the court in other criminal justice policy decisions and promotes the 
use of Safe Streets funds to improve thc criminal courts. In states where the court 
system is not unified, state courts-usually appellate bodies, without super­
intendence of lower courts-are generally less active in the program. 

The separation of powers doctrine, which is based upon a system of checks and 
balances, is often cited by judges as the major reason for limited court involvement 
in the Safe Streets program. Even though the courts are considered a component 
of the criminal justice system along with executive branch agencies, state con­
stitutions make them a separate but equal branch of government. Many judges 
think that this doctrine prevents them from participating in executive brl1nch 
policy-making functions l such as those performed by the SPAs. At the same time l 
they think that the SPA as an executive branch ngency has no right to determine 
policy that delais with the operation of thc judiciary. 

Politirs has also deterred judicial involvement. It is believed that the need to 
compete with the police, corrections, juvenile delinquency and othcr interests 
seelj:ing Safe Sf·reets support compromises the independence and integrity of the 
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judiciary. As the recent report by the Special Study Team on LEAA Support of 
the State Courts observed: 

Because criminal justice system needs far exceeded the size of the LEAA 
block grant awarded to each State, a built-in competition for funds developed. 
Applications were to be made to an interdisciplinary policy board of the SPA 
on which sat representatives of various agencies which sought special con­
sideration for their discipline. The courts were nominally represented but 
found it demeaning to apply for court funds to an agency that was not 
always objective or professional and which, in some instances, viewed the 
availability of Federal funds as an opportunity to strengthen relationships for 
the governor.10 

The problems of balancing the need for judicial participation in the Safe Streets 
program with the constraints imposed by the separation of powers doctrine are 
difficult to resolve. One approach taken in a number of states has been the creation 
of a judicial planning capacity at the st,ate level. In California, for example, a 
criminal justice planning council was established in the judicial conference by the 
state legislnture and is statutorily required to set jUdicial priorities and review 
judicial projects and programs requesting Safe Streets support. The vast majority 
of the programs developed and recommended by the council over the years have 
been funded by the SPA. 

REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS 

The 1968 Safe Streets Act required that local governments partiCipate in the 
compreliensive planning activities of the states. Further, the law recognized the 
need for an effective planning capability at the subs tate level by requiring that a 
minimum percentage of planning funds be made available by the states to local 
governments or combinations thereof. 

In its FY 1970 guidelines, LEAA encouraged local participation in Safe Streets 
planning on a regional, metropolitan or other "combined interest" basis. Further, 
the agency suggested that criminal justice planning responsibilities be assigned to 
existing multijurisdictional organizations. In lieu of this, SPAs were to create 
regional planning units (RPUs) to assist in the development of the annual com­
prehensive plan. Current guidelines define an RPU as ", , . any body so desig­
nated, which incorporates tw') or more units of fpneral local government to 
administer planning funds and undertake law enforcement and criminal justice 
planning activities under the Act for a number of geographically proximate 
counties and/or municipalities." 11 

By 1970 almost every SF A had established a network of criminal justice plan­
ning regions. Forty-five states had a total of 452 RPUs, In 30 of these states, 
criminal justice planning had been added to the functions of existing multijuris­
dictional bodies,12 

In the last five years there has been little change in the total number of regions. 
According to the FY 1976 state planning grunt applications, there are now 445 
regions in 43 states. Twelve states (and territories) do not have regions. (See 
Appendix Taple IV-5.) Whilc the total has not changed substantially, 15 states 
have increased the number of their regions, while in 16 this figure has been re­
duced. Changes in the geographic boundaries of several RPUs have been made, 
usually to accommodate common interests of contingent areas, resolve conflicts 
between urban and rural cities and counties, achieve population or geographical 
balance, or improve coordination by housing related planning activities under 
one roof. In at least one state (Ohio), the change in the regional structure was 
drastic. In order to more effectively concentrate planning and action funds in 
high-crime urban areas, in 1971 the state stopped using its 15 substate councils 
of government and created six RPUs, each consisting of one central city and its 
surrounding county. 

According to ACIR's 1975 survey results, 48 percent of the 340 RPUs replying 
were set up by executive order, with the remainder established under state law. 
Fifty-seven percent of the regions were created specifically for criminal justice 
planning purposes, although several huve subsequcntly assumed additional plan­
ning responsibilities in <"elated fields. 

10 John F. X, IrvIng, II~nry y, P~nnlngton nnel P~t~r Hl1yn~s, "Report or the Special 
Study Tenm On LEAA Support of the Stnte Courts," Criminal Courts ~l'ecbnl~11 Assistance 
Project, The Amcrlcllll Un verslty (Wllshlrlgton, D.C., 10ni), .p . .22. 

11 U.S., Depnrtrncnt of ,Tusticc, r.. .. IDAA, "Guldellnf,l 1\[nn1l111: StlLte Plll1lnlng Agency 
Grtlnts," p. ·2!l. 

12 AGIR, "lIfnJdng the Snte Str~ctR Act Work," p. 33, 
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The dq,ta also indicate that for the most part local governments hlwe partici­
pated in establishing or reconstituting the regional planning units, as LEAA 
guidelines have stressed that RPUs must ct ••• enjoy a base of local unit accept­
ability and representation." 13 More than 90 percent of the regional planning 
officials and 85 percent of the SPA directors replying said that city and county 
governments had been involved in this process primarily through adopting inter­
local agreements and appointing supervisory board members. 

Regional planning units perform a wide range of functions related to the Safe 
Streets program. Forty-two of the 43 states having regions participating in 
ACIR's 1970 survey reported that RPUs planned for their member jurisdictions 
and in 37 they coordinated local planning efforts. In 32 states the RPUs reviewed 
local applications for action grants prior to their submission to the SPA, and 22 
did so on referral. Sixteen SPAs indicated that RPUs expended action funds 
as the ultimate grantee, but in only four did regional units make action grants to 
localities. In 11 states RPUs made planning sub grants to localities. Thus, even 
as early as 1970, RPUs had already established themselves as major agents in 
the Safe Streets program. 

As Table IV-6 illustrates, the functions performed by RPUs have not changed 
greatly over the past five years in the view of the 1975 regional and SPA survey 
participants. Almost all perform or coordinate planning activities, and review 
grant applications. There has been a slight increase in the number of states in 
which regions award grants to units of local government and a SUbstantial decrease 
in those that expend action funds as the ultimate grantee and award planning 
subgrants. 
Supervtsory Boards 

Regional planning units are required by LEAA to te ••• operate under the 
supervision and general oversight of a supervisory board." It The provisions 
governing the composition of these boards have evolved from providing only law 
enforcement representation to including local government, criminal justice 
agencies and general public representation. 

According to the questionnaire data, the average number of members on an 
RPU board is 27, with an average tenure of four years. In most RPUs (52 percent), 
board members are named by the local governments comprising the region. In 
only a few regions (10 percent) are the members chosen by the governor, while 
about two-fifths of the RPUs cited other methods of selection. 

TABLE IV-6.-FUNCTIONS PERFORMED BY REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS, OCTOBER 1975 

SPA response 

1970 I 1975 RPU response 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Perform criminal Justice planning for their area of 
Jurisdiction ••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••••• 42 98 39 93 327 94 

Coor~inate local criminal Justice planning ellort ••••• 37 86 40 95 296 85 
Make planning subgrants to local governments ••••• 11 26 6 15 100 29 
Review local applications before submission to the 

39 326 93 SPA •••••••• _ ••• __ ••••••••• " __ "_ ••••••••••• 32 75 93 
Review local applications aller referral by the SPA._ 22 51 10 25 132 38 
Make action subgrants te units of Iota I government.. 4 9 6 15 97 28 
Expend action funds as Ultimate grantee •••• _ •••••• 16 37 13 32 110 32 

I Advisory Commission on Intorgovernmental Relations, "Making the Safe Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental 
Chalienge" (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, September 1970), p. 35. 

Attendance at board meetings is fairly high, with 69 percent of the members 
usually present. Although 85 percent of the RPUs allow members to designate 
alternates and in half these regions the alternates have full voting privileges, Ip,ss 
than one-third said that locftl elected officials often sent erimiMI justice agency 
officials in their place, 

About half of tho RPUs have advisory councils or subcommittees that address 
specific problems in particular functional areas, such as police, courts tmd correc­
tions. Advisory councils often exist where the RPU is a council of governments 

1., U.'8., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, "Oulde for 
Comprelienslve Law Enforcement Planning and Action Grllnts, Fiscal Yenr :1.1)70," p. 20. 

,. U,S., Department of Justice, LEAA, "G'\lldellne Manual: State Planning Agency 
Grants," p. 20. 
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(CO G). In tWs instance, the advisory council makes recommendations on criminal 
justice matters to the governing body of the CO G. In determining representational 
balance LEAA considers the membership of both the advisory council (predom­
inantly criminal justice officials) and the CO G governing body (predominantly 
local elected offiCials) . 

In view of the regional respondents, the police have a greater (27.2 percent) 
number of spokesmen on the RPU supervisory boards than any other criminal 
justice functional component, a finding consistent with predominantly local 
responsibility. Although most regional and local officials surveyed contended that 
no group (including the police) was over-represented, more of the local officials 
responding thought the police exercised greater influence in board decisions than 
any other jurisdictional or functional representative. 

For the most part, RPU officials reported that corrections, courts, and prosecu­
tion and defense interests were the least adequately reflected on thc regional boards. 
On thc other hand, local officials indicated that public members were both the 
least represented and least influential. 

In response to criticism from city and county public interest groups, the Safe 
Streets Act was amended in 1973 to require that RPU boards consist of a majority 
of local elected officials. However, in implementing this provision LEAA defined 
"local elected officials" as including not only executive and legislative officials 
of general purpose local government, but also elected sheriffs, district attorneys, 
and judges. 

TABLE IV-7.-EFFECTS OF 1973 AMENDMENT REQUIRING A MAJORITY OF LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS ON RPU 
BOARDS,! OCTOBER 1975 

Increased Innuence 01 chiel executive and legislative 
officials In RPU declslonmaklnE •••••••••••••••••••• 

Reduced innuence of criminal Justice functional repre· 
sentatives in RPU decislonmaklng ••••••••• _ ••• _ •••• 

More realistic programing in terms of local budget con' 
slderations •••• _ •••••••••• _ ................... __ •• 

No effecl. ............................. _ ••• _._._._ .. 
other _.,. _._ ••• __ • _ ...................... _ ..... _ ••• 

I Multiple responses were received from some Jurisdictions. 

RPU 

Number 

128 

62 

125 
121 
70 

Percent 

37 

18 

36 
35 
20 

Local 

Number 

345 

239 

424 
327 
118 

Percent 

31 

22 

38 
30 
11 

In thc views of regional and local survey respondents, the effects of tWs amend­
ment have been mixed. (See Table IV-7.) About one-third of both the RPU and 
local officials thought there had been no effect as a result of the requirement at all. 

Fifteen SPA directors also indicated that this amendment has produced no 
appreciable impact. The directors who cited positive results mentioned the fol­
lowing: local elected officials have become more aware of criminal justice problems 
and needs, the SPA's sensitivity to local problems has increased, and the local 
baee of the program has bcen broadened. On the negative side: local politiealization 
of the criminal justice planning process had occurred, the tendency toward "pork­
barreling" had accelerated, and getting local elected officials to serve on RPU 
boards had become more difficult. 

Generally, RPU boards play an active role in Safe Streets planning and funding 
decisions, with only limited autpority delegated to staff. As 'fables IV-8 and IV-9 
show, 35 percent of the boards review and approve specific activities in the annual 
regional plan. On the other hand, 65 percent approved and disapproved all grant 
applications after discussing each of them. As in the case of the state planning 
agencies, it may well be that most RPU board members perceive more direct and 
tangible rewards ill approving applications than in approving activities outlined 
in t.he regional: ( ,II. However, this varies according to the degree to which the 
plan represents fUllding commitments. 
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tABLE IV-8.-VIEWS OF RPU OFFICIALS REGARDING THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE RPU BOARD HAS AN ACTIVE AND 
INFLUENTIAL ROLE IN REVIEWING ACTIVITIES IN THE ANNUAL PLAN, OCTOBER 1975 

Number Percent 

Sets broad policies and priorities only_____________________________________________ 23 8.8 
Reviews and approves general activitles___________________________________________ 48 18.3 Reviews and approves specfic activities ____ ._______________________________________ 92 35.1 
Accepts staff recommendations with review________________________________________ 62 23.7 
Accepts staft recommendations without review_____________________________________ 6 2.3 Other _________ • __________ ._______ ____________________ _________________________ 31 11. 8 

Total ________________________________________ : __________________ ~ ________ ----26-2----10-0.-0 

TABLE IV-9.~VIEWS OF RPU OFFiCiALS REGARDING THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE RPU BOARD HAS AN ACTIVE 
AND INFLUENTIAL ROLE IN REVIEWING APPLICATIONS FOR FUNDING, OCTOBER 1975 

Number Percent 

All approval and disapproval authority delegated to RPU staff__________________________ 14 4.3 
Supervisory board approves and disapproves all applications above a certain dollar amounL____________________________________ ______________________ __ _________ 4 1. 2 
Supervisory board approves and disapproves all applications, normally without indio 

vidual discussion exceptfor a problem or controversial case_ ________________________ 44 13.5 

Su~:~~I~nKe~~~~_~~~!~~~:_~~~_~i:~~!!~~::_~~_~~~~~~~~~:~~_O!_~~~~_~~:~_~i:~~~~~~~_ 214 65.4 Other ____________ • __ .-.-,, _______________ .. __________________________________ __ 51 15.6 

------------------Total. _____________ __ ________ ____ ________ __ ________ ____ __________ __ __ ____ 327 100. 0 

LEAA guidelines require SPAs to provide reasonable assurances that RPUs 
are adequately staffed to carry out their diverse functions. Like their state-level 
counterparts, many RPUs have had difficulty obtaining a sufficient number of 
qualified personnel. Nevertheless, the data indicate that RPU staff ear.abilities 
have increased since 1970, when seven of the states responding to ACIR s survey 
did not have full-time professional planners. Five years later, a review of the FY 
1976 state planning grant applications showed that by mid-1975 all states with 
regional planning units had one or more full-time staff at the regional level. (See 
Appendix Table IV-6.) The number of employees ranged from a high of 133 
professionals in California to one in Rhode Island. Overall, there were a total of 
948 full-time professional positions, supplemented by 169 part-time personnel. 

Nevertheless, these data should not be interpreted as meaning that every region 
has full-time professional help i clearly, some do not. Moreover, a number of 
regions have only one staff person who must perform the myriad duties of planning, 
application processing and providing technical assistance. For example, Virginia 
has 22 RPUs yet only 26 full-time regional professional staff members. 

In contrast to the SPAs, there has been little turnover in key RPU staff. Only 
nine percent of the regional respondents said there had been high turnover of 
executive directors, while 20 percent thought there had been a high turnover of 
criminal justice planners. 

For the most part, regional staff members are hired independently by the RPU 
board. Neverthelessl some critics have maintained that the RPUs are primarily 
instruments of SPAS, rather than instruments of local governments. There­
fore, it is noteworthy that the 1975 survey results show that the majority of local 
officials (60 percent of the city and 71 percent of the county respondents) believed 
that RPU staff were local, as opposed to state, employees. 
Funding 

The Safe Streets Act requires that SPAs make available to local governments or 
combinations thereof at least 40 percent of the available planning funds (Part B). 
The purpose of this provision is lito insure local participation in formulating, 
revising and updating the Comprehcnsive State Plans." 16 However, LEAA may 
waive this pass-through requirement, in whole or in part, if it finds that it is 
inappropriate jn view of respeotive state/local law enforcement planning responsi­
bilities and would not contribute to the efficient development of a state plan. 
Planning grants to the regions do not require non-federal match. 



Appendix Table IV-7 lists the amount and percent of Part B funds made avail­
able by each state to the local level in FY 1976. Eighteen states (two more than 
in 1969) passed-through more than the required 40 percent and two (Minnesota 
and Missouri) allocated one-half of their planning funds to regions and localities. 
Twelve states have been granted pass-through waivers by LEAA. The planning 
grant figures show that Maryland, for example, distributes only 37 percent of its 
Part B monies to the sUbstate level, but it should be remembered that these 
amounts represent allocations for 15 months due to the change in the Federal 
fiscal year, and some discrepancies may be due to this transition period. 

SPA and RPU respondents generally agreed that the amount of Part B funds 
was inadequate at the regional level (See Table IV-lO). According to the SPA 
directors, RPU functions that were hampered as a result of this inadequacy were 
planning, technical assistance, monitoring and project development. 

TABLE IV-lO.-ADEQUACY OF PT. B FUNDS, OCTOBER 1975 

Excessive Adequate Inadequate 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

In the view of regional officials: SPA pI. B funds _________________ 103 32 157 50 57 18 RPU pt. B funds _________________ 4 1 93 28 240 71 
In the view of SPA directors: SPA pL B funds _________________ 0 0 15 30 35 70 RPU pt. B funds _________________ 1 2 15 36 26 62 

Almost all regional officials (82 percent) thought that the SPA had adequate 
or even excessive plarming resources, while only 30 percent of the SPA directors 
thought that their agency had sufficient Part B support. A majority of regional 
officials (71 percent) viewed the present 60-40 pass-through formula as an inappro­
priate way to divide planning funds and indicated that the state should be limited 
to 40-50 percent, with the remainder allocated to the regions. Although most of 
the SPA directors favored the current formula, 15 recommended that a greater 
portion be retained at the state level. 

LOCAL PLANNING 

In the initial years of the program, a number of the larger and more urban 
cities and counties objected to the regional approach adopted by the SPAs, 
claiming that their pressing crime problems were being subordinated to the less 
urgent needs of rurnl communities and suburbs. In addition, many jurisdictions 
were experiencing difficulty in obtaining planning monies. Since most of the 40 
percent pass-through of "local planning funds" was being allocated to the newly 
formed regional planning units, 17 of the 30 largest cities did not receive any 
Part B support at all in FY 1970.16 

In response to these criticisms, Congress amended the act in 1971 to require 
SPAs to "assure that major cities and counties ... receive planning funds to 
develop comprehensive plans and coordinate functions at the local level." 17 
l'hese amendments also authorized the usc of Part C action funds to support 
criminal justice coordinating councils in localities (or combinations thereof) 
having a population of 250,000 or more. 

As a result of these provisions, there was a dramatic growth in the number of 
local governments seeking to establish their own criminal justice planning capacity. 
In many cases, this effort took the form of assigning a planner to the local police 
department (or SOme other agency of local government) who had primary respon­
sibility for Safe Streets efforts (See Table IV-ll). Most of these offices (53 percent 
of the cities nnd 56 percent uf the counties) were set up specifically for the Safe 
Streets program. As of mid-1975, city criminal justice planning offices had an 
average of four professional staffers, with 11 range of from 1 to 70. Counties 
usuully had three professional employees, with It range of from 1 to QO. However, 
the ml1jority hnd only two or fewer personnel. Most of these offices nrc heavily 
involved in proposul writing, plnnning, fiscal monitoring, project evaluation, 
guidelines review find other Safe Streets-related functions. Some also participnte 

'~NlltlOlllll Longu() of CIties lind U.S. Conference of l\IlIyors, "Crlmlnlll Justlco Coordlnnt­
In'I CounCils," 1071, P. 23. 

1 "Omnibus Crime Coutrol lind Snfe Streets Act," 82 Stilt. 1H7, sec. 202(c) (1071). 
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in a variety of non-LEAA related tasks, such as review of criminal justice agency 
budgets, legislative analysis and policy development.ls 

Criminal justice coordinating councils (C.TCCs) are found mainly in the larger 
cities and counties. Spurred by the 1971 amendments providing for the use of 
Part C funds to establish CJCCs in localities of 250,000 or more population, by 
the end of that year they existed in 33 of 50 of the nation's largest cities. JO 

TABLE IV-II.-ASSIGNMENT OF LOCAL PLANNING RESPONSIBILITY FOR SAFE STREETS FUNDS,. OCTOBER 
1975 

Cities 

Number Percent 

Mayor's office______________________________________ 64 8 
County chief executive's office________________________ 3 0 
Dislric! attorney's office______________________________ 2 0 
City manager's office________________________________ 119 15 
Counly manager's office______________________________ 4 1 
Department of public safely__________________________ 33 4 
Department of human resources______________________ 0 0 
Polico departmenL_________________________________ 341 43 
Counly sheriff's office_______________________________ 10 1 
Cilywlde criminal Juslice, coordinalins counciL_________ 10 1 
Cily-counlY criminal Juslice coordinallng council________ 97 12 
Regional planning commission________________________ 211 27 
Council of governments______________________________ 72 9 
Regional office of SPA_______________________________ 158 20 Other __ _ ___ __________________________________ _____ 76 10 

Counties 

Number 

8 
73 
10 
11 
29 
4 
3 

12 
93 
4 

48 
163 
35 
78 
62 

Percent 

2 
17 
2 
2 
7 
1 
1 
3 

21 
1 

11 
37 
8 

18 
14 -----------------------------Number reporting______ __ _____________________ 790 _____________ _ 440 _____________ _ 

• MUltiple responses were received from some Jurisdiclions. 

CJCCs are established by local governments for the purpose of planning for 
and coordinating criminal justice programs. Usually chaired by local chief execu­
tives, the councils consist of members broadly representative of local government, 
the general public, and the criminal justice community. The first CJCC was 
established in 1967 by the mayor of New York City, based in part on the recom­
mendation of the President's Crime Commission that: "In every State and every 
city, an agency, or one or more officials, should be specifically responsible for 
planning improvements in crime prevention and control and encouraging their 
implementation." 20 In defining a criminal justice coordinating council, the LEAA 
General Counsel has referenced the Report of the National Commission on the 
Causes and Prevention of Violence which, in recommending the creation of 
criminal justice offices in the nation's major metropolitan areas characterized the 
functions of those offices as including budgeting, coordination, systems analysi8 
and evaluation, the development of performance standards, and the initiation of 
information systems.21 

According to ACIR's 1975 survey data, 107 cities and 52 counties are served by 
coordinating councils. Moreover, a recent study by the National League of 
Cities and United States Conference of Mayors indicates that CJCCs exist in 
29 of 49 cities responding to a questionnaire sent to the nation's 55 largest munici­
palities. Nineteen of these CJCCs were affiliated with both city and county 
governments. Ten were city-wide, however, the latter were most often single-city 
counties with a consolidated metropolitan government.22 

The functions of CJCCs frequently overlap with those performed by regional 
planning units, although the LEAA general counsel has attempted to distinguish 
between the Safe Streets planning activities of an RPU (which receive Part B 
support) and the coordinating role of a CJCC (funded by Part C). Further, RPUs 
and CJCCs are differentiated by the fact that the former exist by authority of the 
governor or state legislature, and the latter arc creations of local government.23 

18 Nntlonnl Lengue of Cities nnd U.S. Conference of Mnyors, "1075 Survey Report on 
Locnl Crlmlnnl .Tustlce l'lnnnlng," p. 13. 

1. Natlonnl Lengue of CIties nnd U.S. Conference of Mnyors, "Crlmlnnl Justice Coordlnnt­
In~ COllncll," p. 5. 

u Ibill., Jl. 2. 
:n U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Office of 

Gcnel'll.l Counsel, Legll.! Opinion 75-54, MIl.Y'1075. 
:tI Nll.tionnl League of CIties nnd U.S. Conference of lIlnyors, "1075 Survey Report on 

Locnl Crlmln.nl Juaticel'lnnnlng," p. 7 . 
m LIllAA, Office of Genern! Counael, Legal Opinion 75-54. 



1000 

Nonetheless, in some instances criminal justice coordinating councils also 
serve as designated regional planning units for the purpose of the Safe Streets 
program; for example, Cleveland-Cuyahoga County, Detroit-Wayne County and 
San Francisco. In others, the CJCC serves a city or city-county combination 
which is part of a broader multijurisdictional RPU; for example, Minneapolis­
Hennepin County and the City of St. Louis. 

Once again in response to complaints by big city mayors and county officials, 
the Safe Streets Act was amended in 1973 to require SPAs to establish procedures 
whereby cities and counties (or combinations thereof) of 250,000 or more persons 
could submit plans to their SPAs for funding in whole or in part. The purpose of 
this provision (the so-called Kennedy Amendment) was to allow localities, and 
in particular the major urban jurisdictions, to participate more fully in the Safe 
Streets program and to reduce the budgetary uncertainty and delay in the funding 
of local projects. Twenty-four SPAs responded affirmatively to a question in the 
ACIR survey concerning whether they had established procedures pursuant to 
this requirement of the 1973 Act by the Fall of 1975. The impact of these proce­
dures on planning varies greatly among the states. At one extreme, in Minnesota 
the two local coordinating councils (Minneapolis-Hennepin County and St. Paul­
Ramsey County) are requested to prepare comprehensive plans for their areas. 
These plans are then submitted to the appropriate regional planning unit and 
integrated into a regional plan. This document is reviewed by the SPA for use in 
reparing the state plan. 

However, once the state plan is approved, the CJCCs, like other applicants, 
must submit individual proposals to the SF A for approval. At the other, in Ohio, 
the major city county RPUs submit plans which, when approved by the SPA, 
trigger the award of a "mini block grant" to the RPU to implement the ac­
tivities described in its plan. Falling somewhere betwcen these two alternatives 
is the approach adopted by the Virginia SPA. In an effort to implement the 
Kennedy Amendment without undermining its existing regional planning struc­
ture, the SPA developed procedures allowing the two eligible localities to prepare 
fiscal year plans in conjunction with their local budget processes. Once approved 
by their governing bodies, these plans are reviewed by the approprin.te regional 
planning unit and are submitted to the SPA, along with the comments of the 
region, for approval. After the local plans are approved by the SPA, the localities 
submit applications to the SPA directly (rather than through the Ii.PU). How­
ever, these applications do not follow the usual procedure of going to the SPA's 
supervisory board for Itpproval, since approval of the local plan has in essence 
represented a funding commitment by the SPA. The subsequent application is 
processed for administrative and accounting purposes only, and consequently the 
time involved is greatly shortened. 

In general, the lack of effect on the funding process in most states has signif­
icantly undercut the intent of the Kennedy Amendment. Not surprisingly, 
the National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors survey revealed that few 
of the large cities were satisfied with the way the requirement had been im­
p lemented. Seventy-one percent of the respondents said that the amendment had 
resulted in "no change»; 16 percent, that it had improved the situation "some 
what" i and eight percent, that it had ()ontributed "very much" .2{ 

Funding 
The 1971 Safe Streets Act amendments required SPAs to insure that all major 

cities and counties reCeIve planning funds. LEA A guidelines subsequently 
defined eligible localities as including: (1) the largest city and county in each state j 
(2) each city with It population of 250,000 or more; and (3) each county with a 
population in excess of 500,000. 

Localities, of course, are not required to accept direct planning monies and many 
waive their rights to such funds in writing. A review of the FY 1976 State Plan­
ning Grant Applications shows that at least 65 localities have signed waivers for 
Part B funds. However, in theRe instances local planning is being carried out by a 
CJCC receiving Part C support, by a multi-jurisdictional RPU receiving Part B 
money, or by It single city-county RPU (often fUnctioning ns a CJCC as well) 
opernting with Pnrt B funds. Conversely, at least 29 counties, 28 cities, and nine 
City/county combinations that are eligible have not signcd waiver agreements. 

ACIR .1urvey dltta indicate that most city and county officials felt that the 
amount of Part B funds for local planning is insufficient. One percent of the 
respondents ttllswered ('excessive" i 44 percent said "sUl'ficient" i and 54 percent 

'" NntloILnl Leaguo at Cltlcs nm1 U.S. Confcrcllce of l\!nyors, "1075 Survey UCllort all 
Local CrimInal Justlco Plnnnlng," p, 17. 
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replied "inadequate". Similarly, two-thirds of the RPU and SPA respondents 
thought that local planning monies were inadequate. 

Part C funds are also a source of support for local planning efforts. As mentioned 
earlier, action dollars may be used to establish c00rdinating councils in localities 
(or combinations thereof) of 250,000 or more persons. Based on the FY 1976 
state planning grant applicationsl"..it appears that about 32 local CJCCs receive 
Part C funds. Because of limited rart B monies and the increase in planning and 
administrative tasks several SPAs have awarded action grants to single county­
city bodies (either CJCCs or RPUs) to support activities related to Safe Streets 
planning. However, in May 1975 the LEAA general counsel issued an opinion 
stating that Part C funds may not be used to supplant Part B planning ac­
tivities of RPUs. Further, Part B funds must be awarded to CJCCs to support 
those activities necessitated by the comprehensive planning process authorized 
by the Safe Streets Act. In other words, those functions of a CJCC directly related 
to Safe Streets (i.e., grant management, local priority setting and grants review) 
must be supported by Part B monies and not Part C.26 The probable effect of this 
ruling will be to reduce even further the amount of planning funds available to 
regions and other local planning efforts. 

THE FEDERAL CONNECTION 

A key element of the block grant concept is the delicate relationship between 
the Federal government and the grant recipient-in the case of the Safe Streets 
program, between :JEAA and the states. Block grants present a challenge to the 
Federal administra~ive agency; on the one hand it is responsible for insuring that 
congressional purposes are achieved, on the other, it must allow recipients maxi­
mum discretion in the use of funds. 
Regional 0 jfices 

As discussed in Chapter III, LEAA began implementation of the Safe Streets 
Act by establishing guidelines for the states to follow in setting up their planning 
agencies and formulating comprehensive plans. Through preparation of planning 
grant applications and annual plans in conformance with the guidelines, states 
would provide the information LEAA needed to assure compliance with the act. 
In the early years of the program, LEAA maintained guideline development and 
planning grant applica1tion review and approval functions in its Washington 
headquarters. In May 1971, LEAA decentralized the review and approval func­
tions to 15 regional offices as part of an effort to better monitor and assist the 
states' efforts. Currently, the regional offices perform the primary role in LEANs 
liaison activities with SPAs, while guideline development, auditing, legal opinions 
and overall policy direction are still handled by LEAA headquarters. 

The LEAA regional offices has two major subdivisions, operations and technical 
assistance. The operations section consists of the state representatives, who are 
assigned to each state in the region and financial staff who are not assigned to 
particular states. The state representative is responsibie for all communications 
between LEAA and his or her assigned state and coordinates the review of the 
annual comprehensive plan. The technical assistance function is performed by 
specialists in each of the criminal justice functional areas of law enforcement, 
adjudication, corrections and juvenile justice, as well as by specialists in broader 
areas such as manpower and information systems. The regional administrator 
who heads each regional office maintains authority over all planning grant applica­
tions and annual comprehensive plans submitted by SPAs. The regional admin­
istrator also represents LEAA on a Federn.! regional council to facilitate coordina­
tion between Safe Streets and other Federal programs operating within the region. 

A major function of the regional office is the review and approval of the state 
comprehensive plans. In recent years, the communications about the plan between 
the SPAs and their respective regional offices have begun with the issuance of the 
planning guidelines. These communications usually involve LEAA efforts to 
further clarify any new or modified requirements and SPA explanations of the 
procedures it expects to follow in preparing its plan. State representatives continue 
this dialogue with their SPAs so that they are fully aware of the stages of plan 
development and can provide guidance to their states as to the acceptability of 
SPA responses to LEAA requirements. 

Once the comprehensive plan is submitted to the regional office, appropriate 
sections are reviewed by the technical specialista and the financial analysts. 
Deficiencies are noted and discussed with the regionll.1 OffiClA amI are oftp.n Tp.mll.nnnil 

JII ,LEAA, Office ot General C,ounBel, Legal OpInIon 7l'i-fi4, 
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to the states prior to final action to permit early resolution. Early in the program's 
history, the desire that funds continue flowing into the field caused LEAA to 
approve most state plans (and, therefore, to award the Part C block grant) 
despite major deficiencies. In fact, only a handful of state plans have ever been 
totally disapproved. Usually LEAA places "special conditions" on the block 
grant award in order to remedy deficiencies or ensure compliance with any require­
ments issued after issuance of the planning guidelines. Special conditions usually 
stipulate remedial action by the grantee within a specified period of time. Accept­
ance of the award means that the grantee agrees to correct the deficiencies noted on 
the special conditions. Responses from 32 of the SPAs, surveyed indicated that 
their LEAA regional office had often placed special conditions on final approval of 
the state plan, while none indicated that LEAA had never taken this action. 

A regional office can also delay approval of the state plan to permit SPA resolu­
tion of deficiencies prior to final action. Only three SPAs, however, reported that 
delays in plan approval had occurred, often while 16 asserted this had never 
occurred. According to the respondents, the length of time LEAA takes to review 
and approve plans has steadily declined: in 1970, the average was 10.8 weeks, by 
1974, it had been reduced to 9.5 weeks. This decrease may not appear to be 
significant, but it should be kept in mind that over this period the guideline 
requirements to be enforced by the regional offices increased substantially, and 
these offices also assumed primary roles in administering LEANs comprehensive 
data system and law enforcement education programs. 

In addition to its plan approval, information and interpretation functions, a 
regional office is also responsible for applying and enforcing gUidelines, providing 
technical assistance, and, in some cases distributing discretionary funds. Table 
IV-12 lists some of the activities regional offices perform and shows the SPA 
directors' assessment of their usefulness. IVIore than 50 percent of the respondents 
found the encouragement of national priorities in state plans to be an unnecessary 
regional office activity, while all found interpreting Federal guidelines and respond­
ing to SPA requests to he useful or essential regional offiCI; functions. The negative 
attitude of the SPA directors toward regional offices' encouragement of national 
priorities in state plans probably stems from their belief that this interferes with 
state decisionmaking and priority setting. Reviewing annual plans, responding to 
SP A requests and distributing discretionary funds were deemed to be essential 
regional office activities by more than 40 percent of the respondents. In general, 
the rating of regional office activities appears to show that SPAs favor activities 
that are of direct assistance in accomplishing their mission rather than ensuring 
compliance with congressional mandates. 

TABLE IV-12.-SPA DIRECTORS' ASSESSMENT OF LEAA REGIONAL OFFICE ACTIVITIES OCTOBm 1975 

Activities 

Interpreting Federat guidelines: 
N umber ••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••• " •••••••••••••• 
Percent ........................... "" ...................... . 

Reviewing annual plans: 
Number ..................................................... . 
Percen!. ......................................... , ••••••••••• 

Applying and enforcing requirements: 
NUmber ••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• '" ., ••••••• 
Percen!. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " •••••••••••••• 

Providing technical assistance: 
N umber •••••••••••••••••.••• ""'" •••••••••••••••••••••• , ••• 
Percan!. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Communications with Federal authorities: 
Number ..................................................... . 
Percent •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••..••••••••••••••• "" "'" 

DistribUting discretionary funds: 
N umber •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Percen!. •••••••••••••••••••• '" ............................. . 

Responding to SPA request: 
Number ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ 
Percen'-••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

A P PI~I~~ g~~~.~f~~~~ ~ ~:~~:~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ .o.~::~~~ ~!~ ~~ ~ ........... _ .. 
Percent •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

EnCOUraging national priorities In State plans: 
N umber ••••••••••••••••••••• _. '" ............ _ •••• _ •••••••••• 
Percent ..................................................... . 

Degree to which regional office activities are 
useful to the SPAs 

Essential 

18.0 
36.0 

23.0 
46.0 

10.0 
20.4 

16.0 
32.0 

8.0 
16,3 

21.0 
42.0 

22.0 
44.9 

12.0 
25.5 

5.0 
10.2 

Useful Unnecessary 

32.0 0 
64.0 .............. 

22.0 5.0 
44.0 10.0 

30.0 9,0 
61. 2 18.4 

33.0 1.0 
66.0 2.0 

33.0 8.0 
67.4 16.3 

25.0 4,0 
50.0 8.0 

27.0 0 
55.1 

29.0 6.0 
61,7 12.8 

17.0 27.0 
34.7 55,1 
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Technical assistance is the only activity where the size of the State appears to 
affect the attitude of the SPA states with populations in excess of 5 million usually 
rated LEAA technical assistance as only useful rather than essential, while most 
states with populations less than 2 million felt that activity to be essential. 

Mixed views over the advocate-adversary function of the regional office were 
also reflected in the SPA directors' attitudes toward state representatives. Organ­
izationally, the state representative is the major means of communication and the 
administrative link between LEAA and the SPAs. Some SPAs stated that their 
state representative not only identified and obtained LEAA resources for their 
state, but also acted as an advocate for them in regional office decision making. 
Other SPAs did not find their state representative to be a facilitator or liaison 
with LEAA but rather to be an adversary. As one SPA official commented: "It 
appears that the State Representative role has been gradually compressed to 
purely administrative functions, mediating between a continual flow of paper 
from the SPA and an increasing range of LEA A guidelines." Most SPAs strongly 
supported the advocacy role of the state Representative, indicating that this 
person should be someone who understands the state's particular needs, programs 
and priorities so that he or she can relate LEAA's resources and requirements to 
them and be "free to vigorously support the position of the SPA to ensure that 
the process is truly a partnership." Altogether, the SPA's attitudes about the 
role the state representative should play are consistent with their attitudes 
toward the regional offices: the Federal role at its primary level of contact should 
be one of assisting the states to accomplish their mission not to impede their 
actions. 
LEAA Guidelines 

As previously discussed, LEAA has developed, issued, and enforced guidelines 
to implemlJnt the Safe Streets Act as well as other Federal statutes or regulations' 
Ounently, LEAA guidelines cover: Part B grants, Part 0 block and discretionary 
grant:.', Part E formula and discretionary grants, the Law Enforcement Education 
Program, financial aspects of all programs, systems programs including Oom­
prehensive Data Systems, and grants under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. Basically, these guidelines specify requirements for 
applying for and administering the variety of funds available through the Safe 
Streets and Juvenile Justice programs. As this chapter is devoted to the organiza­
tion and processes of state, regional, and local planning. This section concentrates 
on the LEAA guidelines that directly affect Safe Streets planning-the Part B, 
o and E guidelines. 

The guidelines concerning the application for and administration of Part B 
planning grants primarily require that the SPA describe itself j its regions j its 
operations, including plan development, evaluation, technical assistance and 
auditing; and its procedures for complying with several related acts of Oongress. 
Until fiscal year 1972, many of the requirements contained in the planning grant 
guidelines were part of the administrative component of the comprehensive plan 
guidelines. Previous guidelines were fairly short and resulted in a planning grant 
application which consisted primarily of necessary forms and budget justifications. 

The Part 0 anti E gUidelines form the basis for the development of the annual 
comprehensive plan, and consist of detailed discussions of and specific require­
ments for each of the congressionally mandated sections of the plan. These 
sections include: (1) a description of existing law enforcement and criminal justice 
systems and resources; (2) an analysis of law enforcement and criminal justice 
needs, problems, and priorities; (3) a description of the state's law enforcement and 
criminal justice standards and goals; (4) a multi-year projection of state improve­
ment; (5) a review of related law enforcement plans, programs and systems; 
(6) a description of the annual action programs: (7) a past progress report that is 
primarily an evaluation of previously funded projects; and (8) a statement of 
compliance with statutory requirements. The comprehensive plan guidelines do 
not require separate annual Part 0 and Part E plans but do require that the special 
Part E assurances required by law be met in a number of places throughout the 
annual plan. . 

Many of the strongest complaints about the Safe Streets program by SPA direc­
tors, and in some instances other state, regional and local officials, center on the 
gUidelines, which are considered restrictive, incomplete, repetitive, and overly 
detailed. A concern voiced frequently by SPAs is that the reporting procedures 
nnd the amount of paperwork overloads the staff, and that simplification of the 
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guidelines and requirements is a major need. As one SPA Director stated in his 
response to ACIR's survey: 

Even with increased amounts of Part B administrative funds most SPAs 
are caught in a never ending cycle of devoting the vast majority of their time 
to assuring compliance with the LEAA guidelines and the bureaucratic shuffle 
connected with grants administration. This leaves precious little time for the 
SPA staff to provide the criminal justice system with the techniCAl assistance 
and coordination assistance so desperately needed. 

The SPAs' concern about the size and complexity of the guidelines in relation 
to the amounts of planning and action dollars available cannot be underestimated. 
As discussed in several of the case studies contained in this report, some states 
believe that the proliferation of guidelines, requirements and "red tape" has 
reduced the benefits of the program to the point where they are considering termi­
nating participation. In t!:leir view, the time demands imposed by compliance wit.,h 
guideline requiremGnts makes it difficult, if not impossible, to develop compre­
hensive plans responaive to state and local needs. 

While the reasonableness or effectiveness of the substance of the guidelines is 
beyond the scope of this report, the history of their use and their relative growth 
highlight this "guideline controversy". LEA A began its administration of the 
Safe Streets program by issuing guidelines for planning and actiou grants in 
November 1968. Due to the infancy of the SPAs and the short time allotted fOi' 
preparation of their first comprehensive plan, the states found that they could not 
comply with the initial det of guidelines. Therefore, several sections were waived 
for the FY 1969 plans, and, although all requirements were reinstituted for the 
FY 1970 planning period, LEAA's emphasis was on getting the program started 
and keeping the funds flowing into the field. This led to a lesser priority being ac­
corded to enforcement of LEAA guidelines. At the same time, the states found 
that compliance was not too difficult due to the relatively small number of require­
ments. Despite shifts in the responsibility for developing guidelines within LEAA, 
most changes in the first few years were restri.cted to reorganization of the guide­
lines and refinement of particular requirements, The first major revisions were 
made in FY 1972 in response to the 1971 amendments to the boct, particularly 
provisions to implement the new Part E program. Two other developments at 
this time that turned LEANs attention to guideline compliance were the decen­
tralization of planning grant and plan approval to the regional offices and the 
concerns about inadequate financial accountability raised by the Monaghan 
committee hearings (see Chapter II). 

As the importance of the guidelines in LEANs administration of the Act grew 
and as amendments to the Safe Streets Act increased the complexity of the 
program, LEAA recognized the need to standardize and formalize their guidelines. 
Therefore, for FY 1973, the first of a series of standardized guidelines was issued 
(series M4IQO), which also set forth a formal format highlighting specific require­
ments. Since then, the major statutory impact on the guidelines has come from 
the Crime Control Aet of 1973 and the ,Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre­
vention Act of 1974. As discussed in Chapter III, the current emphasis in LEA A 
is on technical compliance with guidelines, which when coupled with the issuance 
of expanded and changed guidelines for FY 1976, has raised the SPAs frustra·Uon 
level. 

While not an accurate measu.re of the growth in workload, the increase in the 
number of pages in the guidelines document does provide an approximation of 
the overall rise in thc number of requirements. As shown in Table IV-13, the total 
length of the guidelines and of the instructions for the completion of the planning 
grou.t application and the annual comprehensive plan have, for the most part, 
been expanding since FY 1971. Since standardization began in FY 1973, both 
the planning grant and plan sections of the guidelines have more than doubled. 
Of particular note, most of the major increases in length have occurred when the 
gUidelines have reflected statutory changes and additions; in FY 1972, for the 
1971 Part E Illld other amendments; in FY 1974, for the Crime Control Act 
of 1973, and in FY 1976, for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. 

In addition to complaints about the guidelines in general and about specific 
statutory requirements like Part E, SPA Directors also indicated that frustration 
with the untimely issuance of new guidelines and the frequent revision of existing 
ones. As indicated in Table IV-14, the time between final issuance of the planning 
guidelines and the date of plan submission has been relatively short considering 
that the plan is to be produced on an annual bo..9is and is to be Ilcomprehensive". 
The conCOrns of many SPAs about integrating major changes into their planning 
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processes or obtaining additional information are highlighted by this table; in 
recent years the time allotted from issuance to plan submission has been the 
shortest when new statutory requirements must be implemented. In addition, 
for many states, the deadline for plans was much earlier than the May 15 sub~ 
mission date used to calculate the time period for FY 1973-1975. These SPAs 
had only a few mOIlths to incorporate major changes. Kentucky, for example, 
submitted three comprehensive plans to LEAA within a 15-month period. 

TABLE IV-13.-NUMBER OF PAGES IN STATE PLANNING AGENCY GUIDELINES FISCAL YEARS 1969-76 

Fiscal year Totall Appendices' 
Planning 

granta Plan l Forms, etc.' 

1969_ _______________________________ 164 95 17 uno _ _ _____________ _________________ 113 3& 20 
1971 6_______________________________ 46 • ___ • ___ • _._._ •• __________ ._ 
1972 e •• __ ._ ••• _. __ ._. ____ •• '_""'" 50 • _"'_"_"'" •••••••••••• __ 

29 
41 
46 
50 

25 
38 
28 
18 

================================ 1973: 7 

~gL:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ 1~ _ ........ _.:~:··--······43· ~~ -------------------------------------Total ••••• __ ••• __ ••••••••• _. __ • 152 61 37 43 50 
1974_ ••••••••••••• _ •••• __ ....... _. __ 175 7& 86 67 48 
1975 _ •• _. "" ._ ••• ,_,., ••• _._., ••••• 1&2 85 86 73 55 
1976 ••••••• _ ••••• _ ••••••••••••• ___ •• 254 134 96 100 59 

I Number of pages of entire document including any appendices • 
• Number of pages specified as an appendix by LEAA. . 
I Number of pages devoted to the development and submission of the planning grant application, including appendices. 
t Number of pages devoted to the devolopment and submission of the annual comprehensive plan including appendices. 
e Number of pages involved with forms, Instructions for form completion, pI. Band C allocations, etc. Not mutually 

exclusive from the other categories. 
4 In fiscal year 1971 and fiscal year 1912, no new sets of guidelines were Issued although SPA directors' memorandum 

No.10 (planning guidelines) was updated, tns numbers represent the urdate of this memorandum. 
7 The fiscal year 1973 guidelines were Issued In 2 vols., (a) M4100. which concerned planning grants and (b) M4300.1 

which concerned the comprehensive plan. 

TABLE IV-H.-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE ISSUANCE OF PLANNING GUIDELINES AND PLAN DUE DATE S, 
1969-76 

Fiscal year 
Planning guidelines 
issued Plan due date 

Time 
between 

1969 1_ ••••• _ •• November 1968._ ••• June 1969. ___ ._ •• _ •••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• _ ............ 7 mo. 
1970._._._ ••••• January 1970._ ••••• Apr. IS, 1970 •••••••••••• _ ••••.•• _ •••••••••••••••• ___ •••• _ 3.S mo. 
197L. __ ••• _ •• Sept. IS, 1970 •• _._.~ Dec. 31, 1970 ••• _._. __ ••• _ ••• ___ ••• ____ . __ ._. ___ •• __ ••••• _ 3.5 mo. 
19n ___ .... ____ Nov. 23,1971 ••••••• Negotiated on May IS, 1972, but no more than 11 mo after 5.S mo.' 

approval. 
1973. ___ ._ •••• _ Sept. 11,1972.-. ____ Negotiated on May 15, 1973, but no more than 11 mo after B mo.' 

approval. 
1974 ........... Dec.lD, 1973 ••••• _. Negotiated on May IS, 1974, but no morf. than 11 rna alter 5 mo.' 

approval. 
1975.. •• _ .. _ ••• July I, 1974 .... __ ••• Negotiated on May 15, 1975, but no more i!1an 11 fl'.J atter 10.5 mo,' 

approval. 
1976._ ......... Mar. 21, 1975. __ •• _. Sept. 30, 1975 ............................... , ...• ,.",.", 6 mo. 

------._-----------------------------------------------------------
J The requirements of fiscal year 1969 guidelines were lessened through Memorandum to State Planning Agency Dlrec· 

tors, No. 10, Issued Feb. 28, 1969, which also encouraged SPA's to submit their plans In early Apr/ll969 rather than in 
early June 1969. 

o Calculated Irom the May 15 deadline. . 
Source: State Planning Agency grant gUides, Guideline Manuals M4100.l-M4100.ID. 
Despite the appearance of unreasonable time frames, the states have been 

informed of changes in or expansions of the guidelines since the inception of the 
program. Under the provisions of the Administrative Procedures Act and the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, LEAA must involve the major state 
and local government associations and any other groups directly affected in the 
promulgation of the guidelines. In the early years of the program, LEAA sought 
and received SPA input into guideline formulation through workshops set up for 
training SPA directors. As the need for a stronger role in guideline formulation 
became appD,rent, the states joined together to form the National Conference of 
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators (NCSCJPA). Since its inception 
in 1972, the NCSOJPA has actively reviewed and commented on proposed 
guidelines through a permanent standing committe)" All SPAs receive copies 
of proposed guidelines and are asked to provide comments to the NCSCJP A, 



which in turn submits them to LEAA. Despite this formal procedure, LEAA is 
only required to give interest groups aJ,).d other interested citizens 30 days to 
review and comment on the guidelines. Many SPA directors complain that with 
their busy schedules, this does not allow them enough time to adequately enter 
into the guidelines development process. LEA A need only inform the associations 
or other complainants who may have suggested changes in the guidelines that such 
changes have not been incorporated into the final issuance. Thus far, according 
to the LEAA Office of G'Jneral Oounsel, no one has ever legally challenged a 
guideline after final issunr.ce. 

Bp.sides the timing of issuances, SPA directors complain about the frequency 
with which LEAA changes its guidelines. A complete set of state planning agency 
grant guidelines is issued annually, but changes may be made at any time during 
the year. Therefore, SPAs may have to modify or adopt new procedures or provide 
additional information at any time. The major changes, however, are usually 
reserved for the annual guideline issuance. Table IV-15 shows the changes in 
the State Planning Agency Grant guidelines for each fiscal year since 1969. 
Material in this table was developed from the summary pages that accompany 
each new set of guidelines (see Appendix IV-8) and only reflects those changes 
indicated in the summaries. Therefore, the total number of modifications could 
have been far greater than the figures in the table. The data show that the greatest 
number of changes appears to occur in those guidelines issued after new legislation 
becomes effective. Particularly notable is the number of additional requirements 
(and changes therein) which result from legislation other than the Safe Streets 
Act. Overall, the changes appear to be due primarily to acts of Oongress. But, 
with the promulgation of the FY 1976 guidelines, LEAA appears to be increasing 
its role here, to the point of initiating almost half of the major changes, a departure 
from past LEAA practice. The table also show::! that most of the changes in the 
guidelines have been the addition of ne" requirements or expansions of existing 
ones. It would appear, therefore, that state complaints about the proliferation 
of Federal requirements hrwe some merit, but the conclusion that these have been 
the result of LEANs capriciousness is not substantiated by the data. 

TABLE IV-15.-GUIDELINE CHANGES FOR PT. B AND PT. C GRANTS, FISCAL YEARS 1969-76 

Fiscal years 

1969-70 ••••• 

1970-71 •••••• 

Number 
of 

changes 
indicated 
by LEAA 

in preface Summary of major changes 
Primary initiator of such 
changes 

Replacement of simpillied format of 1969 plans with detailed LEAA. 
format and requirements. 

Reorganization of the plan outline into program and administrative LEAA. 
components. 

Reor~anlzation of multiyear plan and annual action plan •••••••••• LEAA. 
Multiyear period increased from 4 to 5 yr ••••••••••••..••••••••• LEAA. 

1971-72 1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , """.'" ""'" ••••••••••••••••••••••• , 
1972-73...... 33 Shifting of the administrative components of the plan from pt. C LEAA. 

to the planning grant application. 

1973-74 •• , •• 

1974-75 .... " 

Buy In and hard match requirements Instituted ••••••••••••••••• 1971 amendments to the 
• ~t. 

Requirements resulting from other statutes included such as: Congressional action and 
National Environmental Policy Act, Clean Air Act, National rulemaklng by other 
Historical Preservation Act, Uniform Relocation Assistance and Federal agencies. 
Real Property Acquisition Policy Act and Civil Rights Acts. 

13 Requirements to show compliance with; (a) 90 day rule, (b) buy Crime Control Act of 1973. 
in and cash match changes, (c) RPU elected official presentation, 
and (d) procedures for direct SUbmission of plans from local 
governments with over 250,000 population. 

Requirements to show compliance with the determined effort 
prOVision of the act. 

Requirement to provide funding incentive to units of government 
that coordinate and combine criminal justice functions. 

Required Inclusion of a comprehensive Juvenile justice program ••• 
Requirements to increase the emphaSIS on the development of 

narcotic and alcoholism treatment programs In correctional 
programs and to provide for programs to monitor the progress 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

and Improvement of the correctional system. 
Increased EEO requirements •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Department of Justice 

EEO guidelines. 
Revisions in the requirements relating to the National Environ· Revised guidelines and 

mental Policy Act of 1969 the Clean Air Act and Federal Water Executive orders from 
Pollution Control Act and lhe National Historic Preservation Act. other Federal agencies. 

Revised A-95 review requirements •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• OMB Circular A-95. 
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TABLE IV-1S.-GUIDELINE CHANGES FOR PT. B AND PT. C GRANTS, FISCAL YEARS 1969-76-Continued 

Fiscal years 

1975-76 •••••• 

Number 
of 

changes 
indicated 
by LEAA 

in preface Summary of major changes 
Primary initiator of such 
changes 

23 Increased emphasis on juvenile justice throughout the guidelines 
including required changes in SPA supervisory board composi· 
tion. 

Revised A-95 rrocedures and a requirement for memorandums 
of agreemen on areawide planning. 

New requirements for civil rights compliances especially concern· 
ing reporting on awards for construction projects. 

Revised requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act 
and the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Juvenile Justice and De· 
linquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. 

Revisions in OMB Circular 
A-9S. 

LEA A and Department of 
Labor guidelines. 

Revis~d guidelines from 
other Federal agencies. 

LEAA. EXpansion of the required description of planning and plan rela· 
tionshlps. 

Increased emphasis on SPA technical assistance requirements •••• LEAA. 
Increased requirements (more specificity) about the SPA's LEAA. 

auditing plans and procedures. 
Major changes to the comprehensive plan requirements including Progressive responses to 

increased data analysis and the complete integration of standards the Crime Control Act 
and goals Into the plan. of 1973. 

New requirement that LEAA's program descriptors be added to LEAA. 
programs in the multiyear and annual action plans. 

Increased detail required in the progress reports •••••••••••••••• LEAA. 
New requirement for the provision of joint statements as to the other act. of Congress. 

relationships between LEAA and the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974 and the Joint Funding Simplification Act 
of 1974. 

More specific requirements for the provision of narcotics and LEAA to clarify 1973 
alcohol treatment in corrections programs. amendments. 
Reauirement for more information on the plans and pro~rams of LEAA. 
Stales In the areas of organized crime and the Bicentennial. 

I The summaries of changes for 1971-72 were distributed with the preliminary issuances, .~nd were not available from 
LEAA and other sources. However, according to the General Counsel's office, no substantive di3n~es occurred at that time. 
Technical and clarifying modifications were made, and a number of SPA memoranda were consoliaated at LEAA's Initiative. 

SAFE STREETS PI,ANNING PROCESSES AND PROCEDURES 

When the Safe Streets Act became law in 1968, little criminal justice planning 
was being conducted. As previously discussed the Office of Law Enforcement 
Assistance (LEANs predecessor) between 1966 and 1968 had awarded over $29 
million to 30 states to help them develop criminal justice planning capacities. 
Because of the small amount of funds involved and the state-of-the-art at the 
time most states had only established a mechanism to study their crime problems 
by the time the Safe Streets Act became law. Only seven SPA directors indicated 
that any comprehensive criminal justice planning activities existed at the state, 
regional, or local levels prior to 1968. Similarly, 95 percent of the 335 RPUs and 
an equal proportion of the 1236 local governments responding to ACIR's surveys 
statcd that no criminal justice planning was being conducted in their jurisdiction 
prior to 1968. 

As discussed in Chapter III, the Safe Streets program got off to a slow start. 
The delays in appointing administrators and promulgating guidelines combined 
with the lack of experience or knowledge about criminal justice planning resulted 
in initial state plans that were little more than compliance documents. In light 
of these factors, few expected the states to perform comprehensive planning at 
least initially. 

Since them, expectations about planning have changed. A body of criminal 
justice planning knowledge has been developed, as have additional planning tools 
and techniques. A criminal justice planning profession has emerged and state 
planning agencies have had over seven years of experience to create processes and 
procedures for planning within their states. LEANs expectations have also 
increased as evidenced by the guideline requirements relating to the planning 
proces§ of each state and the required elements of the annual comprehensive plan. 
Even as the program matured, some observers continued to feel that the original 
congressional expectations regarding comprehensive criminal justice planning 
were ambiguous as well as ambitious. These expectations have since been clarified; 



in 1973, Congress amended the act to include the following definition of 
comprehensive: 

The term comprehensive means that the plan must be a total and integrated 
analysis of the problems regarding the law enforcement and criminal justice 
system within the State; goals, priorities, and standards must be established 
in the plan and the plan must address methods organization and operation 
performance, physical and human resources necessary to accomplish crime 
prevention, identification, detection and apprehension of suspects; adjudi­
cation; custodial treatment of suspects and offenders and institutional and 
noninstitutional rehabilitative measures. 

While few would question the desirability of the kind of planning envisioned 
by Congress its feasibility is questionable especially when viewed in the context 
of the historic fragmentation of the criminal justice system and the small amount 
of funds involved. How the states, regions, and localities have attempted to meet 
this mandate and the problems they have encountered are the subjects of the 
following discussion. 
SPA Planning 

Most SPA activities related to planning are eventually translated into the an­
nual comprehensive plan. This document serves as the focal point for most State 
level planning and for LEANs decision to award block grants. The eight major 
required sections of the state plan were intended to provide the States with a 
framework for a logical progression for planning and decision making. Basically, 
the planning model set forth in the outline provides for an analysis of crime and 
the criminal justice system, a description of the standards and goals adopted by 
the State to measure acceptable levels of performance, an identification of defi­
ciencies and of other needs and problems related to reducing crime and improving 
the administration of justice, and a selection of the most appropriate method(s) 
for remedial action. In other words, this approach to planning calls for defining 
the problem (e.g. burglary is the most serious crime problem in the state), setting 
a goal for correcting the problem (e.g. reduce burglary by five percent in three 
years), and determining a way to meet the goal (e.g. conduct a public education 
campaign concerning the need to keep doors and windows secure). 

In addition to gen()rally describing this process, the state jJlans are required to 
break down the results on a multi-year and annual basis. Because planning is, 
inherently, to look to the future, the multi-year perspective is required. Since 
block grants are awarded on an annual basis, description of how the funds will be 
used each year is also necessary. The detail required for the annual action plan is 
much greater than that required for the multi-year portions, since it is assumed 
that more information is available about the immediate future. While LEAA does 
not strictly hold the states to their multi-year plans, it does require close adherence 
to the annual action plan As a result of this emphasis, the concentration on funding 
and the annual plan requirement, SPAs are much more concerned about planning 
for the allocation of resources in the coming year than for longer~eriods. The 
survey of SPA directors, for example, revealed that the Needs and Problems and 
the Annual Action Plan elements of the plan were considered by more than 80 per­
cent of the respondents to be essential or very helpful, while the Multi-year Budget 
and Federal Plan, Multi-year Forecast of Results and Accomplishments, and 
Related Plans, Programs and Systems components were viewed by more than one­
third of the respondents to be of little or no use. 

The responsibility for making decisions or performing activities needed to pro­
duce a plan varies from state to state. As previously indicated, in 21 states the 
supervisory board takes an active and influential role in reViewing and approving 
specific activities in the annual plan, while 22 accept staff recommendations with 
review. In addition to the differences between supervisory body and staff roles in 
planning, the activities of the regional and local planning units also must be 
considered. Generally, decentralized states delegate much of the decision making 
authority to regional and local units, so that the SPA supervisory body only 
makes broad policy decisions and the SPA staff complies the state plan from 
regional and local input. 

When asked the extent to which the planning activities of the staff tnvolve 
variolls functions, all 52 responding SPAs indicated that they have some degree 
of involvement in the review and approval of the annual plan by the sur.ervisory 
body in establishing program categories, in analyzing the previous year s project 
and programs, in analyzing crime and criminal justice data, and in establishing 
policies and priorities. This level of participation reflects the reliance of the 
supervisory board on the staff to provide them with the information needed to 



establish policies and priorities. As the technical requirements have grown in 
the Safe Streets program, supervisory bodies have become more dependent on 
the "staff" to keep them informed or to ensure that the plan remains in compliance 
without reconsideration by the supervisory board. The SPA staff's lack of contact 
with the general public and local planners in the planning process is underscored 
by the response of more than half of the SPA directors surveyed that their staffs 
had little or no involvement in conducting public hearings or helping local 
governments in developing plans. 

As shown in Figure IV-2, the establishment of policies and priorities is thought 
to be the most important planning function of the SPA. The approaches to 
setting these policies and priorities vary from state to state and are still in transi~ 
ti6n in some places. Generally, three basic models for determining the priorities 
in the annual plan exist. First, some States employ a pre~planning approach 
wherein the SPA determines and sets forth the programs needed to implement 
the priorities. The level of functions for each program is also set by the SPA. 
A common characteristic of this model is the use of crIme and criminal justice 
performance data as the basis for the determination of needs, problems, and 
priorities. States using this model often prescribe certain parameters for each 
progra!JJ. such as the type of recipient, size of recipient's jurisdiction, and specific 
goal to be achieved. 

The second planning model sets overall priorities through the determination 
of minimum and maximum amounts of funding to be allocated to any functional 
or jurisdictional interest. For example, a state using this model would set forth 
percentage allocations to broad functional categories such as law enforcement or 
juvenile justice based upon general need as determined through data analysis, 
direct expenditures and/or continuation funding requirements. Because the cate~ 
gories used in this method are so broad, they are usually viewed as decision 
constraints for the SPA rather than for potential applicants. In some states, 
letters of intent from state and local applicants are solicited and result in the forma­
tion of specific programs to be included under each functional category. Several 
SP As have used this approach to encourage funding balance rather than to 
specifically set forth the priorities for the entire criminal justice spectrum. 
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The third model allows localities and state agencies to determine the priorities 
that will encompass their most pressing needs through the transmission of local 
plans, pre-applications, and letters of intent. From these indications of local and 
state agency needs, the SPA compile the priorities and programs for the annual 
plan. Analysis of crime data to identify problems and justify remedial measures 
is left to the applicant, who is assumed to possess much better information and 
insight. The SPA may set broad policies, such as prohibiting the use of ~unds for 
specific types of equipment or construction, but the actual priority setting is 
done by the localities and state agencies. 

The above descriptions are simplified. In realtiy, combinations of all three 
are used in many states. For example, some states use a pre-planning method for 
state level problems and leave the responsibility for local priority setting to cities 
and counties. Generally, SPAs establish priorities and policies in their planning 
pr')cesses, although their scope varies considerably. For example, 39 SPAs re­
ported establishing policies or priorities that exclude certain activities and en­
courage others j most of these related to the restrictions of equipment purchases 
or construction rather than to broader needs and problems. 

Another basic variable in criminal justice planning efforts is the target for the 
planning-crrme, standards and goals or system improvement, Each of these 
targets has resulted in a different approach to planning. Crime specific planning 
was developed and refined through the Impact Cities program initiated in 1971. 
Under this approach speCific crime problems are identified and addressed through­
out the system. For example, a crime specific planning effort would entail an 
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analysis of the circumstances surrounding the crime, the victim, the criminal and 
the system's response to the crime. Programs then would be developed relative 
to each of the variables. Dominant in the crime specific planning concept is the 
adoption of clear, measurable goals of reducing crime in the selected categories 
(e.g. reduce burglary by five percent). 

The use of standards and goals in planning accompanied initiation of the Safe 
Streets program. Based upon the recommendations of the President's Crime 
Commission, many States launched their planning efforts by trying to implement 
certain standards. Recognizing the need to develop a complete and definitive set 
of standards and goals for the entire criminal justice system effort, LEA A estab­
lished the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals in 1971. The standards and goals recommended by the national advisory 
commission need not be adopted by the states, but the Crime Control Act of 1973 
required that the states include their own standards and goals as part of the 
annual comprehensive plans. This requirement and the funding incentives LEAA 
has provided have greatly increased the use of standards and goals in planning 
throughout the nation. Two methods of standards and goals planning are currently 
employ~d: delineation of programs to encourage state agencies and localities to 
implement standards and goals adopted by the SPA; and requirements that 
recipients of certain types of grants meet the adopted state standards and goals 
adopted by the SPA; and requirements that recipients of certain types of grants 
meet the adopted state standards and goals in order to receive Ferleral aid. 

System improvement planning, the most common approach used by the SPAs, 
seeks to enhance the quality of the components of the criminal justice system and 
the management of the flow of cases and people through it. Directing planning 
efforts toward system improvement rather than crime reduction has been a 
continuing bone of contention for those concerned about the program. The uneasy 
compromise adopted eventually by the Congress in the 1973 amendments called 
upon the program to promote planning for "strengthening and improving the 
criminal justice system" in order to reduce crime. The assumption that upgrading 
the system will reduce crime continues to be the basis for system improvement 
planning in the Safe Streets area. 

None of the three primary targets for planning are mutually exclusive and, in 
fact, are often addressed in combination. Many states do some system improve­
ment planning using state-adopted standards and goals as the measures for success. 
Crime specific planning has been a part of many SPA planning efforts, but not to 
the extent it was in the Impact Cities program. SPAs usually will direct a moderate 
amount of resources into crime specific planning, while concentrating on system 
improvement and standards and goals. 

Despite the above, critics of the Safe Streets program contend that no real 
comprehensive planning is being conducted by the states. They argue that only 
funding decisions are being made rather than decisions concerning overall long 
range priorities. The specific project orientation of state plans is cited as evi­
dence of a fund allocation process. 

According to the responses to ACIR's survey of the SPA directors, plans are 
oriented toward specific projects since an average of 68 percent of the Part C 
funds annually planned for was earmarked for specific projects. Whether this find­
ing indicates that the states are not actually planning is questionable for several 
reasons. First, the amount of funds committed to continuation projects has 
grown steadily, leaving many SPAs no choice but to base their plans on the projects 
that are committed for the upcoming year. Second, the emphasis of LEAA and 
later the states on using all of the Part C money during the period it is available 
has led many states to increase their level of implementation; the most feasible 
way to do so was to secure projects for inclusion within the plan. Third, state and 
local government officials have become well aware that programs translate into 
projects and that in order to get a project funded it must be covered by a program 
in the annual plan. Therefore, the pressures on the SPAs to make sure they have 
included specific projects in the plan is great. Finally, the level of information 
required by LEAA in the program descriptions of the annual action plan, such as 
the numbers and types of projects to be funded and jurisdictions involved, has 
encouraged many SPAs to attempt to develop proj~ets for inclusion in the plan 
so that the required data can be readily obtained. While the long range decisions 
about priorities are usually included in the annual plans, they are not as apparent 
as the more numerous and explicit project discussions. 

Another concern about state planning efforts is the need for the SPAs to perform 
empiric»l analysis in order to determine needs and problems. Twenty-tw,o SPAs 
surveyed indicated that the allotment of funds to specific activities always or 



usually reflected identified needs and problems as determined by statistical analysis 
of crime rates and criminal justice data, while an equal number indicated that the 
allotment of funds only sometimes reflected such analysis. However, Figure IV-2 
reveals that SPA directors thought that analyzing crime and criminal justice 
data was the second most important planning function of an SPA. The relatively 
limited use of criminal justice data and analysis, then, has not occurred because of 
a lack of state desire or support, but because of the overall lack of information 
about the criminal justice system and the reluctance of decision makers to make 
use of available data. For instance, a recent report prepared by the Abt Associates 
for LEAA concerning the analysis of high crime areas in state plans concluded that: 

While an examination of Plans suggests that States are making some effort 
to obtain detailed data describing characteristics of victims, offenders and 
events lot the local l<:lvel, over 80 percent of the Plans reviewed contain no 
greater level of detail in crime than that of a law enforcement jurisdiction. 

In general, Plans demonstrate some degree of expertise in analyzing avail­
able data. 

Little evidence could be found in Plans to suggest that crime analysis is 
applied to the planning process in a unified manner. 

Despite the fact that State Planning Agencies must assume responsibility 
for the development of Comprehensive Plans, many States appear to be 
shifting much of the Plan development to local planning agencies 28 

In summary, the processes of making decisions about controversial issues 
in a political environment may well be a major contributor to the lack of use of 
empirical analysis, rather than poor performance on the part of the SPAs; Several 
factors appear to be encouraging the states to develop project specific, short-term 
plans that are not the result of data analysis. First, the annual plan requirement, 
has caused many SPAs to gear their planning efforts toward the short-term. 
The delays in guideline issuance by LEAA have often resulted in the states having 
to develop plans and concentrate on related LEAA requirements. Many SPAs 
also view the comprehensive plan as a compliance docum(;)nt'-a ticket to funding. 
The model of planning used by the states also influences tl1~ amount of empirical 
analysis and long range planning activity j states that have adopted a pre-planning 
process tend to conduct more data analysis within the SPA than those which 
use other approaches. In addition, continuation funding has had great influence 
over planning results in all states. By simply reducing the amount of resources 
available for allocation each year, the scope of planning activity has been reduced 
in most SPAs. But possibly the most important factor here is the persisting 
emphasis on the distribution of funds. As long as the distribution of LEAA 
funds is considered to be the primary function of SPAs and the major reason 
for participation in planning activities, project specific short-term plans will be 
the most common planning product. In short, lacking the authority and capacity 
to plan for the state-local criminal justice system, it is difficult for SPAs to gain 
credibility in planning and to fulfill the ambitious catalytic role the act delineated 
for them. 
Regional and Local Planning in the Safe Streets Program 

As discussed in the previous section the Safe Streets Act has specifically en­
couraged planning at the regional and local levels through the Part B pass-through 
provisions, the requirement that states provide for direct submission of plans by 
localities with more than 250,000 population and the authorization for the creation 
of criminal justice coordinating councils by local units with 250,000 or mote 
population. The degree of local and regional planning varies considerably through­
out the country and ranges from total control over Safe Streets planning within 
their jurisdictions to merely providing requested data to the SPA for use in its 
planning process. While many of these units also p~rticipate in criminal justice 
planning involving local or state resources, this discussion focuses on Safe Streets 
planning by the primary substate unit designated by the SPAs for this purpose 
the regional planning units (RPU). It should be noted that those single county 
and city planning units which perform the functions of a primary substate unit, 
such as some CJCC's, are treated as regions. 

While many RPUs produce plans for the use of Safe Streets funds and often 
undertake many of the same processes and procedures described in connection 
with SPA planning, the measure of the impact of their efforts is the degree to 
which the RPUs are able to plan for their constituent jurisdictions. For example, 

:zo Abt. Associates, Inc., "An Assessment of State Planning for High Crime Areas," pre· 
pared for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Office of Planning nnd Manage· 
ment. December S, 1975. p. 15. 



many RPUs are required to submit plans to their SPAs that include a stlttement 
of priorities and a description of programs to implement those priorities, but the 
SP A may have already prescribed those that it will accept or may accept only 
some of the region's priorities or programs for inclusion in the annual plan. Since 
the states are the recipients of the block grant and are ultimately responsible for 
its administration to the Federal government, the delegation of Ituthority to mltke 
planning decisions is entirely up to the SPA. As discussed in greltter detail in 
Chapter VIII, no precise measure of centrltlized or decentralized planning exists 
although several criteria appear to be common to each approach. Generally, 
centralized states are characterized by: 

(1) the presence of specific and firmly enforced SPA funding policies; 
(2) the limitation of the amount of authority, capacity, and responsibility 

given the RPUs relative to the SPA; 
(3) the absence of a fixed percentage distribution of block grants funds to 

RPUs; 
(4) a lack of well-defined and specific regional plans that form the basis 

for the state plan; and 
(5) the SPA's retention of authority for approving the funding of individual 

projects. 
Decentralized States are characterized by: 

State 

(1) the delegation of substantial authority and responsibility for planning 
and funding decisions to regional planning units j 

(2) a fixed allocation of block grant funds to RPUs on a percentage ba3ilj 
(3) the capacity and authority for RPUs to develop regional plans that 

also form the basis of the annual state plan; and 
(4) the absence of specific SPA policies that identify or restrict the activi­

ties to be funded with Safe Streets funds. 

TABLE IV-IS.-SPA DIRECTORS VIEWS ON DECENTRALIZATION, OCTOBER 1975 

Unit having the greatest 
influence over local 
funding 

SPA RPU 

Does the SPA accept RPU 
Does SPA indicate the decisions and Incorpo· 

amount of pI. C funds rate the RUP plan Into 
each region will receive? the State plan? 

Yes No Yes No 

A�abama. ____ • ______ • __ • __ • ___ ••••• __ ._ ••• _._ •. X --.-••••• ___ X .-._._ ••• _._ X 

:1ri~~a ~~~?:::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::: ·X····· --.. -X· -.. -.-.-:: :::::: :::: -X· -- -.. -.-
Arkansas •••• _. ____ • ___ ._. __ ._._ •.• _ X •• _____ •• _ ••• ___ .•••.• __ X X 
California ••••••• ___ •• _ .•• _ •• _._. ___ •• _ •••••••.. X X --.•• __ •• ___ X 
Colorado •• __ • __ ••••• ___ •. ____ • ____ ••• _. __ •••• __ X X _ •••••••••• _ X 
Connecticut •••• __ ••• ___ • ___ ._._. ___ X _ •• _. ___________________ X ---_____ -- __ -- ______ X 

~~r~~~~~~~~~~~~~~!::: :::: :::::::: ::=::: =::::~::::::::: :~::::::::: == == == ====:: :~::::::::: Georg./a • ___________________________ X -- ______________________ X ____________ X 
Hawali..___________________________ (NR) ____________ X (NR) 
Idaho ______________________________ X ____________ X ____________ X 
lIIinois _____________________________ X ________________________ X X 
Indlana ________________________________________ X X ____________ X 
lowa.; •• ______________________________________ X X -___________ X 

~~~~~~~r~-:=: ::== =::=:::: ==:=:= =: ~~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~ :~::::::::: :~::::::::: ~~~~~~~ ~~ ~~ :~::::: :::: X 

~i~~~~~i~&;::=:==:==:::::==:::::: g :::::::::=::::==::::::=: g ~~~~~~~~~~~~R~ Michigan___________________________ (NR) X ____________ X 
Mlnnesota__________________________ (NR) X ____________ (NR) 

~i;;i~~~f~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::_~ _________ -X----------X---------_~ _________ ~ 
~~~~~~~a(.N.~~:: :::::::::: :::::::::: -x---------:::::::::::::::::: :::::: -x---------:::: :::::::: X 
Nevada. _______________________________________ X X -- __________ X 

~:~ J~~~~j~~:~~:::::::::::::::::::: -~--- ------:: :::::: :::::: :::::::::: -~- -- -- ----:~::: :::::: X 

~~~~g~~~17nRl:::::: :::::::::::::::: -x---------:: :::::::: :::::::::: :::: -x---------:::: :::::::: X North Dakota. ______________________ X ________________________ X ---_________ X 
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TABLE IV-IS.-SPA DIRECTORS VIEWS ON DECENTRALIZATION, OCTOBER 1975-Continued 

State 

NA=Not applicable. 
N R= No response. 

Unit havinll the IIreatest 
influence over local 
fundinll 

SPA RPU 

Does the SPA accept RPU 
Does SPA indicate the decisions and incorpo' 

amountof pt. Cfunds rate the RPU plan into 
each rellion will receive? the State plan? 

Yes No Yes No 

Table IV-16 reflects the views of the responding SPA directors on three survey 
questions which relate to the above characteristics: Which unit (SPA or RPU) 
has the greatest influence over local activities that receive funding? Does the 
SPA indicate the amount of Part C funds each region will receive? and does the 
SP A accept RPU decisions and incorporate the RPU plan into the SPA plan 
with few changes? It would be expected that decentralized States would reply 
that the RPU has the greatest influence over which local activities receive funding, 
that the SPA indicates the amount of Part C funds each region will receive, and 
that the SF A accepts RPU decisions and incorporates the RPU plan into the 
State plan. Of the 35 SPA directors answering all three questions, 14 gave re­
sponses which meet all three of the decentralized criteria, while four gave two 
decentralized responses, and 11 did not indicate any of these factors were present. 
Therefore, it appears from this information that many states tend to be decen­
tralized in terms of their planning relationship with the regions. These findings 
also suggest that regional planning and decision-making are important aspects 
of the Safe Streets program. 

Another view of regional planning is provided by a description of the way 
regional units plan. Eighty-seven percent of 332 regional planning units surveyed 
indicated that they prepare an annual plan. More than 70 percent of these respond­
ents noted that the RPU selects specific activities for inclusion in the plan from 
a larger number of proposals submitted by local governmen~s, but that they 
usually accept these project decisions and incorporate them into their plan with 
few changes. Therefore, it appears that most regional planning units use a planning 
approach which relies upon the submission of proposals from local governments 
rather than the solicitation of proposals by the RPU. 

In states where planning is not decentralized but RPUs are reguired to sumbit 
plans to the SPA, the inclusion of all proposed programs and projects into a 
regional plan occurs because the SPA makes the decisions about priorities, and 
the RPU wants to maximize its funding potential. According to the results of 
both the SPA and RPU surveys, RPUs establish their own funding policies and 
priorities despite the fact that they may not control these planning decisions. 
In some instances this occurs because the RPU have recognized many of the 
important effects that grant monies can have on local governments and seek 
to insure only positive results. For example, many RPUs have established con­
tinuation funding policies that are much more stringent than those of the SPA 
due to the need to gain local commitment to projects and enhance their prospects 
for successful implementation. (Other times, RPUs seek to establish funding 
policies and priorities in order to clearly indicate local problems and needs to the 
SPA.) 
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TABLE IV-l7.-COMPARISON OF SPA AND RPU DIRECTORS VIEWS AS TO THE DEGREE OF INVOLVEMENT OF RPUs 
IN VARIOUS PLANNING ACTIVITIES. OCTOBER 1975 

(In percent) 

Total number Great Some little No 
responding involvement involvement involvement involvement 

Activity SPA RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU2 

Establish program categories_ 41 346 12.2 37.3 31.7 28.0 31.7 16.2 24.4 )8.2 
ES;~bliSh policies and priori· 

41 347 29.3 53.3 56.1 30.0 12.2 10.7 2.4 6.1 
les_. ____ • _______________ 

C"nduct public hearings ____ 40 338 17.5 26.0 22.5 26.9 40.0 26.6 20.0 20.4 
Analyze crime and criminal justice data ______________ 41 345 29.3 64.1 51. 2 29.3 19.5 4.1 0 2.6 
Assist local agencies in devel-oping plans _______________ 41 345 48.8 70.1 36.5 20.0 9.8 5.5 4.9 4.3 Review local plans __________ 40 337 60.0 59.9 25.0 237 7.5 5.3 7.5 11.0 
Coordinate and assemble local plans _______________ 39 338 56.4 63.0 23.1 19.2 12.8 6_8 7.7 10.9 
Negotiate with State authori-ties ____________ • _________ 41 342 48.8 67.0 39.0 23.1 9.8 6.4 2.4 3.5 
Review and approve annual 

plan by RPU supervisory Board _______ . ___________ 40 334 67.5 74.0 17.5 10.8 7.5 4.2 7.5 11.1 
A-95 review process ________ 35 324 51.4 55.2 31.4 19.8 5.7 10.2 11.4 14.8 

The procedures for formulating RPU plans are very similar to those of the 
SP A. As shown in Table IV-17, more than 60 percent of the RPU officials reported 
that they are greatly involved with the review and approval of the annual plan 
by the regional supervisory board, assisting local agencies in developing plans, 
negotiate with state authorities, analyze crime and criminal justice data, and 
coordinate and assemble local plans. While their role in conducting public her,rings 
is greater than that of the SPAs, it still ranks as one of the lesser activities of the 
RPU. This table is particularly interesting with respect to the attitudes of the 
SP A toward RPU activities. In most instances, the SPA directors thought that 
the RPUs were much less involved in the various activities than the RPUs had 
indicated. The greatest disparity in opinion concerns the level of involvement of 
the RPUs in analyzing crime and criminal justice data. The SPAs rely upon the 
RPUs for much of the criminal justice data that is included in state plans. Be­
cause of the RPUs' inability to meet all of the demands made by the SPAs for 
such information, the SPAs feel that the RPUs are not greatly involved. 

This disparity in attitude is characteristic of most relationships between 
RPUs and SPAs. For instance, a 1975 National League of Cities-U.S. Confer­
ence of Mayors survey report on local criminal justice planning concluded, "Re­
lationships between local criminal justice planning offices and the State planning 
agencies are, with few exceptions, adversary in nature and generally hostile." 27 

While these attitudes are the tensions that occur in day-to-day State-regional~local 
dealings, they also directly relate to the fact that the authority and resources 
needed for RPUs to plan must come from the SPA while the RPUs' constituency 
is local governments. This situation is often very similar to that existing between 
LEAA and the states due to the delegation of authority and resources from the 
Federal to the state level. RPUs in several states have joined together to form 
statewide associations, similar to the National Conference of State Criminal 
Justice Planning Administrators at the national level, in order to present a 
unified voice in dealing with the SPAs and to provide a forum for the exchange 
of information. 

STATE AND REGIONAL PT.-AN DI"CISION-MAKING: AN ASSESSMENT 

Two of the most important questions under the Safe Streets program are who 
makes the planning decisions and what are the attitudes of all participants in 
the program about the adequacy of the planning decisions? While much of the 
information in this section relates to earlier discussions, its presentation here 
provides the opportunity to analyze in a comparative manner state, regional 
and local attitudes. 

As indicated earlier, many states have decentralized the authority to make 
planning decisions to their RPUs. Despite this trend, two-thirds of the 1207 
responding localities felt that the SPA has the most influence in determining 

:n National League of Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors, 1975 Survey Report on Local 
Oriminai JtlBtice Plannino. p. 49. 
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what activities and jurisdictions receive funding. An analysis of the replies to 
this question on a population basis shows that eities and counties with popUlations 
in excess of 500,000 were almost evenly split as to which unit had the most influ­
ence over funding than smaller jurisdictions. This differing attitude may reflect 
the fact that many large jurisdictions are also RPUs or CJCCs and, therefore, 
feel that the RPUs have more influence, conversely, it may reflect the frustra­
tions that many large jurisdictions have with the decisions made by multi-county 
RPUs of which they are a part. 

One of the major reasons that the composition of both SPA and RPU super­
visory boards is of interest to participants in the Safe Streets program is the 
assumption that representation on these bodies determines which agencies and 
jurisdictions eventually receive funding. At the state level, one-third of the re­
sponding SPA directors found representation of the SPA supervisory board to 
be not at all important; one-half considered representation as somewhat im­
portant. According to RPU officials, representation on the RPU supervisory 
board has a slightly greater degree of influence on funding deCisions than does 
representation at the state level. Of the 331 responding RPUs, 21 percent thought 
representation was crucial or very important while 45 percent felt that it was not 
at all important. From this comparison, the conelusion can be drawn that repre­
sentation at both the state and regional levels may have some but not substantial 
influence on funding decisions. 

Even though representation on supervisory boards may not be the major 
determinant of funding, loeal and regional participants have definite ideas about 
which groups or individuals exercise the most influence over supervisory board 
decisions. Despite the fact that over 40 percent of the 43 SPA directors re­
plying to a question on this matter indicated that no specific group dominates 
the SPA supervisory board, local respondents said that state officials had the 
most influence over SPA board decisions, followed by the police representatives. 
As previously mentioned, RPU directors indicated that police representatives 
were the most influential, on regional boards, a view shared by the local 
respondents. 

As with most decision-making bodies, supervisory boards do not make de­
cisions in a vacuum and are subject to outside pressures. When asked how often 
the need to accommodate a particular jurisdiutional or functional interest was the 
determining factor in decisions of SPA supervisory boards, 25 SPAs indicated 
rarely or never. At the same time, while no respondent reported t)J.at accom­
modation was always a determining factor, 27 did indicate that it was often or 
sometimes the determining factor. RPU bdards appear to make decisions based 
on the need to accommodate particular jurisdictions or functional interests about 
as often as SPA boards; 52 percent of 323 RPU directors reported that accommo­
dation is rarely or never the determining factor while 15 percent judged that this 
was always or often the case. SPA directors were nJso asked how often the need to 
accommodate a particular jurisdictional or functional interest was the deter­
mining factor in RPU board deCisions; more than 80 percent of the 38 who 
responded said that it occurred always, often or at least sometimes at the RPU 
level. This difference in perception at the state and regional levels highlights 
the fact that SPAs do not view their RPUs as very capable or effective-rather 
they are often considered as inefficient political expedients. 

Although no questions in the surveys requested information about the planning 
capacity of the SPAs, the SPA direetors and the local respondents were asked to 
rate the extent to which the RPUs have the capacity to plan for the effective use 
of block funds. Of the 1131 local respondents, 22 percent rated RPU planning 
capacity as highly developed, 54 percent noted adequate, and 23 percent replied 
inadequate. On the other hand, of 43 responding SPA directors, only two (five 
percent) thought their RPUs had a highly developed planning capacity while 19 
(44 percent) believed was adequate, and 22 (51 percent) thought regions had inade­
quate or no planning capacity. The disparity between the SPA and local respond­
ents is probably attributable in part to the satisfaction each has with the services 
rendered by the RPUs; the RPUs provide useful services to local governments, but 
many SPAs think that they do not receive any assistance from the regions unless 
the SPA requires them do do so. This disparity in opinion may also result from 
the differences in planning sophistication at the state and local levels, since the 
SP As probably judge RPU planning efforts against a much more stringent set of 
criteria than localities do. 



Another measure of the satisfaction of local participants in the Safe Streets 
program is the degree to which they judge that state and regional plans reflect 
and incorporate their criminal justice needs and priorities. As shown in Table 
IV-18, the responding localities tend to believe that RPU plans reflect and in­
corporate their needs to a much greater extent than the SPA plans. This local 
reaction to the RPU and SPA planning efforts probably results from greatpr 
familiarity of localities with RPU operations and plans. In addition, it is usually 
easier to identify specific programs and projects in an RPU plan than in an SPA 
plan owing tr the higher level of aggregation in the latter. Another major possible 
explanation '\';hich could explain these results is that in many states the SPA does 
not require RPU plans to be comprehensive, but does select programs for inclu­
sion in state plans based on the need to ensure comprehensiveness and funding 
balance. Therefore, the projects of many localities may not be included in the 
state plans. While the size, location and type of jurisdiction does not appear to 
made much difference in the positive ratings of both SPA and RPU plans, the 
jurisdictions that indicated that SPA plans did not at all reflect and incorporate 
their needs were typically suburban cities with populations under 50,000 located 
in the northern part of the country. The localities most dissatisfied with RPU 
plans were generally the same, although they were slightly larger in population. 

TABLE IV-lB.-LOCAL VIEWS AS TO THE DEGREE TO WHICH SPA AND RPU PLANS REFLECT AND INCORPORATE, 
LOCAL NEEDS AND PRIORITIES, OCTOBER 1975 

Planning unit 

SPA RPU 

Number Percent Number Percent 

In summary, the planning decisions made by both SPA and RPU boards do 
not appear to be overly influenced by representation on the supervisory boards or 
the need to accommodate particular interests or jurisdictions. The most influence 
is exercised by the state officials on SPA boards and by police officials on RPU 
boards. Localities appear to be fairly satisfied with the results of planning decisions 
at both levels and tend to believe that their RPUs have a fairly well-developed 
planning capacity. At the same time, the SPAs have a fairly low opinion of the 
RPUs in terms of the way decisions are made by their supervisory boards and the 
extent to which RPUs have the capacity to plan for the effective use of block 
grant funds. 

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

Once the comprehensive plan is approved by LEAA-or in some states after 
its submission to LEA A-the state planning agency accepts applications for proj­
ects that would implement the pll1n. The states that employ a pre-planning 
approach usually have to solicit applications from eligible applicants and conduct 
a fairly rigorous comapign to inform such applicants about the availability of funds 
for particular programs. The states that have used pre-applications during their 
planning cycle or have adopted regional plans that specifically describe projects 
for funding usually inform the sponsors of the pre-applications or the RPUs that 
they are preparing to accept applications. The review and approval of applications 
by the SPA can occur at any time during the two-year period following the award 
of the block grant, even though the planning for and implementation of the next 
annual plan may be underway. Therefore, many projects are newly awarded when 
considered for refunding. (A complete discussion of the SPA application and fund­
ing processes is contained in Ohapter V.) 

Most states have funds that were allocated in the plan but not awarded or 
which were awarded but either refunded or reverted at the end of the project 
period by the sub grantee. Since each fiscal years block grant must be obligated 
and expended by the end of the second fiscal year after its award, many states have 
had to return block monies to the U.S. Treasury because of their inability to expend 
the funds, especially monies refunded or reverted by SUb-grantees. Determining __ 



a new use for unused, refunded or reverted funds before they have to be returned 
to the Treasury is called reprograming. 

To assure itself, and the Congress, that the states are adequatley addressing 
the needs of all components of the criminal justice system, LEAA encourages in 
its annual planning guidelines, the use of "standard categories". While this does 
not prevent SPAs from developing their own categorized structures, if they do so, 
the program and funding information in their plans must be cross-referenced to 
LEAA's standard functional cateories. Through a variety of methods, SPAs divide 
their bloc grant appropriations among the programs that constitute their category 
structure. This apportionment results in a number of functional "pots," which are 
used as the basis for reporting expenditure information to LEAA. In order to ensure 
plan implementation, no more than 15 percent of the funds planned for expenditure 
in anyone category may be transferred to any other category without prior LEAA 
approval. Applications are funded from these "pots" until the money has been 
expended. If more worthy applications are submitted in a particular area than 
can be covered by available funds, th SPA must reject some applications for. 
funding or transfer monies from underutilized "pots" to cover the shortage. If 
unused or reverted funds originally allocated to one category are reprogramed into 
another category, a transfer occurs. 

If any transfer involves more than 15 percent of a category's funds, the SPA 
must request LEAA approval through a plan amendment, which indicates how 
the money will be spent and why such a change is merited. Table IV-19 shows the 
percentage of Part C fund reallocations among standard functional categories for 
fiscal years 1971, 1972 and 1973. The overall percentage of Part C funds reallocated 
among functional categories has declined slightly since 1971, although fluctuated 
considerably and even risen in 18 states during this period. While no data is 
currently available concerning later years, the continuation funding problems 
f acing many SPAs probably have contributed to reductions in the amounts being 
transferred. 

TABLE IV-19.-PI:RCENTAGE OF PT. C FUND REALLOCATIONS AMONG STANDARD FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES, 
OCTOBER 1975 

States 
Fiscal year 

1971 
Fiscal year 

1972 

U.S .• TotaL...................................................... 17.6 16.9 

Fiscal year 
1973 

16.7 
---------------------Alabama......................................................... (I) (I) 

Alaska........................................................... 10.0 10.0 
Arizona.......................................................... 22.2 12.2 
Arkansas......................................................... 35.0 30.0 
California........................................................ (I) (I) 
Colorado......................................................... 80.0 80.0 
Connectlcut...... .......... .... ................ ........... ....... 20.0 25.0 
Delaware........ ................................................. (I) (I) 
District of Columbia. .............................................. 6.2 5.4 
Florida........................................................... 40.0 30.0 

~:~:I\:::: :::: :::::::::::::: ::::::: ::::::: :::::::::::::: ::::::::: IO(I~ 8(1~ 
Idaho............................................................ 5.0 3.0 
Illinois........................................................... 5.0 5.0 
Indiana.......................................................... 20.0 15.0 
Iowa............................................................ 10.0 8.0 
Kansas.... ...................................................... ~I~ 8~.:~ 

~;~~~~t::: ::::::::::: :::::::: ::::: ::::::::: ::::::::::::::: :::: 17.
1

& & 
Maine........................................................... 40.6 32.6 

~:~~~~~~siifts:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~: g ~: g 
~i~~i:;~t;j.::::::::::: ::::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::: :::::::: ::: I~: g ~: g 
~\~~~~;r!~ :::::::::::: ::: :::::::::: ::::: :::::::: ::::::::::::::::: 10(1~ 15.

0 

Montana.... ..................................................... 25. 0 30~1~ 
Nebraska... ..................................................... 49.5 63.3 
Nevada.......................................................... 10.0 10.0 

~~~ &:I~~~;=::: :::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: tgi:::g~ t~J 
New york........................................................ ~:I~ 

~~~m g~~~I~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: () 
Ohio............................................................. 9;6 5.8 
Oklahoma........................................................ 5.0 5.0 

~~~~~~iiaj,ia:: :::: :::::: :::: :::::: :::::::::::: :::: ::::::::::::::: 2~: g ~: g 

(I) 
10.0 
23.1 
25.0 

(I) 
40.0 
30.0 

14~ll 
20.0 
7.0 
(I) 

2.0 
10.0 
35.0 
6.5 

8~ 7.& 
31.6 
7.5 
3.0 
o 

11.0 
II. 0 

30~IJ 
51.9 
10.0 
17.0 
6.0 

):1 
10.0 
30.0 
1.0 



TABLE IV-19.-PERCENTAGE OF PT. C FUND REALLOCATIONS AMONG STANDARD FUNCTlONA~ CATEGORIES, 
OCTOBER 1975-Continued 

States 

Rhode Island ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
South Carolina •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••• 
South Dakota ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••.••• 
Tennessee ••••• '" •• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Texas •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• '_' •••••••••• " •• "" ••••••• 
Utah ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Vermont •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• 

~~l~~r~~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
x~~]Yia~~~~~:: =: = === = =: == = = = == == = =::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: 
Guam ••••••••• , •••••••••• _ •••••• " ••••••••• , ••••• ""'" ••••••••• 
Puerto Rico ••••• "'.' """' ••••• , •••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I Not available. 

Fiscal year 
1971 

0.0 
18.0 
IS.S 
18.0 
10.0 
10.0 

<I> 
40.0 
25.0 
17.0 
15.0 
5.0 
o 

79.0 

8~ 

Fiscal year 
1972 

15.0 
10.0 
20.3 
20.0 
8.0 

15.0 
<I> 

40.() 
15.0 
18.0 
15.0 
5.0 

18.0 
49.0 

~:~ 

Fiscal year 
1973 

22.0 
12.0 
IS.4 
20.0 
!i. 0 

15.0 

4S~I~ 
10.0 
22.0 
15.0 
6.0 

11.0 
42.0 

~:~ 

Based on the survey responses, the effects of categorization on the planning 
and fund allocation processes seem fixed. Most states have few problems with 
LEAA's "standard functional categories;" generally the broad categories hav<l 
not limited SPA discretion and flexibility. For instance, one SPA ·staff membor 
noted that "naturally, some flexibiIi(,y is lost since existing LEAA regulations 
prescribe certain procedures which must be accomplished including justification 
for transferring of funds from one category to another." However, the 15 percent 
allowable adjustment of funds among categories seems to give SPAs sufficient 
leeway. Moreover LEAA has usually approved SPA reprogramming actions. 
Several states indicated that program categories were proper in order to control 
funds and maintain comprehensiveness. Others, however, asserted that the LEAA 
guidelines required "force fitting" of projects into a particular program category. 
One SPA official said: "Flexibility is often destroyed due to the necessity of obli­
gating funds to a specific function," while "much time is lost justifying new 
priorities to the LEAA regional office." 

For most SPAs, then, administrative categorization has not had major adverse 
effects on the use of fund:, by state and local applicants. Significant flexibility 
remltins in planning, priority setting and funding. Thirty-one of the SPAs surveyed 
indicated that the block grant approach gave them considerable programmatic 
and administrative discretion in establishing tlCtion grant priorities. Twenty-two 
thought that they had a significant amount of discretion over the control and 
use of Safe Streets funds, while 22 as well thought Ghat this was the case with 
regard to planning procedures. 

Because the SPA categories are used for all programs included in the state 
plan, the RPUs have much less flexibility if the SPA imposes program categories 
on the RPU plans than if it develops categories from the RPU plans. Because 
of this potential, and often actual, imposition of program categories on the RPUs 
their attitUdes toward the state's system of categorization differs from the SPAs'. 
When asked to what extent the SPA's allocation of funds to particular categories 
for different puvposes has limited flexibility in RPU planning processes more 
than 75 percent of 305 responding RPU directors indicated such categorization 
has greatly or moderately limited their flexibility. Therefore even though a 
SUbstantial number of states appar to have decentralized their planning proc­
esses, the RPUs generally feel limited by the SP A's administrative categorization 
of action funds. 

Improvements in plan development and implementation are underscored by 
the fact that 43 of the SPA directors surveyed reported that their supervisory 
boards never or seldom approved applications having little or no relationship to 
the annual action program contained in the state plan. In addition, the degree 
of plan implementation appears to be fairly high inmost states. Appendix Table 
Table IV-9 reveals that in the jUdgment of the SPAs, an average of 88 percent 
of all projects included in the comprehensive plan have received funding, and 
86 percent have been implemented. Overall, only four percent of the projects 
awarded funds never got off the ground. The percentage of planned projects that 
have been implemented has been increasing over the yeo,rs, largely because of 
efforts to make planning more precise and more reflective of state and local 
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needs. More competition for funds, better monitoring of project progress and 
greater technical assistance to sub grantees by both the SPAs and RPUs have 
all contributed to the increasing percentage of projects that are funded and 
implemented. 

EVALUATION AND MONITORING 

Throughout the history of the Safe Streets program strong interest has been 
voiced-on the part of Congress, LEAA, SPAs, and regional and local officials. 
For a variety of reasons this interest has not been translated into equally forceful 
action .. During the early years of the program, both the states and the LEAA 
were primarily concerned with distributing and monitoring Safe Streets funds. 
Congress, although citing evaluation as one of the purposes for which hlock funds 
could be used, was mainly concerned that the monies be put into the field as 
quickly as possible to combat rising crime and civil unrest. 

In 1971 and 1972, after most SPA programs were well established, several 
states recognized the need to develop information about the success or failure of 
their projects. These states (California, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
North Carolina. Pennsylvania, and Virginia) initiated the first small evaluation 
programs which in most cases were designed to assess the results of specific 
projects. At about the same time, LEAA awarded contracts to various organi­
zations to evaluate some of their large discretionary programs, such as Pilot Cities 
and Impact Cities. 

The debate over the 1973 Safe Streets amendments highlighted Congressional 
concern about obtaining greater and more qualitative information on the results 
and impact of Safe Streets supported activities. The amendments specifically 
mandated LEAA to provide more leadership and to report to Congress on Safe 
Streets programs. The role of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice was strengthened and expanded to include evaluation and 
state plans were required to assure that Safe Streets projects collected data that 
would allow the institute to perform evaluations. 

In response to this new emphasis, LEAA began to improve its evaluation 
capabilities in the fall of 1973. An Evaluation Policy Task Force, consisting of 
both LEAA and SPA officials were formed to recommend appropriate strategies 
at the national and state level. Based on the deliberations of this group, a separate 
office of evaluation was created within the institute; several intensive evaluations 
of selected programs (such as youth services bureaus) were initiated; a "model 
evaluation" program was begun, whereby states and regions could compete for 
discretionary funding to create "model" assessment efforts at the state or regional 
level; and new SPA evaluation gtlidelines were drafted. In addition, LEA A 
sponsored in conjunction with the National Conference of State Criminal Justice 
Planning Administrators, a national meeting on evaluation for SPA executive 
directors and their chief evaluators. 

With this impetus from LEAA many SPAs began new efforts to monitor funds 
(including increasing continuation commitments) was resulting in a greater 
demand from SPA and RPU supervisory board members, as well as staff, for 
more objective and timely feedback on previously funded projects. 

Under the revised LEAA evaluation guidelines, SPAs are now required to 
develop a state evaluation strategy focusing on the results and impa,ct of the 
programs or projects they support. Although the guidelines provide for ample 
SP A flexibility the require that: (1) the results and operations of all SPA-funded 
activities be rigorously monitored; (2) that all applications and the application 
process provide the prerequisites for an internal assessment of each project by 
the sub grantee as well as more intensive monitoring and evaluation activities as 
determined by the SP A; (3) that the SP A allocate sufficient resources to adequately 
carry out its monitoring and evaluation responsibilities; (4) that the SPA inten­
sively evaluate, either with its own staff or with contracted evaluators; selected 
projects or groups of projects according to its planning needs; and (5) that the 
SPA take account of the results of the national evaluation program and its own 
state evaluations in planning its future activities 28 

Forty-five of the SPAs responding to ACIR's questionnaire indicated that they 
had developed an evaluation strategy in accordance with these guidelines and 
44 thought that their effort had increased since 1973. The SPA directors estimated 
that on the average, 28 percent of all projects and 34 percent of all Safe Streets 
block funds were evaluated each year. Further, almost all believed their eval­
uation had had some impact on SPA planning and funding decisions (See Table 
IV-20). 

:a U .. 8., 'Department of Justice, LEAlA, "Guideline Manual: state Planning Agency 
Grants," pp. 20-25. 
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!TABLE IV-20.-SPA AND RPU VIEWS ON EFFECTS OF EVALUATION, OCTOBER 1975) 

Great innuence Moderate innuence Uttle inHuence No innuence 

SPA RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent ..... 
CI:;i 

Project refunding ______________________ 13 28 117 44 27 57 84 32 5 11 27 10 2 4 36 14 ~ Ongoing modification of projects _______ 13 28 83 31 27 57 121 46 5 11 30 11 2 4 30 11 
Provided feedback to g'anning process __ 17 36 119 45 22 47 98 37 7 15 26 10 1 2 20 8 
Assumption of costs y State and local 

20 42 106 government.. _______________________ 2 4 54 20 40 19 40 67 26 6 13 36 14 
Developing new funding priorities 1 ____ 3 

6 __________________ 
23 

49 __________________ 
16 34 __________________ 5 

11 __________________ 

1 Not asked on RPU questionnaire. 
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In a 1975 report, the Urban Institute noted that SPAs have adopted a variety 
of organizational approaches for conducting evaluations: "There is variation in 
who provides funding, who does the evaluations, who uses the evaluation informa­
tion, and who determines what will be evaluated." 20 For example, 39 SPAs utilize 
internal staff to perform evaluations, with about seven percent of all staff time 
devoted to this function. Twenty-seven SPAs use outside consultants, either 
exclusively or in conjunction with staff. 

Another variation in the SPAs' evaluation approach is the degree to which 
responsibility and resources for evaluation have been assigned to the regional 
level. As the Urban Institute paper pointed out: "Most variation results from the 
fact that each SPA has its own organizational arrangement and management style 
for' administering the Safe Streets Act and spending LEAA funds. Some States 
use a decentralized planning process in which the Regional Planning Units (RPUs) 
make most decisions while in other States the central SPA staff have the greatest 
impact. II 30 

Thus, in some states, evaluation activities, like planning and grant responsi­
bilities, have been concentrated at the regional and local level. Seventy-three 
percent of the regional officials replying to the ACIR survey said that their RPU 
had a substantial role in project monitoring or program evaluation; however, 
only 37 percent thought that their staff and resources were sufficient to perform 
this function. Sixty percent of the SPA directors agreed that RPUs had a major 
role in monitoring and evaluation, and 81 percent of those replying said they had 
provided assistance to the regions. However, only 43 percent thought RPU staff 
and resources were adequate. 

RPUs estimated that they evaluate annually about 57 percent of their projects, 
representing about 60 percent of their funds, a somewhat higher estimat9 than that 
provided by the SPA directors. However, both SPA and RPU indications of the 
extent of evaluation activity seem higher in comparison with the case study 
results, and many refleot varying interpretations of what constitutes evaluation. 
(For the purpose of the ACIR survey, monitoring was defined as a periodio on-site 
assessment of the progress problems, and results to date of Safe Streets projeots. 
Evaluation was defined as an in-depth analysis of the overall results and imx>aot 
of a projeot in meeting its objeotives.) 

RPU direotors surveyed also stated that, as at the SPA level, RPU evaluations 
have had an effeot on project refunding, modification of ongoing aotivities and 
planning. Their impaot has been less signifioant on state and looal government 
assumption of oosts. 

Interestingly, looal offioials believed that RPUs evaluated their projects more 
frequently than did the SPA-24 peroent estimated that the SPA evaluated at 
least quarterly and 35 percent, that RPU staff assessed projeot performanoe this 
often. Similarly, more localities (58 peroent) are familiar with their RPU's evalua­
tion system than with the SPA's (42 peroent). 

A ourrent issue in the Safe Streets program is the degree of delegation of evalua­
tion responsibilities by the SPAs to RPUs. LEAA guidelines allow SPAs to 
assign these responsibilities to regional or looal planning units, but this decision 
is striotly at the state's disoretion. Some SPAs prefer to retain the funotion at the 
state level in order to insure oonsistenoy, quality and more effeotive use limited 
resouroes. Others opt to deoentralize evaluation. Some RPUs believe that greater 
decentralization should ocour primarily because decisions are made at the regional 
and looallevel and evaluation reports need to be issued in a more timely and use­
able fashion for local planning. 

The 1975 National League of Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors survey of 
the nation's largest cities found overwhelming dissatisfaction among the respond­
ents with SPA evaluation programs. Two-thirds of the 49 respondents said that 
these programs were either poor or should be abolished. Thirty percent rated 
them as fair; none answered good; and one city said excellent.3! ACIR also polled 
local governments on this issue. Of 1,055 cities and counties responding. 32 per­
cent rated the SPA evaluation system as excellent or good; 32 peroent said it was 
fair; and 36 peroent thought it was either poor or should be abolished. Ratings by 
the looalities of the RPU evaluation system were more favorable. Fifty peroent 
of the respondents thought it was good or exeellent; 26 peroent said fair; and 24 
peroent replied that it was poor or should be abolished. However, it is very possible 

.. The Urban Institute. "Intensive Evaluation for Criminal Justice PJannlng Agencies" 
(Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1{)115) , p. 30. 

80 Ibid. 
ot National League of Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors, "1975 Survey Report on 

Local 'Criminal Justice Planning," p. 38. 
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that these figures stem simply from their greater familiarity with RPU evaluation 
efforts. 

Despite the heightened interest in evaluation and the increased Federal, state 
and regional efforts on this front during the last two years, evaluation activities 
have produced only limited results to date in the view of several observers. One 
major critic has been the General Accounting Office (GAO) which in 1974 claimed 
LEAAs leadership in the area of evaluation was lacking and cited difficulties in 
assessing the effectiveness of SPA projects due to the lack of comparable data or 
standards of performance. The GAO called on LEAA to develop operational 
standards and goals, uniform data' collection and reporting systems and 
standardized evaluation methodologies. LEAA responded that it was incon~ 
sistent with the philosphy of "New Federalism" to adopt such guidelines, but 
that it would continue to urge the states to assess their activities.32 Congressional 
hearings on reenactment of the program have also produced criticisms that 
there is still not sufficient information on the uses and outcomes of Safe Street 
funds. And the President's FY 1977 budget message states.: "Improved selectivity 
in grant activities, coupled with 11 great distribution of resources for evaluation 
and research, will enable LEAA to determine and pursue those programs which 
promise the most impact on reducing crime in the United States. Such evaluation 
will improve decisions in the level and direction of LEAA assistance." 33 

The reasons for this lack of success are varied, but a major factor in the view 
of the SPAs is the lack of resources to conduct evaluation activities. Twenty­
three of the SPAs surveyed said that present staff and funds were inadequate to 
meet their evaluation responsibilities. Thirty-two SPAs replied that evaluation 
activities were hampered greatly or moderately by the lack of Part B planning 
funds. To some extent the lack of planning monies has been offset by the availa­
bility of action funds (Part C) for evaluation. However, the LEAA general counsel 
has ruled that Part C funds may support only the actual conduct of evaluation 
while planning monies must be used for administering an evaluation program. 34 

Thus, an SPA staffer responsible for developing an evaluation stmtegy would be 
supported by planning monies, while those staff members or consultants actually 
carrying out the evaluation could receive Part C funding. According to the 
survey data, as well as the FY 1976 state planning grant Applications, the average 
percentage of Part B funds devoted to evaluation increased gradually from none 
in FY 1970 to two percent in FY 1972, to 4.5 percent in FY 1974, to 5.7 percent 
in FY 1976. Part C support increased only slightly, from 1.9 percent in FY 
1972 to 2.3 percent in FY 1974, while Part E (which may be used to fund evalua­
tions of correctional programs) climbed from 0.4 percent to 1.5 percent. 

Besides evaluation, LEAA guidelines also require SPAs to "monitor the imple­
mentation, operation, and results of the projects it supports." The purpose of 
monitoring is "to insure that the SPA generate adequate information to carry 
out its management responsibilities," and to use the monitoring information "to 
modify the operations of projects and affect the planning and funding decisions 
of the SPA." Thrity-five SPAs carry out regular monitoring activities and, in 
their judgment, generate adequate information for their management, planning 
and funding decisions and for assessing project performance and modifying 
operations. 

Results of the local surveys suggest that monitoring has been a low-key opera­
tion. Nearly thirty percent of 745 cities and 403 counties reported that their 
projects were monitored by the SP A on an annual basis. A comparable proportion 
of the cities and counties did not know whether their projects had been monitored. 
One-sixth of these localities claimed they had never been subject to SPA 
monitoring. 

PLAN OUTCOMES 

If the success or failure of the Safe Streets program is measured solely in terms 
of its impact on crime, then the program has fallen markedly short of its goal. 
Crime has increased in almost every state and territory since 1969, and in some 
instances this growth has been dramatic. Nationwide, the 1974 reported index 
crime rate of 4,821 offenses per 100,000 population represented a 32 percent 
increase over 1969's rate and a 17 percent jump since 1973. 

:l'I U.s., Government Accounting Office, "Difficulties of Assessing Results of Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration Project to Reduce Crime." lIfarch 1974, PI1. 3-4. 

3:J U.S., EXl'C'UU,'C Otnce of the President, Bureau oof the Budget, "The Budget of the 
United States Government, Fiscal Year 1977 p.55. 

:It U.S., D(lpartm(lnt of .Tustlce. Law Enforcemeut Assistance Administration, Office of 
General Counsel, Legal Opinion 74-43, Nov. 19, 1973. 
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The SPAs responding to the AOIR questionnaire predominantly attributed the 
rise in crime to three factors: drug abuse (one-fourth of the respondents indicated 
it contributed "substantially" and 60 percent said "moderately"); increased 
juvenile crime (46 percent answered "substantially" and an additional 46 percent 
said "moderately"); and high unemf,loyment (31 percent felt "substantially" 
and 27 percent replied "moderately'). 

However, in the opinion of these officials the most important factor is increased 
crime reporting; two-thirds of the respondents rated this factor as contributing 
"substantially" to the apparent rise in crime. One of the paradoxes of the Safe 
Streets program is that block grants (as well as LEAA discretionary monies) have 
been instrumental not only in vastly improving state and lucal reporting systems, 
but also in encouraging citizens to report offenses. Yet it is impossible to determine 
to what extent the growth in crime is due to this improved reporting efficiency as 
opposed to real increases in the number of crimes occurring in proportion to 
population. 

Although the Safe Streets program has not reduced crime, state, regional and 
local officials agree that Nock grants have had some effect in slowing the rise in 
crime rate. More than half of the SPA and nearly three-fourths of the RPU offi­
cials surveyed responded that Safe Streets monies have had great or moderate 
success in reducing or slowing the growth in crime (See Table IV-21). No sig­
nificant differences were evident in the replies among regions of an urban, rural 
or urban-rural mix. However, areas with average or high crime rates tended to 
be less optimistic about the effect of Safe Streets in slowing the rise in crime. Oity 
and county officials agreed with the views of the l:lP A and RPU respondents­
about 72 percent of those replying felt that block grants have had great, substan­
tial or moderate success in this regard. Similarly, the majority of officials, no 
matter what level of government, believed that crime would have risen at an even 
greater rate in the last six years had the Safe Streets program not been in existence 
(See Table IV-22). 

Most SPA directors agreed that it is unfair to assess the program simply on 
the basis of changes in the reported crime rate. They pointed out that the causes 
of crime are too complex and deep-rooted to be solved by a program as limited in 
scope and resources as Safll Streets. More than half of these officials believed 
that little or no reduction in crime should have been expected as a result of 
the program (See Table IV-23). Regional planners were slightly more optimistic, 
many of these respondents (52 percent) thought at least a moderate decrease 
should have been expected. However, the regional respondents indicating that 
little or no reduction should have been anticipated were mainly from more highly 
populated, urban regions with average or high crime rates. Oity and county offi­
cials seemed to have had even higher expectations; 67 percent of the city and 72 
percent of the county respondents indicated that crime should have been expected 
to decline at least to a moderate extent. 

TABLE IV-21.-VIEWS REGARDING SUCCESS OF BLOCK GRANTS IN REDUCING ORSLOWING THE GROWTH IN CRIME, 
OCTOBER 1975 

SPU officials ••••••• _ •••••••• 
RPU offi.clals ___ •••••••••••• 

Great Moderate Little None 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

2 
26 

23 
215 

49 
64 

20 
84 

43 
25 

2 
12 

4 
4 

TABLE IV-22.-VIEWS REGARDING INCREASE IN CRIME RATE If SAFE STREETS FUNDS NOT AVAILABLE, OCTOBER 
1975 

Far greater Moderately greater Slightly greatel No greater 

Numbel' Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

SPA officials_ ••••••••••••• _ 8 19 16 38 15 36 3 7 
RPU officials ............... 89 2i' 142 43 77 23 22 7 
Local government officials .... 184 15 423 36 394 33 188 16 



TABLE IV-23.-VIEWS REGARDING AMOUNT OF CRIME REDUCTION EXPECTED AS A RESULT OF THE SAFE STREETS 
PROGRAM, OCTOBER 1975 

Local officials RPU officials SPA officials 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

TotaL_____________________ ______________ 1,210 100.0 336 100.1 47 

I Not included on the scale of possible responses for this questionnaire. 

Despite the lack of direct impact on crime, the Safe Streets program appears 
to have played a key role in bringing about a number of significant improvements 
in the nation's system of criminal justice. SPA directors responding to the ACIR 
questionnaire estimated that on the average more than 60 percent of the activities 
supported with block grants has had a direct effect on the criminal justice system, 
whereas only 30 percent was directly impacted on crime. 

Available evidence indicates that Safe Streets monies have not only upgraded 
traditional criminal justice activities but also have initiated new and innovative 
approaches to old problems. The program has provided fresh resources to an 
area too long under-financed and focused public attention on a system too long 
neglected. 

In order to probe the attitudes of SPA directors about the impact of the Safe 
Streets program on the criminal justice system, ACIR asked them to assess to 
what extent various improvements had occurred in their States since 1969. Of 
the 90 activities rated, 38 (42 percent) were viewed by almost all SPA directors 
(more than 90 percent) as having improvedj and an additional 33 (37 percent) 
were said to have improved by at least three-fourths of the respondents. Only 
these areas were cited by fewer than half of the directors as making gains since 
1969: the establishment of uniform plea bargaining procedures; the reduction of 
plea bargaining and the creation of family courts. Since two of these deal with plea 
bargaining, it seems reasonable to surmise that much of the lack of progress can 
be attributed to the controversial nature of the plea bargaining issue and the 
mixed opinion that currently prevails as to the desirability of this practice. On 
the other hand, eleven activities were cited by all of the SPA directors as having 
improved. These include: police equipment; police, judicial and correctional 
training; police communications; police-community relations; diversion of juvenile 
offenders; prosecutorial services; crime laboratories; police detection and use of 
evidence; and alternatives to incarceration. 

The SPA directors were also asked to identify those areas of improvement 
where the influence of Safe Streets funds had been the greatest. Only a few activities 
were not affected by block grants in the view of more than half of these officials. 
These were the decreases of police corruption (59 percent), decriminalization of 
drunkeness (59 percent), improvement of street lighting (63 percent) and revision 
of building codes (68 percent). Conversely, Safe Streets funds appear to have 
had the greatest influence on a handful of areas: police communication (90 per­
cent), police training and education (82 percent), judicial training and education 
(86 percent), and the establishment of youth service bureaus (79 percent). 
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TABLE IV-24.-VIEWS OF SPA DIRECTORS REGARDING CRIMINAL JUSTICE IMPROVEMENTS AND THE INFLUENCE 
OF SAFt: STREETS FUNDS, OCTOBER 1970 

Some improvement I nnuence of safe streets funds 

Criminal justice improvement Number Percent Number Percent 

Police: 
Updated equipment inventory of police departments_ 51 100 33 65 
Improved police education and trainine ____________ 51 100 42 82 
Improved police communications capacity __________ 51 100 46 90 
Improved or~anization of police departments _______ 49 96 16 33 
Improved po ice re~onse time ___________________ 50 98 15 30 
Better detection an use of evidence ______________ 51 100 22 43 Improved police facilities ___ • ____________________ ,46 90 9 20 
Increased police plannine, research, and evaluation __ 50 98 18 36 Improved crime laboratories _____________________ 51 100 37 73 

Courts: Criminal code revision ___________________________ 47 94 23 49 
Strenilhened office of court administrator __________ 47 92 27 !i7 Pretrial release alternatives ______________________ 45 94 19 42 
Judicial trainine and education ___________________ ,SO 100 40 80 
Increased prosecutorial services __________________ 48 lOll 26 54 
Increased public defender services _______________ 46 90 29 63 
Improved prosecution and defense trainine _________ 49 96 34 69 
Increased diversion of juveniles ___________________ 50 98 34 68 
Improved court facilities _________________________ 45 90 10 22 

Corrections: 
Improved existinl/ correctional institutions _________ 49 96 20 41 
Increased trai nine for correctional personnel _______ 50 lOll 37 74 
Improved diagnostic and classification services _____ 48 96 22 46 
Increased treatment alternatives __________________ 48 96 33 69 
Expanded community-based alternatives ___________ 45 92 32 71 
Improved probation and parole services ___________ 47 96 26 56 
Improved educational opportunities for inmates _____ 47 94 19 40 
Increased use of work-release programs ___________ 50 98 19 38 

JuY~r.ile delinquency: 
49 Improved treatment of ~uvenile offenders __________ 49 98 24 

Increased diversion of uveniles __________________ 50 100 30 60 
Expanded counseling and referral services for 

30 61 J uveniles __________ - -- ___ -- - ______________ -_ -- 49 98 
Established half-way houses for juveniles __________ 47 94 25 53 
Improved police handling of juveniles _____________ 48 96 18 38 
Expanded alternatives to incarceration of juveniles __ 51 100 32 63 

Drul/s and alcohol: 
11 improved and expanded crisis intervention _________ 45 90 5 

increased drug and alcohol abuse education ________ 47 96 3 6 
Community crime prevention: 

2 4 Established hot lines ____________________________ 46 94 
Expanded volunteer proeram _____________________ 47 94 21 40 
Expanded police community relations ______________ 50 100 21 42 
Improved street Iightine _________________________ 46 92 6 13 
Improved burl/lary prevention ____________________ 48 94 18 38 

In most cases there is definite correlation between the extent of improvement 
and the influence of Safe Streets monies. Bearing in mind that these data reflect 
the opinion of SPA directors and not objective evidence, it appears, nevertheless, 
that many criminal justice improvements are largely the result of Safe Streets 
support. Table IV-24 indicates the areas cited by 90 percent or more of the 
respondents as having improved and shows the relative influence of block grants 
on each. Not surprisingly, it is in the law enforcement field that there seems to be 
the greatest relationship between improvements and the influence of Safe Streets 

69-587 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 26 
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funding, with police communications, training and crime laboratories rating 
highly on both scoles. However, education and training activities in the court and 
corrections areas also appear to have been positively affected by the act. Im­
provements in the drug and alcohol abuse field appear to have been least in­
fluenced by Safe Streets operation. Although significant advances have been 
recorded, in the judgment of the SPA directors, these gains cannot be attributed 
primarily to the program. It may be that the lack of Safe Streets influence in the 
drug and alcohol abuse area is in part a result of the availability of other Federal 
and state funding sources for programs of this type. 

It also appears that some general types of activities have been more affected 
by the program than others. For example, Safe Streets monies seem to have played 
a major role in providing training opportunities for all criminal justice personnel, 
whether police, courts or corrections. Conversely, block grants have had only 
limited impact on the improvement of police and court facilities, perhaps because 
so many SPAs have adopted policies restricting the possible uses of monies for 
construction or renovation of buildings. 

Questionnaire replies fwm city and county officials generally corroborate the 
views of the SPA directors and on the whole indicate that Safe Streets funds have 
enabled local jurisdictions to make improvements in their criminal justice agencies 
that would not otherwise have been possible. Specific activities that were most 
frequently cited by the respondents include the acquisition of law enforcement 
equipment (particularly communications equipment), expanded education and 
training for criminal justice 1)crSonnel, upgraded information systems and in­
creased services for juvenilos. 

Thus, the survey data show that state and local officials believe that the Safe 
Streets program has helped significll,ntly to enhance the operational capacity of 
criminal justice agencies. Unfortunatel'y, however, very little conclusive evidence 
exists by which to actually measure the impact of Safe Streets efforts, mainly 
because of the deficiencies in evaluation discussed earlier in this chapter. 

One of the potential benefits of the Safe Strpcts program is the extent to which 
the comprehensive planning process fosters increased system integration. Parti­
cipo.nts in the program frequently mentioned that state, regional and local planning 
mechanisms have helped to increase inter-functional and jurisdictional communica­
tion and coordin~tion. Some Safe Streets funded activities are specifically aimed 
at this objective; for exam[Jle, the establishment of criminal justice information 
systems. All but one of the SPA directors responding to the ACIR survey indicated 
that to some extent the various components of the criminal justice system are 
beginning to view themselves and to function as part of a highly integrated and 
interdependent system. However, almost half of these officials cited the courts as 
being the most resistent to this trend. Lack of participation by the courts 
may reflect both the separation of powers principle as well as the low level of 
involvement of the courts in the Safe Streets program in its early years. Almost 
all SPA directors (96 percent) said that Safe Streets funds had played an important 
or crucial role in encouraging a more systemized and coordinated approach to 
criminal justice problems and all but one (98 percent) rated the role of SPA staff 
as either important or crucial. 

Finally, to what extent have the efforts set in motion by the Safe Streets 
program resulted in the establishment of a planning capacity at the state and 
regional levels that transcends the boundaries of a Federal grant-in-aid program? 
As can be seen in Table IV-25, most SPA direcbors do not see their agency's 
long-range role as simply planning for and administ';)ring Safe Streets funds. 
However, it appears highly uncertain whether or not the planning structures 
set up by Safe Streets would continue in the absence of Federal financial support. 
When asked to rate the likelihood of their SPA continuing to operate without 
Safe Streets, no SPA directors replied that it would certainly receive state fUnding. 

RPUs agreed with this assessment; 94 percent said criminal justice agencies 
had begun to sec themselves as part of a highly integrated system and 91 percent 
thought they had begun to function in an interdependent manner to some degree. 
However, few of the SPA (21 percent) or RPU (20 percent) respondents rated 
the extent of integration as "very much." Seventeen percent said that it was 
likely the SPA would continue to function (through possibly at a reduced level); 
42 percent answered, "possibly;" 23 percent said "unlikely;" and 17 percent 
thought it was "very doubtful." 'rhe future for regional planning units appears 
to be even darker, if the Safe Streets program should end. No SPA directors felt 
it was certain that RPUs would survive. Eight percent thought it was likely; 
12 percent answered "possiblYj" 50 percent said Itunlikely," and 29 percent 
thought it was "very doubtful!' 



TABLE IV-25.-VIEWS OF SPA DIRECTORS REGARDING LONG-RANGE ROLE OF SPAS, OCTOBER 1975 

[I n percent[ 

Juvenile Drug and 
delin- alcohol law 

Police Courts Corrections quency abuse reform 

Primary force for change _____________ 46 22 56 44 12 12 
1 of several groups working for change_ 64 70 62 76 78 76 
Coordinating and legitimizing other 

62 38 42 group efforts _____________________ 46 50 52 
Disseminating information on new 

82 78 76 78 58 58 a p proaches _______________________ 
Source of funding to support other 

54 a&encies' efforts to modernize ______ 80 80 86 78 58 
Source of funding to suprlement in-

40 30 adequate State and loca resources 54 46 52 52 

SUMMARY 

This chapter has reviewed the current state-of-the-art with respect to the 
organization and conduct of Safe Streets planning at the state, regional and local 
levels. It also has reviewed the status of evaluation and monitoring efforts and 
the impact of planning activities. Several long-standing criticisms of the program 
have been addressed: some have been refuted, others, confirmed. In addition, 
several newer issues surrounding Safe Streets operations have been raised. Follow­
ing are some of the major findings emerging from this chapter. 

Little comprehensive criminal justice planning was being conducted at the state, 
regional, or local levels prior to enactment of the Safe Streets Act. 

All states geared up organizationally for Safe Streets planning in a short time 
period. After seven years, however, most SPAs have not shed their image as 
planner for and dispenser of Federal aid. Limited gubernatorial and legislative 
involvement, insufficient authority vis-a-vis other state agencies and high rates 
of executive director turnover have inhibited SPAs from becoming more integral 
parts of the state-local criminal justice system. 

The relative amount of functional representation on SPA supervisory boards 
has remained fairly constant since 1970. 

A total of 445 regional planning units have been established in 43 states, more 
than half of which were created specifically for criminal justice planning. Almost 
all RPUs perform or coordinate planning and review of grant applications; 87 
percent prepare an annual plan. 

Although most RPU and local officials believe that no single group is overrepre­
sented on regional supervisory boards, police representatives were identified as 
the most infiuential in board decisions. With respect to local elected official repre­
sentation/,... views were mixed. About one-third of both RPU and local officials 
and 15 S1:' A directors thought the 1973 amendment to the Act requiring RPU 
boards to consist of a majority of officials of this type had produced no effect. 

State, regional, and local officials generally believe that the amounts of Part B 
planning funds made available to their agencies or units have been inadequate. 

The impact of the 1973 amendment authorizing cities and counties, or combina­
tions thereof, to submit plans to SPAs for funding in whole or in part has been 
limited, leaving officials in many of the nation's largest local governments 
dissatisfied. 

Annual plan submission requirements, delays in guidaline issuance by LEAA, a 
high rate of continuation funding, an emphasis on fund distribution and a lack of 
authority to plan for the State-local criminal justice system result in many SPA's 
developing project-specific, short-term plans that are not the result of data 
analysis. These factors inhibit SPAs from gaining credibility in planning and ful­
filling the ambitious role intended by the Oongress. 

Two-fifths of the states with RPUs have decentralized substantial authority 
to these bodies in planning and funding matters. Yet, many SPAs remain skep­
tical about regional planning and decision-making capacities. Most local govern­
ments, however, rate their RPU's planning as either highly developed or adequate. 

Two-fifths of the city and county officials surveyed reported that the state 
comprehensive plan reflected and incorporated local needs and priorities to a very 
limited degree or not at all, compared with one-fourth who thought this way about 
RPU plans. 
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Most states have experienced few problems with LEA A's standard functional 
categories largely because of the 15 percent allowable adjustment of funds among 
categories. RPUs, however, feel that Federal and state categories limit their 
discretion. 

Despite heightened interest at all levels, evaluation activities have produced 
only limited results to date, partly because of inadequate resources. 

SPAs generally find LEAA's regional offices to be helpful in performing their 
responsibilities. A major object of complaints is LEAA guidelines, which are con­
sidered restrictive, incomplete, repetitive and overly detailed. In some states, 
compliance with guideline requirements leaves little time for comprehensive 
planning. Yet, most of the changes and additions from year to year in the guide­
lines are not initiated by LEAA, but rather are a reaction to congressional amend­
ments of the Act, the passage of new legislation not a part of the Safe Streets 
programs and the issuance of guidelines and circulars by other executive branch 
agencies. 

Although the Safe Streets program has not reduced crime, state, regional and 
local officials concur that block grants have had some effect in slowing the rise in 
crime rates and a major impact on improving the criminal justice syste·m. 

With the above as background, it is useful to probe in greater depth an area of 
Safe Streets implementation that has been a major source of controversy through­
out the seven-year life of the prog::~m-the distribution of funds. Severa,l of the 
points made in this chapter concerning the decision-making processes in planning 
will gain significance with the discussion of the results of this activity-resource 
allocation-in the next chapter. 

APPENDIX IV-l 

SOURCE OF AUTHORITY FOR STATE PLANNING AGENCIES MAY 1975 

STATE STATUTE (20) 

Alaska, California, Colorado, IdahC?~ Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, .Nevada, New York, North Carolina, Oregon, 
Virginia, Wyoming, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands. 

GOVERNOR'S EXECUTIVE ORDER (35) 

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia' 
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampshire, ~ew Jersey, New Mexico, North Dakota, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, 
American Samoa, Guam. 

SOURCE.-Fiscal year 1976 State Planning Agency Planning Grant Applications, 
submitted May 1975. 

APPENDIX IV-2.-FISCAL YEAR 1976 STATE MATCH OF PT. B ALLOCATION (IS·MO BUDGET) 

State 

Alabama ______________________________________________________ _ 
Alaska __________________________________________________________ _ 
Arizona _________________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas ________________________________________________________ _ 
Callfornla _______________________________________________________ _ 
Colorado __________________________________________________ _ 
Connecticut. ____________________________________________________ _ 
D~laware ________________________________________________________ _ 
District of Columbia ______________________________________________ _ 
Florida __________________________________________________________ _ 

~~~:II~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Idaho ___________________________________________________________ _ 
lilinols __________________________________________________________ _ 
Indiana _________________________________________________________ _ 
lowa _________________________________________________________ _ 
Kansas _________________________________________________________ _ 

~~I\~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Malne __________________________________________________________ _ 

State match I 
Pt. B as a percent 

allocation State match I of Pt. B 

$1,220,000 
340,000 
817,000 
806,000 

5,901,000 
925,000 

1,093,000 
407,000 
451,000 

2,370,000 
1,568,000 

481,000 
463,000 

3,309,000 
1,702,000 
1,033,000 

869,000 
2 1,161,000 

1,275,000 
534, 000 

$103,778 
229,170 
97,350 
53,733 

365,792 
61,667 
72,859 

157,442 
58,115 

174,828 
101,341 
87 375 

224: 665 
878,970 
109,171 
89,405 
53,628 

1404,398 
174,331 
45,398 

13.8 
46.0 
16.6 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
29.0 
11.4 
10.0 
10.0 
21.0 
44.7 
33.2 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
40.3 
16.0 
12.4 
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APPENDIX IV-2.-FISCAL YEAR 1976 STATE MATCH OF PT. B ALLOCATION (15·MO BUDGET)-Continued 

State 

~:~~~~~~seH;::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Michiaan •••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
Minnesota •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 

~:~~~s~~r ~!::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Montana ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Nebraska ....................................................... . 
Nevada ......................................................... . 

~:: ~!'l;i;~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
New york ....................................................... . 
North Carolina ................................................... . 
North Dakota .................................................... , 
Ohio ............................................................ . 
Ohlahoma ....................................................... . 

~~~~1~ifr:nJE::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::: 
South Carolina ................................................... . 
South Dakota ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tennessee ...................................................... . 
Texas ........................................................... . 
Utah ............................................................ . 

~1!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Wisconsl n ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••.•• 

~~~~~~'siiriiiia::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::: 
Guam ........................................... """ .......... . 
Puerto Rico ...................................................... . 
Vi rain Islands ••••••••••••••••• "'" ................. '" •••••••••• 

State match I 
Pt. B as a percent 

allocation State match I of Pt. B 

$1,365,000 
1,837,000 
2,730,000 
1,314,000 

884,000 
1,554,000 

450,000 
670,000 
401,000 
468,000 

2,254,000 
551,000 

5,234,000 
1,700,000 

424,000 
3,190,000 

980,000 
857,000 

3,495,000 
515,000 
995,000 
437,000 

1,371,000 
3,487,000 
, 565,000 
317,000 

1,576,000 
1,189,000 

740,000 
1,492,000 

346,000 
258,000 
275,000 

1,024,000 
270,000 

$102,830 
513,432 
242,667 
73000 
98:222 
73,680 
55,648 
46,040 

109,432 
31,200 

200,355 
183,222 
316,099 
110,598 
66 330 

212: 667 
65,333 
55,185 

1,511,000 
62,372 
88,445 
37 004 121: 867 

199,508 
'68,400 

41 889 
406: 154 
82,267 
82,223 
99,467 
24,988 
25,800 

o 
115,788 
30,000 

10.0 
30.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
H.9 
H.O 
10.3 
31.3 
10.0 
10.0 
35.7 
10.0 
10.0 
20.7 
10.0 
10.0 
10.5 
44.3 
H.l 
10.0 
13.6 
10.0 
10.0 
17.2 
10.0 
25.2 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
11. 0 

313.7 
10.2 
10.0 

I State Match for State activities is computed as follows: State match over Pt. B allocation=pass·throuah plus State 
match=State buy·in for local proarams. 

I 12·mo budget. 
I All match provided at the local level. 
Source: Fiscal year 1976 State plannina aaoncy planning arant applications, submitted May 1975. 

APPENDIX IV-3.l.-COMPOSITION OF STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS BY GOVERNMENTAL LEVEL AND SECTOR 

Total I State' government Local government Public 

States 
government 

Number Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

United States, 
tolaL ......... 1,439 531 36.9 573 39.8 335 23.3 

Alabama ............... 50 9 18.0 27 54.0 14 28.0 
Alaska ................. 11 7 63.6 1 9.1 3 27.3 
Arizona 20 6 30.0 12 60.0 2 10.0 
Arkansas::::: ::: ::: ::: 17 7 41.2 8 47.1 2 11.8 
California ' ............. 26 8 30.8 16 61.5 2 7.7 
Colorado ............... 22 9 40.9 10 45.5 3 13.6 
Connecticu!. ........... 22 11 50.0 5 22.7 6 27.3 
Delaware .............. 45 19 42.2 14 31.1 12 26.7 
District of Columbia ' .... 29 18 62.1 0 ............ H 37.9 
Florida ................ 35 20 57.1 12 34.3 3 8.6 
Georala ................ 37 15 40.5 12 32.4 10 27.0 
HawaiJ.. ••••••••••••••• 15 3 20.0 10 66.7 2 13.3 
Idaho , •••••••••••••••• 23 11 47.8 8 34.8 4 17.4 
Illinois ................. 26 6 23.1 10 38.5 10 38.5 
Indiana •••••••••••••••• 13 4 30.8 8 61. 5 1 7.7 
Iowa 7 ................. 27 10 37.0 8 29.6 9 33.3 
Kansas •••••••••••••••• 29 13 44.8 11 37.9 5 17.2 
Kentucky' ............. 60 21 35.0 20 33.3 19 31.7 
Louisiana .............. 59 16 27.1 37 62.7 6 10.2 
Maine ••••••••••••••••• 27 10 37.0 17 62.9 o .••....••••• 
Maryland .............. 30 13 43.3 12 40.0 5 16.7 
Massachusetts •••••••••• 41 11 26.8 20 48.8 10 24.4 
Mlchlaan ............... 75 22 29.3 29 38.7 24 32.0 
Minnesota ............. 26 5 19.2 13 50.0 8 30.8 
Mlsslsslr PI ............. 18 9 50.0 5 27.8 4 22.2 
Mlssour ............... 20 8 40.0 5 25.0 7 35.0 
Montana ............... 16 8 50.0 6 37.5 2 ",5 
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APPENDIX IV-3.I.-COMPOSITION OF STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS BY GOVERNMENTAL LEVEL AND 
SECTOR-Continued 

Total I State 2 government 

States 
government 

Number Number Fercent 

Nebraska •••••••••••••• 22 6 27.3 
Nevada ••••••••••.••••• 17 6 35.3 
New Hampshire ••••••••. 32 5 15.6 
Now Jersey ••••••• _ •••• 17 9 52.9 
New Mexico •••••••••••• 17 1 41.2 
New York 0 ••••••••••••. 26 7 26.9 
North Carolina 10 •••••••• 26 12 46.2 
North Dakota ••••••••••. 31 13 41.9 
Ohio 11 ••••••••••••••••• 35 13 37.1 
Oklahoma ••••••••• _ •••• 39 6 15.4 
Orellon ••••• , •••••••••• 18 1 5.6 
Pennsylvania. _ •••••.••• 12 5 41.7 
Rhode Island ••••••••••• 21 12 57.1 
South Carolina._._ •••••• 24 9 37.5 
South Dakota •••.••••••• 18 9 50.0 
Tennessee ••••••••••••• 21 8 38.1 
Texas ••••••••••••••.••. 20 5 25.0 
Utah •••••••••••••••••• 20 7 35.0 
Vermont. ••••.••••••••• 20 8 40.0 
VI reinia •••••••••••••••• 18 12 66.7 
Washineton •••••••••••• 29 7 24.1 
W~st Vi(einia ••••••••••• 32 16 50.0 
Wisconsin •.•••••••••••• 30 8 26.7 
Wyomini •• _______ ..... 2.0 8 30.8 
Guam 12 •••••••••••••••• 8 6 75.0 
Puerto Rico 11 •••••• __ ••• 10 7 70.0 
Virein Islands II ••••••••• 16 12 75.0 
American Samoa •••••••• 15 8 53.3 

1 Totals do not include vacancies, observers or nonvotine members. 
2 State legislators included under "State" cateiory. 
3 2 vacancies. 
( Data submitted Aug. 20, 1975. 
~ 1 Federal judge and 1 Federal attorney included in "State" total. 
e 2 ex officio Federal representatives also members. 
74 vacancies. 
8 1 nonvoting Federal representative also a member. 
03 vacancies and one nonvotini member. 
10 3 "onvoll nil members. 
11 5 vacancie~. 
12 1 vacancy. 
111 vacancy and 1 observer. 
114 vacancies. 

Local government Public 

Number Percent Number Percent 

9 40.9 7 31. 8 
11 64.7 o •.•...•..••• 
12 31.5 15 46.9 
6 35.3 2 11.8 
9 52.9 1 5.9 

12 46.2 7 26.9 
12 46.2 2 7.7 
18 58.1 o ............ 
14 40.0 8 22.9 
14 35.9 19 48.7 
9 50.0 8 44.4 
5 41.7 2 16.7 
3 14.3 6 28.6 
9 37.5 6 25.0 
9 50.0 o ..•..••..... 

10 47.6 3 14.3 
11 55.0 4 20.0 
9 45.0 4 20.0 
4 20.0 8 40.0 
4 22.2 2 11.1 

13 44.8 9 31.0 
8 25.0 8 25.0 

11 36.7 11 36.7 
12 46.1 6 23.1 
o .•..••..••.• 2 25.0 
o ••.•..•..•.. 3 30.0 o __ ..• _ ..• ___ 4 25.0 
3 20.0 4 26.7 

Note: District of Columbia has 1 Federaljudee and 1 Federal attorney as members of its Board, counted as representine 
"State" eovernmenl. 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planning allency plannin'lrant applications. 



APPENDIX IV-3.2.-COMPOSITION OF STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS BY PRIMARY FUNCTIONAL I NTEREST I 

Total Courts 2 Police 3 Corrections' Juvenile justice' other' 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

U.S. totaL_____________________ 825 57.3 303 21.1 291 20.2 117 8.1 103 7.1 11 .8 
Alabama_____________________________ 25 50.0 9 18.0 9 18.0 2 4.0 5 10.0 _______________________ _ 
Alaska_______________________________ 8 72.7 5 45.5 2 18.2 1 9.1 a ___________________________________ _ 
Arizona______________________________ 10 50.0 6 30.0 3 15.0 1 5.0 0 ___________________________________ _ 
Arkansas _______ ~_____________________ 15 88.2 4 23.5 5 29.4 3 17.7 3 17.7 _______________________ _ 
California_____________________________ 17 65.4 7 26.9 7 26.9 2 7.7 1 3.9 _______________________ _ 
Colorado_____________________________ 14 63.6 5 22.7 7 31.8 1 4.5 1 4.5 _______________________ _ 
ConnecticuL_________________________ 12 54.5 4 18.2 4 18.2 2 9.1 2 9.1 _______________________ _ 
Delaware_____________________________ 20 44.5 7 15.6 7 15.6 2 4.4 3 6.7 1 2.2 
District of Columbia 1__________________ 10 34.5 6 20.7 1 3.5 2 6.9 1 3.5 _______________________ _ 
Aorida______________________________ 20 57.1 7 20. a 7 20.0 4 11.4 2 5.7 _______________________ _ 
Georgia______________________________ 27 73. 0 8 21.6 8 21. 6 3 8.1 6 16.2 2 5.4 HawaiL _____________________________ " 8 53.3 4 26.7 3 20. a 1 6.7 0 ___________________________________ _ 
Idaho________________________________ 13 56.5 6 26.1 -\ 17.4 1 4.4 2 8.7 _______________________ _ 
IlIinois_______________________________ 18 69.2 4 15.4 9 34.6 3 11.5 0 ____________ 2 7.7 
Indiana______________________________ 8 61.5 4 30.8 2 15.4 2 15.4 0 ___________________________________ _ 
lowa_________________________________ 13 48.1 6 22.2 5 18.5 1 3.7 1 3.7 _______________________ _ 
Kansas_______________________________ 13 44.8 6 20.7 4 13.8 3 10.4 0 ___________________________________ _ 
Kentucky_____________________________ 38 63.3 15 25.0 12 20. a 5 8.3 6 10.0 _______________________ _ 
L!luisiana_____________________________ 48 81.4 15 25.4 24 40.7 3 5.1 6 10.2 _______________________ _ 

~ 
Maine________________________________ 15 55.6 3 11.1 8 29.6 1 3.7 3 11.1 _______________________ _ 
Maryland_____________________________ 19 63.3 9 30.0 4 13.3 2 6.7 4 13.3 _______________________ _ 
Massachusetts________________________ 28 68.3 16 39.0 8 19.5 3 7.3 1 2.4 _______________________ _ 
Michigan_____________________________ 26 34.7 9 12.0 11 14.7 3 4.0 3 4. a _______________________ _ 
tIIinnesota___________________________ 17 65_4 7 26.9 5 19.2 5 19.2 0 ___________________________________ _ 
MississippL_________________________ 10 55.6 3 16.7 4 22.2 2 11.1 1 5.6 _______________________ _ 
Missourt______________________________ 12 60.0 4 20.0 3 15.0 3 15.0 2 10.0 _______________________ _ 
Montana______________________________ 10 62.5 4 25.0 3 18. 8 2 12.5 1 6.3 _______________________ _ 
Nebraska_____________________________ 12 54.6 5 22.7 3 13.6 2 9.1 2 9.1 _______________________ _ 
Nevada______________________________ 14 82.4 5 29.4 6 35.3 2 11.8 1 5.9 _______________________ _ 
New Hampshire ______________________ 19 59.4 4 12.5 9 28.1 4 12.5 2 6.3 _______________________ _ 
New Jersey___________________________ 8 47.1 3 17.7 4 23.5 1 5.9 0 ___________________________________ _ 

.New Mexico__________________________ 12 70.6 4 23.5 2 11.' 2 '11.8 4 23.5 _______________________ _ 
New York____________________________ 15 57.7 5 19.2 4 15.4 3 11.5 1 3.9 2 7.7 
North Carolina________________________ 15 57.7 5 19.2 5 19.2 5 19.2 0 ___________________________________ _ 
North Dakota_________________________ 19 61.3 4 12. 9 7 22. 6 4 12.9 4 12.9 _______________________ _ 
Ohio_________________________________ 13 37.2 4 11.4 7 20.0 1 2.9 1 2.9 _______________________ _ 
Oklahoma.___________________________ 21 53.8 6 15.4 8 20.5 2 5.1 5 12.8 _______________________ _ 
Oregon_______________________________ 8 44.4 3 16.7 4 22.2 0 ____________ 1 5.6 _______________________ _ 
Pennsylvania_________________________ 6 50.0 3 25.0 2 16.7 1 8.3 0 ___________________________________ _ 

Seil footnotes at end of table. 



APPENDIX IV-3.2.-COMPOSITIDN OF STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS BY PRIMARY FUNCTIONAL INTEREST '-Continued 

Total Courts 2 

Number Percent Number Percent 
U.S. totaL ______________________ 825 57.3 308 21.1 

Rhode Island _________________________ 11 52.4 7 33.3 South Carolina ________________________ 18 75.0 3 12.5 South Dakota _____________________ • ___ 11 61.1 4 22.2 Tennessee ____________________________ 13 61.9 6 28.6 Texas ________________________________ 
12 60.0 6 30.0 Utah _________________________________ 
9 45.0 3 15.0 VermonL _____________________________ 10 50.0 4 20.0 

a~~i~~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
12 66.7 7 38.9 
12 41.4 4 13.8 
29 90.6 5 15.6 
19 63.3 8 26.7 Wyoming __________________________ 13 50.0 5 19.2 Guam ________________________________ 
4 so. 0 1 12.5 Puerto Rico ___________________________ 5 50.0 2 20.0 Virgin Islands .. ______________________ 8 so. 0 2 12.5 American SamOlP. _____________________ 3 20.0 2 13.3 

1 Percentaaes are based on total membership of supervisory boards. 
2 "Courts" includes judges (except juvenile court judges), court administrators, attorneys /leneral, 

public defenders, prosecutors and private attorneys when noted by a Stale as representing the courts 
~ector_ 

3 "Polke" includes local sheriffs. 

Police 3 Corrections { Juvenile justice 5 Other 5 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

291 20.2 117 8.1 103 7.1 11 .8 

3 14.3 1 4.8 o ____________________________________ 
6 25.0 2 8.3 7 29.2 _______________________ • 
3 16.7 2 11.1 2 11.1 __________________ ~ _____ 
5 23.8 1 4.8 1 4.8 __________________ • ____ • 
5 25.0 1 

5.0 _. ______________________________________________ 

4 20.0 1 5.0 1 5.0 __________________ • _____ 
3 15.0 1 5.0 2 10.0 ________________________ 
3 16.7 2 11.1 

o ___________________________________ • 
5 17.2 2 6.9 1 

3.5 ________________________ 
7 21.9 7 21.9 7 21.9 3 9.4 
6 20.0 2 6.7 3 10.0 _______________________ • 
6 23.1 2 7.7 

o ____________________________________ 
1 12.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 ________________________ 
1 10.0 

o ____________ 
1 10.0 1 10.0 

2 12.5 2 12.5 2 12.5 _____________ • __________ 
1 6.7 

o ____________ o ____________________________________ 

t "Correction," includes probation and parole. 
I "Juvenile Justice" includes {uvenile court jud/les and officers. 
• "Other"includes representatives of drull pretention !lenties, community relations"proarams, elc. 
7 District of Columbia has 1 Federal judge and I Federal attorney as members of its bOlrd counted 

as representine "Stat." iovernmenl 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 Stat. plan nine agency, planninll erant applications. 

j 



APPENDIX TABLE IV-3.3.-LOCAL MEMBERSHIP COMPOSITION ON STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS, OCTOBER 1975 

Executive Administrative I 
Tolal local ---------

Legislative Criminal justice Other l 

number Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

United Slates, toIaL __ 573 69 12.0 19 3.3 68 11.9 390 68.1 27 4.7 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------Alabama __________________ _ 27 7 l6. U ____________________________ 1 3.7 19 70.3 ___________________________ _ 
Alaska ___________________ _ 1 ___________________________________________________________________________________ 1 100.0 ___________________________ _ 
American Samoa __________ _ 3 1 33.3 1 33.3 ____________________________ 1 33.3 ___________________________ _ 
Arizona ___________________ _ 12 2 16.7 1 8.3 4 33.3 5 41.7 __________________________ _ 
Arkansas __________________ _ 8 1 12.5 ________________________________________________________ 7 87.5 ___________________________ _ 
California __________________ _ 16 ________________________________________________________ 5 31. 3 11 68.8 ___________________________ _ 
Colorado __________________ _ 10 1 10.0 I 10.0 1 10.0 7 70.0 ___________________________ _ 
ConnecticuL ______________ _ 5 I 20. 0 ________________________________________________________ 4 80.0 _ • _________________________ _ 
Delaware __________________ _ 14 5 35.7 2 14.3 1 7.2 5 35.3 1 7.2 
District of Columbia , _______ _ NA ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Florida ____________________ _ 12 I 8.3 ____________________________ 3 25.0 8 66.6 ___________________________ _ 
Georgia ___________________ _ 
Guam _____________________ _ 

12 3 25. a ______________________ "_____ 2 16.7 7 58.3 ___________________________ _ o ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Hawaii ____________________ _ 
Idaho _____________________ _ 
lilinois ____________________ _ 
Indiana ___________________ _ 
lowa ______________________ _ 

10 4 40.0 ____________________________ I 10.0 5 50.0 ___________________________ _ 
8 1 12. 5 ____________________________ 2 25.0 5 62. 5 ___________________________ _ 

10 I 10. 0 ________________________________________________________ 9 90.0 ___________________________ _ 
8 3 37.5 _______________________________________________________ 5 62. 5 ~ __________________________ _ 
8 ____________________________ I 12. 5 ____________________________ 6 75.0 I 12.5 ~ 

Kansas ____________________ _ 11 1 9.1 ____________________________ 5 45.5 5 45.5 ___________________________ _ 

~~~~~~~=:::::::::::::::: 
20 1 5.0 1 5.0 1 5.0 17 85.0 ___________________________ _ 
37 3 8.1 ____________________________ 2 5.4 32 86.4 ___________________________ _ 

Maine _____________________ _ 17 ________________________________________________________ 2 11.8 11 64.7 4 23.5 
Maryland _____ ~ ____________ _ 
Massachusetts _____________ _ 

12 2 16.7 __________________ .. _________ 3 25.0 7 58.3 ___________________________ _ 
20 1 5.0 1 5.0 1 5.0 17 85.0 ___________________________ _ 

Michigan _______________ _ 
Minnesola _________________ _ 

29 2 6.9 ____________________________ 6 20.7 19 65.6 2 6.9 
13 1 7.7 ____________________________ 2 15.4 10 76.9 ___________________________ _ 

Mississippi ________________ _ 
Missoun __________________ _ 

5 1 20.0 ____________________________ 1 20.0 3 60.0 ___________________________ _ 
5 1 20. 0 ________________________________________________________ 4 BO.O ___________________________ _ 

Monlana __________________ _ 6 1 16.7 ____________________________ 1 16.7 4 66.7 ___________________________ _ 
Nebraska __________________ _ 9 ____________ "_______________ 1 11.1 1 11.1 7 77.8 ___________________________ _ 
Nevada ___________________ _ 11 1 9.1 ____________________________ 1 9.1 9 81.8 ___________________________ _ 
New Hampshire ___________ _ 
New Jersey ________________ _ 
New Mexico _______________ _ 

12 __________________ .. _ ____________________________________ 1 8.3 11 91.7 ___________________________ _ 
6 3 50. (! ________________________________________________________ 3 so.o ___________________________ _ 
9 1 11.1 ____________________________ 3 33.3 5 55.6 ___________________________ _ 

New York _________________ _ 12 3 25. 0 ________________________________________________________ 8 66.7 1 8.3 
North Carolina _____________ -
North Dakola ______________ _ 

12 ____________________________ 2 16.7 ____________________________ 7 58.3 3 25.0 
18 3 16.7 ____________________________ 1 5.6 10 55.6 4 22.2 

Ohio ______________________ _ 
14 2 14.3 1 7.1 2 14.3 8 57. 1 1 7. 1 Oklahoma _________________ _ 14 3 21. 4 ________________________________________________________ 11 78.6 ___________________________ _ 

Oregon ____________________ _ 9 ___________________________ 1 11.1 1 11.1 7 77.8 ___________________________ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 



Pennsylvania ______________ _ 
Puerto Rico _______________ _ 
Rhode Island ______________ _ 
South Carolina _____________ _ 
South Dakota _____________ _ 
Tennessee _________________ _ 
Texas _____________________ _ 
Utah ______________________ _ 

~r:gT~~========::=:::=:=== Virgin Islands ______________ _ 
Washington ________________ _ 
W~t Vj~gjnia---------------Wlsconsln _________________ _ 
Wyoming __________________ _ 

APPENDIX TABLE IV-3.3.-LOCAL MEMBERSHIP COMPOSITION ON STATE SUPERVISORY BOARDS, OCTOBER 1975-Continued 

Exe<utive 
Tolallocal ---------

Administrative I Legislative Criminal justice other' 

n~mber Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

so.o ___________________________ _ o ___________________________ _ 
5 ________________________________________________________ 1 20.0 4 
o ________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
3 _______ _ _______________ __ ____ ________ __ ____________ ____________ ___ _ _ ________________ 3 100.0 ___________________________ _ 
9 1 11.1 1 11.1 ____________________________ 6 66.7 1 11.1 9 ________________________________________________________ 1 11.1 5 

55.6 3 33.3 10 1 10. 0 ________________________________________________________ 8 
80.0 1 10.0 11 ____________________________ 2 18.2 1 9. 1 8 72.8 ___________________________ _ 

9 1 11.1 ____________________________ 4 44.4 4 44.4 ___________________________ _ 
4 1 25. 0 ________________________________________________________ 3 75.0 ___________________________ _ 
4 ____________________________ 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 ___________________________ _ o _________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ a ___________________________ _ 

13 2 15.4 ____________________________ 3 23.1 8 61. 5 ___________________________ _ 
8 2 25.0 ____________________________ 1 12.5 5 62.5 ___________________________ _ 

11 ____________________________ 1 9.1 1 9.1 9 81. 8 ___________________________ _ 
12 ____________________________ 1 S.3 1 8.3 5 41. 7 5 41. 7 

I Administrative includes local government staff and slaff of Slate associations of local government S District of Columbia has 1 federal judge and 1 Federal attorney as members of its board, counted ~ 
officiats. as representing Slate government. !;Q 

2 Other includes private attorneys, officials of local orianizations, etc. who might otherwise be .•. • 0:>-
consitlered public members but who are classified by a State as a local member. Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planmng agency planmng grant applications. 



APPENDIX TABLE IV-4.-STATE PLANNING AGENCY STAFF 

Professional Clerical 

Full time Part time Full time 
Authorized 

Part time Total 
Proles-

States Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Total sional Clerica I 

United States, total ___________________________ 1,424.8 68.3 33 1.6 549.0 28.7 30.5 1. 5 2,087.3 100.1 2,216.4 1,539.8 676.6 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------~o Alabama ____________ .______________________________ 27.0 77.1 0 __________ 8 22.9 0 35.0 100.0 35.0 27.0 8.5 

Alaska ___________________________________________ ._ 8.0 76.2 0 __________ 2 19.1 .5 4.8 10.5 100.1 10.5 8.0 2.0 
Arizona____________________________________________ 18.0 78.3 0 __________ 5 21. 7 0 23.0 100.0 23.0 18.0 5.0 
Arkansas__________________________________________ 22.0 73.3 0 _.________ 8 26.7 0 30.0 100.0 31.0 22.0 9.5 
CaliIGmia__________________________________________ 166.0 57.9 0 __________ 48 42.1 0 114.0 100.0 137.5 80.0 57. U 
Colorado___________________________________________ 16.0 72.7 0 __________ 6 27.3 0 ___ .______ 22.0 100.0 26.0 19.0 7. U 
ConnecticuL _________________ ._____________________ 23.0 53.5 5 11.6 12 27.9 3.0 6.9 43.0 99.9 43.0 29.0 14. U 
Delaware___________________________________________ 17.0 81. 0 0 __________ 4 19.0 0 21. 0 100.0 21. 0 17.0 4. U 
District 01 Columbia_________________________________ 29.0 72.5 0 ____ ._____ 11 27.5 0 40.0 100.0 46.0 35.0 11. 
Florida_____________________________________________ 42.0 60.9 1 1. 4 23 33.3 3.0 4.4 69.0 100.0 69.0 43.0 26.0 
Georgia____________________________________________ 24.0 68.6 0 __________ 11 31. 4 0 35.0 100.0 38.0 27.0 11.0 
Guam______________________________________________ 12. 0 75.0 0 __________ 4 25.0 0 16.0 100.0 16.0 12.0 4.0 
HawaiL___________________________________________ 6.0 54.6 1 9.1 4 36.4 0 11.0 100.1 12.0 8.0 4.0 
Idaho______________________________________________ 13.0 65.0 1 5.0 6 30.0 0 __________ 20.0 100.0 21.0 15.0 6.0 
lilinois___________________________________________ 58.0 69.0 0 __________ 24 28.6 2.0 2.4 84.0 100.0 84.0 58.0 26.0 
Indiana____________________________________________ 23.0 60.5 1 2. 6 14 38.8 0 38.0 99.9 38.0 24.0 14.0 
lowa______________________________________________ 20.0 80.0 0 __________ 5 20.0 0 25.0 100.0 25.0 20.0 5.0 
Kansas____________________________________________ 15.0 65.2 0 __________ 8 34.8 0 23.0 100.0 24.0 16.0 8.0 
Kentucky___________________________________________ 30.0 75.0 0 __________ 10 25.0 0 40.0 100.0 50.0 37.0 13.0 
Louisiana_________________________________________ 26.0 68.4 0 _________ 12 31.6 0 38.0 100.0 39.0 27.0 12.0 
Maine____________________________________________ 25.0 71. 4 2 5.7 8 22.9 0 35.0 100.0 35.0 27.0 8.0 
Maryland___________________________________________ 29.0 74.4 1 2.6 9 23.1 0 39.0 100.1 38.0 29.0 9.0 
Massachusetts __________ .__________________________ 52. 0 73.2 1 1.4 18 25.4 0 71. 0 100.0 71.0 53.0 18.0 
Michigan__________________________________________ 42.0 73.7 0 _________ 15 26.3 0 57.0 100.0 60.0 45.0 15.0 
Minnesota_________________________________________ 28.0 80.0 0 __________ 7 20.0 0 35.0 100.0 36.0 29.0 7.0 
MississippL_______________________________________ 17.0 54.8 0 __________ 14 45.2 0 31.0 100.0 34.0 20.0 14.0 
Missoufl___________________________________________ 23.0 74.2 0 __________ 8 25.8 0 __________ 31. 0 100.0 31.0 23.0 8.0 
Montana________________________________________ 12. 0 54.6 4 18.2 2 9.1 4.0 18.2 22.0 100.1 22.0 16.0 6.0 
Nebraska__________________________________________ 18.0 78.3 0 __________ 5 21.7 0 __________ 23.0 100.0 25.0 19.0 6.0 
Nevada____________________________________________ 12. 0 60.0 0 __________ 6 30.0 2.0 10.0 20.0 100.0 20.0 12.0 8.0 
New Hampshire____________________________________ 10.0 62.5 0 __________ 6 37.5 0 16.0 100.0 16.0 10.0 6.0 
New Jersey________________________________________ 45.0 67.2 0 __________ 22 32.8 0 __________ 67.0 100.0 75.0 50.0 25.0 
New MexicD.._______________________________________ 13.0 54.2 0 __________ 10 41.7 1.0 4.2 24.0 100.1 24.0 13.0 11.0 
New York___________________________________________ 44.0 65.7 0 __________ 23 34.3 0 __________ 67.0 100.0 73. 0 49.0 24.0 
North Carolina_____________________________________ 35.0 68.6 1 2.0 13 25.5 2.0 3.9 51.0 100.0 53.0 37.0 16.0 
North Dakota______________________________________ 11.0 64.7 0 __________ 6 35.3 0 17.0 100.0 17.0 11.0 6.0 
Ohio_______________________________________________ 55.0 66.3 0 __________ 28 33.7 0 83.0 100.0 101.0 66.0 35.0 
Oklahoma__________________________________________ 20.0 66.7 0 __________ 10 33.7 0 30.0 100.0 34.0 21.0 13.0 
Oregon_____________________________________________ 26.0 86.7 0 __________ 4 13.3 0 30.0 100.0 33.0 28.0 5.0 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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APPENDIX TABLE IV-4.--STATE pLANNING AGENCY STAFF-Continued 

Professional 

Full time Part time 

States Number Percent Number Percent 

~g~~~YI~f~~t===::::==::===:=:::=========::=:===== 58.0 67.4 
o __________ 

22.() 66.7 2 6.1 
South Carolina _________________________ 19.8 62.2 o __________ 
South Dakota _____________________________ =:=::::=:: 10.0 7l.4 

o __________ 
Tennessee __________________________________________ 29.0 76.3 

o __________ 
Texas ______________________________________________ 56.0 74.7 

o __________ 
Utah _______________________________________________ 

18.0 62..1 6 20.7 VermonL.... _______________________________________ 14.0 71.8 o __________ 

~it~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
37.0 60.7 5 8.2 
25.0 75.8 o __________ 
29.0 74.4 1 2.6 
28.0 69.1 

II __________ 
Wyoming ___________________________________________ 9.0 69.2 1 7.7 American Samoa ____________________________________ 4.0 40.0 

o __________ 
Puerto Rico ________________________________________ 47.0 68.1 

o __________ 
Virgin Islands _____________________________________ 7.0 77.8 

o __________ 

1 When this material was submiHed to LEAA, California was undergoing a major change in SPA 
staffing. Therefore, this number is not representative of the lower staffing levels which now exist in 
that State. 

Clerical 

Full time Part time 
Authorized 

Total 
Profes-

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Total sional Clerical 

28 32.6 0 ------gT 86.0 100.0 
6 18.2 3.0 33.0 100.1 

93.0 59.0 34.0 
33.0 24.0 9.0 

9 28.4 3.0 9.4 31.8 100.0 37.8 23.8 14.0 
3 21.4 1.0 7.2 14.0 100.0 13.6 10.0 3.0 
9 23.7 0 -----"2:7- 38.0 100.0 

17 22.7 2.0 75.0 100.1 
38.0 29.0 9.6 
83.0 61.11 2.2..0 

5 17.2 0 ------2T 29.0 100.0 
5 25.6 .5 19.5 100.0 

30.0 24.0 6.0 
19.5 14.0 5.0 

19 31.2 0 61.0 100.1 56.0 37.0 19.5 
8 24.2 0 33.0 100.0 33.0 25.0 8.0 
9 23.1 0 ------iT 39.0 100.1 

12 29.6 .5 40.5 99.9 
44.0 32.<1 12.0 
42.5 29.0 13.0 

3 23.1 0 
-----3ii~ii-

13.0 100.0 
3 30.0 3.0 10.0 100.0 

13.0 10.0 3.S 
10.0 4.0 6.0 

22 31.9 0 69.0 100.0 69.0 47.0 22.0 
2 22.2 0 9.0 100.0' 14.0 11.0 3.0 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 State planning agency planning grant applications, submitted May 1975. 
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APPENDIX TABLE I~-~.-~UMBER OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING REGIONS I 

States 1975 1969 States 1975 1969 

United States, total ••••••••• 445 452 Nebraska •••••••••••••••••••••••• 19 22 
Nevada ••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••• 3 3 

Alabama •••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 7 New Hampshire •••••••••••••••••• 5 13 
Alaska •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 0 N~w Jersey •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 0 
Arizona ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 6 3 New Mexico ••••••••••••••••••••• 7 3 
Arkansas •••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 5 New York ••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 15 
California •••••.•••••••••••••••••• 21 13 North Carolina •••••• , •••••••••••• 17 22 
Colorado •••••••••••••••••••• ".' 13 14 North Dakota ••••••••••••••••••••• 6 0 
Connecticut. •••••••••••.•••••.••• 7 7 Ohio •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 6 15 
Delaware •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 0 Oklahoma ••••••••••••• _"""'" 11 14 
District of Columbia ••••••••••••••• 0 (I) Oregon •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 14 14 
Florida •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 10 7 Pennsylvania ••••••••••••••••••••• 8 8 

~:~~i,:-:::::::::::::::::::::::: : 18 18 Rhode Island ••••••••••••••••••••• 0 9 
4 4 South Carolina •••••• , •••••••••••• 10 10 

Idaho ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 3 South Dakota ••••••••••••••••••••• 6 7 
Illinois •••••• , ••••••••••••••••••• 19 35 Tennessee ••••••••• """"""" 9 8 
Indiana ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 8 Texas ••••••••••••••• """" "" 24 22 
Iowa •••••• , ••••••••••••• , ••••••• 7 0 Utah •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 9 
Kansas ••••••••••••• """""'" 7 5 Vermon!. •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 4 
Kentucky •••••••••••••••••••••••• 16 16 Virginia •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 22 13 
Louisiana •••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 7 Washington •••••••••••••••••••••• 19 4 
Maine ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 7 West Vlrpinla •••••••••••••••••••• 0 2 
Maryland •••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 5 Wisconsill ••••••••••••••••••••••• 10 12 
Massachusetts ••• , •••••• '.".' •• ' 7 12 Wyoming •••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 7 
Michigan .••••••• , ••••••••••••••• 14 11 Puerto Rico •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 

m 
Minnesota •••••••••••••••• ""'" 7 7 Guam •••••••••••••• , •••••••••••• 0 
Mississippi ••••••••••.••••••••••• 5 11 Virgin Islands •••••••••••••••••••• 0 
Missouri ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 19 6 American Samoa •••••••••••••••••• 0 
Montana •••••••••••••••• """'" 0 5 

I Based on data from 1970 ACIR survey a well as 1976 State Plannlnl Alency pl~nnlnllrant appOcations, submitted 
May 1975. 

1 States that did not respond to this question in the 1970 ACIR survey. 



APPENDIX TABLE IV-6.-REGIDNAL PLANNING UN!T STAFF 

Professional Clerical 

Full time Part timlJ Full time Part time Total 
Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent authorized 
I 

United States, total ___ 948 55.8 168.8 9.9 397 23.4 IS3.75 IO.S 1,697.55 99.9 1,405.S5 

Alabama ___________________ 8 33.3 0 0 16 66.6 0 0 24 100.0 24 Alaska ____________________ 
'NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Arizona ____________________ 6 25.0 9.0 37.5 4 16.7 5 20.8 24 100.0 24 Ar/(ansas ___________________ 9 52.9 0 0 8 47.0 0 0 17 100.0 17 Californi3 ___________________ 133 69.3 4.0 2.1 51 26.6 11 5.7 199 100.0 192 Colorado ___________________ 15 65.2 0 ---------0--- 8 34.8 0 ----------0--- 23 100.0 23 COnnecticuL _______________ 15 6S.2 0 7 31.8 0 22 100.0 24 Delaware ___________________ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

District of COlumbi3 _________ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA HA Florida _____________________ 30 46.2 7.0 10.8 14 21. 5 14 21.5 65 100.0 65 

~:~t_-_:::::::::::::::::: 18 43.4 11.0 26.8 3 7.3 9 21.9 41 100.0 41 
6 50.0 0 0 3 25.0 3 25.0 12 100.0 12 Idaho ______________________ 
2 33.3 1.0 16.7 ! 16.7 2 33.3 6 100.0 6 

lIIinois _____________________ 46 76.6 2.0 3.3 25 41.6 5 8.3 7S 100.1 60 

~ Indiana ____________________ 17 5S.6 0 0 11 37.9 1 3.4 29 100.0 29 lowa _______________________ 
23 71.9 1.0 3.1 8 25.0 0 0 32 100.0 NA Kansas _____________________ 13 59.1 1.0 4.5 4 lS.2 4 lS.2 22 100.0 25 

t<;~i~~~t::================ 26 52. 0 7.0 14.0 16 32.0 1 2.0 50 100.0 50 
23 63.8 0 0 13 36.1 0 0 36 100.0 36 Maine ______________________ 8 53.3 0 0 7 46.7 0 0 15 100.0 15 Maryland ___________________ 10 50.0 3.0 15.0 3 15.0 4 20.0 20 100.0 20 Massachusetts ______________ 49 90.1 5.0 9.9 NA ______________ NA ______________ 54 100.0 NA 

Michigan __________________ 47 72.3 0 0 IS 27.7 0 0 65 100.0 70 Minnesota __________________ 34 75.5 0 0 11 24.5 0 0 45 100.0 45 
MississippL _______________ 4 57.1 0 0 3 42.8 0 0 7 100.0 8 Missnun ____________________ 34 43.6 lS.0 23.1 8 10.3 19 24.4 9 100.0 78 Montana ___________________ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA HA 
Nebraska ___________________ 5 27.6 10.1 55.8 3 16.6 0 0 18.1 0 IS. 1 Nevada ____________________ 4 57.1 0 0 2 2S.6 1 14.3 7 100.0 7 
New Hampshire _____________ 6 54.4 0 0 4 36.4 1 9.1 11 100.0 13 

~:: M'~xi~===:::::::=:==:: NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
12 50.0 2.0 8.3 6 25.0 4 16.6 24 100.0 24 

New York __________________ 88 62.4 3.0 2.1 36 25.5 14 9.9 141 100.0 NA North Carolin3 ______________ 40 55.6 0 0 32 44.4 0 0 72 100.0 72 North Dakota _______________ 5 50.0 0 0 0 0 5 50.0 10 100.0 10 Ohio _______________________ 
42 71.2 2.0 3.3 15 25.4 0 0 59 100.0 59 

Oklahoma __________________ 11 39.3 7.0 25.0 4 14.3 6 21.4 28 100.0 29 Oregon _____________________ 12 35.3 8.0 23.5 0 0 14 41.2 34 100.0 34 Pennsylvania _______________ 28 63.6 0 0 16 36.4 0 0 44 100.0 44 

See footnotes at end of tabl •• 



Rhode Island _______________ 1 33.3 1.0 33.3 1 33.3 0 0 3 99.9 3 South Carollna ______________ 3 10.0 17.0 56.6 1 3.3 9 30.0 30 100.0 30 South DakotL ______________ 7 72.2 .2 2.1 2 20.6 .5 5.2 9.7 100.0 NA Tennessee __________________ 12 27.3 21.0 47.7 7 15.9 4 9.1 44 100.0 44 Texas ______________________ 
33 40.7 20.0 24.7 11 13.6 17 20.9 81 100.0 84 

Utah_~ _____________________ 8 34.8 5.0 21.7 2 8.7 8 34.8 23 100.0 23 VermonL __________________ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Virginia ____________________ 26 54.2 0 0 2 4.2 20 41.7 48 100.0 NA Washington _________________ 16 62.1 3.5 13.6 4 15.5 2.55 8.7 25.75 100.0 25.75 
W~st Vi~ginia--------------- NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Wlsconsln __________________ 13 65.0 0 0 7 35.0 0 ----------ii--- 20 100.0 22 
Wyomin~------------------- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Virgin Is ands _______________ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Puerto Rico _________________ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Guam ______________________ 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA American Samoa ____________ NA NA NA NA NA NA !fA NA NA NA NA 

1 Add &pproximately 285 for those authorization figures that were not available. 
S NA-Not applicable. 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 State Planning Agency planning grant applications, submiUed May 1971. 
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PT. B FUNDS "PASSED THROUGH" TO UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 1 FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 

Total amount Total amount 
of pass Percent of of pass Percent of 

through (15- Slate ~t. "S" through (15- State ~t. "S" 
State rna budgets) al ocation State rna budgets) alocation 

U.S., Total._. _________ • __ 28,729,701 39.9 Nebraska _________ • _., __ • 268,000 40.0 
Nevada_ •• _._ •.••• _ •••••• 160, 000 40.0 

Alabama •• _ ••••••• _ .• _ •.• 569,597 46.7 New Hampshire __ ••••••.• 187,200 40.0 
Alaska. _. __ "" •••• _. '" 76,500 22.5 New Jersey •••••••••••••• 901,600 40.0 
Arizona •••••••••••••••••• 326,800 40.0 New Mexico ••••••••••••.• 220,400 40.0 
Arkansas ••.••• __ • _______ 322,400 40.0 New York ________________ 2,389, Ul 45.6 California ___ • ____ • __ • ____ 2,739,667 46.0 North Carolina._. _____ ._. 712,118 41.9 
Colorado_ •• _. ____ • ____ • __ 370, 000 40.0 North Dakota_. ___________ 169,600 40.0 
Connecticut_. _________ •• _ 437,200 40.0 Ohlo ___ • ___ • __________ ._ 1,276, 000 40.0 Delaware , __ ._ •• _. _______ 20,996 5.2 Oklahoma ________________ 392, 000 40.0 
District of Columbia _______ NA NA Oregon. ________________ • 386,493 45.1 Florida _______________ •• _ 1,101,586 46.5 Pennsylvania. ___ • ___ •• _._ 1,595, 000 45.6 

~i~flt:: ::::::::::::::: 686,850 43.8 Rhode Island , __ • ___ • __ ._. 31,250 6.1 
192,400 40.0 South Carolina __ ._ •••• ___ 398,000 40.0 

Idaho __ •• __ ••••••••••••• 185,200 40.0 South Dakota ••••••• ___ ._. 201,894 46.2 
Illinois •• _ •• _ ••••• ___ • ___ 1,455,960 44.0 Tennessee •••• ,_. ___ • ____ 548,400 40.0 
Indlana •••• _ ••••••••••••• 766,951 45.1 Texas ••••••••••••••••••• I, 691, 423 48.5 
lowa •••••••••••• _ .•••••• 479,955 46.5 Utah ••••••••••••••••••• _ • 235,377 41.7 
Kansas •••••••• _ ••• _ ••••• 386,343 44.5 Vermon!.. ••••••••••••••• Waiver •••••••••••••• 
Ken.t~ckY •••••• "_'" "" a 467,444 48.4 Virgi nia ••••••••••••• _.,._ 643, 150 40. Ii Loulslana ••• _. ___________ 510, 000 40. a Washington ___________ •• _ 478,600 40.2 Maine _______________ • ___ 213,600 40.0 W~st Vi~glnla __ • ____ ••• _._ Waiver _ ••••••• _ •••• _ 
Maryland ••• _._._ •••••••• 50S, 050 37.0 Wlsconsln •••• _ ••••••••••• 596 800 40.8 
Massachusetts •••••••••••• 734,800 40.0 Wyoming' •••••••••••• _ •• 121: 100 35.0 
Michigan •••• ""_ ••••••• I, 092, 000 40.0 Guam •••••• _ •••• _ ••••••• Waiver _ ••••••••• _._. 
Minnesota ••••••••••••••• 657, 000 50.0 American Samoa •••••••••• Waiver _. ____________ 
Mississippi ....... _ •• _ •••• Waiver ._._ ••••••• _ •• Virgin Islands •••• _ ••••••• Waiver •• _ ••••••• __ •• 
Missourl._._ ••••••• _ ••••• 827, 886 50.9 Puerto Rico •• _ •• _ •••• __ •• Waiver .,_ ••• _ ••• _ ••• 
Montana. __ ._ ••• _ •••• _ •• _ Waiver •• _._ ••••••• _. 

I Source: Fiscal year 1976 Slate plannine aeency plannine erantapplications, submitted May 1975. 
, The tieures for fiscal year 1976 represent 15-mo bud2ets (except where noted) due to the chanee In the Federal fiscal 

year • 
• 12·mo budeets. 

ApPENDIX IV-8 

LEAA STATE PLANNING AGENCY GRANT GUIDELINE TRANSMITTALS 

PREFACE 
On June 19, 1968, the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 

became law. The Act provided for increased federal aid to State and local law 
enforcement agencies through a comprehensive program of planning grants, 
action grants, and research, demonstration and educational aid designed to 
strengthen and improve the nation's crime control effectiveness. It superseded 
and absorbed programs supported under the Law Enforcement Assistance Act 
of 1965. 

'l'he new Act has made possible for the first time a wide-scale program of aid 
for States and local units of government. To qualify for aid, States must develop 
comprehensive law enforcement plans as defined in the Act. To facilitate such 
planning, the Act provides grants to State planning agencies whose primary 
function will be to develop, revise, and implement these State plans. During 
Fiscal Year 1969, the first year of program operation, all States developed com­
prehensive law enforcement plans and qualified for action grants to execute the 
programs set forth in such plans. 

This 1970 edition of the Guide replaces the initial edition (November, 1969) 
as modified by SPA Directors Memo No. 10 which promUlgated a simplified 
format for first year plans under the Act and an action grant application procedure 
(February 28, 1969). It combines previous issuances relating to 1970 planning 
and action grants released through the SPA Directors Memo series. Together 
with the LEAA Financial Guide (May, 1969) and Discretionary Grants Guide 
(January, 1970) it provides complete guidance on application, award and adminis­
tration of planning and action grants during Fiscal Year 1970 under Parts Band C 
of the Act. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, 
CHARLES H. ROGOVIN, 

Admim:strator. 
RICHARD W. VELDE, 

Associate Administrator. 
CLARENCE M. COSTER, 

Associate Administrator. 
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MEMORANDUM TO STATE PLANNING AGENCY DIRECTORS NO. 10 (REVISED) 

Subject: Guidelines for fiscal year 1971 Comprehensive State Law Enforcement 
Plans-Final Issuance 

Transmitted herewith, in the fo.rm of a revision to Section IV of the LEAA 
Guide for Comprehensive Law Enforcement Planning and Action Grants, are 
final guidelines for fiscal year 1971 comprehensive State plans submitted under 
Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. 

The guidelines conform to the preliminary issuance forwarded to State planning 
agencies under date of July 10, which SPA's have been using in plan development 
work thus far. The final issuance incorporates no significant departures or new 
content or data items, thus avoiding prejudice from State reliance on the pre­
liminary guidelines. LEAA had hoped to incorporate pending statutory amend­
ments in the final issuance, but since these have not yet been enacted, any adjust­
ments required will be effected subsequently. 

On August 25, 1970, the Director of the Office of Law Enforcement Programs 
and key staff met with the SPA Committee on Guidelines, Rules and ProcedureR 
designated by the State planning directors at the Colorado Springs meeting. 
Several suggestions were made and, as a result, some chl~,'lges were effected. 
The most notable was modification of the year-by-year projection of expected 
accomplishments and results to include instead, the basic five-year projection and 
year-by-year projections only for the first (current) and second years of the multi­
year period. LEAA encourages the States to produce year-by-year projections 
for the full 5-year cycle but recognizes the difficulties posed by a mandatory 
requirement of this kind. Concern was also expressed by the Committee for uni­
formity of guideline interpretation by the LEAA regional offices in review and 
negotiation of the various State plans. It was agreed to strengthen "standardiza­
tion" effort on the part of LEAA during the coming round of plan submissions 
and to work in close liaison with the Committee when major questions were 
presented. 

As indicated in the July issuance, the 1971 guidelines substantially follow 1970 
specifications, with the following significant changes: 

(a) The current Section A (Law Enforcement Needs, Problems, and Priorities) 
has been dropped us a separate section and integrated in the Multi-Year Plan 
Component. With introduction of the multi-year plan last year and the general 
statement required for it, it appeared that the "needs, problems, and priorities" 
section had become "pro forma" and repetitive of what was required in more 
intensive form in multi-year presentations. 

(b) The "general- statement" of the annual action plan has been deleted, again 
in light of the general statement required for the multi-year plan and to avoid 
T'flnpt.H.inn nf nnt.n 
--~~)-The -~v~~~li plan format has been divided into a "Program Component" 
and an "Administrative Component." It is anticipated that the program com­
ponent, which includes the multi-year and annual action programs will undergo 
more active change and revision than the administrative segment. (The latter 
can stabilize in a basic volume with occasional updating and annual listings and 
charts for administrative data such as current personnel rosters, local planning 
allocations, etc.) 

(d) The multi-year period has been increased from four to five years (current 
and four succeeding calendar years). In doing so, it was noted that several States 
(over 10 percent) were already on a five-year plan basis and that most others 
had indicated the capacity to more in this direction. 

(e) In the multi-year plan, the new guidelines specify a year-by-year projection 
of hoped-for results and accomplishments for the first and second years of the 
multi-year period and for the 5-year period as a whole. In the preliminary guide­
lines, annual projection for each of the 5-years was presented (still recommended 
by LEAA to States capable of such an effort). 

(f) The "Schedule of Law Enforcement System Data" has been retained with 
modest expansion in the number of information items and improvement of 
structure and definitions by LEANs National Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Service (NCJISS). A near-final schedule is included in the guidelines, 
reflecting inputs of the special SPA directors committee established for this 
purpose at the Colorado Springs meeting. The final issuance is expected by 
October 1. 

(g) LEAA has retained the suggested functional categories set forth in the 
1969 and 1970 guidelines, mindful of the option for States to establish other 
categories and the fact that many States have actually done so. Nevertheless, 

69-587 0 - 76 • ptl! -27 
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experience to date has shown the need to re-examine these categories as a joint 
LEAA/SP A endeavor and the Administration plans to commence this effort 
in January 1971 with a view toward adoption of new categories, or category 
alternatives, commencing with the FY 1972 plans. These will be consistent with 
the grant management information systems now being developed to facilitate 
proper LEAA and SPA administration of the Title I program. 

(h) Clarifying language has been inserted in several places to remedy difficulties 
with the 1970 guidelines. Other adjustments include (i) specific request for 
discussion in Section I-E (Related Plans and Systems) of awards under other 
LEAA programs (such as the LEEP and National Institute grants), if not covered 
elsewhere; (ii) distribution of the former statutory justification sections (old 
Section F) among the new program and administrative components as appro­
priate; (iii) request for speCific data about supervisory board "executive com­
mittees" and other standing committees and (iv) a number of updating corrections. 

The new Section IV has been punched for insertion in Guide binders and addi­
tional copies will be forwarded under separate cover. Those particular pages 
which include modilications from the preliminary guidelines show a September 
1970 rather than June 1970 issuance date. A full reprint of the Guide for fiscal 
year 1971 is in preparation and should be available for distribution by November 1. 
As in the past, States may depart from the guideline structure, provided all guide­
line items are covered and their location is referenced and explained. The Decem­
ber 31. 1970 due date for plan submissions remains firm. 

FOREWORD 

CLARENCE M. COSTER, 
Associate Administrator. 

RICHARD W. VELDE, 
Associate Administrator. 

AUGUST 22, 1972. 

1. Purpose.-This guideline manual provides guidance on the application, 
award, and administration of the Part B program, State Planning Agency Grants. 

2. Scope.-The provisions of this guideline manual apply to all State Planning 
Agency Grants. This manual is of cuncern to all State Planning Agencies. 

3. Cancellation.-The Guide for Comprehensive Law Enforcement Planning 
and Action Grants, Fiscal Year 1970, Section I and II, is cancelled. The following 
State Planning Agency Director's Memorandums are also cancelled: 

(a) No. 13,4/28/72, Guidelines re: Public Availability of SPA and Subgrantee 
Records and Documents. 

(b) No. 14, 4/28/72, 1973 Planning Advances and Planning Carryover. 
(c) No. 22, 4/30/71, Full 1972 Planning Grants. 
(d) No. 31, 3/2/72, Environmental Statements. 
4. Explanation of Changes.-
(a) Guideline Manual Format.-The material in this manual has been arranged 

in the proper format to comply with LEAA directives system standards for 
external issuances. Thus the topic lettering and numbering format does not 
correspond to that used for the 1972 Comprehensive Plan Guidelines. 

(b) Major Text·ual Changes.-The following major changes to material con­
tained in the Guide, the 1972 Guidelines, and associated SPA memorandums are 
incorporated in this guideline manual: 

(1) State and Regional Supervisory Board Operations. 
(2) State and Regional Planning AgenCies Structure. 
(3) State Planning Agency Operations. 
(4) Lists-State Supervisory Boards, Regional Supervisory Boards, State 

Planning Agency Staff and Combined State Planning Agency Staff and 
Regional Planning Staff. 

(5) Annual Comprehensive Plan Development Process. 
(6) Utilization of Services, Facilities, etc. 
(7) Evaluation Activities of the State Planning Agency. 
(8) Plan Implementation and Sub grant Procedures. 
(9) Manual/Guidelines of the State Planning Agency. 
(10) State Planning Agency Denial/Termination Procedures. 
(11) FY 1973 Buy-In and Hard Match Requirements. 
(12) State Assumption of Cost Responsibilities. 
(13) Non Supplanting Responsibilities. 
(14) State Planning Agency Technical Assistance and Services. 
(15) State Audit Activities. 
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(16) OMB Circular A-95 Procedures. 
(17) National Environmental Policy Act. 
(18) Clean Air Act. 
(19) National Historic Prevention Act. 
(20) Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy 

Act. 
(21) Federal Freedom of Information Requirement. 
(22) Civil Rights Act. 
(23) Fund Availability Plan for Localities. 
(24) Source of Funds Statement. 
(25) Annual State Planning Agency Budget. 
(26) Annual State Planning Agency Functional Budget. 
(27) Standard General and Fiscal Grant Conditions. 
(28) Advanced Planning Grant Application Procedure. 

(c) Administrative Component.-The major change to the Fiscal Year 1973 
Planning Grant Guidelines is the inclusion of the administrative components 
formerly required as a part of the Comprehensive State Plan. 

(d) Buy-In and Hard Match Requirement.-Included in this Guideline Manual 
are the Buy-In and Hard Match Requirements which will effect the operation of 
the State Planning Agency. 

(e) Other Statutory Requirements.-Included is a discussion and listing of require­
ments imposed on the State Planning Agency by legislation other than the Omni­
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended. 

(f) Consolidation of SPA Memorandum.-This Guideline Manual is an effort 
to combine in one document numerous SPA Memorandums and other related 
correspondence affecting the State Planning Agency Operation. 

5. Forms.-Use of the following new forms is prescribed by the Guideline 
Manual. An initial distribution of these forms will be made to State Planning 
Agencies. 

(a) LEAA Form 4-201/1 (5-72), Application for Planning Grant Advanced 
Funds-Fiscal Year 1973. 

(b) LEAA FORM 4-202/1 (6-72), Full Planning Grant Application. 

FOREWORD 

JAMES T. DEVINE, 
Assistant Administrator, OCJ A. 

OCTOBER 4, 1972. 

1. Purpose.-This Guideline manual provides guidance on the formulation of 
Comprehensive State Law Enforcement Plans. 

2. Scope.-The provisions of this Guideline manual apply to all Comprehen­
sive State Plans. The manual is of concern to all State Planning Agencies. 

3. Cancellation.-SPA Memo No. 10, Change No.1, Guidelines for FY 1973 
Comprebensive State Law Enforcement Plans. 

4. Explanation of Changes.-This Guideline manual complements Guideline 
Manual M 4100.1 and completes the Guide for Comprehensive t.aw Enforce­
ment Planning and Action Grants. Guideline Manual M 4100); Chapters 1 and 
2 are to be used for Part B Planning Grants and Guideline Manual M 4300.1, 
Chapters 3 and 4 are to be used for Part C and E Comprehensive State Plans. 
The material in this Guideline Manual M 4300.1 has been arranged in the proper 
format to comply with LEAA directives system standards for external issuances. 
No major textual changes have been made. 

JAMES T. DEVINE, 
Assistant Administrator, 

Office of Criminal Justice Assistance. 

DECEMBER 10 1973. 
FOREWORD 

1. Purpose.-This guideline manual provides guidance on the application, 
award and administration of the Part B planning program and the Part C and E 
action programs. 

2. Scope.-Tbe provisions of this guideline manual apply to all State Planning 
Agency grants. This manual is of concern to all State Planning Agencies and LEAA 
professional personnel. 

3. Cancellation.-Guideline Manual M 4100.1A, State Planning Agency Grants 
is canceled. 
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4. Explanation of Ohanges.-
a. Crime Control Act of 1973: This manual incorporates changes required 

by the Crime Control Act of 1973 which became Public Law 93-83 on August 
6,1973. 

b. Major Textual Changes: The following major changes which will have 
a significant effect on planning and action grant applications have been 
incorporated in this guideline manual: 

(1) Citizen representation on State Planning Agency (SPA) Super­
visory Boards is now optional rather than required [paragraph 16b(2)]. 

(2) SPA's are required to provide procedures for the submission and 
review of annual plans from regional planning units and/or units of general 
local government having a population of at least 250,000 persons [para­
graph 18a(3) l. 

(3) SPA's are required to approve or deny applications to the SPA 
for funding no later than 90 days after receipt by the SPA. SPA's must 
develop written procedures regarding the 90 day review (paragraph 19). 

(4) On Part B and Part C Block funds, States are required to Buy-In 
on not less than one-half of the required non-federal funding (paragraph 
19h). 

(5) The required non-federal funding of the cost of any program or 
project utilizing Part B, Part C or Part E funds must be new money 
appropriated in the aggregate by the State or local unit of government 
(paragraph 19i). -

(6) Regional Planning units may receive up to 100 percent funding 
for expenses incurred in criminal justice planning (paragraph 24b). 

(7) Regional Supervisory Boards must be composed of a majority of 
local elected officiala [paragraph 24c (a)]. 

(8) Additional emphasis has been placed on the establishment of 
State standards, goals and priorities. The State Plan must also be com­
prehensive and demonstrate a determined effort to improve the quality 
of law enforcement and criminal justice (paragraphs 60 and 62). 

(9) The State Plan must provide funding incentives to units of govern­
ment that coordinate and combine criminal justice functions [paragraph 
79a(2)]. 

(10) The State Plan must include a comprehensive program for the 
improvement of juvenile justice (paragraph 81). 

(11) The State Plan must reflect an emphasis on the development of 
narcotic and alcoholism treatment programs in correction programs 
(paragraph 84n). 

(12) The State Plan must reflect programs to monitor the progress 
and improvement of the correctional system (paragraph. 840). 

(13) SPA's are required to implement the Department of Justice 
Equal Employment Opportunity Guidelines 28 C.F.R. 42.302, at seq.; 
subpart E (paragraph 33). 

5. Effective Date.-This manual is effective July 1, 1973. 
DONALD E. SANTARELLI, Administrator. 

FOREWORD 
JULY 1, 1974. 

1. Purpoac.-This gUideline manual provides guidance on the application, award 
and administration of the Part B planning program and the Part C and E action 
programs. 

2. Scope.-The provisions of this guideline manual apply to all State Planning 
Mency grants. This manual is of concern to all State Planning AgenCies and LEAA 
professional personnel. 

3. Oancellation.-Guideline Manual M 4100.1B, State Planning Agency Grants 
is cancelled. 

~. Explanation of changes.-The following textual changes have been incor­
porated into this guideline manual: 

a. A-95 Review: Revised OMB Circular No. A-95 issued November 13, 
1973 now requires Federal agencies to provide the Clearinghouse with a 
written explanation when proceeding to approve a program or project which 
has been recommended by the Clearinghouse not to be approved (p. 24) 

b. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969: Revised guidelines issued 
by the Council on Environmental Quality on August 4, 1973, required a 
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complete revision of LEAA regulations relating to the implementation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (pp. 26-29 and 149). 

c. Clean Air Act and Federal Water Pollution Control Act: Executive 
Order 11738 issued January, 1974, prohibits Federal funds to be used in 
contracting with violators of the Clean Air Act and Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (pp. 29 and 148). 

d. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966: Revised guidelines pursuant 
to the National Historic Preservation Act include two new requirements. In 
addition to the Federal Register Properties, properties eligible for inclusion 
in the Federal Register also must be reviewed for adverse effect. Finding of 
effects must be reported to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(p. 29). 

e. Medical Research and Psychosurgery: LEAA policy regarding the use 
of grant funds for medical research is incorporated into Appendix 4-3 (p. 150). 

f. Content of Environmental Analysis: A revision and elaboration of in­
formation to be inoluded in environmental impact statements necessitated 
the addition of Appendix 4-6 (pp. 155-156). 

g. Environmental Review Format: The development of a new and more 
elaborate environmental review format necessitated the addition of Appendix 
4-7 (pp. 157-160). 

5. Effective Date: This manual is effective July I, 1974. 
DONALD E. SANTARELLI, Administrator. 

MARCH 21, 1975. 
FOREWORD 

1. Purpose.-This guideline manual provides guidance on the application, award 
and administration of the Part B planning program and the Part C and E action 
programs. 

2. Scope.-The provisions of this guideline manual apply to all State Planning 
Agency grants. This manual is of concern to all State Planning Agencies and LEAA 
professional personnel. 

3. Cancellation.-Guideline Manual M 4100.1C, State Planning Agency Grants, 
dated July I, 1974, is cancelled. 

4. Explanation of Changes.-The following textual changes have been incor­
porated into this guideline manual: 

a. Change to M 4100.1C: Change I, issued November I, 1974, and Change 
2, issued January 24, 1975, have been incorporated into this document. These 
were changes to FY 1975 guideline. The planning grant application forms have 
been changed to reflect change in policy with regard to carryover of planning 
funds from one year to the next. 

b. Juvenile Justice: Changes have been made throughout this guideline 
which reflect a new emphasis on Juvenile Justice in both the Planning Grant 
and Comprehensive Plan applications. Paragraph 81, page 131, provides 
for a citation to all portions of the plan Which deal with juvenile justice and 
juvenile delinquency prevention. 

c. Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974: The changes 
to the Safe Streets Act mandated by the JJ&DP Act of 1974 (i.e. the com­
position of the SPA Supervisory Board and the maintenance of the 1972 level 
of effort on Juvenile Delinquency Prevention) have been included. The first 
of these was included in Change 2 to the 1975 guidelines. The second is in 
Paragraph 81, page 131. Paragraph 82, pllge 131, is reserved for guidelines 
for those states which plan to participate in the programs to be funded under 
the new Act. 

d. A-95 Notification Procedures: Two changes have been made in Para­
graph 27 to m'Jre clearly describe the requirements of OMB oircular A-95. 
These can be found in Paragraph 27b(4) (a) and (b). 

e. State Planning A~ency Staff: The kinds of competencies suggested as 
appropriate for State Planning Agenoy staffs is ohanged in Paragraph 17, 
page 10, to reflect emphasis on evaluation oapabilities, among other com­
petencies which are appropriate. 

f. National Environmental Policy Aot and National Historic Preservation 
Act: Paragraphs 28 and 30, pages 37-42, which contain the requirements 
mandated by the National Environmental Proteotion Act of 1969 and the 
National Historio Preservation Aot of 1966 have been revised. LEAA will 
issue a guideline which will more fully articulate NEP A and NHP A require­
ments in the near future. 
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g. Memorandum of Agreement on Areawide Planning: A memorandum of 
agreement must be developed between the areawide planning agency which 
is designated as the A-95 clearinghouse and the applicant for funds for an 
areawide or regional law enforcement and criminal justice planning unit. 
This change, contained in Paragraph 27, page 36, requires that the memo­
randum must specify how the general areawide planning agency and the law 
enforcement and criminal justice planning agency will coordinate planning 
activities. If the two agencies are the same, the memorandum is not required. 

h. Civil Rights Compliance: Changes in Paragraph 33, pages 52-56, 
reflect new requirements for civil rights compliance, with special reference to 
reporting on awards for construction projects. 

i. Description of Planning Process and Plan Relationships: A fuller state­
ment of the planning process or planning methods to be used by the State 
Planning Agency is required by these changes in Paragraph 18, pages 12-14. 
A set of planning setps is suggested. The State Planning Agency is to show 
how it expects to relate the sections of the plan to one another. 

j. Technical Assistance: The guidelines were revised in two places, both in 
the planning grant application requirements (Paragraph 22, page 26), and in 
the comprehensive plan guidelines (in a new Paragraph 83, pages 131-132), 
to reflect increased emphasis on the development of a technical assistance 
strategy and plan by each State Planning Agency. Technical Assistance is 
defined in the new Paragraph. . 

k. State Assumption of Costs: The guidelines have been revised in two 
places, both in the plann.ing grant application (Paragraph 18, page 19), and 
in the Progress Report (Parugraph 92, page 147) to reflect the need for ad­
ditional detailed information about the extent to which state and local gov­
ernments are assuming costs of programs originally funded by block grants, 
and are building these programs into ongoing state and local criminal justice 
and law enforcement agencies. 

1. Audit Capabilities! Activities: The guidelines have been changed to pro­
vide for more specificity about the plans and proposed procedures for audit 
by each State Planning Agency (Paragraph 23, pages 26-28). A biennial 
audit is permitted. 

m. Submission Dates for Planning Grant Applications and Comprehensive 
Plans: The submission date for FY 1976 planning grants is changed to May 31, 
1975. The submission date for the FY 1976 comprehensive plan is changed to 
September 30, 1975. It is intended that in FY 1977, the planning grant will 
be submitted by May I, 1976, and the comprehensive plan by June 30, 1976. 
This set of dates is desie:<lcd. to permit the approval of state plans for 1977 by 
the time the new fiscpl year begins for fiscal 1977, which is October I, 1976, 
as provided in the new Budget Act. These changes will also permit State 
Planning Agencies to move toward full plan implementation at the start of 
calendar year 1977. These changes are found in Paragraph 44, page 63, and 
in Paragraph 105, page 166. 

n. Certified Check List: The certified check list (pages 89-93) has been 
changed to reflect other changes in the guideline which require that states 
report where new material is now required. 

o. Comprehensive Plan Requirements: The requirements for the com­
prehensive plan have been changed, in accordance with the intent of Con­
gress in adding the definition of comprehensiveness [Section 601 (m) 1, to 
specify more fully what a comprehensive plan must include. The requirements 
have also been changed to require a fuller effort at data-based crime analysis. 
The statement originally required on standards, goals, and priorities has 
been separated into three statements, although states may still choose to com­
bine them into one. Methods by which goals, standards, and priorities were de­
veloped, and strategies for achievement of them are now required. Standards 
and goals development efforts are fully integrated into the planning process. 
The multi-year budget and financial plan is changed to require that all state 
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and local expenditures for law enforcement and criminal justioe must be 
included and related to the proposed blockgr&:o,t expenditures. The annual 
action program section must include statementa about what the contribution 
programs are expected to make to goal and standard achievement. These 
changes involve substantial revisions in Paragraphs 49 through 73, pages 
97-122. 

p. Program Categories and Program Descriptors: The guidelines have 
been changed to eliminate suggested program categories (1) through (9), 
leaving each State Planning Agency free to select its own program categories. 
The guidelines now include a new requirement that program descriptor codes 
be added to programs funded with LEAA grants in the multi-year plan and 
in the annual action program. The changes are contained in Paragraph 65, 
page 113, in Paragraph 73, page 118 and 122 in Appendix 3-1 and in Attach­
ment A, pages 173-174, to the comprehensive plan which provides the 
crosswalk to the program descriptors from the state's program categories. 
The crosswalk will be mandatory for the FY 77 plan. LEAA will do this for 
the SPAs for the FY 76 plan. The SPAs must apply the program descriptors 
to their subgrants in the FY 76 plan after LEAA codes the plan. 

q. Progress Report: The section on the progress report on the previous 
year's grant awards have been changed (Paragraphs 92-94), pages 147-148) 
to require that states provide more detailed reports on projects which have 
been monitored and which appear to have promise of success and to offer 
potential for widespread replication. 

r. Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 and Joint Funding 
Simplification Act of 1974: Ohanges have been included (in Paragraph 91, 
page 145) which reflect the passage of the Housing and Community De­
velopment Act of 1974 and the Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1974, 
and which require statements, as applicable, of relationships to the requ~re­
ments of those Acts. 

s. Narcotics and Alcoholism Treatment: Revisions (in Paragraph 84, 
pages 140-142) which reflect required LEAA coordination with other Federal 
agencies, including the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention 
(SAODAP), the National Institute for Drug Abuse (NIDA), and the Na­
tional Institute for Alcoholisll'.l and Alcohol Addiction (NIAAA), are set 
forth in the guidelines. They make more specific the requirements for provi­
sion of needed services to those in corrections programs. 

t. Manpower Plans and Programs: The guideline has been changed in 
several places to reflect added emphasis on and reporting of manpower 
plans and programs. The changes appear in Paragraph 18, page 12 j Para­
graph 59, page 103, and Paragraph 73, page 118. 

u. Organized Crime Plans and Programs and Bicentennial Plans and 
Pj'ograms: The guideline has been changed to reflect the need to provide 
more information on the plans and programs of the states, in an easily 
identifiable way, in the areas of organized crime and the bicentennial. 

v. Advances on Action Grants: The requirements for action grant advances 
has been changes (Paragraph 100, page 147) to require that first quarter 
advance action grants will be made only if the planning grant application has 
been submitted to LEAA. Second quarter advances will be made only if the 
comprehensive plan for the state has been submitted to LEAA. 

w. Appendices 1 and 2: The Crime Control and Safe Streets Act as amended 
by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is appendix 
1. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is appendix 2. 

CHARLES R. WORK, 
Deputy Administrator for Administration. 
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APPENDIX TABLE IV-9 

STATE PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

Percent of 
projects 

planned and 
receiving 
funding 

88 

95 
95 
90 
90 
85 
75 
99 

~~ 
99 
95 

~~ 
90 
90 
80 
<I> 
90 
95 
70 
87 
95 
90 
90 
95 
95 
98 
50 
95 
90 
95 
90 

~~ 
83 
90 
95 
95 

~~ 
95 
75 
73 
83 
90 (I) 
90 
75 
90 
77 

~~ 
90 
95 

<I> 

Source: 1975 ACIR Safe Streets questionnaire. 

CHAP'l'ER V 

SAFE sTREETS FUNDING 

Percent of 
projects 
actually 

implemented 

86.1 

90.0 
0 

90.0 
SO. 0 
98.0 
70.0 
95.0 

f> 9.0 
98.0 
95.0 

<I> 
98.0 
85.0 
95.0 
79.0 

<I> 
80.0 
90.0 
65.0 
87.0 
93.0 
95.0 
90.0 
90.0 
85.0 
98.0 
99.0 
90.0 
80.0 
95.0 
80.0 

6t~ 
99.0 
90.0 
99.0 
80.0 
95.0 
85.0 
80.0 
75.0 
95.0 
88.0 
96.0 

8~~~ 
75.0 
90.0 
67.0 
(I~ 

SO. 
50.0 
75.0 

<I> 

Percent 01 
projects 

never 
started 

This chapter focuses on the ways in which Safe Streets funds have been used 
over the past seven years. It includes a discussion of the different kinds of assist­
ance made available under the Safe Streets Act, the purposes for which they have 
been used, and the distribution to various jurisdictions and agencies. 
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While the best available data have been used here, complete and reliable 
information on Safe Streets funding has been and continues to be difficult to 
obtain. Hence, the reader is cautioned on the limitations of the data upon which 
the following analyses are based. 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF PART C BLOCK GRANT FUNDS 

In Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Congress 
mandated that an amount of funds be distributed among the states in the form 
of block grants and in accordance with a population-based formula. This formula 
for ;Part C "action" funds, which has been ill effect throughout the life of the act, 
has resulted in the distribution of Federal assistance shown in Appendix Table V-1. 
These block grant5 are to be used. by the states to carry out programs and projects 
to improve and strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice. Nationally, 
the 10 most heavily populated states have received over 50 percent of the action 
funds, compared with less than a three percent share for the 10 least populated 
states. 

To put the Safe Streets block grant program in perspective, total Part C 
expenditures are compared with total state and local direct criminal justice 
outlays for the years for which data are available (see Table V-I). 

TABLE V-I.-COMPARISON BETWEEN SAFE STREETS PART C BLOCK GRANT FUNDS AND DIRECT (EXCLUDING 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS) STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES, FISCAL YEARS 
1969-73 

[Dollar amounts In thousands] 

Slate Local 
expenditures expenditures 

Block Brant 
funds I 

Block arant 
funds as a 
percent of 
State/local 

total 
expenditures 

FlscaU6e9a::......................................... 1,849,000 4,691,000 25,062 0.3 
1970........................................... 2,139,000 5,454,000 182,750 2.4 
1971........................................... 2,681,000 6,621,000 340,000 3.1 
1972..... •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2,948,000 7,281,000 413,695 4.0 
1973........................................... 3,304,000 8, 052, 000 480,180 4.2 

----------~----------------~ TotaL....................................... 12,921,000 32, 099, 000 1,441,687 3.2 

I These figures were obtained from comprehensive planning gUidelines published annually by LEAA. 
Source: U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and U.S. Bureau of Cen~us "Expenditure and Employment 

Data forthe Criminal Justice System, 1968-69 and 1972-73, WashinRton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printlna Office,1974. 

During the first five years of the program, Safe Streets Part C funds represented 
a total of only 3.2 percent of total state-local direct criminal justice expenditures. 
Since block grant funds began to level off after FY 1973, it is doubtful whether 
they have ever exceeded five percent of such outlays in the past few years. Even 
when Part E allocations for corrections are added the proportion of total Safe 
Streets funds in state and local criminal justice expenditures in any year does 
not rise above five percent. Thus, the relatively small size of the Safe Streets 
program must be considered in assessing its results and impact. 
Di8tribution by Level of Government 

To help ensure that sufficient Safe Streets funds would be made available to meet 
local need~ Congress mandated that, within each state, a certain percentage of 
the Part Li block grant award must be passed-through to local governments. 
This pass-through percentage now is variable, based on the local proportion of 
state and local expenditures for criminal justice during_the preceding fiscal year. 
While this formula determines the overall allocation of Part C funds between state 
and local government by each state planning agency (SPA) I the amounts to be 
awarded to individual jurisdictions, and the purposes for which they are to be 
used, are decided by SPAs, and in some states by regional planning units, based 
on applications submitted by localities. 

Table V-2 indicates the percentages of action funds received by the different 
levels and types of government. 

1 The source ot much ot the data pre!entcd In thlB chapter was the Grants Management 
Intormation ,System of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admlnlstlll1tlon. An a'nalYl!Ils ot the 
GIDS data IB presented In Appendix V-I. 



TABLE V-2.-PERCENTAGES OF PART C BLOCK GRANT FUNDS RECEIVED BY DIFFERENT lEVELS OF GOVERNMENT 

(In percent) 

Fiscal year-

Type of recipient 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1969-75 

State ______________________ 28 28 32 36 36 36 47 35 Cities ____________________ 48 42 37 31 31 29 23 33 Counties ___________________ 23 28 29 31 31 30 25 30 
Private agencies ____________ 1 2 2 2 3 5 5 3 

Source: lEA A grant management information system data. 

As can be seen, the relative percentages of Safe Streets subgl'ants to state 
agencies, cities, counties and private non-profit organizations have fluctuated 
over the years. Some of these changes are att.ributable to CongressiomJ action. 
In the 1971 amendments, for example, Congress modified the original require­
ment for states to pass-through a total of 75 percent of their block grant funds 
to local units. The increase in state agency funds and the decrease in awards to 
cities from 1969 to 1972 could reflect the change from a fixed to a variable pass­
through percentage. In most instances, this revised pass-through formula resulted 
in more funds being available for state agencies. 

The jump in the state agency percentage and decline in the city and county 
percentages in 1975 could be illusory since only a small proportion of 1975 funds 
had been awarded and included in the GMIS system at the time research for 
this chapter was completed. Also, state agency grants require less processing 
time and thus could be awarded earlier than local grants. 

The percentages of total direct criminal justice expenditures by each level of 
government are shown below. 

TABLE V-3.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM DIRECT EXPENDITURES (EXCLUDING 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS), BY TYPE OF GOVERNMENT 

Type of government 

State ___________________________________________________________ _ 

~~un~ fifs~~t~ ~~-____ :::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

197C1-71 

29 
48 
23 

Fiscal year-

1971-72 

29 
47 
24 

1972-73 

29 
46 
25 

Source: U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and U.S. Bureau of Census "Expenditure and Employment 
Data for the Criminal Justice System, 1970-71, 1971-72, 1972-73," Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1974. 

Comparison with Table V-2 suggests that states and counties now are receiving 
more, and municipalities less, than a proportionate amount of Safe Streets Part 
C funds based on their relative shares of direct criminal justice outlays. This was 
not the case in the program's initial years. It should be noted, however, that a 
significant proportion of total municipal criminal justice expenditures include those 
of small towns and villages, many of which are unwilling or unable to apply for 
Safe Streets funds or are not eligible individually to receive such assistance, under 
state guidelines, because of a low crime rate or small population. Another fac.tor 
to be considered here is the practice of making grants to state agencies or regional 
planning units but counting these awards as part of the required pass-through 
percentage because they benefit municipalities which have waived their right to 
receive direct aid. These appear as state agency or county grants in LEAA's 
Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data. Still another, of course, 
is the tapering off of SPA awards for police and police-related activities; this ob­
viously affected the cities' share of the funds over time. 

To gauge attitudes on this issue, ACIR asked all SPA directors whether or not 
they thought that the present pass-through formula provides the most appropriate 
division of resources. Slightly less than three-fourths of the respondents answered 
affirmatively. Those who disagreed generally believed that more funds should be 
retained at the state level, but their reasons varied widely. Some indicated that 
state agencies have greater expertise and administrative capability, and are 
better able to make effective use of Safe Streets funds. Others mentioned the 



efficiency of making monies available to state agencies to provide services directly 
benefitting local government. For example, one SPA stated: " ... a number of 
projects in which a single State agency could perform a service to local agencies in 
a uniform, cost effective manner must often be carried out in a multiplicity of 
fragmented local grants because of pass-through limitations and the difficulties 
of working out an adequate waiver lJrocess." Two SPAs objected to the pass­
through formula on the ground that it reinforced the state-local division of func­
tions providing no incentive for the state to assume additional responsibilities. 
As one put it: liThe existing pass-through formula is based on the current balance 
between state and local spending for criminal justice, and therefore tends to 
perpetuate the current structure of the criminal justice system. While some limits 
on SPA allocations to its sister state agencies may be necessary, these limits should 
be flexible enough to allow for SPA support of major realignments of criminal 
justice responsibilities (e.g., state takeover of the county corrections system)." 
Still other SPAs took issue with the method by which the pass-through ratios are 
computed. Typically, these respondents challenged the currency and completeness 
of the data on which the formula are based. 

When city and county officials were asked whether the present pass-through 
percentage provides the most appropriate division of resources between state 
and local levels, 71 percent (835 of 1,177) replied negatively, with 98 percent of 
these officials indicating that the localities should receive a greater percentage of 
Safe Streets funds. There were no differences in the views of city and county 
officials on the issue. This feeling on the part of local officials stem from their resent­
ment of state control of Safe Streets allocations, a view that was expressed rather 
consistently during the field interviews with local officials. It also reflects their 
hostility to the variable pass-through provision. 

There is some evidence that within each state Safe Streets funds have been 
fairly widely distributed among local units of government. Of the 1,636 cities 
and counties responding to ACIR's survey, 77 percent indicated that they had 
received Safe Streets funds at some time since 1969. Although this percentage 
probably would drop if non-respondents were polled, it does indicate a wide 
diffusion of Safe Streets dollars across many jurisdictions. 
Funding Policies and Priorities 

One of the prime areas of inquiry in ACIR's surveys and field studies was the 
extent to which the block grant approach provided sufficient flexibility to state 
and local governments. All SPAs were asked to assess their degree of programmatic 
and administrative discretion in handling Safe Streets block grants. 

TABLE V-4.-SPA DIRECTORS' VIEWS ON AMOUNT OF DISCRETION UNDER THE BLOCK GRANT, OCTOBER 1975 

Great discretion Some discretion Little discretion No discretion 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Control and use of funds ••••• 22 43.1 29 56.9 o ......••.. o .•.•.•..•• 
Establishing action grant 

priorities •••••••••••••.••• 31 60.8 20 39.2 o •...••.... o ...••..... 
Planning procodures ••••••••• 22 43.1 26 51. 0 3 5.9 0 •••••••••• 
BudR~tlng procedures ••••••• 18 35.3 25 49.0 8 15.7 o ...••..... 
Audltln~ procedures ••••••••• 13 25.5 28 54.9 9 17.6 1 2 
Evaluation procedures ••••••• 18 35.3 30 58.8 3 5.9 • o .....••.•. 

As the data in Table V-4 show, most SPAs believe they have significant discre­
tion in establishing action grant priorities and, in fact, most have taken an active 
role in setting specific policies and/or priorities which limit the range of eligible 
funding activities. Eighty-seven percent of the 45 state planning agencies respond­
ing to a question concerning this matter stated that they established policies 
which excluded certain activities from funding and encouragcd others. Among 
the types of policies cited most frequently were those prohibiting the use of Safe 
Streets support for equipment and construction projects. A number of SPAs also 
have attempted to maximize the reform potential of Federal monies by setting 
cert,ain eligibility standards for applicants j for example, Maryland refuses to 
fund police departments not meeting the SPA's minimum standards for police 
services. Similarly, Louisiana and Georgia exclude locoJities not participating in 
the Uniform Crime Reporting program from eligibility for Safe Streets assistance. 
Several states give priority to consolidated multi-jurisdictional efforts, primarily 
in the areas of law enforcement communications, training and construction. 
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As seen in Table V-5 the SPAs indicate that their supervisory board and staff 
exercise by far the most influence in establishing funding policies and priorities. 

TABLE V-5.-RELATIVE INFLUENCE OF VARIOUS PARTICIPANTS ON SPA POLICIES AND PRIORITIES, 
OCTO BER 1975 

Great influence Some influence No influence 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

LEAA priorities _________________________________ 17.4 32 69.6 13.0 
Congressional priorities as expressed in the act and amendments thereto __________________________ 17 36.9 27 58.7 2 4.3 The Governor __________________________________ 10 21.7 28 60.9 8 17.4 The State le,gislature ____________________________ 4 8.7 31 67.4 11 23.9 SPA Supervisory Board __________________________ 41 89.1 5 10.9 

o __________ 
SPA staff ______________________________________ 

31 67.4 15 32.6 a _, ________ 
Other State criminal justice agencies ______________ 7 25.9 18 66.7 2 7.4 Regional planning Units __________________________ 14 35.9 24 61.5 1 2.6 
Local governments. _____________________________ 8 19.0 32 76.2 2 4.8 Interest groups _________________________________ 3 19.0 10 76.2 9 4.8 

Oongressional preferences also appear to have a rather strong effect on SPA 
actions; the response pattern suggests that the categorization of the act as well as 
other statutory provisions like the personnel ceiling, have narrowed state dis­
cretion. In contrast, the governor and the state legislature appear to exercise 
relatively little influence in priority setting. It should be remembered, however, 
that the governor normally appoints the SPA director and the supervisory board 
members. Hence, gubernatorial influence may be exercised in indirect ways. 

Among the most important SPA policies are those which govern the distri­
bution of funds by jurisdictional and functional area. Twenty-one of the SPAs 
surveyed establish, by formula or other means, the percentage of Part 0 funds 
each region will receive; 22 do not do so. Of those SPAs which set aside specific 
amounts of funds by region, 82 percent do so prior to the preparation of the 
regional plan. Two of three states (Washington and Wisconsin) indicating that 
regional allocations take place after review and consideration of regional plans by 
the SPA, include regional plan quality as one of the criteria in determining the 
amounts. As one of these SPAs explained: "Regional Oomprehensiveness, quality 
of Plan submission, interregional equity, regional priorities in relationship to 
overall State priorities and the availability of alternative local resources are all 
factors considered in efforts to equitably distribute money among regions." 

Distribution formulas utilized by these SPAs vary widely in their precise detail, 
but generally they are based on some combination of population and reported index 
crime, although a number of states incorporate other factors as well. Several 
SPAs cited obstacles to developing an equitable formula, particularly outdated 
population statistics and unreliable crime data. 

Those states not establishing distribution formulas took issue with this basic 
approach to allocating Safe Streets funds. One urban state commented: "The 
Oommittee (SPA) sees LEAA funds as a demonstration program, not revenue 
sharing. Since funds are limited, they should go to the most promising or des­
perately needed projects. Any other approach only encourages mediocre prjects." 
Another, a predominantly rural SPA, asked: "Is it the purpose of LEAA merely 
to divide the money as opposed to directing funds to problem areas of the criminal 
justice system?" These 81' As tend to distribute funds on the basis of documented 
need usually after a project-by-project assessment at the state level. 

ACIR's survey of regional planning units indicates that 77 percent of 326 
responding RPUs establish their own funding policies and priorities in addition 
to those of the SPAs. This raises the question of who exercises the most influence in 
determining which activities and jurisdictions receive Safe Streets su pport-the 
S1' A or the RPU? According to the survey of cities and counties, even though 71 
percent of the localities communicate more often with the RPU than with the SPA 
concerning fund availability and application procedures, 66 percent of them think 
that the SPA has more influence in determining which activities and jurisdictions 
receive Safe Streets funds. Thus, while the RPUs may be assuming more admin­
istrative duties in the application process, in most loculitifls the SPA is still viewed 
as controlling t,he distribution of Federal dollarii. 
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In both the RPU and local government surveys, officials were asked whether, 
given their population and crime rate, they believed their jurisdiction receives 
a "fair share" of Safe Streets funds as compared with others. Both the local and 
regional respondent divided fairly evenly with 55 percent of the 418 counties 
and 321 RPUs and 48 percent of the 775 cities answering this question indicating 
that they did receive a "fair share." 

Localities claiming they had received an unfair share gave various explanations 
for this condition, including an inadequate substate allocational formula or faulty 
SPA distributional criteria (25 percent), their comparatively week political 
position vis-a-vis others (21 percent), insufficient representation on the SPA 
supervisory board (18 percent), deficient RPU aliocational criteria (12 percent), 
meager representation on their RPU supervisory board (11 percent), unwilling­
ness to apply for Safe Streets funds because of worries over ultimate assumption 
of project costs (8 percent) and/or difficulties in coming up with matching funds 
(7 percent). 

Funding of Urban A1'eas 
A continuing issue throughout the history of the Safe Streets program has 

been whether the larger urban areas, which have the greatest crime-reduction 
needs, llre receiving a sufficient share of the funds. In an attempt to resolve this 
matter, GlVIIS data were analyzed according to the population size of the recipient 
j urisdi ction. 

Table V-6 indicates that the larger cities and counties have received pro­
portionately more Safe Streets funds than their population would seem to warrant. 
Places over 100,000, for example, contain approximately 39 percent of the popula­
tion, yet they were awarded approximately 51 perce~t of the Safe Streets funds 
distributed to cities and counties. On the other hand, localities under 25,000 
population have 37 percent of the population but were allocated only 23 percent 
of the funds. 

The larger cities and counties, then, account for the greatest dollar amounts 
but a lesser number of grants, while jurisdictions under 10,000 population received 
43 percent of the number of awards but only 13 percent of the funds. This reflects 
the tendency of small municipalities and rural communities to apply for and be 
awarded funds-pl11'ticularly for equipment and training purposes-to upgrade 
their law enforcement and criminal justice operations. 

In order to guage the extent of Safe Streets participation among local jurisdic­
tions, those surveyed were asked if they had received Safe Streets funds since 
1969. The responses are shown in Table V-7. 



TABLE V-1i.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF SAFE STREETS FUNDS TO MUNICIPALITIES AND COUNTIES BY POPULATION SIZE, FISCAL \fEAR 1969-75 

Percent of 
population 

(Dollar amounts in thousandsl 

Amo unt awarded . living in 
Incorporated 1 ------------­

and unin­

Size of population 
corporated ---------­

places 

MurlClpalltieS' Counties 

Amount Percent Amount 

$117,368 20 $38,038 
66,444 11 56,392 
58,981 10 69,903 
95,142 16 75,558 
68,312 12 58,750 
55,422 9 46,435 
44,759 8 69,727 
49,250 8 100,484 
31.773 5 19.391 

Over I!OOO,OOO ___________________________ • 13 
500,OOu to 1,000,000_______________________ 9 
250,000 to 500,000________________________ 7 
100,000 to 250,000_________________________ 10 
50,000 to 100,000__________________________ 12 
25,000 t, 50,uOO___________________________ 12 
10,000 to 25,000___________________________ 15 

~~~~~~~~:::~::::::::::::::::::::::::==~=-----------~~-

Totals 

Amount awarded 
Numher of Total 

Percent Amount Percent Grants Percent per capita 

$155,406 2 7 14 891 $8.28 
11 122,836 11 2,254 4 9.46 
13 128,884 11 1,614 3 12.31 
14 l70,10Q 15 5,244 9 11.94 
11 127,062 11 4,608 8 7.59 
9 101,857 9 6,714 12 5.71 

13 114,486 10 8,634 15 5.34 
19 149,734 13 24,590 43 4.69 
4 51.164 5 2,220 

4 ______________ 

------------------------------------------------------------------------TataL _____________________________ 3 (144, 448,164) 587,451 _____________ _ 

I U.S. Department of Commerce and U.S. Bureau of Census, "1970 Census of Population," 1970 
v.I. pal A,sec.1, U.S.Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., May 1972, p. 1-45, table 6. 

2 Note: This column includes alliocaliurisdictions other than counties and RPU's. 

534,618 ______________ 1,122,129 _____________ _ 56,769 ___________________________ _ 

3 This does not include the 58,564,816 persons not livinll in incorporated areas or closely settled 
population centers as defined by the Bureau of Census. 

J-l 
rti, 
J-l 
O'J 
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TABLE V-7.-LOCAL GOVERNMENTS THAT HAVE RECEIVED SAFE STREETS FUNDS. SINCE 1969. BY JURISDIC· 
TIONAL SIZE. OCTOBER 1975 

Size of local jurisdiction 
Number 

reporting 

Number 
receiving 

funds 

Percent 
receiving 

funds 

16 
19 
68 

122 
228 
535 

16 
19 
67 

110 
196 
396 

100 
100 
99 
90 
86 
74 

TABLE V-8.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF SAFE STREETS FUNDS BY POPULATION AND CRIME RATE OF CITIES. 

Sizes of city population 

PT. C BLOCK GRANT FUNDS. FISCAL YEAR 1969-75 

Population 1 of 
1973 total popula. 

tion living In cities. 
p'ercent living in 

cities of different 
population sizes 

Cri me 2 of total 
1973 index crimes 
reported by cities. 

percentage reo 
ported by cities of 

different popula· 
tion sizes 

Over 1.000.000........................................ 15 18 
500.000 to 1.000.000................................... 11 14 
250.000 to 500.000.................................... 8 11 
100.000 to 250,000.... •••.•...... .••••••••• •••••••• ••• 11 14 
50.000 to 100.000..... ....• •••••••• ••••••.• •••• .•••••• 14 14 
25.000 to 50.000...................................... 14 12 
10.000 to 25.000...................................... 16 11 

~~~~g~~~~ ~ ~:::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ............... ~ ~ ................. ~. 

Funds 3 of total 
safe streets pl. C 
block grant funds 
awarded to cities. 

(fiscal year 1969-
75) percentage 

awarded to cities 
of different popu· 

lation sizes 

20 
11 
10 
16 
12 
9 
8 
8 
5 

1 U.S. Federal Bureau of I nvestigation. U.S. Dept. of Justice. "Uniform Crime Reports" (Washington. D.C.: U.S. Govern· 
ment Printing Office. 1973.) pp. 104-5. 

, Ibid. 
3 LEAA grant management information system data. 

Olearly, a greater percentage of the larger cities and counties surveyed have ob­
tained Safe Streets support than the smaller jurisdictions. 

Population, of course, is not the only consideration in distributing block grants 
within their states. Many other factors, most notably crime rates, are given as 
much or more attention in developing SPA funding policies and priorities. Table 
V-8 shows how Safe Streets funds have been allocated to cities of varying popula­
tion ranges relative to their percent of reported crimes and population.2 

On the basis of these data, it appears that the ffow of dollars among cities of 
different sizes more closely reflects the amount of crime in these jurisdictions than 
their population. Oities over 100,000 received 57 percent of the Safe Streets Part 0 
block grant funds awarded to all cities and accounted for 57 percent of the total 
index crimes reported by jurisdictions of this type, even though they contained 
only 45 percent of the population living in cities. At the other extreme cities, under 
25,000 had 27 percent of the population and experienced 18 percent of reported 
municipal crime, but received 16 percent of the Part 0 block grant funds awarded 
to local units of this type. Hence, it would seem that the Part 0 block grant funds 
provided to cities have been distributed in close proportion to the amount of 
crime they are actually experiencing. 

An other issue throughout the history of the program has been the proportion 
of total pass-through funds awarded to cities compared to counties. It has been 
argued that cities have received less than an adequate share of funds given their 
population, crime volume and law enforcement responsibilities. While Table V-8 
shows the distribution of the aggregate city share of pass·through dollars among 
larger and smaller jurisdictions relative to their crime rates, Tables V-9 and V-I0 
indicate the overall proportion of city and county awards to localities of different 
size in light of their population and crime rates. 

2 The reader should note that these crime figures are based only on crimes reported to the 
pollee. Evidence suggests that this may represent only a small percentage of all crimes 
committed. Moreover. some jurisdictions do not report crimes regularly or at all to the FBI. 
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TABLE V-9.-SAFE STREETS PART C FUNDING OF CITIES, FISCAL YEARS 1969-75 

Percent of Percent of 
U.S. reporting all reported Total city-county block grant Total city-county discretionary 

popUlation U.S. crimes funds awarded to cities 2 funds awarded to cities 2 

Population 
living in re~orted 

cities 1 by cities I Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Over 1,000,000 •.••.•••.. 10 14 117,367,878 10 18,874,496 9 
500,000 to 1,000,000 ••••• 8 12 66,443,691 6 51,417,374 324 
250,000 to 500,000 .••••.. 6 9 58,981,462. 5 44,841,588 321 
100,000 to 250.000 ••.•••• 8 11 95.141.898 8 11,531,906 5 
50,000 to 100,000 •.•••.•. 10 12 68.312,434 6 6,727,761 3 
25,000 to 50,000 •••.••••• 10 10 55,421.897 5 2.861.438 1 
10,000 to 25,000 .••.••••• 10 10 44.759,069 4 1,322.340 1 
1 to 10,000 •••••..••...• 7 5 49,250.475 4 1,371,511 1 
Unknown .••••••..••••. 0 0 31,773,735 3 9,974,894 5 

Total ••...•••.••. 70 83 587,452,539 52 148, 923, 308 70 

I U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation. U.S. Department of Justice, "Uniform Crime Reports" (Washington, D.C., U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1973), pp. 104-7. 

2 Source: LEAA grant management information system data. 
3 Discretionary funds totaling approximately $124,000,000 were awarded to eight cities in these 2 popUlation grouDs 

as part of the impact cilies program. 

TABLE V-10.-SAFE STREETS PART C FUNDING OF SUBURBAN AND NON-SUBURBAN COUNTIES, FISGAL YEARS 
1969-75 

Percent of 
United States Percent of 

reporting total reported Total city/county block grant Total city/county discretionary 
population crime funds awarded to counties 2 funds to counties of 2 

Population 
living in reported by 

counties of I counties of I Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Over 100,000 ........... 9 8 239,891,049 21 37,835,243 18 
25,000 to 100,000.. ...... 12 6 105,185,666 9 8.382,987 4 
Under 25,000 ........... 9 3 107,210,419 15 8,770, 163 4 
Unknown .............. 0 0 19,480,785 2 7,924,726 4 

TotaL .......... 30 17 534,767,919 48 62,913, 119 30 

I U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice, "Uniform Crime Reports," Washington, D.C., U.S. 
Government Printing Office, table 10, pp. 104-7, 1973. 

2 Source: LEAA grant management information system data. 
Note: These population and crime p'ercentages relate only to county popUlation living outside of cities and the crimes 

reported by jUlisdict!ons other than cities. 

Although the larger cities are receiving a greater percentage of the funds 
awarded to cities in proportion to their higher crime rates the figures in Table 
V-9 suggest that, overall cities are not receiving a percentage of pass-through 
funds proportionate to their share of total crimes. While cities account for 83 
percent of total reported crimes and 70 percent of the population, jurisdictions 
of this type have received only 52 percent of the total block grant funds awarded 
to cities and counties from FY 1969-FY 1975. On the other hand, Table V-IO 
indicates that suburban and non-suburban counties have received a dispropor­
tionate share of Safe Streets monies in view of their population and crime rates. 

There arc several possible reasons for these differences. First, counties have 
substantial responsibilities of their own in the law enforcement, judicial and 
detention areas. In addition to functions performed in unincorporated areas, 
counties provide some criminal justice services to smaller municipalities within 
their boundaries. This may account for the relatively large percentage of total 
city-county Safe Streets funds awarded to oounties. A related factor, noted earlier, 
is the declining Federal support for polioe activities over the years, whioh may 
have reduced the amount of monies available for the cities. 

A second explanation is that city orime reporting is more oomplete than that 
of counties due to a greater data collection capacity and more law enforcement 
personnel n,t the city level. It should be noted again that the uniform crime 
reporting system has been criticized for incomplete reporting, partioularly from 
smaller jurisdictions. 

A third reason for the large percentage of funds awarded to counties is the 
trend toward consolidating criminal justice and law enforcement services at the 
county level, eliminating duplication among smaller jurisdictions. Gommunica-
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tions projects and correctional programs ;1.re examples of this trend. Thus many 
Safe Streets activities undertaken by the counties are often of direct benefit to, 
and at the request of cities. 

Finally, the funding pattern highlighted in Tables V-9 and V-10 implies a 
separation of city and county activities, whereas the purpose of the act was to 
promote coordination and eliminate duplication. It is possible that the present 
funding balance fosters and reflects [L more appropriate division of responsibilities 
between cities and counties, with the former assuming a major law enforcement 
role and the latter occupying a key position in courts and corrections. 

Given the overlapping geographical areas and jurisdictional responsibilities of 
cities and counties, it may be useful to combine county and city funding for 
analytical purpo~es. When this is done a more balanced block grant distribution 
pattern emerge~. Combining Tables V-9 and V-IO for cities and counties over 
100,000 popUlation indicates that these jurisdictions contain 41 percent of the 
reporting population, 54 percent of the total reported crimes and received 50 
percent of the block grant funds awarded to local governments. Thus, it appears 
that the larger jurisdictions are receiving Safe Streets funds more closely propor­
tionate to their percentage of total crime thnn their percentage of total popula­
tion. (Refer to Appendix Table V-2 for a state-by-state breakdown of cit.y fund­
ing, population and crime data.) 

This finding is ('ven more striking when the distribution of Part C discretionary 
funds is considered. Approximntely 77 percent of all discretionary funds awarded 
to cities and counties have been to jurisdictions over 100 000 popUlation well 
beyond their popUlation and crime percentages of 41 percent and 54 percent 
respectively. It appears that any gaps in the distribution of Safe Streets block 
grants to large urban jurisdictions have been filled by discretionary funds. 

Despite the fnct that Safe Streets monies have been directed to high crime 
ur('as, the RP As surveyed reported that a total of only 30 percent of their projects 
and programs could he described ns having [t direct effect on reducing or preventing 
crime, although they thought that 48 percent were having an indirect effect. 
Sixty-one percent of their activities, on the other hand, were considered to be 
directly related to improving the criminnl justice system. This also was found to 
be the case during the field interviews; many officials expressed the view that a 
significant reduction in crime waR an unrealistic goal of the Safe Streets program, 
whereas system improvement was a more appropriate and feasible objective. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE FUNCTIONAl, COMPONEN'fS RECEIVING BLOCK GRANT FUNDS 

Another major Rource of controversy throughout the life of the Safe Streets 
program has been the proportion of funds awarded to the different functional 
areas of the criminal justice system -principally, the police, courts and corrections 
components. Using the data from G MIS, Part C subgrants were classified into 
five categories (see Table V -11). 

09-587 0 -70 - pt.2 - 28 
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As Figure V-I illustrates, policc funding dominated the early years of the 
program and has declined and stabilized since. Support for corrections and courts 
activities also appears to have stabilized, with the former declining very slightly 
and the latter increasing somewhat in recent years. The stabilization in the 
percentage of Part 0 funds for corrections after 1971 may reflect the effect of the 
additional funds for this functional area provided by the Part E amendment. The 
actual drop in the percentage of Part 0 funds for corrections in 1974 and 1975 is 
difficult to explain in view of the requirement that is level of percentage effort 
be maintained in order for states to qualify for Part E funds. 

TABLE V-ll.-SAFE STREETS, PT. C BLOCK GRANT FUNDS AWARDED TO MAJOR FUNCTIONAL COMPONENTS OF 
THE CRIMINAL JU3TICESYSTEM, 1969-75 

(Dollar amounts in thousands) 

Police Courts Corrections I Combinations 
Noncriminal Jus· 

tice agencies 

Per· Per· Per·, Per· Per· 
Fiscal year: Amount cent Amount cent Amount cent Amount cent Amount cent 

1969 •••••••••.••• $15,353 66 $1,584 6 $2,450 10 $2,597 II $1, 113 4 
1970 •••.••••••.•. 86,300 49 1l,337 6 38,673 22 27,856 15 11,317 ~ 1971. •••••.•.•••• 140,075 40 32,079 9 97,820 28 50,269 14 23,932 
1972 •••••.••••••• 169,485 42 60,566 15 96,642 24 29,289 7 41,073 10 
1973 ••••••••••••• 180,993 43 60,570 14 101,340 24 43,098 10 34,072 8 
1974 ••••.•••••••. 130,567 36 61,994 17 80,822 22 49,051 13 34,479 9 
1975 •••.•••••••.. 36,533 43 14,950 17 17,982 21 9,833 11 4,755 5 

1969-75 •••••••• 759,307 42 243,081 13 435,729 24 211,995 11 150,745 8 

I In 1971 substantial funds were made available for corrections under a separate amendment to the Safe Streets Acl 
(pt. E). These funds are not included in this table but are discussed in a seaprate section of the report. 

Source: LEAA grant management information system data. 

Since broad categories are used here, many activities which do not directly 
relate to police, courts or corrections are included in the most relevant category. 
For example, funds awarded for defense and prosecution activities are includcd 
in the "courts" category, even though they often are not a responsibility of the 
judiciary. This is particularly important to note in light of the recent claims by 
court officials that activities related directly to the judiCiary are not receiving an 
adequate share of Safe Streets funds. In testimony before the Senate Subcommittee 
on Oriminal Laws and Procedures, Ohief Justice Howell Heflin of Alabama, the 
chairman of the Federal Funding Oommittee of the Oonference of Ohief Justices, 
indicated that an overall figure of six percent would more accurately reflect the 
funding level for the judicial branch.3 

When Part 0 block grant funding for the criminal justice components is examined 
on a state-by-state basis, wide differences are noted. As Appendix Table V-3 
shows, support for police activities ranges from 15 percent in the District of Oolum­
bia and 22 perccnt in New York to 60 peruent or more in Alabama, Nevada, 
New Hampshire and North and South Oarolina. The courts' share ranges from 
six percent in Montana and Puerto Rico to 22 percent or more in Delaware, the 
District of Oolumbia and Missouri. Similarly, the percentage of block grant 
funds awarded in the corrections area varies from 10 percent in South Oarolina 
to 36 percent in New York and 37 percent in the Virgin Islands. 

Figure V-2 indicates thc breakdown of direct state and local criminal justice 
expenditures by functional areas as compared with Safe Streets funding. Al­
though the large amount of funds in the "other" category somewhat distorts the 
findings, it appears that smaller percentages of Part 0 grant funds have been used 
in the police and courts categories than would be expected from the overall 
pattern of state/local outlays. This difference could result from the large amounts 
of personnel expenditures by police departments and the courts, which thc Safe 
Streets Act specifically discourages. In making this comparison, it should be noted 
that there is no particular reason why Safe Streets awards should follow the pat­
tern of state and local criminal justice funding.'Indeed, given the emphasis in the 
act on corrections and juvenile delinquency programs and innovative activities, 
it is not surprising that differences would appear. At the same time, these figures 
partially refute the charge that the SPA funding decisions merely reflect the 
relative power position of the various componcnts of the criminal justice system 
within each state. 

a U,S" Congress, Sennte, Committee on the ,Tuulelnry, SubcommIttee on CrImInal Laws 
nnd Procedures, Henrlngs on the CrIme Control Act, statement of ChIef Justice Howell 
Heflin, Alabama, ChnlrmaD, Federnl Funding CommIttee on the ConfereDce of Chief ,Tustlces, 
Oct. 22, 1975, p. 9. 
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COMPARISON OF STATg AND LOCAL DIRECT CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTLAYS WITH SAFE 
STRJi)Ji;TS FUNDING, BY l'UNCTIONAL COl\1PONgNTS 

In an attempt to gauge the nature of the activities supported with Safe Streets 
funds, SPAs were asked to describe their projects according to the extent that 
they were "innovative." The replies from 44 stlttes indicate that, in the opinion 
of the SPAs, nine percent of their projects represented pilot or demonstration 
efforts that had never been attempted anywhere. Fifty percent were programs 
that had never been attempted in the state, of which 21 percent were classified 
as innovative and 29 percent as generally accepted undertakings. The remaining 
41 percent represented generally accepted programs and activities which had 
already been implemented in other parts of the state. 

These figures are similar to the results of the analysis of a sample of grants in the 
10 states selected for field study. That analysis also revealed, however, that over 
two-thirds of the activities which had been implemented in other areas of the 
state had not been attempted in the jurisdiction-receiving the funds. 

When asked to estimate the percentages of their projects which could be classi­
fied as routine activities of state or local agencies and ordinarily would be sup­
ported by state or local funds, as against those which could be classified as 
supplemental activities not normally supported by such funds, the SPAs believed 
that approximately three-fourths were supplemental and less than one-fourth 
were routine undertakings. 
General Revemte Sharing Funds 

As part of ACIR's surveys, SPA and local officials were asked to compare the 
criminal justice activities supported with Safe Streets funds with those supported 
with general revenue sharing (GRS). Other studies of GRS have indicated that 
a substuntial percentage of such monies (perhaps as much as one-third) have been 
used for public safety.4 Given this situation, and the urging from some quarters 
to change the Safe Streets block grant program into a revenue sharing approach, 
a comparison of the uses of the two funding sources is warranted. 

Most SPAs either did not know the extent to which GRS had been used for 
criminal justice activities or thought that very few if any revenue sharing dollars 
went for such purposes. Twelve SP As, however, reported that G RS funds supported 
construction and renovation of police, court, and corrections facilities, and "one­
time" expenditures such as hardware purchases. Two thought that GRS funds 
also had made personnel additions possible. Five SP As also indicated that revenue 
sharing had been used to support routine operations of law enforcement agencies, 
to supplant local budget efforts and to reduce the tax burden of localities. Safe 
Streets funds, on the other hand, were used to support programs, with little or no 
emphasis on construction according to the SP As. 

When a~ked to describe the differences, if any, in the way GRS and Safe Streets 
dollars had been used, 206 localities responding indicated the following: 

GRS f1mds are used for: 
Support of normal operations, existing programs or salaries of local per­

sonnel (67). 
Capital expenditures and equipment purchases (58). 
Support of law enforcement projects when Safe Streets funds are not avail­

able (26). 
Property tax relief or to avoid budget deficit (10). 
Other than criminal justice purposes (10). 

Safe Streets fmtds are 1tsed for: 
New or innovative programs or programs to improve the criminal justice 

system (65). 
SpeCific projects, operations and services as opposed to capital expendi­

tures (48). 
Equipment and hardware (26). 
Police activities (10). 

These findings are consistent with other studies of the public safety uses of 
GRS. Particularly similar is the large mnounts of revenue sharing funds used for 
capital outlays ttnd the support or expansion of existing services.6 

·1 Rieharc1 P, NatlllUl. All!'n D, )Jannel, Susannah E. Olllkins, 'Ilnc1 ASSOCiates, "Monitoring 
Revcnnc Sharing" (Washington, D.C. : Thc BrooJdngs Institution, 1075), pp. 234-260. 

G [bill., pp. 244-260. 
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A recent study of the use of GRS funds for law enforcement by the Brookings 
Institution confirms the AOIR survey results. 6 The Brookings study found that, 
although substantial amounts of GRS funds were officially reported as being used 
for public safety and law enforcement purposes, less than one quarter of this 
amount went for new additional spending for public safety. The remainder was 
used for a variety of other purposes, including tax cuts or stabilization, program 
maintenance or the restoration of Federal aid. The study concludes that law en­
forcement, possibly because of its high visibility and political appeal, is an area in 
which the official designations for GRS funds may not always reflect new expendi­
tures, but may be a substitute for local funds diverted to other uses. 

The study also revealed that capital expenditures predominated over operational 
expenditures among new uses for GRS funds, although there was a strong shift 
toward operational purposes from 1973 to 1974, the two years considered in the 
Brookings study. This change may reflect the fulfillment of most capital needs 
or the increased fiscal pressures which force localities to use G RS funds to cover 
operating expenses. The fact that those jurisdictions facing greater fiscal pressures 
report more expenditures for public safety operation and maintenance suggests 
the latter possibility. These fiscally hard-pressed jurisdictions also show the 
greatest differences between GRS funds reportedly spent on law enforcement and 
those actually allocated, reflecting both the widespread substitution of GRS 
funds for local revenues and the problem of tracking revenue sharing expenditures. 

The Brookings study also found a strong reluctance among local officials to use 
GRS funds to initiate long-term programs, and a preference for "one-time" 
expenditures, due to the fear of termination of GRS funding. The authors spec­
ulated, however, that this concern may be used as an excuse by some local offi­
cials who wish to use GRS funds for construction purposes rather than risk the 
defeat of a bond issue. 

In summary, a comparison of AOIR's findings concerning the use of LEAA 
block grant funds with the findings of the Brookings Institution study suggests 
the following: 

1. Much less GRS funds are used for new law enforcement activities than 
we are led to believe from local actual use reports. 

2. GRS support for law enforcement takes the form of capital items and 
Itone-timelt expenditures, which entail no long-term commitment. Safe Streets 
block grant funds, on the other hand, are more often used for new service 
activities which have not been attempted before in the recipient jurisdiction. 

3. GRS funds are often used interchangeably with and as a supplement to 
local revenues in supporting normal operations, whereas Safe Streets funds 
are more often llscd for new non-routine activities and are not used inter­
changeably with local revenues. 

When asked whether tho SPA or the RPU have played any role in determining 
the use of GRS funds at the state or local levels, only three percent of 1,096 
city and county officials and none of the SPAs thought that this had occurred. 
One-third of 336 RPUs, on the other hand, reported that they played some role 
in influencing the use of local GRS funds, but only seven percent of the localities 
responding and two SPAs (IllinOis and Delawllre) thought that the RPU had 
played a part in these decisions. AOIR field interviews indicated that this role 
was usually limited to providing assistance and information to law enforcement 
and criminal justice officials. In some cases the RPU staff would work with local 
officials to encourage the use of GRS funds to support activities which were no 
longer receiving Safe Streets funds. This reinforces the impression gained in the 
AOIR case studies that the SPAs and RPUs focus their planning efforts almost 
exclusively on the distribution of Safe Streets funds. 
Supplantation 

An issue in all Federal grant programs is whether they stimulate further spend­
ing by state and local governments or are used as a substitute for existing state 
and local expenditures, thereby reducing the amount (or percentage) of state and 
local outlays in the area. The rather sharp distinction in the use of Safe Streets 
and GRS funds, which was also found during the field Visits, is significant. It 
indicates that Safe Streets dollars nre used to stimulate new and innovative 
efforts rather than as a substitute for present local criminal justice expenditures. 
In contrast, GRS funds have been used far more often to substitute for local 
revenues in supporting normal operations and existing programs, particularly 

• RIchard P. Nathan, Dan Crippen. and Andre .Tucau, "Where Have An the Dollars Gone?" 
(WashIngton, D.C.: The :Srooklngs Institution, 1975), 
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constru,ction projects. This stimulative impact was an important goal of the Safe 
Streets Act and it appears to have been communicated to the local level. 

In an attempt to gather additional information on the stimulative or substitu­
tion effects, state and local expenditures were examined for any changes which 
might be attributable to Safe Streets funds. As can be seen in Table V-12, state 
and local expenditures have remained relatively stable during the years 1971, 
1972 and 1973, the only years for which reliable data were available.7 It is difficult 
to say whether the slight increase in county expenditures and a similar decrease 
in city expenditures could reflect the stimulative and substitution effects of Safe 
Streets funds at those levels. It could well reflect increases in suburban crime 
relative to central city crime in those years. 

TABLE V-12.-STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM DIRECT EXPENDITURES 

Fiscal Year-

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 

Type of government: (Criminal Justice direct ex-
penditures as a percent of total State and local 
general e1enditures): Unite States, totaL. ______________________ 3.2 5.8 8.4 8.3 8.5 

State ______________________________________ 4.6 2.9 3.3 3.4 3.6 Local, totaL ________________________________ 12.0 6.6 12.1 11.8 11.9 
Cou nties _ •• ____________________________ NA NA 10.4 10.5 10.9 Municipalities. _ •• ______________________ NA NA 12.8 12.4 12.2 

Functional area: (Percent of State and local direct 
criminal Justice expenditures awarded to): 

59.2 58.1 57.5 Police •• ___________________________________ 60.4 57.6 Courts __________ • __________________________ 19.7 19.1 18.2 18.3 18.7 Corrections __________ • __________ • ___________ 19.9 21. 4 23.4 22.4 22.6 other __________________________________________________ .4 .7 1.2 1.2 

NA=Not available. 
Source: U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and U.S. Bureau of Census, "Expenditure and Employment 

Data for the Criminal Justice System," 1970-73" (U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.). 

Similarly, it is difficult to determine whether the decline in the percentage of 
funds awarded to corrections reflects a substitution of Part E funds, which were 
initially distributed in 1971. Given the relatively small amount of Safe Streets 
funds, however, it is doubtful whether any major substitution or stimulative 
effect could be expected. 

In response to a survey question regarding the substitution effect of Safe Streets 
funds, responding SPAs indicated that direct supplantation of local funds with 
Safe Streets monies to support routine local expenditures rarely occurs. Only 
four states reported that supplantation occurred "sometimes" at the state level; 
and one thought "often" seven SPAs thought it occurred "sometimes" at the 
local level. Similar low estimates of the extent of substitution were offered by 
local and regional officials. Of 1,226 cities and counties responding to this ques­
tion, 19 (two percent) indicated that supplantation occurred "often" while 136 
(11 percent) thought that it happened "sometimes." Of the 349 RPUs responding, 
nine (three percent) indicated that a substitution effect was a common fiscal 
result at the local level and 41 (12 percent) thought that it sometimes occurred. 
However, the RPU responses differed from the SPA replies in that more RPUs 
(36 percent) claimed that supplantation occurred either often or sometimes at 
the state level more frequently than at the local level (14 percent). More SPAs 
(eight) thought that the substitution of Safe Streets funds for those of recipient 
jurisdictions took place at the local rather than at the state level (four). This 
pattern could simply be a case of each level of government magnifying the alleged 
transgressions of the other. 

7 Although data for FY 1960 and FY 1970 are available, dllrerpnt bllses for calculating 
state and local expendlturcs were used, thus milking the compllr. ')n with dlltll from sub­
sequent years difficult. 



DISTRIBUTION OF PART C DISCRETIONARY FUNDS 

It is useful to compare the distribution of block grant (unds with that of LEAA 
discretionary monies. The latter, after all, account for 15 percent of Part C and 
50 percent of Part E appropriations and are distributed by the LEAA adminis­
trator. In effect, they represent categorical grants from the Federal government. 
Appendix Table V-4 shows the discretionary funds received by each state over 
the past seven years, together with the state's. percentage of the total population 
\vhich, as indicated earlier, is the basis for anuual block grant allocations to the 
states. 

Several of the larger states (Pennsylvania, Illinois, California) received a smaller 
percentage of discretionary funds than their population ranking, while some of 
the moderately populated states (Colorado, New Jersey, Georgia) and the Dis­
trict of Columbia received a larger proportion. Yet, it should' be noted that all 
three of these latter states contained Impact Cities, which received a total of 
over $40 million of LEAA discretionary funds. 

Viewing the data another way, of the 50 states and the District of. Columbia, 
the 18 smallest contained seven percent of the population, yet received 16 percent 
of the discretionary funds. On the other hand, the nine largest states had 51 
percent of the population, but were awarded 46 percent of the discretionary 
funds. Discretionary funds, then, have been directed more toward the smaller 
rural states than the larger urban states. 'l'he small state supplemental allocations, 
made annually by LEAA from discretionary funds to the 15 smallest states and 
territories, is the probable explanation of this pattern; these allocations totaled 
almost $38 million since 1971. 

Yet, as was noted earlier, it was not the intent of Congress to have LEAA 
discretionary funds distributed on a population basis. Therefore, the above 
analysis may be less significant than a comparison of the distribution of block 
grant as against discretionary funds among different types of recipients. Table 
V-13 compares the distribution of these two types of funds among the state 
agencies, cities, counties and private agencies. (Private agencies usually repre­
sent independent, non-profit, agencies such as the YMCA, YWCA, Big Brothers, 
Urban League, Goodwill Industries, neighborhood youth organizations, crisis 
intervention and counseling centers, drug and aleohol agencies, etc.) 

TABLE V-13.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. C AND E 1 DISCRETIONARY AND BLOCK GRANT FUNDS, BY PERCENT 
AWARDED TO TYPE OF RECIPIENT 

(Fiscal years 1969-75) 2 

Private 
Type of funds Federal State Cities Counties agencies 

PI. C funds: 
Discretionary ••••• _ •• __ •••• _ •• _._. 
Block grants ................... __ 

Pt. E funds: 
Discretionary. _ •• _ •••••••••.•••••• 
Block grant •••••••••••.•• _ ••••• _. 

Total: 

o 
o 

42 
35 

60 
74 

35 15 7 
33 30 3 

20 17 
5 20 

Discretionary •• _ ••. __ •• _ •• _. 
Block grant.. •••••••••••• _. 

I 
o 

48 30 16 6 
37 31 29 3 

1 Pt. E funds represent those funds appropriated under pI. E of the Safe Streets Act and designated for the support of 
specified corrections activlt/es. A separate discussion of pt. E funding is presented in a subsequent section. 

2 Source: LEAA grant management information system data. 

Clearly, state and private agencies have received proportionately more discre­
tionary than block grnnt funds. The reverse applies to counties, possibly because 
LEAA has awarded a large percentage of its Part E discretionary funds to states 
because of their strong role in corrections. 

In Appendix Table V-5, the allocation of discretionary funds to cities and coun­
ties of different population categories is shown vis-lt-vis block grants. Unlike 
Part C dollars, which nre distributed roughly proportional to population and crime 
rates, discretionary funds are chiefly targeted on large urban arens. Over 68 per­
cent of the discretionary funds disbursed to subs tate units between Hl69 and 1975 
were awarded to cities and counties over 250,000 population, which contained a 
total of 29 percent of the population. Seven percent were given to localities under 
50,000, which account for 49 percent of the nation's inhabitants. Thus, despite the 
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fact that discretionary funds appear to be directed toward the smaller states, it 
seems that at the local level, the overwhelming majority of discretionary funds 
are awarded to the larger urban areas. 

Comparing the distribution of block grant and discretionary funds among the 
different components of the criminal justice system is made difficulty by the 
fairly sizeable amounts of funds that have been awarded to mUlti-purpose under­
takings, especially under the discretionary program (notably the Impact Cities 
effort). 

TABLE V-14.-DISTRI BUTION OF PT. C DISCRETIONARY AND BLOCK GRANT FUNDS BY PERCENT AWARDED TO 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMPONENTS 

[Fiscal years 1969-75)1 

Discretionary ________________________ _ 
Block granL _________________________ _ 

Police 

38 
42 

1 Source: Grant management information system data. 

Courts Corrections Combinations 

18 
14 

12 
24 

26 
12 

Noncriminal 
justice 

agencies 

6 
8 

The data in Table V-14 indicate that, aside from the awards given to such 
joint efforts, the greatest perc"ntages of Part C discretionary and block grant 
funds are awarded to the police area. The next highest percentage of discretionary 
funds is awarded to the courts, and the next highest percentage of block grants, 
to corrections. This pattern could result from the large percentage of Part E 
discretionary funds available for corrections which, in turn, allows LEAA to 
concentrate Part C discretionary funds on police and courts. 

To determine the SPA's views regarding LEAA discretionary grants in their 
states, they were queried as to percentage of these funds that had been used for 
various program purposes. Table V-15 highlights the range of responses from 40 
SPAs. 

TABLE V-15.-SPA views on the use of LEAA discretionary funds, October 1975 
Percent 

To continue support of existing programs____________________________ 7.7 
To support innovative programs____________________________________ 41. 4 
To fill gaps in block grant funds____________________________________ 29.1 
To build local jurisdiction support for the programs_ _ _ _ ___________ ____ 4. 6 
Research, demonstration and pilot programs_________________________ 27.5 

[N OTE.-These percentages total more than 100 % because of multiple responses 
by some states.] 

In the view of the SPAs only a small percentage of discretionary funds have 
been used for existing programs or to build local support. The greater proportion 
has supported innovative and research programs and filled gaps in block grant 
funding. 

Local officials, responding to the same question phrased slightly differently, 
responded similarly, as can be seen below. 

TABLE V-16.-LOCAL ViEWS ON THE USE OF LEAA DISCRETIONARY FUNDS-OCTOBER 1975 

(I n percent) 

Use 

To support existing programs ________________________ _ 
To support Innovative programs ______________________ _ 
To build local Jurisdictional supp.0rt __________________ _ 
Research, demonstration, and pilot programs __________ _ 

Always 
or often 

13 
31 
10 
23 

Rarely 
Sometimes or never 

13 52 
19 29 
15 50 
18 39 

Not 
applicable 

22 
20 
26 
21 

This basic agreement between ~ocal officials and the SPAs tends to confirm 
the case study findings that discretionary funds are more often used to support 
innovative projects and research efforts tihan to continue existing programs or to 
build local jurisdictional support for Safe Streets. 
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It should be noted that there have been charges that LEAA's discretionary 
funds have been used in some instances to buy political support for the program 
from certain larger jurisdictions 8 and interest groups. For instance, it has been 
suggested that the two large discretionary grants awarded to the City of Philadel­
phia under Mayor Frank Rizzo were designed to garner Rizzo's support for 
President Richard M. Nixon in the 1972 election campaign. The amount of funds 
awarded to the 26 largest cities relative to the amount of population and crime in 
those cities was examined in an effort to discover whether there were any signif­
icant differences in the distribution of discretionary funds based on the political 
affiliation of the majors or their support of President Nixon. While it was difficult 
to analyze the data because of their relatively large amounts of funds awarded to 
eight cities under the Impact Cities program (only one of which was under Re­
publican control) there does not appear to be any systematically unusual flow 
of funds to either the small number' of Republican mayors or to other mayors who 
supported the President in 1972. Excluding monies distributed to the Impact 
Cities, the allocation of discretionary funds to the 26 cities over 500,000 population 
closely reflects the amount of crime and population in those cities, as shown in 
Table V-17. 

TABLE V-17.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. C DISCRETIONARY FUNDS TO CITIES OVER 500,000 BY POLITICAL AFFILIATION 
(IMPACT CITIES EXCLUDED) (FISCAL YEARS 1969-75) 

(I n percent] 

Democrats __________________________________________ _ 
Republicans _________________________________________ _ 
liberal-Independents 1 ________________________________ _ 
U nknown _________________________ -- ________________ _ 

Population in 
cities With mayors 

registered as 

69 
6 

23 
I 

Crime in cities 
with mayors 

registered as 

69 
6 

22 
2 

Funds awarded to 
cities with mayors 

registered as 

70 
5 

24 
I 

1 The large percentage of popUlation in cities having Liberal or Independent mayors consists primarily of the New York 
City population under Mayor Lindsay from 1969 to 1973. 

Source: LEAA Grant Management Information System data. 

DISTRIBUTION OF PART E FUNDS 

In the 1971 amendments, in response to increasing pressures to direct funds 
toward the expansion and improvement of rehabilitative and correctional services. 
Congress added a special Part E category of funds to the Safe Streets Act; the 
amounts available have ranged between Hi percent and 20 percent of the total 
Part C block grant appropriation. Part E funds are used solely for corrections­
related activities. Fifty percent of these funds are grants allocated to the states 
according to a population based formula. The remainder are discretionary funds, . 
used for LEAA for direct grants to state and local governments. 

Table V-I8 Indicates the percentages of Part E dollars awarded by the states 
to various local units over the past four years compared with discretionary funds. 

TABLE V-18.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. E FUNDS (FISCAL YEARS 1971-75) (BY TYPE OF RECIPIENT) 

Formula Discretionary 

Amount Percent AmOUnt Percent 

Federal____________________________________________. 0 0 $542,707 0.3 
State ______________________________________________ $90,869,747 74 126,289,872 60.0 

g~~~ties::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2~; 6~g: m 2~ ~~; ~~~: ~~~ ~~: g Private agencles__ _ ____________ _____________________ 1,475,532 I 5,238,206 2.0 

-----------------------------TotaL ______________________________________ 122,092,875 ______________ 209,998,861 _____________ _ 

Note: Since in each fiscal year 50 percent of pt. E funds are granted to the States and by formula 50 percent are re talned 
by LEAA and distributed in the form of dlscrellonary grants, the differences in the totals shown above reflect both a slower 
rate of using pI. E funds and a lower degree of GMIS reporting by the States. While aimost all pt. E discretionary fUnds 
have been awarded and reported to GMIS, iess than 70 percent of the pt. E formula funds have been awarded, and less than 
80 percent of the funds awaIded have been reported to GMIS. 

Source: LEAA Grant Management Information System data. 

8 Edward .T. Epstein, "The Krongh FIIe--The Politics of 'Lnw nnd Order'," "The Pnbllc 
Interest," No. 39 (New York: National Atralrs, I'nc" 1975), pP. 110-111. 
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A slightly greater percentage of Part E formula grants is awarded to counties, 
and a greater percentage of Part E discretionary funds is awarded to cities. 
Unlike Part C, distribution, more Part E formula grants than discretionary funds 
are awarded to state agencies. 

A comparison between corrections expenditures by different levels of govern­
ment and the distribution of Part E funds (Table V-19) tends to confirm that, 
relative to state and local corrections outlays (FY 73), the states have received 
the major share of formula grant awards. LEAA, on the other hand, has devoted a 
greater percentage of Part E discretionary dollars to cities. Under both funding 
sources, counties received less than a proportionate share. Yet, as was mentioned 
earlier, it is debatable whether Safe Streets funds necessarily should follow the 
overall pattern of state and local corrections expenditures. 

TABLE V-19.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. E AND DIRECT CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY TYPE OF GOVERNMENT 
FISCAL YEAR 1971-75 

State ___________________________________ " __ 
Citi es _____________________________________ _ 
counties __________ " _" _____________________ _ 
Private agencies ______ " __ " _________________ _ 

[I n percent] 

Formula I Discretionary I 

74 
5 

20 
1 

60 
20 
17 
2 

State/local 
direct 

corrections 
Total expenditures' 

66 
15 
18 
2 

60 
11 
29 

o 
I Source: LEAA Grant Management Information System data. 
'U.S. LaW Enforcement Assistance Administration and U.S. Bureau of Census, "Expenditure and Employment Data 

for the Criminal Justice System," 1972-73 Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975, table 7, p. 30. 

Appendix Table V-6 shows the percent of Part E discretionary funds received 
by each state relative to its portion of the nation's population. There appears to 
be no particular trend other than many of the larger, more urban states (Cali­
fornia, New York, Pennsylvania, Michigan) appear to receive a smaller per­
centage of the Part E discretionary funds than their population rank would 
indicate. However, the figures in Table V-20 indicate that, us is the case with 
Part C monies, the majority (63 percent,) of the Part E discretionary funds are 
awarded to local jurisdictions over 250,000. Only 32 percent of the Part E formula 
grants go to such areas. As would be expected, formula grants more closely reflect 
the distribution of both population and. crime, while discretionary funds focus 
on large urban areas experiencing the worst crime problems and on small, rural 
states. 

TABLE V-20.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. E DISCRETIONARY AND FORMULA FUNDS BY POPULATION SIZE OF RECIPIENT 
JURISDICTION, FISCAL YEAR 1969-75 

Cities 3 Counties 3 Total Clties/Countip:;J 

Percent of Percent of Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
popu" crime' of of of of of of 

lation I formula dlscre" formUla dlscre- formula discre-
Size of popUlation funds tionary funds tionary funds tionary 

Over 1,000,000 __ " _______ " ___ 13 18 40 9 8 2 14 6 
500,000 to 1,000,000 _______ "" 9 14 13 59 11 13 12 38 
250,000 to 500,000 __ "_" ______ 7 11 8 15 6 25 6 19 
100,000 to 250,000_" __ " ___ " __ 10 14 6 6 18 21 16 13 
50,000 to 100,000________ "_ 12 14 4 2 14 6 12 4 
25,000 to 50,000 _____________ 12 12 8 2 5 6 5 4 10,000 to 25,000.. ___________ 15 11 3 2 12 10 10 6 
1,000 to 10,000_" _______ " ___ " 22 7 3 1 18 9 15 5 U nknown _________________________________ " ____ 15 5 8 7 9 6 

I U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Bureau of Census, "1970 Census of PopUlation," (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern­
ment Printing Office, May 1972), vol. 1, PI. A., sec. 1, p. 1-45, table E. 

, Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice, (Wa~l,ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printlnll Office, 
1973), p. 104-5, table 10. 

3 LEAA grant management information system datb. 
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ADMINISTRATION OF SAFE STREETS FUNDS 

Block grunt funds awarded by LEAA to the states are in turn subgmnted by 
the SPA to state agencies and local governments (and in some cases to nnn-profit 
agencies and regional planning units) for carrying out various crime reduction 
01' system improvement activities pursuant to the state's approved annual plan. 
In some sta,tes, the plan specifically identifies projects which will be funded; in 
others, only broad program categories and dollar allocations are set forth. ·While 
these basic approaches reflect the degree to which project funding commitments 
have been made during the planning process, all states require applications to 
be developed, reviewed and approved prior to the actual disbursement of funds. 

The grants administration process, while varying greatly from state to state, 
generally consists of four maj or steps: the development of applications by poten­
tial grantee agencies, the review and approval of applications by regional plan­
ning units and the SPA, the disbursement of funds and the fiscal and program­
matic monitoring of project performance. As the compamtive analysis of the 
10 casc study states points out, grants administration (the distribution, manage­
ment and control of Safe Streets funds) is a major and important SPA function 
demanding a significant portion of staff time. 

Based on the SPA responses to the ACIR questionnaire, there appears to be 
little uniformity among the states as to the frequency with which grants are 
awarded. Six SPAs indicated that this is done weekly or even more frequently; 
at the other extreme, seven said that grants were awarded only once during the 
year. Twenty-six SPAs make these decisions on a monthly basis; seven others 
use either a bi-monthly or quarterly schedule. Factors influencing the frequency 
of grant awards include the sheer volume of applications to be processed and the 
degree to which the SPA supervisory board takes an active role in the review and 
approval or denbl of each application. 

Some states criticize the frequent grant award cycles of other SPAs, contending 
that planning functions are necessarily relegated to secondary importance by the 
continuous review of project applications. On the other hand, others believe that 
awarding grants on an annual basis does not allow sufficient time for staff and 
supervisory board members to adequately assess e[1,c11 applic[1,tion, since they must 
review and decide upon several in a short period of time. Some cities and counties 
are also critical of annual funding, asserting that it restricts their ability to re­
spond to changing local needs and priorities. All these viewpoints have merit. 
The key issue appears to be how best to strike [t balance between a responsive 
and flexible process and one which is also efficient and keeps within bounds the 
demands placed on the SPA's time, attention and energy. 

Forty-six of the states responding to the ACIR questionnaire usually award 
grants for an average duration of one year; two states, for a 14-month period; 
two states, for two years and one for an average period of three years. A few 
states noted that aW[1,rding grants for one-year periods resulted in frequent 
requests for grant extcnsions, due to start-up dela,ys by grantees. A one-year 
funding period also results in dccisions concerning second-year funding being 
made with incomplete knowledge nbout thc project's experience. 

Most states have established fairly routine procedures for the review and [tp­
prov[1,l of gnmt applications. Although the applic[1,tion flow differd gren,tly ml1.ong 
the states, the following description (though greatly oversimplified) provides a 
general overview. Applications from localities are usually initiated by an operating 
agenc)r (for example, the police department), often with the assistance of [1 local or 
regional criminal justice planner. Occasionnlly SPA staff also arc involved in 
the preparation of a.pplic[1,tions. After endorsement b)r the local governing body or 
chief executive, applications are forwarded to the regional planning unit for 
review and comment by staff, subcommittees and policy boards. If the RPU does 
not have review ltllthority under Office of Management nnd Budget Circular A-95, 
the application must also be sent to the appropriate metropolitan or regional 
clearinghouse for review and comment. Subsequently, applications are transmitted 
to the SPA where the staff reviews them from the standpoint of compliance with 
LEAA technical and administrative requirements and SPA policies, budgetary 
feasibility, adherence to the Annual Plan and programmatic merit. Some ap­
plications are sent to other state agencies for their review and comment, such as 
proposed drug and nlcohol progmms. Finally, applications (01' summaries) are 
transmitted to the supervisory board with the SPA staff recommendation to 
approve or deny. The process for state applications is essentially the same with 
the exception of the review hy regional planning units, although some states have 
procedures whereby regions comment on state applications having a local impact. 
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SP As were asked to estimate the number of weeks required for specific steps in 
the award process. ·While there were wide variations among the states, the esti­
mated average time for local applications was as follows: 4.4 weeks to develop the 
application, 3.1 weeks for review and approval by the RPU, 3.2 weeks for A-95 
clearance, 5.6 weeks for review and approval by the SPA and 4.9 weeks from this 
time of award until the receipt of funds by the subgmntee. The total time, from 
development of the application through the receipt of funds, was estimated at 
18.4 weeks. This does not equal the total time of the above steps because some of 
the steps take place concurrently. 

The elapsed time for the award of state agency grants is somewhat less than 
that for local applications, probably because there is no need for RPU review. 
The average SPA estimates of the time for various steps in the review process for 
state applications was as follows: 5.0 weeks for the development of the applica­
tion; 3.4 weeks for A-95 clearance; 5.7 weeks for SPA review and approval and 
4.9 weeks from the time of award until the receipt of funds by the sub grantee. 
The total time for state applications was estimatr-d to be 16.3 weeks. (Again, some 
of the above steps take place concurrently). 

Although delays in the award process were at one time a major concern in the 
Safe Streets program, the SPA directors surveyed indicated that there are pre­
sently no significant problems of this type. 

The most frequently mentioned reasons given for the delays that had occurred 
in the award process were: (1) poorly developed or incomplete applications re­
quiring revisions by either the SPA or the applicant, (2) the need to wait for the 
next RPU or SPA meeting to approve grant funds, (3) the A-95 review process 
and (4) the slowness of some state disbursing and accoun ting systems. 

As a result of earlier complaints about delays in grant processing, in a 1973 
amendment to the act, Congress required that all applications be approved or 
disapproved by the SPAin whole or in part within 90 days of their receipt by 
the SPA. Failure to do so within this period results in the automatic approval 
of the grant and the award of funds. 

ACIR's local survey found that 37 percent of the 1,176 jurisdictions responding 
to a question on the incidence of major delays in the grant award process since 
1973 gave an affirmative answer. Thus, despite the development by all SPAs of 
procedures to insure that applications are acted upon within the prescribed 
period, some problems still appear to exist. During the field studies, for example, 
several local officials commented that the 90-day rule may have unintentionally 
increased the delays in the review process by forcing the SPAs to reject and 
return applications with minor deficiencies rather than risk the expiration of 
the 90-day period. At the same time, all states claimed that they approve or 
disapprove all applications within 90 days. Only three (Missouri, New Mexico 
and Pennsylvania) reported having to award funds to a project because of the 
expiration of the 90-day period. Thus, the question of whether there are major 
delays in the SPA grant award process appears to be a, matter of interpretation 
and jurisdictional viewpoints. 
Administmtive Cost oj the SaJe Streets Program 

One of the most troublesome aspects of assessing Federal grant programs is 
their administrative cost. Safe Streets is no exception. Perhaps the most useful 
way to do so is to measure the costs associated with the delivery of funds from 
LEAA through the SPAs and RPUs to local recipients. This is facilitated by the 
Congressionally-mandated division of funds between Part B-to be used for 
planning and administration by the state, regional and local levels-and Parts C 
and E-to be used for "action" grants to state and local agencies. The $60 million 
of Part B funds (FY 1976) used by SPAs, RPUs and certain local agencies for 
planning and administration represent 11.5 percent of the total Part B, C and E 
block grant funds. This is a rough approximation of an administrative cost rate. 
(Sec Table V-21). 

As can be expected from the minimum base formula for Part B distribution 
and the addition of the small states' supplement, the administrative cost rate is 
usually higher in states with small populations. For example, the administrative 
cost rate is over 20 percent in Alaska, Delaware, Nevada, North Dakota, Vermont 
and Wyoming. Of the $60 million of FY 1976 Part B funds allocated to the states, 
$24,677,437 or 41 percent was passed through to support the plt\nning and 
administrative activities of regional planning units and large localities. 
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TABLE V-21.-PT. B PLANNING FUNDS AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PT. B, C, AND E BLOCK GRANTS 
FUNDS, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

(In thousands! 

Pt. B, CJ and 
E Tunds Pt. B funds 

Pt. B, funds as 
a percent 

of total pt. B, 
C, and E funds 

U.S. totaL___________________________________________ 522,375 60,000 11.5 
--------------~---------Alabama___________________________________________________ 8,718 1,016 11.7 

Alaska_____________________________________________________ 993 276 27.8 
Arizona____________________________________________________ 5,180 '677 13.1 
Arkansas___________________________________________________ 5, 089 668 13.1 
California__________________________________________________ 49,813 4,954 9.9 
Colorado___________________________________________________ 8,303 768 9.2 
ConnecticuL________________ ______________________________ 7,599 909 12. a 
Delaware___________________________________________________ 1,577 332 21.1 
District of Columbia_________________________________________ 3,540 369 1~. 4 
Florida_____________________________________________________ 18,806 1,983 10.5 

~:~:ii~:=================================================== 1~: m I, ~~~ B: ~ Idaho______________________________________________________ 2, 065 379 18.4 
lliinois_____________________________________________________ 27,048 2,773 10.3 
I ndiana__ _ ____ ______ _______ _ ___ ___ ____________ _____________ 12,942 I, 421 11.0 
lowa_ _ _ _ __ _____ __ __ ____ __ _______________ _______ __________ _ 7,078 859 12. 1 
Kansas ________ .. ____________ _ _ __ _____ __ ___ __ ____ ___ _ _______ 5,639 721 12.8 

~;~i~~~~t:================================================ ~: m 1, ~~~ H: ~ Maine_ __ ___ ______ __________ ____ ___ ______ _ __ ____ _ __________ 2,696 439 16.3 
Maryland__________________________________________________ 9,987 1,138 11.4 
Massachusetts___ _ _ ___ _ __________ __ _____ _ _ _ ____________ ____ _ 14,131 1,535 10.9 
Michigan____________________________________________ _______ 21,968 2,285 10.4 

~\~{~Jrr!!~:::::::::=========:==========================::= 1': m :: m H: r Montana___________________________________________________ 1,904 368 18.8 
Nebraska_ _ _ _____ _ ___ _ __ __ _ _ ___________ ____ ___ __ __ __ _ ______ 3, 883 553 14.2 
Nevada____________________________________________________ 1,524 327 21. 5 
New Hampshire_____________________________________________ 2,108 383 18.2 

~:~ ~~~flo:=============================================== 1~: m I, ~~~ l~: ~ New York__________________________________________________ 43,958 4,393 10.0 
North Carolina______________________________________________ 12,936 1,420 11. a 
North Dakota_______________________________________________ 1,725 346 20.1 Ohio_____ _______ ________ ______ __ ______ ___ ________ _____ ____ _ 26,008 2,673 10.3 
Oklahoma_______________________________________ _____ __ ____ 6,612 814 12.3 

~m~~r~;a~n~~:=::==::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::=:::=::=:::: 21: in 2, m t~: I 
South Carolina______________________________________________ 6,744 827 12.3 
South Dakota_______________________________________________ 1,838 357 19.4 
Tennessee_ _ _ _ ___ __ _ ___ ___ ____ _____ ____ _ __ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ __ _____ la, 038 I, 143 11. 4 
Texas______________________________________________________ 28,614 2,923 10.2 
Utah_______________________________________________________ 2,963 465 15.7 

~r:grn~~~:=========:====:::=====::::====:::=========::::=:== lU~~ I, m ~U 
~rs~c~~~~~~-~=::=::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::=::::::: It: m I, m H: i 
~~~~~~~-samoa===================:==========:==::=====:=== 1,~g m ~t r Guam______________________________________________________ 423 221 52.2 Pureto Rico _________________________________________ •• ______ 6,996 851 12.2 
Virgin Islands _____ .________________________________________ 376 217 57.7 

Source: Fiscal year 1976 Law Enforcement Assistance Administration planning guidelines. 



Year 

1433 

TABLE V-22.-LEAA ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

(Dollar amounts in thousandsl 

Appropriations 
for administra· Percent for 

Level of total tion and administration 
appropriations management and management 

1969....................................................... $63,000 $2,400 4.0 
1970....................................................... 268,119 4,487 l. 7 
1971....................................................... 529,000 7,454 l. 4 
1972....................................................... 698,919 11,823 l. 7 
1973....................................................... 841,166 15,568 1.9 
1974....................................................... 870,675 17,428 2.0 
1975....................................................... 887,171 21,500 2.4 

------------------------------Total. ...•.•••.•.............••.•....•••.....•.••••.. 4,158,050 80,760 l. 9 

Source: Budget Division, Office of the Comptroller, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

While this 11.5 percent figure gives some idea of the administrative ')ost, the 
formula excludes several items from consideration. Many states use some Part C 
funds to support criminal justice coordinating councils, regional planning councils, 
other local planning efforts, and evaluation activities. While Part C funds may 
also be used for coordination and evaluation purposes, coordination and evaluation 
costs are considered to be administrative costs under most accounting methods, 
The match provided for Federal funds is also excluded here. In several states, the 
SPA receives state appropriations to administer the program, above and beyond 
the Federal funds and the required state match. Other state agenCies, such as the 
treasurer's office or department of personnel, also provide services to SPAs which 
are considered to be administrative costs but are not included in these figures. 
Thus, the 11.5 percent figure could be viewed as a conservative estimate. 

Determination of the activities to be included in an administrative cost rate is 
a very complex matter. Some SPAs believe the development of a comprehensive 
plan to be of intrinsic value and do not associate its formulation with the allocation 
and administration of funds. Other SPAs consider plan development costs to be 
necessary in order to receive and distribute action funds. Part B dollars also 
often support SPA activities such as legislative initiatives which are not related 
to Safe Streets funding. The difficulty in attributing various costs to administra­
tion becomes even greater when subgrantee administrative costs, both direct and 
indirect, are taken into account. But these of necessity are excluded for purposes 
of this analysis. 

In addition to the 11.5 percent of block grant funds used for administration of 
the program, Table V-22 indicates that LEAA spends an addit,j~nal two percent 
of the total appropriations for the Safe Streets Act as amended. The administrati,re 
cost of the program has been increasing consistently at the national level even as 
the overall level of appropriations has stabilized. 

The administrative cost rate at the Federal level is of the same magnitude as 
that found in the Headstart program (2.0 percent) and the Federal-aid Highway 
program (2.3 percent), but more than that found for some others, such as Title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (0.1 percent) and the National 
School Lunch program (0.2 percent.) 0 However, caution should be exercised in 
directly comparing Safe Streets with these programs since different definitions 
may be used in determining their administrative cost, and these are categorical 
rather than block grants. 
Matching Provisions 

Another recurrent issue in the administration of Safr. Strcets funds is matching. 
Under the 1978 Safe Streets Act, the Federal share for all action programs (other 
than construction) could be up to 60 percent of tho total cost of each undertaking, 

• U.S .• General Services Administration, Office of Federal Management Policy. Office of 
Financial Management. "Administrative Costs In Federally·Aided Domestic Programs," 
January 1975. 



and the remaining 40 percent had to be provided from non-Federal sources. How­
ever, the 40 percent "match," as the non-Federal share is termed, could be pro­
vided either in dollars or by "in kind" goods and services. The 1971 umendments 
changed the matching ratio to 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non-Federal 
(once again, with the exoeption of construction) and also required that at least 40 
percent of the required 25 percent match (or 10 percent of the total project costs) 
be appropriated money (termed "hard match"), as opposed to goods and services. 
In 1973 Congress once ugain changed the matching provisions of the act, so that 
at present up to 90 per cent of total project costs may be supported by Federal 
funds, and at least 10 percent must be provided in cash from non-Federal sources. 
"Soft" or in-kind match was completely eliminated. The 1973 amendments also 
provided that states "buy-in" to local projects by providing in the aggregate one­
half of the required non-Federal match (or five perccnt of the total project costs). 
Construction pr.Jjects require a 50-50 matching ration, with the non-Federal 
share also to bc in cash and with the same "buy-in" requirements. Under these 
provisions, a state generally must pro, ide in cash 25 percent of the total costs of a 
local construction project (one half of the non-Federal share). 

ACIR asked the SPAs to describe any differences they have noticed between 
the 25 percent "in-kind" matching requirements in effect prior to 1973 and the 
current 10 percent cash matching requirements, particularly in terms of applicant 
willingness to provide matching funds and ultimately to assume project costs. 
Most SPAs thought that there were no such differences. However, those that did 
perceive a change commented that the provision of a cash match caused local 
officials to be more cautious in initiating projects with Safe Streets funds and to 
review proposed projects more carefully. This, they believed, resulted in greater 
local commitment to the projects and more willingness to assume costs later. They 
claimed that thc cash match was easier to administer compared with the inkind 
match which posed problems of definition, administration, and uudit. Almost 
90 percent of the 1,318 city and county respondents to this question also expressed 
satisfaction with the current matching requirements. 

Thirty states reported no difficulty in obtaining legislative approval of the 
state buy-in and matching funds, while 14 had experienced some difficulty and 
seven (Alabama, IllinOis, Louisiana Missouri, Pennsylvania, Vermont and Guam), 
indicated great difficulty. Most problems appear to stem from increasingly tight 
state budgets, as well as a lack of understanding by the legislature of the con­
sequences of a cutback in buy-in or matching funds. One state (Missouri) attri­
buted its difficulties to legislative resentment of the Safe Streets program. 

Several states on the other hand, reported that declining state revenues also 
are causing legislators to take more interest in the long-term consequences of 
starting programs with Safe Streets funds. Four noted that their legislatures have 
sought greater control over Safe Streets funds, often through line-item approval 
of grants (Illinois, New Hampshire, Missouri and North Dakota). 

The change to cash matching requirements appears to have had some effect on 
the number of requests for Part C funds for construction. "When asked whether 
this change had curtailed the number of requests for this purpose, more than half 
of the SPAs responded affirmatively: five SPA said it had eliminated all requests; 
11 stated it had reduced them sharply, four indicated a moderate reduction, seven 
belicved the decline had been only slight and 19 said there had been no change. 
F1md Flow 

The comparative analysis of the 10 case study states a,nd the questionnaire 
responses both indicate that most SPAs believe effective planning in the early 
years of the progrum was hindered by the initial rapid influx of Part C funds. 
Thirty SPAs rated this growth us "too rapid;" six as "not rapid enough;" and 
15 as "about right." One SPA commented: lithe rapid growth in availability of 
funds negated much of the need to develop rutional planning and allocation 
processes. It encouraged the spending of money for the sake of moving it, created 
seriouH carryover problems and reinforced the SPA as a money giving agency 
rather than a criminal justice planning ltgency concerned with the improvement 
of the criminal justice system ... " Another stated; "The development of a plan­
ning process at State and local levels was too complex a function to be done quickly 
and the rapid increase in action funds and the pressure to get them out compli­
cated the situation." Still another said: "The program didn't allow enough time 
to develop statistical procedures; etc. Worst of all, absolutely no groundwork was 
laid for eVl1luation." 
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The extraordinary growth of Federal funds, particularly over the first three 
years of the program, also made it difficult for a number of states to absorb and 
expend the rapidly increasing grant monies. As was mentioned earlier; I'fund flow" 
been an issue in the Safe Streets program almost since its inception. 

Responses from 43 SPAs indicated that in Fiscal Year 1972 they reverted 
almost $4 million in Part C funds (or about two percent of the total) back to the 
Federal government. ACIR's survey data, while not complete, suggest that the 
relative proportion of reverted (or "lapsed") funds to the total Part C block grant 
award has remained fairly stable from FY 1969 to FY 1972. Yet it appears that 
there is a great deal of discrepancy among the states in their ability to fully utilize 
Safe Streets monies in that certain states account for a disproportionate share of 
the total amount reverted. Moreover, a 'few states seem to experience more 
difficult expending Part E corrections monies than Part C action funds, perhaps 
because of the special requirements placed on use of the former. These include a 
requirement that all corrections facilities constructed with Safe Streets funds 
separate juvenile from adult offenders, provide for treatment of drug and alcohol 
offenders and consult -with the National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice 
Planning and Architecture. 

In order to determine the reasons for fund reversion, the SPAs were asked to 
indicate the factors contributing to the problem of lapsed or unused monies. As 
can be seen in Table V-23, the primary factor in the opinion of the SPA directors 
is project underspending followed closely by the two-year life of block grant funds. 
Few SPAs thought that a lack of applicants or delays in the application or award 
processes significantly affected the reversion rate. 

TABLE V-23.-SPA DIRECTORS' VIEWS ON REASONS FOR REVERTED FUNDS, OCTOBER 1975 

Primary factor 

Number 

2·yr life of block grant funds •.•••••• _ 
Slow start of many projects .......... 
Underspending by projects ........... 
Lack of ap~lIcants for funds .......... 
Slow deve opment of applications by 

a p pi ica nts ................... __ ••• 
Delays in the award process ........... 

I North Dakota has 3·yr life of block grant fund •• 

Continuation Funding 

15 
13 
15 
2 

4 
1 

Percent 

30.6 
26,0 
30.6 
4.2 

8.2 
2.0 

Contributes somewhat 
Not a contributing 

factor 

Number Percent Number Percent 

123 46.9 11 22.4 
32 64.0 5 10.0 
31 63.3 3 6.1 
10 20.8 36 75.0 

27 55.1 18 36.7 
8 16.3 40 81. 6 

Based on responses to the ACIR survey, it appears that almost all (45) SPAs 
have now established policies regarding the number of years a project may be 
eligible to receive Safe Streets suppo; ;,. Three SPAs (Hawaii, Iowa and New 
Jersey) do not have specific eontinuation policies (the latter two indicated that 
continuation decisions are handled on a case-by-case basis), and eight did not 
respond. These policies generally range from two to five years, with the majority 
(30) calling for a maximum of three years funding with applicants assuming an 
increasing portion of the total eosts over this period. The rationale for increasing 
the required match is to encourage state and local governments to gradually 
assume greater and greater financial commitments, so that when Federal funding 
terminates, projects can be fully sustained by general revenues. SPA continuation 
poliCies, however, vary greatly in their details. Many SPAs have provided for 
exceptions to the policy; for example, in a number of sto.tes technical assistance 
and training activities are not covered. In at least one state, community corree­
tions programs may be funded for a longer period than other types of activities. 
Some states also apply more restrietive poliCies to certain program are as, such as 
police-community relations. Two SPAs (Arkansas and North Carolina) have 
adopted different policies for state llnd local projects and one (Arizona) has 
limited Part C funding to a maximum of three years while restricting Part E to 
only two years. 

Although there is a great variation in the nature and applicability of these 
policies, they share a basic intent to wean projeets from their dependence on 
Federal aid and to insure that the SPA has an adequate amount of funds in each 
fiscal year for initiating new program activity. One of the major factors causing 
SPAs to adopt specific funding limits, and in some cases, to revise earlier, more 

60.5B7 0 - 70· pt.2 - 29 



1436 

generous policies, was the increasing portion of t'1eir Purt C funds implicitly 
committed to continue projects initiated with prior year Safe Streets funds. For 
example, in FY 1974 four states were faced with 80 percent or more of their block 
grant committee! Lo continuation grants. Eight SPAs estimated their continuation 
funding to equal or exceed this level for FY 1975. 

The mean percentage of fiscal year funds committed to continuation projects 
has steadily increased, from 40.6 percent in FY 1971 to 58.3 percent in FY 1974. 
It tapered off only slightly (56.4 percent) in FY 1975. In FY 197113 of the SPAs 
surveyed had 50 percent or more of their block grant funds committed to continua~ 
tion acti vities. By FY 1975, this has increased to 30 states. 

TABLE V-24.-SPA DIRECTORS' VIEWS ON ASSUMPTION·OF-COST RECORD, OCTOBER 1975 

State Local 

Extent of success Number Percent Number . Percent 

Great. ____________________________________________ _ 
15 30 9 20 
29 58 26 59 
5 10 9 20 
I 2 0 0 

Mod erate _. _________ •• ___ • _____________ • _____ • ___ __ 
Very little ____________________________ • ____________ _ 
None _______________ . _____________________________ _ 

-----------------------------------Total _______________________________________ _ 
50 100 44 99 

Each SPA also was asked to estimate the percentage of projects which have 
been assumed by state and local governments. The mean percentage estimate was 
64.3 percent, indicating that a fairly high number of long-term projects are 
continuing to operate with state or local government support after Safe Streets 
funding terminates. Thc percentage of assumption ranges from a low of 10 percent 
to a high of 99 percent. Yet, it should be remembered that these figures are only 
estimates of the SPA directors. Generally, however, they are substuntiated by the 
findings of the grant sample unulysis conducted by ACIR in the 10 case study 
states. 

Moreover, these figures agree with those provided by city und county respond­
ents. The mean assumption rate of projects initiated with Safe Streets funds was 
quite high. Eighty-three percent of 'ehe city projects and 78 percent of the county 
projects were reported as continuing with locul government support. 

Table V-25 reflects the SPA directors' assessment of the relutive importance 
of vurious factors in determining whether or not a project will be assumed by a 
state or local government. As these data show, the two most important factors 
affecting assumption are the financial capacity of the governmental unit and the 
demonstrated merit of the project. These two factors were also by far the most 
important ones cited by city and county respondents. 

TABLE V-2S.-SPA DIRECTORS' ASSESSMENT OF FACTORS INFLUENCING STATE/LOCAL .ASSUMPTION OF PROJECT 
COST, OCTOBER 1975 

Very Moderately Of little 
important important importance Unimportant Total 

Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per-
Factor ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 

Proven success of the project.. 33 66.0 16 32.0 2.0 o ________ 100 

Ability of the governmental 
50 100 unit to support the project._ 45 90.0 8.0 2.0 

o ________ 
Functional area of the project 

(police, courts corrections, 
46.9 42.9 6.1 49 100 etc.> .. _____________ • __ • __ 2 4.1 23 21 3 

Innovatlveness olthe project .. 2 4.0 17 34.0 29 58.0 2 4.0 50 100 
Noncontroversial nature of 

100 the project. ______________ 14.0 28 56.0 11 22.0 4 8.0 50 
Political appeal or support of 

22.0 2.0 50 100 the proJect.. _____________ 22 44.0 16 32.0 tt 

A study of the assumption of cost problem by the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) revealed findings similar to those resulting from the ACIR survey of 
SPAs.IO The continuation policies and practices of six states (Alabama, California, 
Michigan, Ohio) Oregon and Washington) were examined and 33 other states 
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and the District of Columbia were surveyed to determine their assumption of 
cost record. GAO found that, of 440 long-term projects which were iniated with 
Safe Streets dollars but were no longer receiving block grants prior to July I, 
1973, 64 percent were continuing to operate at expanded or at about the same 
levels,. Of these 281 projects, 253 were being supported with state or local funds, 
while 28 were being continued with general revenue sharing monies or Department 
of Health, Education and 'Welfare assistance. 

Of the 159 long-term projects that had either stopped or significantly reduced 
operations, 95 merited continuation in the eyes of state and project officials. 
Lack of state or local funds, due primarily to poor cost-assumption planning, 
was seen as the factor responsible for non-continuation of 81 percent of these 
projects. 

Whilc GAO considered these findings .as evidence of "limited success in con­
tinuing projects," they could also be interpreted as evidence of surprising success, 
given state and local revcnue problems. However the GAO study also found that 
the real test concerning the assumption of costs will come in the near future when 
an increaSing number of long-term projects receive the last award of Safe Streets 
funds under new SPA continuation funding policies. 

SUMMARY 

Despite the limitations of the available data, many of the more controversial 
issues involved in the Safe Streets program may be. seen more clearly in this 
section. The following are somc of the more significant findings: 

Collectively, the larger cities and counties experiencing more serious crime 
problems, have received a percentage of Safe Streets block grant funds in excess 
of their percentage of population and slightly below their percentage of all 
reported crimes. 

Safe Streets block grant funding for diffcrent funstional areas (police, courts 
corrections, etc.) has stabilized over the years. Of particular note, the percentage 
of funds awarded to police activities has declincd from more than 66 percent in 
1969 to 36 percent in 1974. 

For the most part, Safe Streets block grant funds have been used to support 
activities which are new to the jurisdictions receiving the funds, rather than 
for routine undertakings or as a substitute for normal local expenditures. 

A small proportion of Safe Streets funds have been used to purchase equipment 
or construct facilitics, while the overwhelming majority of the funds have been 
used to provide law enforcement and criminal justice services. 

A greater proportion of LEAA discretionary funds than block grant funds 
have been directed to large urban jurisdictions and private agencies, with most 
of these dollars being used for innovative projects or research and demonstration 
acti vi ti es. 

A greater percentage of Safe Streets funds have been awarded to correctional 
activities and a smaller percentage to police and courts relative to t,he distribut,ion 
of state and local revenues to these functiopal areas. 

One of the most serious problems facing the Safe Streets program is the large 
number of activities continued year after year with Safe Streets funds. While 
there is somc evidence to indicate a rather high assumption rate in light of 
recent economic trends it is unclear whether state and local governments will be 
able or willing to assume the costs of activities after Safe Str,eets fundihg 
terminates. 

With respect to grant administration the 1190-day rule" appears to have an 
effect on expediting processing time, although some major delays have been 
reported as a result of the A-95 review process, the timing of supervisory board 
meetings and different Interpretations as to whether this period may be extended 
by the SPA's return of poorly developed applications. At the same time, severnl 
states continue to experience fund flow problems and revert monies to the Federal 
government. 

But perhaps the most significant issues regarding the ultimate effects of Silfe 
Streets funding remain only partly settled: will the activities initin,ted with Safe 
Streets funds continue with state and locnl support nfter Silfe Streets funding 
ends? Will these programs and projects have a material effect on preventing and 
reducing crime? Even though the SPAs are optimistic, the results to date provide 
few definitive answers to these pivotl1l questions. 

10 u.S., GI'nerl11 Accounting Office, Comptroller Gcn~rll), "Report to the Congress: I~ong­
term Impnct of Lnw Enforcement Asslstnnce Grnnts Cnn Be Improved" (W,nshlngton, D.C. : 
Government Printing Omce, 1074). 
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APPENDIX V-I 

SOURCE AND LIMITATIONS OF DATA FROM THE LEAA GRANTS MANAGEMENT 
AND INFORMATION SYS~'EM (GlVlIS) 

GMIS was used as a source of data sinee it represents the only aggregated data 
available which provides information on the kinds of activities supported with 
Safe Streets funds. Although the GMIS data represents the best information 
available, the following limitations should be kept in mind when using the analyses 
based upon the data. 

SOURCE OF THE DATA 

As each SPA awards sub grants, it is asked by LEAA to send a list and descrip­
tion of the subgrants to LEAA to be included in the GMIS system. On the basis 
of this information, LEAA classifies the project among various categories and 
includes the information in the GMIS computerized data base. 

COMPLETENESS 0],' THE DATA 

Due to incomplete reporting from the states, the GMIS system does not contain 
information on all subgrants awarded by the states. Furthermore, not all block 
grant funds receivcd by the states have been subgranted, particularly FY 1975 
block grant funds. In addition, because of low reporting rates and different classi­
fication procedures, LEAA does not have great confidence in the accuracy or 
completeness of the GMIS data collectcd prior to FY 1972. Information on the 
degree of completeness of the GMIS data prior to FY 1972 is not available. 

Since 1972, records have been maintained showing the degree of completeness 
of the GMIS data. As Tublc V-I A indicates, slightly more than 70 percent of total 
Part C block grant funds (FY 1972-76) have been subgranted. Of this 70 
percent, over 92 percent is included in the GMI8 system, as is shown in Table 
V-lB. Tables V-lC through V-IF indicate the percentuge of each state's Part C 
sub grant in GM1S for each yeur from 1972-75. 

As Tuble V-l G indicates, GlVIIS data is less complete for Part E formula grant 
funds than for Part C, with 60 percent of the funds having been subgranted from 
1972 through 1975. Of thc 66 percent, 76 percent have been included in the GMIS 
system us is indicated in Tublc V-lI-I. Tables V-II through V-IL show the per­
centage of each state's Part E sub grants in GNIIS for each year from 1972 through 
1975. 

The most complete data available relate to the LEAA discretionary grant 
awards. According to GMIS officials. all discretionary grant awards have been 
included in the GMIS system through June 30, 1975. 

In the above tables the reader' will notice thut occu.sionally the percentage of 
funds in GMIS for a state will exceed 100 percent of the funds sub granted by the 
statc. This may result from two different situations. Sometimes a state may 
award a grant only to have the project falter or underspend its award funds. When 
this happens the funds are deobJigated and returned to the SPA where they ure 
reawarded to another prOject. The SPA muy report to G MIS the total funds 
awarded to both grants but only record the actual funds spent by each project. 
This failure to reflect deobJigated funds accounts for most of the excess of funds 
reported in GM1S. A second possibility, less likely, is thnt an SPA will report 
grants which they anticipate awarding, but Which, for some reuson, are never 
awarded. ' 

In classifying projects receiving Safe Streets funds mllong the functional arens, 
police, courts and corrections, there nre some activities which are not imme­
diutely recognizt\ble as falling into one of the three major areas. These have becn 
placed in another category labeled as "combinations of criminal justice agencies." 

While it is clear that the GM1S data is not complete, there is no evidence to 
indicate that there is a systematic error in reporting which would affect the 
'lnalyses presented in this report. However, because of the importance of the 
classification procedures ill determining the categorization of funding according 
to different criteria, the reader is urged to contact GMIS officials at the Law 
Enforcemcnt Assistance Administration if specific_questions arise concerning 
the collection, clnssification and interpretation of GMIS data. 
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APPENDIX TABLE V-I.-PT. C ALLOCATIONS TO STATES FISCAL YEARS 1969-76 

[I n thousands)1 

State 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

Alabama ___________________ $434 $3,175 $5,645 $6,915 $8,026 $8,026 $8,007 $6, ~~~ Alaska _____________________ 2100 249 493 607 700 700 739 Arizona ________ • ___________ 201 1,503 2,933 3,559 4,127 4,127 4,464 4,028 Arkansas ___________________ 242 1,787 3,157 3,862 4,482 4,482 4,566 3,955 California __________________ 2,352 17,287 32,999 40,060 46,495 46,495 46,414 40,133 Colorado ___________________ 243 1,863 3,646 4,432 5,143 5,143 5,376 4,796 Connecticut. ________ • ______ 360 2,669 5,001 6,088 7,064 7,064 7,004 5,985 • Delaware ___________________ 2100 480 909 1,100 1,277 1,277 1 298 1,114 Flori da ______________ : ______ 737 5,597 11,166 13,631 15,821 15,821 16: 707 15,051 

~~~:Ii~:::::::::::::::::: :: 555 4,127 7,518 9,215 10,695 10,695 10,763 9,363 
2100 699 1,253 1,546 1,791 1,791 1,856 1,634' I daho ______________________ 
2100 639 1,169 1,431 1,660 1,660 1,717 1 508 lilinois _______ • _____________ 1,339 9,877 18,368 22,314 25,898 25,898 25,569 21: 718 I ndiana. ___ ._. _____________ 614 4,565 8,609 10,428 12,102 12,102 12,020 10,307 I owa ___________ : __________ 338 2,501 4,670 5,672 6,581 6,581 6,558 5,564 Kansas ____________________ 279 2,065 3,712 4,516 5,235 5,235 5,157 4,400 

Ken.t4cky ---- _ ------------- 392 2,906 5,290 6,464 7,500 7,500 7,518 6,467 Loulslana __________________ 449 3,344 5,966 7,315 8,485 8,485 8,500 7,280 Maine _____________________ 120 882 1,636 1,995 2,312 2,312 2,333 2,019 Maryland _________ • ________ 451 3,349 6,485 7,875 9,140 9,140 9,205 7,917 
Massachusetts ______________ 666 4,902 9,424 11,422 13,257 13,257 13,180 11,269 Michigan---- _______________ 1,055 7,817 14,692 17,819 20,681 20,681 20,498 17,608 Mi nnesota __________________ 439 3,302 6,307 7,639 8,866 8,866 8,816 7,559 Mississippi ________________ 289 2,117 3,614 4,451 5,166 5,166 5,130 4,503 Mlssourl ___________________ 565 4,155 7,760 9,391 10,897 10,897 10,795 9,266 Montana ___________________ 2100 627 1,162 1,394 1,618 1,618 1,628 1,419 Nebraska __________________ 176 1,310 2,457 2,979 3,457 3,457 3,475 2,979 Nevada ____________________ 2100 405 807 981 1,139 1,139 1,212 1,071 New Hampshire _____________ 2100 634 1,210 1,481 1,719 1,179 1,710 1 543 New Jersey _________________ 860 6,372 11,870 14,388 16,703 16,703 16,711 14: 235 New Mexico ________________ 123 896 1,671 2,040 2,367 2,367 2,447 2,136 New York __________________ 2,251 16,392 30,093 36,522 42,496 42,496 41,766 35,395 North Carolina ______________ 619 4,625 8,305 10,203 11,842 11,842 11,872 10,303 North Dakota _______________ 2100 562 1,022 1,24C 1 439 1,439 1,442 1,234 Ohio _______________________ 

1,284 9,563 17,645 21,386 24: 821 24,821 24,382 20,877 Oklahoma __________________ 306 2,291 4, J82 5,138 5,964 5,964 5,987 5,187 Oregon- ___________________ 246 1,806 3,442 4,199 4,873 4,873 4,969 4,312 Pennsylvania _______________ 1,427 10,591 19,532 23,679 27,482 27,482 27,072 23,051 Rhode Island _____________ • _ 111 819 1,544 1,907 2,206 2,206 2,204 1,879 South Carollna ______________ 318 2, ~~~ 4,223 5,201 6,036 6,036 6,112 5,294 South Dakota _______________ 2[00 1,107 1,337 1,551 1,551 1,546 1,325 Tennessee _________________ 478 3,562 6,425 7,878 9,143 9 143 9,260 7,958 Texas ______________________ I,m 9,926 18,393 22,480 26,091 26: 091 26,387 22,985 Utah _______________________ 
929 I,m 2,127 2,468 I' ~~~ 2,563 2, ~~~ Vermont. __________________ 1,100 387 893 1,035 1,046 

Virginia----------- _________ 557 4,150 7,604 9,333 10,832 10: 832 10,836 9,413 
Washlngton----- ____________ 380 2,971 5,612 6,845 7,944 7,944 7,772 6,667 
W~st Vi~ginla--------------- 221 1,640 2,849 3,502 4,064 4064 4 082 3,475 WI.lcOnSIn __________________ 51!! 3,795 7,309 8,870 10,294 10: 294 10:292 8,821 

Wyoming--- _. ______________ 21CO 290 556 667 775 775 787 686 
District of Columbla_________ 2100 723 1,249 1, 5~~ 1, 7~~ 1, 7~~ 1,710 1,426 American Samoa ________________ • _____ . 28 47 61 58 Guam _________________ • ____ 240 90 146 175 198 198 191 181 Puerto Rico _________________ 330 2,454 4,502 5,401 6,320 6,320 6,347 5,498 Virgin Island _______________ 240 50 106 127 146 146 141 142 

Total. _______________ 25,062 182,750 340,000 413,695 480,250 480,250 480,250 413,666 

I These figures were obtained from comprehensive planning guidelines published by LEAA annually. 
2 I ncludes small State supplements. 
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TABLE V-IA.-STATUS OF P.T.C. SUBGRANT FUNDS FOR STATES, FISCAL YEARS 1972 THROUGH 1975 

Total Total Total 

State planning agency 
block award subgranted as of percentage 

available Mar. 31, 1975 subgranted 

30,970, 000 24, 058, 786 77.67 
4,475 000 3,280, 158 73.30 

16,275; 000 11,635,530 71. 49 
17,390, 000 11,611,419 66.77 

179,440, 000 116,951,406 65.18 
20, 091, 000 13,729, 019 68.33 
27,216, 000 19,539,816 71.90 
5,448, 000 1,.171,761 21.51 
7,671,000 6,858,757 89.41 

61,971, 000 37,435,189 60.41 
41,362, 000 29,859,584 72.19 
7,701, 000 3,373,462 43.81 
7, 115 000 5, 119,874 71. 96 

99,665: 000 6~, ~~~, ~~g 65.28 
46,646, 000 3.51 
25,389, 000 18: 977; 413 74.75 
20,141, 000 15,438,787 76.65 
28,978. 000 24,462,711 84.42 
32,781, 000 29,261,253 89.26 
8,951, 000 7,852,214 87.72 

35,355, 000 25,153,746 71. 15 
51, 109, 000 45,324,026 88.68 
79,668,000 80,182,037 100.65 
34,183, 000 24,736,550 72.37 
19,910,000 13,605,257 68.33 
41,974, 000 37,531,406 89.42 
6,884 000 5 067,909 73.62 

13,366: 000 11: 150, 136 83.42 
4,918, 000 3,365, 004 68.42 
7,630, 000 5,700 375 74.72 

64,497, 000 44,370: 541 68.79 
9 220, 000 8,749,385 94.90 

163: 258, 000 112, 010, 766 68.61 
45,753, 000 2~, ~~~, ~~~ 64.46 
6 115, 000 66.86 

95: 397, 000 67; 882; 730 71.16 
23, 050, 000 18,579,208 80.60 
18,911, 000 13,253, 165 70. 08 

10~'m'~~~ 72,103,333 68.21 
a a 

23: 382: 000 12,355,429 52.84 
6,586, 000 4,549,537 69.08 

35,419 000 27,320, 016 77.13 
101, 036: 000 79,931,950 79.11 

9,624, 000 7,376, 132 76.64 
4,475 000 2,826,819 63.17 

41,827; 000 27,537,621 65.84 
30,501, 000 22,181,523 72.72 
15,710, 000 10,459,900 66.58 
39,745, 000 28,315,843 71.24 
4,475, 000 3,272, 024 73.12 

Alaba ma __________________________________________________ _ 
A�aska ____________________________________________________ _ 
Arizona ___________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas __________________________________________________ _ 
California _________________________________________________ _ 
Colorado __________________________________________________ _ 
ConnecticuL ______________________________________________ _ Delaware __________________________________________________ _ 
District of Columbia _________________________________________ _ 
Florida ____________________________________________________ _ 

~:~:iii~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: Idaho _____________________________________________________ _ 
I iii nois ____________________________________________________ _ 
Indiana ___________________________________________________ _ 
lowa _____________________________________________________ _ 
Kansas ___________________________________________________ _ 

r;~i~~~~~:::::::::::::::::: ::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: Maine ____________________________________________________ _ 

~:~~~c~~siiits: ::::::::: ::: :::: :::::::: :::: :::::::: ::: :::::: 

~!ff~~r~}!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ Montana __________________________________________________ _ 
Nebraska _____ • ___________________________________________ _ Nevada __________________________________________________ __ 

~:~ ~:r~f:-h-i~::::::: :::::::: :::: :::::::: :::::::::: ::: :::::: New Mexico _______________________________________________ _ 
New York ______________ ,------- ___________________________ _ 
North Carolina _________________ , ___________________________ _ 
North Dakota _______________________________ • ______________ _ 
Ohlo ________________________________ • _____________________ _ 
Oklahoma _________________________________________________ _ 

~~~~~~iv-a-nia::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Rhode Island ______________________________________________ _ 
South Carolina ___________________________________ .. _ ~ ______ _ 
South Dakota ____________________________________ .. ________ _ 
Tennessee ______________________ " _________________________ _ 
Texas _____________________________________________________ _ 
Utah ______________________________________________________ _ 

l~~~i~~!~~tm~~~m~~~~mmmmmmmm~mm~ Wyomlng __________________________________________________ _ 

-------------------------1,837,969, 000 1,295,786,579 70.50 

1 385 000 541,812 39.12 
24: 384; 000 19, 7~~, ~~~ 81. 03 

567, 000 11.18 
1,385, 000 854: 225 61.68 

Subtotal ___________________ , ________________________ _ 

====~~====~~==~~ G uam ______________________________________ : ______________ _ 
Puerto Rlco ________________________________________________ _ 
Samoa ________________________________________________ -___ _ 
Virgin Islands _____________________________________________ _ 

------------------------------Subtotal ____________________________________________ _ 
27,721, 000 21,218, 030 76.54 

1,865,690, 000 1,317, 004,709 70.59 
==~~~==~~~==~~ Total _______________________________________________ _ 
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TABLE V-lB.-STATUS OF PT. C SUB GRANT FUNDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEARS 1972 THROUGH 1975 

Funds subgranted Funds subgranted 

State planning agency 

as of Mar. 31, as of Mar. 31, 
1975, H1 1975, In 

Report GMIS 

Percent of funds 
subgranted 

in GMIS 

A�abama __ • ______________ -----_______________________ 24,053,786 22,321,486 92.7 
Alaska_______________________________________________ 3,280,158 3,392,771 103.4 
Arizona______________________________________________ 11,635,530 11,284, 058 96.9 
Arkansas_____________________________________________ 11,611,419 10,659,716 91.8 
California_ _ ___ _ _____ ____ _____ ___ __ _ _ ________ ____ _____ 116, 951, 406 95, 044, 030 81. 2 
Colorado _______ ----__________________________________ 13,729,019 13,669,979 99.5 
Connecticul._________________________________________ 19,539,816 17,438,873 89.5 
Delaware_____________________________________________ 3,983,312 3,558,975 89.3 
District of Columbla___________________________________ 6,858,757 6,896,618 100.5 
Florida_______________________________________________ 37,435,189 32,028,412 85.5 

~~~~t======:=======:=========:=:==::::::::=:::=:=: 2~: ~~~: ~~i 3~: ~~~: m m: ij 
Idaho________________________________________________ 5,119,874 4,641,368 90.6 
lilinois_______________________________________________ 65,059,926 50,322,126 77.3 
Indiana______________________________________________ 1,639,540 26,874,890 1,639.1 
lowa________________________________________________ 18,977,413 18,145,853 95.6 
Kansas______________________________________________ 15,438,787 13,916,498 90.1 

~~~I~~~~::::::=:=:=:=:=:=::::::::=:=:::::=:::::::::: ~~: m: in ~~: m: ~~~ l~~: i 
Maine_______________________________________________ 7,852,214 2,965,864 37.7 

~~~~~ac~~seits:::::::::::=::::==::=::=:::=::::=:::=:== ~~: i~~: m i~: m: ~~~ ~~: ~ 
~i~l~i~:~ta::==:::::=::===:===========:::==::::===:::== ~~: m: ~~~ ~~: m: ~~r 1~t: ~ 
~i~~~S~!r_p~::==::=::::::::=:::::=::::::=:::::::::::=:: ~~: ~~~: ~g~ ~~: ~~& ~~~ m: ~ Montana ______________________________________ • ______ 5,067,909 2,475,241 48.8 
Nebraska____________________________________________ 11,150,136 9,253,798 82.9 
Nevada______________________________________________ 3,365,004 3,861,059 114.7 

~:~ ~Eu~~~;:~========::=======:=:::::=::=::::::::: 41', ~~~: m 4i: ~U: n~ 1R i 
New York___________________________________________ _ 112: Olo: 766 106,945,734 95.4 
North Carolina________________________________________ 29,493,395 27,698,269 93.9 
North Dakota_________________________________________ 4,088,306 4,053,258 99.1 Ohio_ _ ___________________ ______________________ _____ 67,882,730 59,070, 000 87.0 
Oklahoma _______________________________ ~____________ 18,579,208 19,230,769 103.5 

~~~~1~i~~JE::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:~5~: ~~~ J~: ~!t m ______________ ~~~~ 
South Carolina________________________________________ 12,355,429 19,474,454 157.6 
South Dakota____ _____________________________________ 4,549,537 4,042,645 88.8 
Tennessee___________________________________________ 27,320,016 17,355,679 63.5 Texas__ _____________________________________________ 79,931,950 76,262,230 95.4 
Utah__ _ _____________________________________________ 7,376, 132 5,433, 157 73. 6 

~~~~~~;i:~~~~~m~~~~~~~~~~~~m~:~~~:m:~~::~:: !!:I~: ul wi m :~:I 
Wyoming______________________ ____________________ ___ 3,272,024 3,318,651 101. 4 

Subtotal _______________________________________ --1-, -29-5-, 7-8-6,-6-79--'1-, -19-7-, 7-1-5,-5-29------9-2.-:4 

~~~~O-Rrco::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::: 19, ~~~: m 14, m: m n: ~ Samoa_______________________________________________ 63,406 0 _________________ _ 
Virgin Islands________________________________________ 854,225 296,200 34.6 

Subtotal. _ __ ______ _____________________________ 21,218,030 15,393,911 
-=:===~==:=:=~=.=== TotaL_________________________________________ 1,317,004,709 1,213,109,440 

72.5 

92.1 
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TABLE V-IO.-STATUS OF PT. C SUBGRANT FuNDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEAR 1972 

State planning agency 

Funds subgranted as of 
Mar. 31,1975 Percent of funds 

-----~----- subgranted in 
HI report In GMIS ,GMIS 

Alabama___________________________________________________ ~6, 576, 788 $6,152,545 93.5 
Alaska_____________________________________________________ 998,059 969,436 97.1 
Arizona____________________________________________________ 3,550,804 3,237,948 91.1 
Arkansas___________________________________________________ 3,742,939 3,822, G07 102.1 California_ _ _ _________ ___ _____ _______ __ _________________ ___ _ 41,700, 037 40,641, 603 97.4 
Colorado___________________________________________________ 4,409,617 4,321,943 98.0 
ConnecticuL __________________ '_____________________________ 5,840,137 5,276,779 90.3 
Delaware _______________________________________ .___________ 3,983,312 I, 175, 139 100.2 
District of Columbia_________________________________________ 1,670,269 1,740,567 104.2 
Florida_____________________________________________________ 13,357,131 13,622,722 101. 9 

~~~:Ii~:==:=======:=:=:==:::==================:======:===== ~; m; ~~~ r; m; m l~ri: ~ Idaho______________________________________________________ 1,567,000 1,595,657 101. 8 
Illinois_____________________________________________________ 20,884,326 20,337, 93i 97.3 
Indiana____________________________________________________ (1) 8,999,795 0 lowa_ _ _ _ _ ______ __ ___ _____ __ _ ____ ____ _____________ ______ ___ 5,671,985 5,305,601 93.5 
Kansas____________________________________________________ 4,745,144 4,611,190 97.1 Kentucky _ _ _ _ __________ _ __ _____ _ _ ___________ __ ____ _________ 6, 463, 673 5,923, 896 91. 6 
Louislana ______________________________________ "___________ 7,252,781 7,671,547 108.0 
Maine_____________________________________________________ 1,986,798 1, 7G7, 287 85.9 
Maryland__________________________________________________ 7,671,300 6,515,055 84.9 
Massachusetts______________________________________________ 11,372,517 8,995,155 79.0 

~!ff~~~!}~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 1 m~ lit 1~~ m~ m lIt ~ 
Montana___________________________________________________ 1,486,224 1,349,201 90.7 
Nebraska__________________________________________________ 2,900,096 2,763,247 95.2 
Nevada____________________________________________________ 1,018,000- 1,071,417 105.2 
New Hampshire______________________________________ _______ 1,539,490 1,575,411 102.3 
New Jersey_________________________________________________ 14,051,032 14,547,321 103.5 
New Mexico________________________________________________ 1,958,438 1,915,174 97.7 
New York _____________________ ,_____________________________ 36,522,000 30,694,014 84.0 
North Carolina_____________________ _________________________ 9,949,724 9,476,317 95.2 
North Dakota_______________________________________________ 1,349,000 1,437,076 104,4 
Ohio_______________________________________________________ 21,198,229 20, 144,375 95.0 
Oklahoma__________________________________________________ 5,080,205 5,353,1&8 105.3 

~~~~~~r~~~E===:==::=::=::====:==::=::=::::::::=::::::::: 2~; m: ~tl~ 2~: m: m 1~~: ~ 
Sout~ Carolina______________________________________________ 3,852,165 5,360,942 130.9 
South Dakota.._____________________________________________ 1,471,000 1,173. 565 79.7 
Tennessee________________________________________________ _ 7,855,878 11,790,553 150.0 
Texas______________________________________________________ 21,832,544 23,411,339 107.2 
utah_______________________________________________________ 2,112,000 2,100,846 99.4 

~y~~~o~~;~~=_~~=:=:===::=::=:==:=:=::=:===:::=:=:::=:::===::: ~: m: iiI 1~: ~~i: m I~U 
~r;io~~~~~~===:=======:=========:======:===::=:::::::: :::: ~: ~g5: 6~ij g: m: ~~~ 1~~: ~ Wyoming___________________________________________________ 982,OGO 1,015,988 103.4 

--------------~---------Subtotal. ____________________________________________ ==3=9,,;2,=9=64~, =46=3==3=91~, =58=1~, 4=2=1 =====9=9.=6 

Guam______________________________________________________ 300,000 302,250 100.7 
Puerto Rico_________________________________________________ 5,400,821 4,862,600 ,90.0 

~rr~lonaiSia-ricis-:::::::==:=:=:::::::::::=::::::::=:::::::::::: 294,ob& 296, 20~ -----------iclr7 ----------------------------Subtotal. ____________________________________________ ===;;;5,,,,9;,94~, ;;82;,;1==",5,;' ,;,46;,;1;,' 0;,,5=0 ====",9;;1,==0 

Total________________________________________________ 398,959,284 392,042,471 99.5 

1 Not reported. 
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TABLE V-I D.-STATUS OF PT. C SUBGRANT FUNDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEAR 1973 

State planning agency 

Funds subgranted as of 
Mar. 31,1975 Percent of funds 

------~---- 5ubgranted in 
HI report In GMIS GMIS 

~l:~~~~:::::::::::::==:::::::::::::::::::::=::::=::=:::::: r: ~~~: m r: m: m l~t ~ Arizona _____________ ,-_____________________________________ 4,101,111 4,243,118 103.4 
Arkansas__________________________________________________ 4,280,564 4,253,602 99.3 
California__________________________________________________ 44,327,804 32,567,443 73.4 
Colorado___________________________________________________ 5,029,333 5, 004, 876 99.5 Connecticut.. ______________________________________________ 7,059,369 6,711, 289 95.0 
Delaware _______________________________________________ --- ('> 1,486,958 0 
District of Columbia_________________________________________ 2, 000, 000 2,009,129 100.4 
Florida____________________________________________________ 15,613,914 10,217,404 65.4 

~~~~Iia __________ :::::::::::::::::=:::::::::=::::::::::::::=:::: I~: m: m 1\: m: ~~~ I~~: ~ 
Idaho_____________________________________________________ 1,772,376 1,378,492 77.7 
lliinois____________________________________________________ 23,838,655 18,157,918 76. I Indiana ______________ · _________________________________ -____ ('> 5,471,092 ° 
lowa____ __________________________________________________ 6,508,477 5,821,980 89.4 
Kansas____________________________________________________ 5,462,326 4,015,987 73.5 

~;~i\~~~t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: m: m ~: ~~~: m ~I: g 
Maine_____________________________________________________ 2,311,982 1,016,273 43.9 

~:~~~~~~setts::=::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::: I~: m: ~~} I~: m: m 1~~: ~ 

~(~f?f~~!~;-;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :t {tt m Ii: gi~: m m~! Montana ____ .. ______________________________________________ 1,779,987 10, i~~: ~~~ 40,'7 
Nebraska__________________________________________________ 3,666,741 . 2,095,154 57.1 
Nevada ____________________ --------________________________ 1,217,438 1,710,351 140.4 
New Hampshire ____________ --______________________________ 1,970,849 1,549,627 78.6 

~:~ ~!~flo-_-.. :.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:=:::=:== I~: ~~l: m I~: m: ~~5 15t ~ 
New York__________________________________________________ 40,699,249 44,319,809 108.8 
North Carolina ______________ ------__________________________ 11,790,398 10,451,356 88.6 
North Dakota_______________________________________________ 1,570,508 1,460,052 92.9 
Ohio ____________________________ .-______________ ___________ 24,379,510 22,760,414 93.3 
Okhahoma ___________ c_____________________________________ 5,655,839 5,601,205 99.0 

~i~~~~i~-r:n~~:::=::=:::=::::::==::::::::=::::::::::::::::::: 2~: m: ~~~ 4: ~it m . ~!: ~ 
South Carolina______________________________________________ 3,970,920 6,139,936 154.6 
South Dakota_______________________________________________ 1,682,841 1,534,498 91. 1 
Tennessee_______________ __________________________________ 9,297,045 5,565,126 59.8 
Texas_____________________________________________________ 25,657,608 27,027,115 105.3 
Utah______________________________________________________ 2,467,999 598,278 24.2 

~~n~~~::::=:==::::::::::::::::====:=::=====::::::::::: ::: 1~: ~t~: ~~5 10, m: m I~t ~ 
~rJl~~;~~~-~-:-:==::::::=:=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: Ui; U~ ~: m: m U: i Wyomlng ____________________________________________________ ..:1,_1_48.:,., _55_9 ___ 1.:,.' _15_9,:...5_4_5 ____ 1_00_._9 

Subtotal _____________________________________________ ==4",4::4',;2;;,22;;,' ,;08";1==,,,4,;;13;;,,2;;,6;;;2;,;,9,,;4,;4 ======93",.::=0 

Guam______ ______________________________ _________________ 241,812 30,348 12.5 
Puerto Rico________________________________________________ 6,257,290 5,007,149 80.0 Samoa _______________________________________________ • ___ _ _ 51, 575 0 ____ • __________ _ 
Virgin Islands _____________ .________________________________ 324,500 0 _______________ _ 

----~-------------------Subtotal. ___________ • ____ • ___________________________ ==";6',,,8=75,;' =17=7===5,;' 0=3,;7';,,4=97=====73=.=2 

Tolal________________________________________________ 451, 097, 258 418,500,441 92.7 

1 Not reported. 
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TABLE V-I E.-STATUS OF PT. C SUBGRANT FUNDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Funds subgranted as of 

State 'planning agency 

Mar. 31, 1975 Perc ent of funds 
-----~----- s ubgranted in 

HI report In GMIS GMIS 

Alabama __________________________________________________ _ 
A laska ____________________________________________________ _ 
Arizona ___________________________________________________ _ 
Arka osas __________________________________________________ _ 
Ca lifornia _________________________________________________ _ 
Colorado __________________________________________________ _ 
connecticut. ______________________________________________ _ 
Delaware __________________________________________________ _ 
District of Columbia ________________________________________ _ 

~~f:IL=:=::: =:::::::::: =: ==:::::: =::: :::: =: =:=: :::: =:::: J daho _____________________________________________________ _ 
lliinois _____________________________________________ • ______ _ 
Indiana ___________________________________________________ _ 
J owa _____________________________________________________ _ 
Kansas ___________________________________________________ _ 

~~i~1~~~_~_:~~:::::::::::::::::::~::::_:_:~:::::_:_:::::::::_:::_: 
~ :~~~c~~seits::::::::: :::::: ::: :::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: 

~!~f~1~~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Montana __________________________________________________ _ 
Nebraska _____ • ______________________________ • _______ • ____ _ 
Nevada ___________________________________________________ _ 
NeW Hampshire ____________________________________________ _ 

~:~ ~~~f{o::::: :::::::::::: :::::::: :::::::: ::::::::::: :::: New york _________________________________________________ _ 
North Carolina ________________________________________ • ____ _ 
North Dakota ______________________________________________ _ 
Ohio _______ - ______________________________________________ _ 
Ok lahoma _________________________________________________ _ 

~~~~l~l~a:~~::::::=:::::::: ::::: ::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: South Carolina _____________________ .. ______________________ _ 
South Dakota ______________________________________________ _ 
Tennessee ________________________________________________ _ 
Texas _____________________________________________________ _ 
Utah ____________________________ .. ________________________ _ 

~r:~n~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

~r}~:~~~~~~-~==::: =:::: ::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::::: :::::: Wyoming ____________________________________ . _____________ _ 

7,451,915 
1, 138,407 
3,983,615 
3, 285, 900 
30,167,281 
3,500,674 
6,640,310 

(I) 
1,966,093 
8,464,144 

10,327,463 
452,081 

1, 167,443 
19,699,641 

<ll 
5,736,544 
5,136,817 
5, 945, 992 
7,896,257 
2,306,377 
8,546,065 

12,496,572 
19,717,475 
8,389,377 
4,523,626 

10,398,502 
1,614,520 
3, 130,592 
1,129,566 
1,632,842 

13,672,353 
2,324,061 

34,789,517 
7,753,773 
1 155 766 

21: 790: 845 
5,422,771 
3 560,029 

21: 258, 754 
<I) 

2,996,436 
1,395 696 

10,167: 093 
22,723,632 
2,447,496 

676, 100 
7,404,640 
6,665, 146 
2,965,218 
8,356,049 
1,141,465 

6, 367, 400 85.4 
1,130,074 99.2 
3, 802, 992 95.4 
2,458,424 74.8 

21,834,984 72.3 
3, 553, 765 101. 5 
5, 500, 805 82.8 

896,878 0 
2,037,417 103.6 
8, 188, 286 96.7 

10,741,833 104.0 
384, 121 84.9 

1,247,946 106.8 
II, 747, 527 59.6 
8,609,707 0 
5,950, 131 103.7 
5, 199, 321 101. 2 
5, 696, 488 95.8 
8,298,031 105.0 

242,304 10.5 
6, 670, 928 78.0 

13,224,450 105.8 
18,980,087 96.2 

8, 570, 562 102, I 
4,635,297 102.4 

II, 073, 078 106.4 
400,495 24.8 

2,798,751 89.4 
. 1,079,291 95.5 

I, 246, 582 76. 3 
13,947,089 102.0 
2, 202, 008 94. 7 

31,081,911 91.7 
7,770,595 100.2 
1,171,098 101. 3 

16,165,2Il 74.1 
5,880,291 104.7 
2,444, 298 68. 6 

20, 456, 432 96. 2 
I, 951,208 0 
5,305, OIl 177.0 
I, 334, 582 95. 6 o _______________ _ 

16,098,610 70.8 
2,885,396 97.4 

824,640 121.9 
8,051, 714 108.7 
3,767,047 56.5 
2,996, 887 101. 0 
7, 150, 468 35.5 
I, 143. lIB 100.1 

89.3 Suhtotal.. ________________________ .__________________ 375,512,931 335,345, 568 

====~====~========== Guam __ •• __________________________________________________ <I) 13,500 0 
Puerto Rico ___________________________________________ .____ 5,898,295 3,995,864 . 67.7 

~ir~io;isiaijd; ____ :::~::::::::::::::::::::-::::::::::::::::::: 2~~: m ~ :::::::::::::::: 
------------------,-------------Subtotal. ____________ .____________________ ___________ 6, 145, 851 4,009,364 65.2 

====================== Tota!._______________________________________________ 381,658,782 339,354,932 88.9 

1 No! reported. 
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TABLE V-1F.-STATUS OF PT. C SUBGRANT FUNDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Funds subgranted as of 
Mar. 31,1975 Percent of funds 

subgranted in 
GMIS State planning agency HI report In GMIS 

A�abama ______________________________ ;___ ______ ______ _____ 2, 144,920 
Alaska_ _ __ _ _ _ ____ __ __ ____________________ ______ ___ ___ __ __ _ 0 2, 363, 801 110.2 o _______________ _ 
Arizona ____________________________________________________ - <I> 
Arkansas_ __ ____ _____ __ _____ ______ _____ ___ _____________ _ ___ 302, 016 
California__ _ __ _ _ ___ _ ____ __ ___ _ ____ ______ ____ _ _ __ __________ _ 756, 284 
Colorado___ _ _ _ __ ________ __ ____ ______ __ _______ _ ___ _____ ___ __ 789, 395 
Connecticut. __ _ ____________ ___ __ ___ _ ______ _____ ___ ____ __ ___ <I> 

o _______________ _ 
125,683 41. 6 o _______________ _ 
789,395 100.0 o _______________ _ 

Delaware ____________ .. ___ _____ ______ __ ____ __ _ _ ______ ______ _ <I> o _______________ _ 
District of Columbia_________________________________________ 1,222,395 Florida_ __ _ _ __ ______ _________ _ _ ____________________________ <I> 

~:~:Ii~:::::= = = =:::::: = === = = == = = = ::::: == = = = = =: =: =:=:= = = = = = = <'6 

1, 109, 505 90,7 o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ o _______________ _ 

I daho__________ ___ ____ __ _ _ __ ___________ ___ __________ __ __ ___ 613, 055 
lilinois ____________________________________________ ,__ ____ _ 637, 304 
Indiana______________________________________________ ______ 1,639,540 lowa _______________________________________________ , ______ 1,060,407 
Kansas ________________________________ ~ ____ _________ ___ __ _ 94, 500 

r;~i~~~~~=::=:======:=::=:=:=:=======:==:====:===:=====:=== ~: m: m Maine_ _ ______ __ __ ______ __________ ___ ____ _______ __ ______ ___ 1, 247, 057 
Maryland__ _ _ ____ ______ _ ___ _ __ _ _ __ __ __ ___ _______ __ __ _ _ __ ___ <I> 

~~s~i~~~usetts----- -- ------------ ------ ------------ -- ------- 2~: ~~~: ~~~ 

~lm;Jrr.~~;-;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 7, 048, o~ll Montana_ __ __ _ ____ _____ _____ __ __ ____________ ____ _ _____ _____ 187, 178 
Nebraska ______________________________ ~ _ _ ____ _ _ _____ _ _____ 1, 452, 707 
Nevada_ ______ __ ______ ____________________ ___ ___ _____ ___ ___ 0 

418,273 68.2 
78,750 12.3 

3, 794, 296 231. 4 
1,068,141 100.7 

90,000 95.2 
4, 917, 031 103.6 
5,813,988 102.2 o _______________ _ 

o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 

10,580, 888 42.3 o _______________ _ 
o __________ • ____ _ 

7, 088, 020 ' 100. 5 o _______________ _ 
1,596,046 109.8 o _______________ _ 

~~~ mr~~:!_~~:=-:-::=========:=:::::::::::::::=::===:=::::= 2, :~:: :~Il New York__ ___ _________ _ ____ _ ___ ____________ __________ ____ _ <I> 

',86, 630 33.4 
~,3, 561 0 o _______________ _ 

o _______________ _ 
North Carolina___ ________ _ _ _ __ ___ ____ ______ ______ __ ____ ___ _ _ 0 o _______________ _ 
North Dakota____ ____ _ ____ ___ ___ _ __ __ __ ______ _ _ ___ ___ __ __ ___ 13, 032 
Ohio_____ _______ __ ______ ______ ______ ___ ____________ ________ 514, 146 
Oklahoma_____ __ ____ __ _ _ ____ __ __ ____ __ _______ _ ____ _________ 2, 420, 393 

~~~~~~i~~~=======::::::=:=:::::::::::: ::~::::::::::: ::::: 697, 5~~ South Carolina _____________ ,,_______________________________ 1,535,908 
South Dakota_________ _____ ___ ____ _________ __________ _______ 0 

13, 032 100. 0 o _______________ _ 
2, 596, 115 107.2 o _______________ _ 

o _______________ _ 
426,310 0 

2,678,565 174.3 o _______________ _ 
Tennessee_ __ _________ ____ ___ _ _______ __ __ _ ____ _ ______ ___ __ _ 0 
TeXas_ __ _ _ __ _ ____ _ _ _ ___ __ __ __ __ _ _ __ ____ __ __ __ _ _____ ___ ___ _ 9, 718, 166 
Utah ____________________ " ____________________ '__ __ __ ___ ___ _ 348, 637 

~~f¥.~i:::~~~~:m~~~:~::::~m~::m::::::~:mm: 1, ::: :~ 
Wyomlng ______________________________________________ .. _ _ <I> 

o ____ • __________ _ 
9,718, 166 100.0 

348, 637 100.0 o _______________ _ 
o ___________ ' ____ _ 

648,793 75.2 o _______________ _ 
81,970 6.6 o _______________ _ 

------------------------------SubtotaL____________________________________________ 83,087,204 57,525,596 
==========~~======== 

69.2 
Guam_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ __ _____ ___ ____ ____ __ __ __ ____ ____ __ __ _ _ __ _ <I> 
Puerto Rico_________________________________________________ 2,202,181 
sV~m.oa-I-I---d- ---- ------ ---- ---- -- ----- --------- ---- -- -- -- -- - <:» Irgln san s. _____________________________________________ < 

o _______ .. _______ _ 
886, 000 40.2 o _______________ _ o _______________ _ 

Subtotal_____________________________________________ 2,202,181 886,000 40.2 

==================~= TotaL ________ ,_______________________________________ 85,289,385 58,411, .596 68.4 

1 Not reported. 
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TABLE V-I G.-STATUS OF PT. E SUBGRANT FUNDS FOR STATES IN ALPHABETICAL SEQUENCE, 
FISCAL YEARS 1972-75 

State planning agency 

Total block 
award 

available 

Alabama__ __ ______ ___ __ _ ___ ___ ____ ______ __ __ ____ __ ________ _ 3, 645, 000 

~~~i~;a:::=::::==::=:::::::::::: :=:::::::==:=: ==:::: =:::::= I, m: ~~~ Arkansas __________________________________________ "" __ ___ __ 2, 046, 000 
California_ _ ______ _ _ _ ______ __ ______ ______ __ ______ ______ __ ___ 21, 121, 000 
Colorado___________________________________________________ 2,364,000 
ConnecticuL_________ ______________________________________ 3,203,000 
Delaware ________________________ -_ __ _ _ __ ___ _ ________ __ __ ___ 583, 000 
District of Columbia_________________________________________ 794,000 Florida _______________________________________________ ~ ___ __ 7, 294, 000 

~:~:ii~::::: ::=::::: :::::::::::::::::::::=:::::: :::=::::::: 4, ~~~: ~~~ 1 daho _____________________________________________________ • 761, 000 
IIlinois____ __ ____ __ ___________ _ __ ____ ____ _ _______ ____ __ ____ _ 11, 731, 000 
I ndiana_____________ ____ _ _______ ______ __ __ ___ ______ ___ ___ _ _ 5, 491, 000 
Iowa __ _ __ _____ _______ ___ __ _ ______ ____ ___ ____________ ____ _ _ 2,988,000 
Kansas _________________________ -_ __ ___ ___ __ ____ _ _ __ _______ 2, 371, 000 

~~~1~~~ =_~:;:::::::::::::::=: :::: :::::::::::::: ::::::::::: ~: m; ~~~ 
~~~~~~~~sei'ts:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: m; ~~~ Michigan _____________________________________ • __ ___ ____ _ ___ 9, 377, 000 

~!~f~JrrJ!::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::=:::::::::::::::::: t m: ~~~ MOntana ____________ . ____ ___ _ __ __ __ _ ____ ______ ____ __ ___ _ __ _ 736,000 
Nebraska__ _____ __ ______________ __ _______ ________ ___ __ __ __ _ I, 574, 000 
N evada___ _____ _____ ____ _________ ___ ___ ___ _____ _ __ __ __ ____ _ 527, 000 
New Hampshire________________ _____________________________ 786,000 

~:~ M:~flo-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I; m; ~~~ 
New York__________________________________________________ 19,218,000 
North Carolina___ __ ______ __ ______ _ _ __ ____ ______ __ ____ ___ ___ _ 5, 385, 000 
North Dakota_______________________________________________ 654,000 Ohio_____ ______ __ _____ ___ _ __________ ____ ___ __ ______ _______ _ II, 228, 000 
Oklahoma__________________________________________________ 2,713,000 

~~g~~~i~?:JE:::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::: ::::::::::: Il,: ggl: 888 South Carolina __________________________ .-__________________ 2,752,000 
South Dakota_______________________________________________ 4 710696,000000 Tennessee_ _ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ ____ ____ ____ ___ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ ______ __ _ " 
Texas ___________________________________ -_ __ __ _______ ______ 11, 893, 000 
Utah________ __ _ ______ __ _ ____ __ ____ ________ ___ _____ __ __ _____ I, 133, 000 

Total 
subgranted 

"as of Total 
Mar. 31, 1975 

HI report 
percentage 
subgranted 

3,007,939 82.52 
235,000 72. 98 

1,376,399 71.84 
975,027 47.66 

11,019,494 52.17 
1,533,885 64.88 
2,375,429 74.16 

128,412 22.03 
598,229 75.34 

5,471,731 75.02 
3,473,457 71.35 

187,737 22.84 
637,855 83.82 

6,558,442 55.91 
0 0 

1,747,451 5'8.48 
1,679,780 70.85 
3,396,313 99.60 
3,250,113 84.24 

979,427 93.01 
1,661,441 39.93 
5,938,785 98.70 
5,578,167 59.49 
2,937,032 73.01 
1,275,585 54.42 
4,055,017 82.07 

506,742 .68.85 
I, 192, 565 75.77 

377,268 71.59 
555,747 70.71 

4,733,927 62.35 
1,028,840 94.74 

12,607,216 65.60 
2,902,827 53.91 

646,014 98.78 
8,044,270 71.64 
2,593, 160 95.58 
1,791,752 80.49 
8,870, 913 7l.3a 

0 
2,472,806 89.85 

374,611 53.06 
3,017,218 72.37 
8,624,045 73.10 

893,193 78.83 
331,912 70.32 

2,680,249 54.44 
1,833,079 51. 05 

902,217 48.79 
71.93 3,364,806 

197,985 55.93 
~l~¥m~[~~[:[[[[[~:~[~~~[~~[[:~:~:~[~~~~~:~~[~:~[ till:; 
Wyomlng ______________________________________________________ 3_54_,_00_0 ____ :.... ______ _ 

140,692, 175 65.37 Subtotal _____ • _______________________________________ ====2=1~5,=19=4~, 00=0 ==~======== 

21,000 23.60 
2,463,800 85.82 

16,000 53.33 
32,000 48.48 

Guam_____ __ __ _ ___ ____ _ _ ________ ______ ____________ _ ___ __ __ _ 89, 000 
Puerto Rico_________________________________________________ 2,871,000 
Samoa________ _ ___ ___ _ ______ _ ___ ______ __ _ _ _______ ___ _____ _ _ 3D, 000 
Virgin Islands __________________________________________________ 6,..:6,_0_00 ____ ...:... _______ _ 

2,532,800 82.31 

143, 224, 975 65.62 

SubtotaL___________________________________________ 3,056,000 

========~==~====~~ TotaL_______________________________________________ 218,250,000 
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TABLE V-lH-STATUS OF PT. E SUBGRANT FUNDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEARS 1972-75 

Stale planning agency 

Funds subgranted as of 
Mar. 31, lS75 Percent of funds 

----------- subgranted in 
HI report In GMIS GMIS 

Alabama •....•.•. _ ••••••.•.•.•..... _....................... 3,007,939 2,598,604 85.0 
Alaska ............................... _._._................. 235,000 245,000 100.0 
Arizona ..•....••..•.••••......••...•......•.••.•••...... _" 1,376,399 1,223,501 88.8 
Arkansas .......•.•••..•••..•.•....••.•••.•••.....•...•.• ,.. 975,027 932,268 95.6 
California.................................................. 11,019,494 8,921,039 80.9 
Colorado................................................... 1,533,835 317,169 ZO.6 
ConnecltucL.............................................. 2,375,429 2,398,329 99.2 
Delaware................................................... 128,412 225,354 175.4 
District of Columbia..... ..•.•••....•.••.•..•..•...•.•••••••. 598,2Z9 386,000 64.5 
Florida ......••••..•.•.•.•......•..•......••....• __ .• __ ..... 5,471,731 4,943,793 90.3 

~~~~Iia.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::: 3, m; m 2,962, 
476 ............ ~~:: 

Idaho ..•....•.••• ' •.• "" .....•.•••..•... """"' •.... ,.. 637, 855 233,517 36.6 
Illinois..................................................... 6,558,44

0
2 5,810,959 88.6 

tndiana ..•••••.••.••.•.••.•....•..••••.•.•••..•..•.•.•.• '" 1,383,647 ••.• __ .••••••••• 
Iowa •..•.....••••..........•...••.••...•.•..•.•.•.•.•.• ,.. 1,747,451 963,606 55.1 
Kansas......... ..•••••....••......•.•.•.•.•.•...•.•...•.•. 1,679,780 1,498,869 89.2 

~;~i~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~; ~~g: m i: ~~g: Uti ~~: ~ 
Maine ......•. __ ........................................... 979,427 317,684 32.4 
Maryland ......•••....•.•.•.••••...•.•••..•...•..•.•.... '" 1,661,441 1,083,958 65.2 
Massachusetts ........................................... '" 5,938,785 4,416,876 74.3 

~l~~fr~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ f nI~ i~J :: !ll ~U jJ.: J 
Montana................................................... 506,742 65,464 12.9 
Nebraska.................................................. 1,192,565 814,723 68.3 
Nevada .••.•.•••••..••••••..•.••••••...•.•••••.•.....•••. " 377,263 314,965 83.4 
New,Hamsphire •••..••••....• _ •••••. __ •••.••..•..••.•..••..• 555,747 450,783 82.9 

~~~ ~~~rlo::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::: t, ~~~, m 4, ~i~: ~~~ I~~: i 
New York ............. ~ •.••• _ •.•..••••.•..•• __ .••..•••.•••• 12: 607: 916 7,436,417 58.9 
North Carolina.. .... ....................................... 2,902,827 2,317,599 79.8 
North Dakata.............................................. 646,014 702,103 108.6 
Ohio .................... _.................................. 8,044,270 7,285,639 90.5 
Oklahoma .....••.•.•••.....••.....••.•.........•.....•• "" 2,593,160 1,246,000 44.1 

m~!~i~~~~::===::=::::=:=:=::::::::==::=:====::::::=:==== ~; m', ~t~ k ~~!: m ........... _~~~~ 
South Carolina............................................. 2,472,806 2,155,236 87.1 
South Dakota ..................................... __ ......•. 374,611 93, 135 24.8 
Tennessee ....................................... __ ......... 3,017,218 504,975 16.7 
Texas ..•..•..••..•......•..•••....•..•............•.•.• ,.. 8,694,045 6,396,880 73.5 
Utah ........•.• __ ••••...•..•.•..•.•..•.•.......••...•.• '" 893,193 493,388 55.2 

~rr~rn~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2 ~~6' m· 2, m; 5i~ ~t 1 
Washington .••••... ,....................................... I; 833; 079 2,310,965 126.0 

~rsSC~\I~'i~'~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3, ~~~; m 2, n~; m ~~: ~ 
Wyoming.................................................. 197,985 194,291 98.1 

SubtotaL............................................ 140,692,175 109,477,598 77.8 
========================= 

~~~~o·Rfcii:: ____ ::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::··::::::::::::: 2, 4~k ~~g 140, 54~ ·············5:7 
Samoa.................................................... 16,000 0 •••••••••.•••••• 
Virgin Islands.............................................. 32,000 0 •••.••••.••••••• ------------,-------------

Subtotal ••••••••.•...•••.....•.••...••...•.•.•...•.•• ==2=,=53=2=,8=0=0===1=4=0,=5,'",)=' === 5.5 

TotaL............................................... 143,224,975 109,618, U8 76.5 
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TABLE V-lI.-STATESOF PT. E SUBGRANT FUNDS IN GMIS. FISCAL YEAR 1977 

State planning agency 

Funds subgranted as of 
Mar. 31, 1975 

HI report In GMIS 
Percent of funds subp,ranted in 

GMIS 
A�abama __________________________ . ________ ._______________ 781,369 491,884 62.9 
Alaska_____________________________________________________ 71,000 71,000 100.0 Arizona ____________________ ._______________________________ 409,668 343,999 83.9 
Arkansas___________________________________________________ 453,350 410,591 90.5 California ______________________________ •..• _____________ .__ 4,647,916 5,318,440 114.4 
Colorado___________________________________________________ 520,226 7,189 1. 3 Connecticu!. _ _ _____________________________________________ 713,429 713,429 100.0 

g~tr%1r~fcoiunibia::::::::: __ :-_:-_:-_ _:_:-_ _:_:-_:-_:-_: .... _..-___ -_____ _..-_____ -_ \)89,~10~ 11~~,~~Oo II~k~ 
Florida_____________________________________________________ 1,601,671 1,551,233 96.8 

~:~flr:===========:=:=====:=====:::.::::=::::::::==::=::::: I, fg~; ~~~ I, 010,46~ ____________ ~~:~ Idaho ____________ ._________________________________________ 169,000 0 ____________ "~ __ 
lIIinois_____________________________________________________ 2,588,603 2,444,999 94.4 Indiana __________________ ._________________________________ <I> 504,086 0 
lowa______________________________________________________ 645,819 213,727 33,0 Kansas_ _ _ _ ____________________ ______________ ________ ______ 535,320 457,230 85.4 

~~~i~~~~t::::=:::::=::==:::=::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::: m; ?~~ ~~~; ~~ti ~~: ~ Maine_ _ _ ________________________________________ __________ 235,000 201, 400 85.7 
Maryland__________________________________________________ 851,855 414,919 48.7 
Massachusetts______________________________________________ 1,344,510 1,266,000 94.1 Michlgan _____________________________________ ._____________ 2,189,427 681,054 31.1 

~1~f~~JrrJ!~~:::::=::======:=====:==:===:=====:=:==:======== I, n~:!i~ I, ~n: m i~:! Montana___________________________________________________ 161,757 8,360 5.1 Nebraska_ _ ___________________ __________ ______ ____________ _ 347, 582 282,293 81. 2 
Nevada____________________________________________________ 116,000 117,560 101. 3 

~~~ fe~~s_~~-e::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I, m; ~~: I, ~~~; ~~~ 15t ~ 
~:~ ~o~~i~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4, ~g~: g~~ 2, m; ~~~ ~~: g North Carolina______________________________________________ 891,184 932,271 104.6 North Dakota_______________________________________________ 142,000 98,265 69.2 Ohio_______________________________________________________ 2,473,413 2,561,530 103.5 Oklahoma___________________________________________ _______ 604,964 200,000 33.0 Oregon_ _ __ ____________ ________ ______ ____________ __________ 495, 000 358, 536 72.4 

~~~~!yl:I~~i3::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::: 2, 715, 7&~ 2, 1~:: ~5~ 77. ~ South Carolina______________________________________________ 608,388 612,998 100.7 South Dakota_______________________________________________ 157,000 48,056 30.6 Tennessee_ _ _ _ __________ ______________ __ __________ __ __ _____ 926,573 454,975 49.1 
Texas______________________________________________________ 2,194,115 2,277,490 103.7 
Utah_______________________________________________________ 251,000 247,613 98.6 
Vermon!.__________________________________________________ 105,000 98,494 93.8 

~iJf~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :', nllU 1, lit m 1!'~ i Wyoming _______________________________________________________ 75..:,,_00_0 ____ 7_1;,..3_0_6 _____ 95_._0 

SUbtotal ____________ .--______________________________ ==::,45;;'",3;;09~, 2;4;;3===3;;6~, 8;;1;;:1,::;5;;50~===~81;;;, 2 
Guam_________ ________________________ ____________ _________ 21, 000 0 _______________ ~ 
Puerto Rico_________________________________________________ 635,300 0 _______________ _ Samoa_______ __________ ____ ____________________ ______ __ __ __ <I> 0 _____ -_________ _ 
Virgin Islands __________________________________________________ 15.:.., 0_0_0 _____ 0_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_--

Subtotal. ____________________________________________ ===6;;7,;;1,::;8;;00~========0=--;;,-;;--;;-_;;-,;;--;;,-;;--;,--;;,;;-

Total. _ ____ __ ______ ______________ ____ __ ___ _________ 45,981, 043 36, 811, 550 80.0 

INot reported. 
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TABLE V-IJ.-STATUS OF PT. E SUB GRANT FUNDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEAR 1973 

State planning agency 

Funds subgranted as of 
Mar. 31, 1975 

HI report In GMIS 

Percent of funds 
subgranted 

in GMIS 

Alabama ..... __ ....... __ ......... __ ~ __ ............... __ .... 896,410 893,742 99.7 

~~~i~~a::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: 4~~: g~~ 4~~: ~~ 188: ~ 
Arkansas................................................... 521,677 521,677 100.0 
California ...••.•.•.•••.•........•..••...•.•..•.•.•••.•.. ,.. 5,731,500 3,507,620 61.1 
Colorado .............. __ ... _ .. _ .... _ .. __ ............ _...... 603,132 14,986 2.4 
Connecticut. .................. __ ........................... 831,000 831, 000 100.0 
Delaware ............................................. __ .... · <I> 95,354 0 
District of Columbia __ ... __ ................. _................ 203,211 207,000 101. 8 
Florida..................................................... 2,010,990 1,533,490 76.2 

HG~oWr~ii.I~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::: 1, 13~,' 47~77 1,268,266 111.6 . . ... 0 ............... . 
Idaho...................................................... 177,954 88,616 49.7 
111inoi5..................................................... 2,866,922 2,900,260 101.1 
Indiana .......................................... _......... <I> 109,630 0 
Iowa...................................................... 737,047 385,294 52.2 
Kansas......... ........................................... 619,554 521,491 84.1 
Kentucky ................... _ ...................... _....... 882,000 0 ............... . 
Louisiana.................................................. 982,663 1,088,722 110.7 
Maine..................................................... 271,989 116,284 42.7 

~:~~~~~~siiits:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I, ~~~: ~~~ I, ~~~: 355 15~: 5 

~!~f?~o~!!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~: ~~ii m !: lil lit I!i~! 
Montana ............................. _..................... 154,985 57,104 36.8 
Nebraska.................................................. 397,945 163, 007 40.9 
Nevada.................................................... 132,225 115,050 87.0 

~:~ ~E~:;;::==:==:==::::::::::::::::::::::::===:===:::: I, ~~~; Ui 2, m; iii In: i 
Now yorK.................................................. 4,988,704 3,615,270 72.4 
North Carolina............... ............................... 1,332,156 904,656 67.9 
North Dakota............................................... 165,014 159,072 102.4 
Ohio....................................................... 2,864,748 2,330,165 81.3 
Oklahoma._ .......................... __ .... ______ .......... 682,000 702, 000 102.9 

~i~~l~ifta:JE::::=:======:=:=::===::===:::=::::::=::::=:=: 3, m: 8~~ 3, m; m 15~: ~ 
South Carolina_ .. _ .... __ • __ ................................. 710, oS~ 689,724 97.1 
South Dakota............................................... 173,166 45,079 26.0 
Tennessee................................................. 1,025,143 50,000 4.8 
Texas...................................................... 2,980,189 1,011,713 33.9 
Utah....................................................... 286,403 9,387 3.2 

wr~~~;~~~j:m~j::m~::m:~i::::::~::::~:j:::::::: :: m: ~I I, ~n~ IRI 
Wyoming ....................................... ~........... 62,392 62,392 100.0 

------------------------------SubtotaL............................................ 52,096,790 40,725,479 78.1 
============~======== 

Guam...................................................... 0 0 ..... " ........ 
Puerto Rico................................................. 744,000 30,000 10.7 
Samoa ........................... "........................ 8,000 0 ............... . 
Virgin Islands... ............................................ 17,000 0 .............. .. 

------------------------------
SubtotaL ............................ " ..... , ........ ==:::==76:=:9~, 0",0",,0 ===:::,,30,,=' 0==O=0====:::10~. 4= 
TotaL............................................... 52,865,790 40,805,479 77.1 

1 Not reported. 
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TASLEV-IK.-STATUS OF PT. E SUSGRANT FUtjDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEAR 1974 

State planning agency 

Funds subgranted as of 
Mar. 31, 1975 

HI report In GMIS 

Percent of funds 
subgranted in 

GMIS 

Alabama___________________________________________________ 826,629 721,512 87.2 
Alaska_____________________________________________________ 82,000 82,000 100.0 
Arizona ____________ • ____________________________________ .__ 480,746 394,005 81.9 
Arkansas_____ _ ________ ________ _______ _____________ __ __ _____ 0 0 _______________ _ 
California__________________________________________________ 640,078 94,979 14.8 
Colorado___________________________________________________ 410,477 294,994 71.8 Connecticut. _ ______________________________________________ 881,000 813,900 97.9 
Delaware_ _ _ _ _ _ ___ ______ ____ __ ______ __ _________ _ __ ____ ____ _ <I> 0 _______________ _ 
District of Columbia_________________________________________ 160,518 0 _______________ _ 
Florida_____________________________________________________ 1,859,070 1,859,070 100.0 

~~~:it===============:========:=::=::::::=:==:=:==:=:===: 1. 258, oo~ 684, 
146 ____________ :~~: 

Idaho __________________________________________________ .___ 195,000 49,000 25.1 
Illinois _ _ _________ __________ ____ __ __ __ ____ ____ __ _ ___ _ _ __ ___ I, 102,917 465,700 42.2 
Indiana____________________________________________________ <I> 724,931 0 
lowa______________________________________________________ 364,585 364,585 100.0 Kansas _______________________________ .- __ ________ _ ____ ___ _ 524,906 520, 148 99.0 

r;~lt~~~L:::::::::=:::::::::::==:=:::::::::::=:==:=::=::: ~~~: m ~:~: ~~~ ~~: ~ Maine _________________ .____ _ ___ __ __ ____ ____ ______ __ ___ ____ 272,020 0 _______ • _______ _ 

~:~~~~~~setis:::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I, 5~~: ~~3 I, 590, 87~ -----------iii.i:4 
Michigan___________________________________________________ 519,667 537,655 103.4 

~!~:Jrr~!==:::::::::::::=:::=::=:::::::::::=:::::::::::::: ~: ~~~: ~~~ I'm: m I~~: i Montana ________________________________________ • ___ __ _____ 190, 000 0 _______________ _ 
Nebraska__________________________________________________ 398,653 321,038 80.5 Nevada __________________________________ . _________________ 129,043 82,355 63.8 

~~~ t;r~N-~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::: I, m: m I, t:~: m 1~5: ~ 
New Mexico________________________________________________ 260,999 121,785 46.6 
New York__________________________________________________ 3,315,212 1,450,201 43.7 
North Carolina_____ _________ ________________________________ 679,487 480,672 70.7 
North Dakota _______________ -_______________________________ 169,000 264,765 156.6 
Ohio_______________________________________________________ 2,481,109 2,393,944 96.4 
Oklahoma__________________________________________________ 644,196 244,000 37.8 

~~~~~~r~~~E::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2, ~~~: l!~ 2, m: i~i I~~: ~ 
South Carolina______________________________________________ 560,000 256,096 45.7 
South Dakota.______________________________________________ 44,445 0 __ • ____________ _ Tennessee _ _ _ _ _ _____ _____ _ __ _ ___ _ _ __ __ ________ ______ __ __ __ _ I, 065, 502 0 _______________ _ 
Texas ______________________________________ .______________ 2,447,069 2,143,137 87.5 
Utah_______________________________________________________ 279,000 159,598 57,2 Vermont. _____ ___ _____ _____ _ ____ __ __ __ _ ______________ __ __ _ _ 100, 000 0 _______________ _ 

~~~:~~r~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ I, ~~l m I, ~!:: :!~ -----------!~~:-~ Wyoming ______ ._ ••• ___________________ • ______________ .____ 60,593 60,593 100.0 

----~-------------------Subtotal. ____________________________________________ ==3",;4,::9~63";,,=61=3===27,:,,, =63=2;,,' 2=6=9 =====79=,=0 
Guam ________________________________________ .__ __ _ ________ <I> 0 _______________ _ 
Puerto Rlco________________________________________________ 744,000 60,540 8,1 
Samoa_____________________________________________________ 8,000 0 ___ • ___ ~ _______ _ 
Virgin Islands___ _ ___ ____ __ __ ___ _ __ ____ __ ______ ___________ __ 0 0 _______________ _ 

------------------------------SUbtotal _____________________________________________ ===75=2=, 0=00====6=0=, 5=40=====8,=0 
Tota'- ________________ " ______________ • _____________ ~_ 35,715,613 27,692,809 77. 5 

1 Not reported, 
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TABLE V-1L.-STATUS OF PT. E SUBGRANT FUNDS IN GMIS, FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Funds subgranted as of 
Mar. 31, 1975 Percent of funds 

subgranted in 
GMIS State planning agency HI report In GMIS 

Alabama___________________________________________________ 503,531 Alaska___ __ __ __ ______ ____ __ ____ ______ ______ __ __________ __ __ 0 451, 466 89.6 o _______________ _ 
Arizona __ ____ __ ____ ____ ______ ____ __ ________ __ __ ____ ____ __ __ (1) 
Arkansas_____ __ ______________ __ __ __ ________ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ 0 

o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 

California _ _ __ __ __ __ __ ______ __ __ __ __ ____ __ ______ ____ __ ____ __ 0 o _______________ _ 
Colorado_ ____ __ __ ______ __ ____ __ __ ____ ______ __ ____ __ ________ 0 o _______________ _ 
Connecticut _ _ __ ______ __ __ __ __ __ __ ________ __ ________ ________ (1) o _______________ _ 
Delawa re_______ ______ __ ____ ______ ________ __ ____ ____ __ _ __ __ (1) 
District of Columbla_ ________________ ____________ ____________ 55,500 
Florida___________________ __________________________ ______ __ (1) 

~~~~it=::== == ====== =: ::=:==== ===: ==== ====:::: :::: :::: :=:: (16 

o _______________ _ o ___________ ~ ___ _ 
o _______________ _ 
o • ______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 

Ida ho________ ____ ______ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ______________ __ __ __ 95, 901 
I iii nois_ _ ________ ____ ____ ________ __ __ ______ __ ________ ______ 0 95, 901 100.0 o _______________ _ 
Ind ia na ____ NO ______ __ __ ____ ______ ____ __ ____ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ 0 o _______________ _ 
Iowa _ _ ____________ __________ ______________________________ 0 o _______________ _ 
Kansas_ _ _ _ ________________________________________________ 0 o _______________ _ 

~~~;~~~:=:===:====:==::==========:::==::=::::::::~:::::: ~U: iIi Maryland _ _______________________________________ __________ (1) 

Massachusetts______________________________________________ 1,511,775 

~!~f?fr~j!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :::: :~~ Monta na _ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ ____ ____ __ __ __ ____ (I) 
Nebraska __ ______________ ____________ __________ ____________ 48, 385 
Nevada _ _ __ __ ________ ____ ______ ____ __ __ __ ______ __ __ ____ ____ 0 

388,350 . 43.9 
411,176 100.0 o _______________ _ 

o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 

517,428 68.0 o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 

587,846 102.1 o _______________ _ 
48, 385 100.0 o _______________ _ 

~m ~1I~~!_~=:===:::::=:::=:=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2~~' :~~ New York________________ ______________________________ ____ (I) 
North Carolina____ __ ____ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ ______ __ ____ ____ __ __ 0 

o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 

North Dakota_______________ ____________________ ________ ____ 170, 000 
Ohio __________________________________________________ .--- 225, 000 
Okla homa__ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ ________ ____ ____ __ ____ __ __ 662, 000 
Oregon ______________________________ ,-________ ____________ 199, 6~~5) 

k~~~~i~r: ~~: :::::: :::::::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::= I) 
South Carolina______________________________________________ 594,4 8 South Dakotn_______ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ________ ______ ______ __ __ __ 0 

170, 000 100.0 o _----__________ _ 
o _______________ _ o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 

596,418 100.3 o _______________ _ 
Tennessee_ _ _ _ _ ________ __________________ __ __________ ______ 0 o _______________ _ 
Texas________________ ____________________ ____ ______________ I, 072, 672 
Utah_____________________________ ________________ ________ __ 76, 790 

~fj~~i~!~l~~~~~~~t~~~~m~t~tt~~~~t~t~~t~~~~~~tt~~~~~~~~ ~:! 
964, 540 89.9 
76,790 100.0 o _______________ _ 

o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 
o _______________ _ 

Wyoming _ _ ____________ ______________ __________ ______ ______ (I) o _______________ _ 
-------------------------Subtotal_ _ _ __ ______________ ________________________ __ 8, 322, 529 4,308,300 51. 7 

Guam _ __________________ ________________________ __________ (I) 0 _______________ _ 
Puerto Rico ___________________ •• ____________________________ 340,000 0 _______________ _ 
Samoa_____________________________________________________ (I) 0 _______________ _ Virgin Islands ________________________ ._______ ______________ (I) 0 _______________ _ 

-------------------------Subtotal _______________________________ • _____________ ===34=0;;,0=00=====0= __ =_= __ = __ =_= __ =_= __ = __ =_ 
TotaL ____________ ---------- __________ ,,' ____________ 8,662,529 4,308,300 49.7 

I Not reported. 

60-6870· 7B - pl.2 - 30 



1452 

APPENDIX TABLE V-2.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. C FUNDS TO CITIES OF OVER 250,000 POPULATION, FISCAL YEARS 
1972-74 

State 

Alabama •••••••••••.••••••• 

~~fit;a::::::::::: ::::::::: 
Arkansas ••••••••••••••••••• 
California ••••••.••••••••••• 
Colorado •..•••••••••••••••• 
Connecticut. •••••••••.••••• 
Delaware ••••••••••••.•••••• 
District of Columbia ....... . 
Florida ••••••.•••••••• : •••.. 

~~~:Ii~:::::::: ::::: ::::::: 
Idaho ..................... . 
Illinois ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Indiana ••• "" """ •• " '" 
Iowa ••••••••••••••••. "'" 
Kansas •••.•••. """""" 
Kentucky ••••••••••••• ' •••• 
Louisiana ••••••••••••••• '" 
Maine ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Maryland •••••••••••••••••• 
Massachusetts ............. . 
Michigan ......... "" ."'" 
M!n~es~\a •••••••..•••• " ••• 
Mtsslsslrpl ................ . 
Mlssour .................. . 
Montana ••••• "" ••••• "'" 
Nebraska ............. "'" 
Nevada •••• "'''''''''' •••• 
New Hampshire ••••••••••••• 
New Jersey ................ . 
New Mexico .......... __ ••.• 
New york ................. . 
North Carollna •• , •••••• __ ••. 
North Dakota ••••••••• __ •••• 
Ohio ............ "'" • __ ••• 
Oklahoma ................. . 
Oregon •••••••••••••••••••• 
Pennsylvania. __ ••••••• "'" 
Rhode Island ••• __ •••••••••• 
South Carollna •••••••• __ •••• 
South Dakota. __ •••••••••••• 
Tennessee •••••••••••• , •••• 
Texas ....... __ ••••••••••••• 
Utah •••••• __ •• , •• " __ ••••• 
V~rJ)1~nt. ••• __ ••••••••••••• 
Virginia •••• , •••••••••••.••• 
Washington ____ •••••• __ ., ••• 
West Virginia ••••••••••.•••• 
Wisconsin •••••••••••••••••• 
Wyoming •••••• __ ••••••••••• 

Number 

1 
o 
2 
o 
7 
1 
o 
o 
1 
3 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
o 
1 
1 
2 
o 
1 
1 
1 
2 
o 
2 
o 
1 
o 
o 
2 
1 
3 
1 
o 
5 
2 
1 
2 
o 
o 
o 
2 
6 
o 
o 
1 
1 
o 
1 
o 

[Cities oVer 250,000] 

Percent 
of State 

population 

8.9 
o 

45.9 
o 

24.1 
o 

21.1 
o 

100.0 
14.9 
9.4 

82.4 
o 

28.2 
13.7 
o 

11.4 
10.0 
22.9 
o 

21.5 
10.6 
15.3 
17.1 
o 

21.9 
o 

24.4 
o 
o 
8.4 

24.7 
45.7 
5.3 
o 

21.2 
26.6 
16.8 
19.6 
o 
o 
o 

26.3 
33.0 
o 
o 
5.8 

14.6 
o 

15.1 
o 

Percent 
of crime 

22.4 
o 

59.9 
o 

23.6 
32.9 

Percent 
of pI. C 

block grant 
funds awarded 

11.08 
o 

30.22 
o 

14.73 
4.05 

Percent 
of pI. C 

discretionary 
funds awarded 

38.26 
o 

25.34 
o 

20.03 
92.05 

o ................... ""'" .. ' __ ' 
109. 0 ·········ififi~o···--·· ""'ioo~o' 

19. 6 11.89 8. 66 
27.4 6.98 80.35 
85.4 2.38 • __ •••••••• __ ••• 
o 

44.1 """""T7S':::::::::::::::: 
15.8 10. 44 53. 07 
2K 8 .... ······i3:7S·············0·--
22.5 7.01 48.64 
40. 1 l2. 90 76. 07 
3~. 6 --······33:'S9-···········90:79 
19.9 18.57 60.95 
23. 8 13. 06 11. 19 
38. 2 28. 05 53. 26 
o ........•...•.• ____ ..•.••• __ •••• 

48.8 28. 88 21. 11 
o ....•.•.•.........••. __ .. _ •.••.. 

49.0 12.18 '17.41 
o ..•.....•.....•..••.• __ .•.•.•... 

1~. 7 ··········i3~ii2··--········8f6S 
43.5 17.87 0 
65.7 67.13 23.43 
10.9 0 0 
o 38. 3 --····--··iS~7S--·-···--···Ss:35 

45.7 28.77 0 
30.8 14.12 18.79 
33.6 24.36 94.85 
o .................•.•••.......... 
o .•...........••.... , .••.•.....•• 
o 53.5 ··········Kij·········--·7ii,'44 

53.2 13.34 96.74 
o •...••..•..•.••. __ ......•••.•.•• 
o 11.0 ·--·------g:99 ·------.... -43:44 

23.1 16.95 12.55 
2t 0 ------· .. ·is~i9--··---·-- .. 5rjS 
o ...... __ ........ __ ........ __ .. --
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APPENDIX TABLE V-2.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. C FUNDS TO CITIES OF 100,000 TO 250,000 POPULATION, FISCAL 
YEARS 1972-74, 

State 

Alabama __________________ _ 
Alaska ____________________ _ 
Arizona ___________________ _ 
Ai kansas _____ •. __________ _ 
California~ ________ • _______ _ 
Colorado. _________ • _____ • __ 
Connecticut. ____________ ._. 
Delaware ___________ • _____ _ 
District of Columbia ________ _ 
Florida __ • __________ • _____ _ 

~~~:it= == = = = == ==== = = ===:: I daho __ • _____ • __ • _________ _ 
lilinois ____ • ________ • _____ _ 
I ndiana ___________________ _ 
lowa ___ • _____ • ___________ _ 
Kansas_._. ____ •• _____ •• __ • 
Kentucky. __ •• ____ •• _ ••• __ _ 
Louisiana •• __ •• ,. _____ ._ •• _ 
Maine _____ • ____ • _______ •• _ 
Maryland_ •••• ______ •••• __ _ 
Massachusetts. ______ • _____ _ 

~!~~i~~O~&';'-'-'-:::: ::::: :::: 
Mlsslsslppl ___ ._ ••• __ • ___ • __ 
Missouri __ • __ ._. __ • __ •• __ ._ 
Montana. __ • _ •• ___ •• _____ •• 
Nebraska •• _____ ••• __ • ____ _ 
Nevada •• __ ._. ___ • ____ • _ ••. 
New Hampshire •• ___ • _____ _ 
New Jersey __ ._. __ •• _. ____ _ 
New Mexico_ •• ___ • ______ • __ 
New York _______________ ._. 
North Carolina _____ ._. _____ _ 
North Dakota .. _ •• _. ____ •• _ 
Ohio ••• ____ • __ • __ ._, ______ _ 
Oklahoma ••• _ ._._. ____ ._. __ 
Oregon. ___ ._ •• _.,_. __ ._. __ 
Pennsylvanla _____________ ._ 
Rhode Island •• _____ • ____ ••• 
South Carolina_._ ••• __ • ___ •• 
South Dakota. ________ • ____ _ 
Tennessee ___ •• _______ • ___ • 
Texas __ ••• _____ ••• _ • __ • __ _ 
Utah __ •• __ ••• ___________ ._ 
Vermont.. ____ •• _._._ • __ • __ 
Vlrglnla. ______ •• _ •• _._ ••• __ 
Washlnnton _____ ••••• ----_. 
West Vlrginia._. ___ • __ •• __ ._ 
Wisconsln_. _____ • ___ ._._ ••• 
Wyoming. _ •••• ___ • __ • __ •• _ 

'Available for 1972 and 1973 only, 

Number 

[Cities of 100,000 to 250,000) 

Percent 
of State 

population 
Percent 
of crime 

Percent 
of pI. C 

block grant 
funds awarded 

Percent 
of pI. C 

discretionary 
funds awarded 

3 13. 54 25.0 11.00 38. 10 o ______________ . __ •. ___ . _____ . _. ___ . __ ~ __ .. _. __ .... __ ._ . ___ . ____ _ 
o . __ ... ________ . ____ . ___ . __ . ______ . ______ . ____ . _. _____ ._ .. _. ____ _ 
1 6.98 23.8 6. 73 80.04 

13 8.58 9.8 7.07 7.06 
2 11.43 13.2 11.32 0 
5 20.92 38.6 55.33 92. 92 o _ . ______________ ._. ___ ..•• __ .. ___ .. _____ . __________ . ____ . ______ _ 
o __ .. _. __ ._ ..... ___ . __ . __ '_"_ .... _ ._._ .. __ ..•. _ •.•. _ .. ___ . _ •.... 
5 9. 60 12.4 5.54 6. 15 
3 8.10 11.5 12.36 2.36 o .. ___ ........ _ ................ _ .... ___ .... _ .. __ ._._._ ....... ___ . o .. ___ . _____ . ____ .. _ ......... _ ..... _ .. _ .. _____ ._ . ______ .. _. __ ._ .• 
2 2.40 3.8 2.68 6.22 
4 11.69 2l.l 14.37 16.84 
2 10. 64 20.7 8.00 0 
2 13.56 23.3 1l.l0 35.34 
1 3.24 11.8 0.95 14.96 
1 4.89 6.4 8.45 6.69 o _______ ...... __ ... _._._ .. ________ . __ ._. _ ... _ .... _ .... _ ...... _. __ 
o •. ____ . __ ... _, _ ... _ ....... ___ ... _. __ . ___ ._ .. _ ... ___ . ___ ._ ... _ . __ 
2 5.69 1l.l 18.92 4.81 
7 11. 04 13.2 9.07 11. 34 o __ ... _ .. _. ___ .. __ ._ .. _ .... _ . __ ,,_. __ .. _ •.. _____ . __ . _. ____ .. _ .... 
1 7.19 17.8 8.73 49.98 
2 5. 10 6. 2 4.20 0 o __ .. __ .. _ •• ___ .. _. __ . _________ .. _ . _____ .. _ .. ___ . ___ • _____ .. _ ._ .. 
1 10.60 14.3 12.92 10.96 
1 26.34 49.0 7.38 .65 o _ .. _ .... _ ..... __ .. _ .... _ ... _._ .... ___ . _ ._. __ . __ ._. ____ .• _ •••. __ _ 
4 6.22 12. 1 11.42 0 o _. ___ ._ ..... ___ .. ___ .. ___ ._. ___ ._ •... __ .. __ . __ ... _ ... __ .. __ .. __ • 
3 2. 69 2. 7 6. 46 0 
4 10.06 19.1 15.39 7.01 o ____ . _._ ..• _ .. _. __ •. _ .. _ .. _. ___ ._ ..... __ .. __ .... _._ .. __ • __ .• _ .. _ 
3 LW ~1 L~ .~ o _._._ • __ . ____ ._._ •. __ ._ .. __ ..... _._ ... ___ ... _ .. _ .. _ ..•• ____ ._._. 
o _._ ... __ ........ _ ....... ___ ._., _____ . __ • ___ ._ •.. _. ____ ... _ .. _ ..• 
2 2. 01 3. 3 2.39 0 
1 17.47 10.1 22.,22 100.0 
1 4.12 7.1 2.80 17.44 o ____ .. _. _ .. __ . __ ._ .... ___ ._._ ........ ___ .... _. _ .. __ • _. __ •. _ ._. __ 
2 7.76 15.2 '17.21 0 
6 6.89 9.9 4.03 . 47 
1 14.63 31. 4 20. 89 23.33 o _ .•. _. __ ............ _ •.. _ ... _ .. _ ._. __ ..•• _. __ . __ •• _._ ._ .•....• __ 
6 19.16 3L 6 27.70 28.01 
2 9.43 12. 5 4.20 9. 50 o .•. __ . ______ ., __ .......... _. _ ... _ .... _ .. _ .• _ •..••. _ .. , .•.. _. ___ • 
1 3.72 6.7 2.88 ' 0 o .. __ • __ ._._ .. ,_ ... _ .... _ .•.. _ •.. ___ •.. _ •.• _ ...•.• _ .•.... ___ .,. _. 
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APPENDIX TABLE V-3 

DISTRIBUTION OF PT. C SAFE STREETS FUNDS (SSA) BY STATE AND BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMPONENT (FISCAL 
YEAR 1969-75) AND STATE AND LOCAL (S/L) CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES (FISCAL YEAR 1973) 

[I n percent] 

Police Courts Corrections 
Non-CJ. 

Combinations agencies 

State SSA! SIL' SSA 1 SIL' SSA 1 SIL' SSA 1 S/L2 SSA 1 SIL' 

Alabama _. _________ •• _____ • 60 60 15 21 18 18 4 1 1 ________ 
Alas~a ________ • ____________ 43 43 15 33 20 23 IE; 1 3 _______ , 
Arizona __ • _________________ 53 63 16 18 18 19 5 1 

6 ________ 
Arkansas ___________________ 54 63 11 17 21 19 8 1 4 __ • _____ 
California __________________ 48 53 8 19 16 28 15 1 10 ________ 
Colorado ____ • ______________ 55 53 8 25 23 21 8 1 

4 __ • _____ 
Connecticut. _______________ 38 59 9 21 32 20 8 2 

11 ________ 
Delaware ___________________ 39 47 24 24 21 27 3 1 11 ________ 
~istrict of Columbia __________ 15 59 22 15 26 25 17 1 17 __ • _____ 
Florida _____________________ 38 52 7 23 28 24 16 1 8 __ .----. 

~~~~Ii~:::: ::: ::::::::::::: 51 50 13 19 18 31 12 1 3 __ • ____ • -
38 62 13 24 30 12 8 1 9 • ___ • ___ 

Idaho._ •• _. _____ •• _______ •• 50 50 16 21 19 23 10 6 2 ._ •• __ •• IlIinois __ • ________ • _____ ••• _ 50 67 9 17 19 16 14 1 5 ••• ____ • 
I ndiana _____ •• ______ •• _. _._ 47 60 14 17 22 20 6 2. 9 _ •• ~ ___ • Iowa. ______________ • ______ 58 58 12 20 16 21 8 1 2 _______ • 
Kansas ___ • ____ • _________ ._ 39 49 18 19 22 30 14 2. 6 ___ , ___ • 
Kentucky •• __ • _._. _ •• _ ••• __ 46 59 12 19 23 22 10 1 5 •• __ • ___ 
Loulsiana_. ________________ 40 62 20 20 27 18 5 0 5 _______ • 
Maine ____ • ____ • _________ ._ 59 55 12 17 18 26 4 2 5 ________ 
Maryland __________________ 35 55 21 16 27 28 6 2 8 ________ 
Massachusetts __ • ___________ 28 59 21 15 29 24 12- 2- 8 ________ 
Michlgan __ • ____ • ___________ 55 60 11 20 22 20 6 1 5 -________ 
Mlnnesota __________________ 40 56 8 19 23 24 15 2 11 ________ 
Mississippi _________________ 59 64 12 16 21 18 2 2. 

2 ________ 
M1S">OUrt ___________________ 30 64 22 19 23 18 18 0 

5 ________ 
Montana ___________________ 53 53 6 20 21 25 10 3 7 ________ 
Nebraska __________________ 46 57 13 22 27 19 8 2 4 ________ 
Nevada ____________________ 

65 56 16 17 14 26 1 1 2 ________ 
New Hampshire _____________ 61 64 9 17 18 17 6 1 4 ________ 
New Jersey _________________ n 60 1.4 20 25 19 18 .l 10 ___ ••• __ 
New Mexico ________________ 52 59 10 18 19 22 10 2 

1 ________ 
New York __________________ 22 61 16 18 36 20 12 2 12 ___ • ____ 
North Carolina ______________ 60 51 8 17 17 30 8 2 

5 ________ 
North Dakota _______________ 55 58 14 25 19 15 1 2 

9 ________ 
Ohlo _______________________ 40 55 11 19 23 25 14 0 9 ___ .. ___ 
Oklahoma __ • ________________ 38 58 13 21 25 20 7 1 14 •••• __ •• 
Dregon_ •• _________ • _______ 48 53 11 21 15 25 17 1 6 ___ ._. __ 
Pennsylvania ___ • _____ • ____ • 28 58 16 21 30 21 14 1 10 • _____ •• 
Rhode Island _______________ 52 61 14 19 15 18 9 1 7 ________ 
South Carolina_. _____ .. ____ • 61 54 12 13 10 31 10 2 4 __ • _____ 
South Dakota _________ ._. __ • 40 55 15 23 27 19 11 3 '" "-.. -.-Tennessee ••• _ •••• ___ ._ •••• 51 53 11 19 22 27 10 1 3 •••• __ ._ 
Texas ••• __ ••• ___ •••• _. _. __ • 43 61 17 20 18 18 13 1 7 _._. ____ 
Utah_. __ •• _ .. ___ • ____ • ____ • 51 57 17 19 20 22 8 2 3 ._ ••• ___ 
V~rf!1~nL __ ._. __ .. ___ .. ___ • 39 44 14 22 35 33 5 1 

4 ________ 
Vlr2Ima _________ • ___ •• _____ 42 57 8 17 31 26 7 1 9 _____ .. _ 
Washington ______ • ____ • ____ • 33 52 11 18 32 29 13 1 9 _ •• _____ 
West Vlrginia ___ .. ____ ...... 48 56 8 18 27 25 6 1 8 _______ • 
Wlsconsln __ • _________ • ____ • 34 59 15 15 24 24 13 2 12 ________ 
Wyoming .. ___________ • ____ • 45 55 15 19 11 24 15 1 

12 ________ 
Guam .... __________________ 39 NA 3 NA 39 NA 7 riA 10 ________ 
Puerto Rlco .. _______________ 41 NA 6 NA 23 NA 10 NA 17 ________ 
Virgin Islands .. _____________ 31 NA 0 NA 37 NA 20 NA 10 ________ 

Total ________________ 
42 58 13 19 24 23 11 8 ________ 

1 GMISdata. 
, U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and U.S. Bureau of Census, "Expenditure and Employment Data for 

the Criminal Justice" System: 1972-73, U.S, Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1975, table 7, pp. 30-37. 
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APPENDIX TABLE V-4 
PEROENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF DISCRETIONARY FUNDS (FISCAL YEAR 1969-75), POPULATION (1970), AND CRIME 

(1973) BY STATE 

Amount Percent of 
Percent of of pt. C pt. C Discretion· Percent of 

popula· discretion· discretion· ary funds crime 
State tion 1 ary funds 2 ary funds 2 per capita C-A ended' C-F 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) 

Alabama ••.•••.•••••••• 1.7 4,217 1.1 1.22 -0.6 1.0 +0.1 
Alaska •.••..•....•••••• .2 3,947 1.0 13.16 +.8 .2 +.8 
Arizona ••..•••••..•.•.. 1.0 6,687 1.7 3.78 +.7 1.6 +.1 
Arkansas .••••..•••••••• 1.0 1 060 .5 .55 -.7 .6 -.3 
California .............. 9.7 32: 537 8.1 1. 63 -1.6 15.0 -7.9 
Colorado ............... 1.2 I 20,352 5.1 9.22 +3.9 1.6 +3.5 
Connecticut. .......... : 1.4 2,644 .7 .87 -.7 1.3 -.6 
Delaware ••••.••••••••.• .3 52,450 .6 4.47 +.3 .3 +.3 
District of Columbia ..... .3 520,491 5.0 27.10 +4.7 NA NA 
Florida ................. 3.6 14,280 3.6 2.10 ............ 5.3 -1.7 

~~~;iii~:: ::::::==: =::=: 2.3 I 16,581 4.1 3.61 +i.8 1.9 +2.2 
.4 , 1,787 • 4 2.33 ............ .5 -.1 

Indiana ................ .4 ' 1,986 .5 2.79 +.1 .3 +.2 
Illinois ................. 5.3 14,307 3.6 l.29 -1.7 5.6 -2.0 
Indiana ••.• _ ........... 2.5 4.055 1.0 .78 -1.5 2.2 -1.2 
Iowa .................. 1.3 2,804 .7 .99 -.6 .9 -.2 
Kansas ................ 1.1 2,250 .6 1. 00 -.5 .9 -.3 
Kentucky .............. l.2 7,040 1.8 2.l9 +.6 .9 +.9 
Louisiana .............. 1.8 7,651 1.9 2.10 +.1 1.5 +.4 
Maine ................. .5 2,801 .7 2.82 +.2 .3 +.4 
Maryland .............. 1.9 I 10,499 2.6 2.68 +.7 2.3 +.3 
Massachusetts .......... 2.7 9,074 2.3 1. 60 -.4 3.0 -.7 
Michigan ............... 4.3 14,258 3.6 1. 61 -.7 5.7 -2.1 
Minnesota .............. 1.8 4,627 l.2 1. 22 -.6 1.6 -.4 
Mississippi ............. 1.1 1,905 .5 . 86 -.6 .5 ............ 
MissOuri ............... 2.2 l\3,952 3.5 2.98 +1.3 2.3 +l.2 
Montana ............... .3 '3,095 .8 4.46 +.5 .3 +.5 
Nebraska .............. .7 1,851 .5 1.25 -'-.2 ,5 ............ 
Nevada ................ .3 '4,773 1.2 9.78 +.9 .4 +.8 
New Hampshire ......... ,4 , 1,925 .5 2.61 +.1 .2 +.3 
New Jersey ............. 3.4 I 19,169 4.8 2.67 +1.4 3.5 +1.3 
New Mexico ............ .5 4,252 1.1 4.19 +.6 .6 +.5 
New york .............. 8.6 30,911 7.7 1.70 -.9 9.1 -1.4 
North Carolina .......... 2.5 4,657 l.2 .92 -1.3 1.7 -.5 
North Dakota ........... .3 '2 024 .5 3.28 +.2 .2 +.3 
Ohio ................... 5.0 121: 319 5.3 2.00 +.3 4.3 +1.0 
Oklahoma .............. 1.3 2,933 .7 1.15 -.6 1.1 -.4 
Oregon ................ 1.0 19,611 2.4 4.60 +1.4 1.4 +1.0 
Pennsylvania ........... 5.6 14,582 3.6 1.24 -2.0 3.4 +.2 
Rhode Island ........... .5 1,773 .4 1.87 -.1 .5 -.1 
South Carolina .......... 1.3 3,471 .9 1.34 -.4 1.1 -.2 
South Dakota ........... .3 , 3,066 .8 4.51 +.5 .2 +.6 
Tennessee ............. 1.9 1,4G8 .4 .37 -1.5 1.5 -.9 
Texas .................. 5.6 121,530 5.4 L.92 -.2 5.5 -.1 
Utah ................... .5 2,168 • 5 2.05 ............ .6 -.1 
Vermont. .............. .2 1,324 .3 2.98 +.1 .1 +.2 
Virginia ................ 2.3 5,306 1.3 1.14 -1.0 1.8 -.5 
Washington ............. 1.6 3,945 1.0 1. 16 -.6 2.0 -1.0 
W~st Vi~ginia ........... .8 2,518 .6 1. 44 -.2 .3 +.3 
Wisconsin .............. 2.1 4,347 1.1 .98 -1.0 1.7 -.6 
Wyoming ............... .2 52.115 .5 6.37 +.3 .1 +.4 
American Samoa ........ .01 5360 .07 4.03 +.06 NA NA 
Guam .................. .04 5721 .17 1.56 -.23 riA NA 
Puerto Rico ............. 1.3 978 .2 .28 -1.1 .8 -.6 
Virgin Islands .......... .03 51,827 .45 13.74 +.15 NA NA 

1 Bureau of the Census, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, "1970 Census of Population," U.S. Government Printing Office, Wash· 
ington, D.C., May 1972, table 14, p. I-58. 

2 GMIS data. 
3 Federal Bureau of Investigation U.S. Department of Justice "uniform crime reports," table 4, pp. 66-76, U,S. Govern· 

ment Printing Offi'ce, Washington, D.C 1973. 
I Contains an Impact city. 
5 Includes small state supplements. 
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APPENDIX TABLE V-5.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. C DISCRETIONARY AND BLOCK GRANT FUNDS TO LOCAL GOVERN­
MENTS BY CRIME RATE AND POPULATION OF RECIPIENT JURISDICTION (FISCAL YEAR 1969-75) 

Percent 
Municipalities I Counties 2 Total city/county 3 

of Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percen t 
popu- of B.G. district B.G. district B.G. district 

Size of population lation crime funds funds funds funds funds funds 

Over 1,000,000 ______________ 13 18 20 13 7 11 14 12 
500,000 to 1,000,000 _________ 9 14 11 35 11 15 11 29 
250,000 to 500,000 ___________ 7 11 10 30 13 19 11 27 
100,000 to 250,000 ___________ 10 14 16 8 14 16 15 10 
50,000 to 100,00L __________ 12 14 12 5 11 10 11 6 
25,000 to 50,000_____________ 12 12 9 2 9 3 9 2 
10,000 to 25,000_____________ 15 11 8 1 13 6 10 2 
1 to 10,000_________________ 22 7 8 1 19 8 13 3 Unknown ______________________________________ 6 7 4 13 5 8 

I U.S. Department of Commerce and U.S. Bureau of Census, Census of Population 1970 issues, Vol. 1. pt. A, Section 1. p. 
1-45, table 6 U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. May 1972. 

2 Of total 1972 index cri'11es reported by cities, these ~ercentages Were reported for cities in the population categories 
shown, Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Dept. of Justice," Uniform Crime Reports," p.104-5 table 10 U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 1973. 

3 GMIS Data. 

APPENDIX TABLE V-6.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. E DISCRETIONARY FUNDS BY STATE (FISCAL YEAR 1969-75) 

Amount Percent 

State 

of pI. E dis- of pI. E dls- Difference 
Percent of cretionary cretionary between 
population funds' funds' A and C 

(A) (B) (C) (D) 

Alabama __________________________________________ _ 
Alaska ____________________________________________ _ 
Arlzona ___________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas __________________________________________ _ 
Ca lifornla __________ • ______________________________ _ 
Colorado __________________________________________ _ 
Connecticut. ______________________________________ _ 
Delawa re __________________________________________ _ 

1,7 3,120 1.5 -0.2 
.2 905 .4 +.2 

1.0 2,992 1.4 +.4 
1.0 6,895 3.3 +2.3 
9.7 12,232 5.8 -3.9 
1.2 8,444 4.0 +2.8 
1.4 2,002 1.0 -.4 
.3 795 4. -.1 District of Columbia ________________________________ _ 

Florlda ____________________________________________ _ 

~:~:il~~ ~ = = = = = == = = = = = == = == ==== = = = = == = = = = == = = == = = = = = Idaho _____________________________________________ _ 
Iliinols ____________________________________________ _ 
I ndiana ___________________________________________ _ 
10wa _____________________________________________ _ 

.3 2,062 1.0 -.7 
3.6 2,530 1.2 -2.4 
2.3 9,070 4.3 +2.0 
.4 5,583 2.7 +2.3 
.4 1,326 .6 +.2 

5.3 9,512 4.5 -.8 
2.5 19486 .7 -1.8 
1.3 .04 .4 -.9 

Kansas ___________________________________________ _ 

~;~I~~~~~=:::: = = = = = =: =: = = =: =:: = = = =:: = = =: =: = =:: = = = =: M alne ____________________________________________ _ 
Maryland _________________________________________ _ 
M assachusetts _____________________________________ _ 

W~~i~~!~~~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ ~ ~ Montana __________________________________________ _ 
N ebraska _________________________________________ _ 
N evada ___________________________________________ _ 

~:~ Mr~~~~:e==:::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::: New York _________________________________________ _ 
North Carolina _____________________________________ _ 
North Dakota ______________________________________ _ 
Ohlo ______________________________________________ _ 
Oklahoma _________________________________________ _ 

~~~~1~r ~a~~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
South Carollna _____________________________________ _ 
South Dakota ______________________________________ _ 

1.7 795 .4 -.7 
1.2 2,416 1.1 -.1 
1.8 9,879 4.7 +2.9 
.5 905 .4 -.1 

1.9 11,004 5.2 +3.3 
2.7 7,400 3.5 +.8 
4.3 4,637 2.2 -2.1 
1.8 ~'~r~ 1.3 -.5 
1.1 1.7 +.6 
2.2 15: 329 7.3 +5.1 
.3 631 .3 

---------+~g-.7 3,093 1.5 
.3 2,235 1.1 +.8 
.4 1,233 .6 +.2 

3.4 8,079 3.8 +.4 
.5 1,578 .8 +.3 

8.6 5,g~~ 2.4 -6.2 
2.5 .4 -2.1 
.3 528 .3 --------li:il-5.0 12,587 6.0 

1.3 5 921 2.8 1.5 
1.0 11: 563 5.5 +4.5 
5.6 2,841 1.6 -4.0 
.5 728 .3 -.2 

1.3 5'gg~ 2.5 +12. 
.3 .3 -- ...... _--- .. - ...... 

See footnotes at end of table. 



14157 

APPENDIX TABLe V-6.-DISTRIBUTION OF PT. E DISCRETIONARY FUNDS BY STATE 
(FISCAL YEAR 1969-75)-Continued 

Amount Percent 

State 
Percent of 

of pI. E dis- of pI. E dis-
cretionary cretionary 

population funds 1 funds 2 

(A) (B) (C) 

1.9 1,157 0.6 
5.6 9,100 4.3 
.5 1,272 .6 
.2 938 .4 

2.3 1, ~~~ .8 
1,6 .3 
.8 591 .3 

2.1 1,713 .8 
.2 810 .4 
.01 42 .01 

Tennessee ________________________________ • _______ _ 
Texas _____________________________________________ _ 
Utah ____________________ .. ________________________ _ 

~r:grn~~~~= = == = == ==== ==: ==:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~~t~~Th~_~~~=::::: ::: ::: :::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: 
~~oe~~~~-s-a-miia:::::::::::: :=:::::::::::::: =::::::: Gua m _____________________________________________ _ 

.04 50 .02 
1.3 220 .1 
.03 576 .3 

Puerto Rico ________________________________________ _ 
Virgin Islands _____________________________________ _ 

Difference 
hetween 
A and C 

(D) 

-1.3 
-1.3 
+.1 
+.2 

-1.5 
-1.3 
-.5 

-1.3 
+.2 

-----:::il2 . 
-1.2 
-.27 

1 U:S. Bureau of Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, "1970 Census of Population," U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C., May 1972, table 14, p. -158. 

2 GMISData. 

PART II: ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CHAPTER VI 

SAl!'E STREETS AND THE BLOCK GRANT EXPERIMENT 

Issues and Perspectives 
In its 1970 report, "Making the Safe Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental 

Challenge," the ACIR observed that the Safe Streets Act represented an experi­
ment in Federal-state-Iocal administrative and fiscal relations. The act embodies 
the Federal government's first comprehensive grant program for assisting state 
and local efforts to reduce crime and improve the administration of justice. 
Moreover, the instrument chosen to dispense Federal aid sharply contrasted with 
the categorical grant orientation of congressional legislation enacted during the 
1960's. Instead, in the Safe Streets Act the Congress established a major Federal 
program which embodied the block grant instrument from the outset, and de­
parted from its traditional approach by relying heavily on the states as planners, 
administrators, coordinators, and innovators in the criminal justice area. 

Over seven years have passed since the President signed the act into law. 
During that time, a new profession-criminal justice planning-luis' emerged. 
Relationships have been fostered between previously separate and independent 
components of the state-local criminal justice system. Organizations have been 
created at the state, substate regional and local levels to perform planning and 
administrative activities under the program. And more than $4 billion has been 
spent by the Federal government to assist states and localities in the fight against 
crime. 

What has been accomplished under this highly-touted crime reduction program? 
How well has the block grant experiment worked? What lessons can be learned? 
This section addresses these and other basic intergovernmental issues raised 
by the Safe Streets record. 
What Are We Tryin(J To Do? 

The legislative history of the Safe Streets Act since 1967 reveals a multitude 
of objectives reflecting changes over the years in congressional understanding 
of the nature of the crime problem. responses to pressures from various functional 
interests, and the need on the part of both the Congress and the Chief Executive 
to convince the public that the Federal Government was concerned about lind 
dealing with crime, Although unavoidable, the politicization of the crime issue 
has caused some confusion over what the Safe Streets Act was intended to do, 
and what it realistically can accomplish. 
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Conceived in the wake of political assassination, urban civil disorders, and 
campus unrest, the early legislative history of the Safe Streets Act is replete 
with references to the need for better law enforcement at the state and local 
levels. The congressional emphasis on curbing growing domestic violence through 
111urc effective police protection at the time was not usually accompanied by 
recognition that the prosecutorial, judicial and correctional components of the 
criminal justice system also needed upgrading. The early intent of Congress is 
perhaps best revealed in the variable matching ratio embodied in the 1968 legis­
lation, under which the Federal government would pay 75 percent of the costs 
of riot and civil disorders control activities, 60 percent of non-construction 
action programs and 50 percent of construction projects. The predominance of 
the police in both State Planning Agency (SPA) policy-making and funding 
during the initial years of the program, then, came as no surprise. 

Although Congress in subsequent amendments to the act revealed a growing 
awareness of the needs of the criminal justice system and the desirability of 
achieving greater balance among the functional components; the basic legislative 
goals of reduced crime and improved administration of justice have remained 
intact. These objectives were reinforced by the executive branch. As crime rates 
began to level off and decline during the early 1970's, LEAA became the show­
piece of the Ni::on administration "law and order" program. 

By the mid 1970's, however, crime rates had begun to escalate. In the Ford 
administmtion and in the newly elected Congress, questions were raised as to 
why the Federal government's anti-crime program had apparently failed. Some 
blamed the states, questioning the optimistic assumptions of the framers that 
these units could be entrusted with responsibility for improving the state-local 
crirninal justice system. Several asserted that the problem was simply a matter 
of insufficient Federal funds. Others believed that LEAA had failed to exert strong 
leadership in finding and communicating solutions to crime, in ensuring that the 
SP As prepared quality comprehensive plans, and in providing effective technical 
assistance. Still others argued that crime was so rooted in the basic fabric of society 
that reliance on the crimnial justice system alone for remedial action was naive 
and quite possibly counter-productive. And some concluded that, given these 
limitations, crime reduction should not be the overriding purpose of the act. 

All of the above views have a certain amount of validity. This chapter begins 
with an analysis of the expectations underlying the act and an assessment of how 
well they have been achieved. The various charges that have been made against 
the program will then be examined in light of the implementation record as well 
as the issues and problems that have arisen in block grant administration. 

As was pointed out earlier, reducing crime and improving the administration 
of justice were basic purposes of the Safe Streets Act. Several points of clarification 
need to be made, however, regarding how this objective would be realized. First, 
Congress determined that crime is essentially a state and local problem that could 
be dealt with most effectively by these jurisdictions. Hence, direct national action 
was not intended. Second, Congress designed the act to be facilitative rather than 
preemptive. Federal aid was to be used to "improve and strengthen" law enforce­
ment and criminal justice at the state and local levels. Third, the act reflects the 
realization that, although greater attention should be given to addressing crime 
problems through a well-integrated criminal justice system, decisions cOllcerning 
the type of remedial action to be taken should not be confined to the police, 
prosecutors, judges or corrections professionals. Instead, state and local elected 
chief executives and legislators, administartive generalists and representatives of 
the general public also should be involved in such decisions through the compre­
hensive planning, fund allocation ltnd project I1pproval processes. Fourth, the 
Congress viewed the use of Federal funds for fostering innovation, undertaking 
demonstrl1tion projects, and supporting research and development as desirable 
ways of developing and testing new remedial approl1ches to crime. Finally, despite 
these ambitious objectives, the Congress initially considered crime reduc'tion 
within the relatively narrow context of improving the capacity of the criminl11 
justice system to process offenders. This limited view of deterrence or prevention 
ignored other basic causes of or influences on crime rates-such as education, 
unemployment and public attitude-th!\.t go beyond the scope of l1 single 
statute, and perhaps beyond the intergovernmental partnership itself. 

To sum up, then, the Safe Streets Act attempted to direct Federal funds toward 
crime in three ways: 

Stimulation of new activity that otherwise would not or could not have been 
undertaken by recipients, including innovative and demonstration efforts; 
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System building through setting in motion a process for planning and 
aecisionmaking relating to the uses of Safe Streets dollars that would produce 
as byproducts greater understanding and better coordination among police, 
prosecution and defense, court and corrections interests and between the 
functional components of the criminal justice system, other criminal justice 
officials and the general public and 

System support by providing funds to upgrade existing law enforcement 
and criminal justice agencies at the stnte and local levels. 

All three of the above approaches have heen employed in administering the 
program since its inception. Ohanges in their relative priority, however, have 
occurred in response to shifting congressional :>entiment, turnover in LEAA's top 
ll~anagement and the maturation of SP Af?. In many respects, the debate over 
specific aspects of the Safe Streets record subsumes these basic questions regarding 
the use of the stimulation, system building and system support strategies to achieve 
national objectives while maximizing the flexibility and discretion of state and 
local governments. Keef>ing in mind the concerns about the proper !,rrant instru­
ment, five broad issue areas need to be addressed: funds, discretion, system build­
ing, the generalist vs. speCialist question alt'd planning. 
How Much :Money lJt[akes a Difference'! 

A key assumption underlying the Safe Streets program is that money makes a 
difference. That is, the mare funds made availn.ble, the greater the possibility of 
reducing crime. This view, which characterized much of the social legislation 
enacted by Oongress during the 1960's, has occasionally been questioned by critics 
who argue that crime is a deep-rooted community social problem. Hence, govern­
mental financial intervention to improve criminal justice system structure and 
personnel, even when accompanied by expenditures on education, housing and 
other community needs, can o,t best have a limited impact. 

To some, the 17 percent increase in reported crimes in 1974 reflects the failure 
of the Safe Streets program to achieve one of its basic objectives. ]'or that matter, 
it underscores the lack of success of other Federal, state and local criminal justice 
agencies in crime reduction, and perhaps reinforces the critics' point of view. 
Others, however, reach the opposite conclusion. In light of the proplems associated 
with obtaining reliable information on crime incidence, a rise in rates may really 
indicate success in improving reporting and data collection capabilities. 

With respect to S,tfe Streets, then, a m'O,jor question is: would more money have 
produced different outcomes? Even with the benefit of hindsight this question is 
difficult, if not impossible, to answer. Two observations, however, can be made 
that help to put the program in perspective. Firts, the $4 billion spent by LEAA 
since 1968 is a small fraction-about five percent annually-of the total criminal 
justice outlays of state and local governments. Second, relative to the amounts 
of funds available, the- program has been oversold in terms of both the objectives 
to be achieved and the capacity of the block grant instrument. 

What results, then, can be reasonably expected from the expenditure of Safe 
StreetR dollars? It seems clear that, despite the system support objective of the 
act, state and local governments will continue to make approximately 95 percent 
of the crime reduction outlays from their own sources. Moreover, a substantial 
amount of these funds will be used for basic eqUipment, personnel and services. 

An analysis of crin,inal justice spending patterns reveals few significant dif­
ferences between state amI local direct outlays and their use of Safe Streets assist­
ance in terms of major functional components. In comparison with their own 
outlays, these jurisdictions tend to devote slightly more Safe Streets monies to 
corrections and slightly less to police and courts. Despite the planning and funding 
flexibility inherent in the Qlock grant instrument, the financial threshold does not 
seem substantial enough to produce major functional shifts. At the same time, 
it is quite possible that within each principal component of the criminal justice 
system, changes could well occur as a re:>ult of the Safe Streets program .. 

Given these constraints, many observers contend that the five percent of the 
total state-local criminal justice budget accounted for by Safe Streets assistance 
should be considered "seed money." In line with public finance theory, Federal 
aid would be used to stimulate, recipients to attempt approaches to crime reduction 
that they otherwise would be unwilling or unable to undertake, to test innovative 
concepts or ideus ltnd to carry out demonstration projects. After Federal funding 
ended, recipinets would be expected to assume the costs of successful activities. 

Despite early criticisms of the program that too much of the funds were spent 
on routine purposes, particularly in the law enforcement area, the available 
evidence indicates that over time the majority of Safe Streets dollars have been 
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used to initiate new programs and projects that would not have been launched in 
the absence of red"ral aid. \Vhether or not these are truly new undertakings 
remains a major source of contention. 

Proponents argue that the Safe Streets Act has triggered innovative efforts at 
both the state and local levels. Even though the amount of support is relatively 
small, they ~tress that its marginal utility is great, because the funds are unen­
cumberpd by commitments to underwrite the operations of police, court and 
corrections agencies, except in some rural states. In addition, they note that 
many SPAs have adopted policies excludiTJg from Federal funding basic equip­
ment, routine personnel additions and other activities that should be covered by 
direct state or local outlays. 

On the other hand, skeptics point out that it is nearly impossible to determine 
the extent to which innovations have been fostered by the program. They concede 
that, if nothing else, the multifunctional and intergovernmental process for arriv­
ing at planning and funding decisions at the SPA and regional planning unit 
(RPU) levels has accelerated the diffusion of ideas and experiences. Yet, new 
activity and innovative uctivity are not necessarily the same. In many rural states 
and in small local jurisdictions, for instance, programs and projects considered 
to be new and innovative might well he viewed as routine and unima~inative in 
more urban settings. Moreover, it is claimed, regardless of the degree of 'newness" 
or "innovativeness," recipients have used too much Safe Streets money for short­
term, non-instrumental endeavors. For these critics, the reluctance to commit 
Federal, 10Cdl, and in some cases, state dollars to long-term efforts that well 
might weU produce significant results implies that Safe Streets funds are being 
wasted. This is exr.cerbated by LEAA's unwillingness or inability to exercise 
leadership in developing and enforcing performance standards in connection with 
comprehensive plans and funding policies. 

The above views on funding as they relate to innovation go directly to the type 
of instrument selected to dispense Federal aid. The block grant approach taken 
in the Safe Streets Act is designed to enhance funding flexibility within the broad 
range of activities encompassed by the criminal justice function. The relatively 
small amount of funds availnble, coupled with the growing difficulty some re­
Cipients are having in assuming costs, means that Safe Streets aid cannot be ex­
pected to produce significant changes in the on-going operations of police, courts 
and corrections agencies. If, then, Safe Streets funds are "seed money," the degree 
which they can have a stimulative effect depends on the willingness of the re­
Cipient to undertake new, and possibly, innovative activity, and to integrate suc­
cessful experiences into the jurisdiction's criminal justice budget. On the other 
hand, if recipients view Federal aid as an entitlement, prospects for innovative 
behavior are reduced. 

In summary, when stimulation is the basic purpose of outside assistance, a block 
grant may not be an appropriate mechanism, particularl)' if recipients believe 
that they have a "right" to receive aid. Under these conditions, the block grant 
functions much like a foreign aid treaty-it is a vehicle for conveying dollars so 
that grantees may engage in activities with a minimal amount of grantor intrusion 
by the grantor. In addition, as in the international area, the block grant represents 
an intergovernmental cOlumitment, from which it is difficult for the Federal 
partner to extricate itself unless egregious problems occur. Although the available 
evidence shows that a substantial amount of new activity has been generated at 
the state and local levels by the Safe Streets Act, the discretion accorded recipients 
by the block grant means that Oongress and LEA A can do little to influence grantee 
behavior. It is difficult for Federal decision-makers, for example, to prevent re­
cipients from spending Safe Streets monies on basic equipment and other routine 
needs, if they so desire, and practically impossible to ensure that such expendi­
tures supplement and do not supplant normal state and local criminal justice 
outlays. 

If Oongress concludes that innovation is the primary purpose of the act and 
that greater certainty is needed to assure that appropriations will be used for this 
purpose, then the project based categorical grant would seem to be the most 
effective instrument. Attempts to achieve this goal within [t block grant lead 
inevitably to greater Federal intrusion into the state-local decision-making proc­
ess, thul.> compromising the integrity of the mechanism. If on-going support is the 
goal, th.en the block grant device is obviously appropriate. If both goals arc 
sought, then a hybrid approach is needed. 
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Discretion: Pla1Jtng the Old Shell Game? 
The preceding discussion of Safe Streets objectives assumes that under [l block 

grant, recipients will have gre[lter discretion in identifying and prioritizing their 
problems, and using funds accordingly, than under [l c[ltegoric[ll gmnt. By defini­
tion, the revenue sh[lring approach offers even more latitude and flexibility than [l 
block grant. . 

It has already been noted th[lt Congress has categorized the Safe Streets Act 
by earmarking funds for corrections institutions and facilities and for juvenile 
justice, and has required SPAs to use special pbnning [lnd administmtive pro­
cedures in these areas. These actions were t[lken basically to increase accounta­
bility and to achieve greuter certainty tlmt grantees would use monies in specific 
W[lYS. Most authorities concur that, however undesirable in light of the "ideal" 
block grunt, the political rationale for such categoriz[ltion is understand[lble. 
Moreover, as yet it has not had major adverse effects on state administmtion of 
the program. Hence, Safe Streets supporters conclude, even [l hybrid block gmnt 
still provides f[lr greater discretion than the project or formula-based C[ltegoric[ll 
[lltern[ltives. 

Some loc[ll elected [lnd crimin[ll justice officials strongly believe th[lt this 
discretion[lry feature is illusory, and th[lt to [lrgue its existence is n[live, bordering 
on nonsensical, In the real world of administration, they point, out, a block grant 
is a Federal-state, not a Federal-st[lte-local partnership. Under this arrange­
ment, the St[lte-not local government is the beneficiary of the discretion, bec[luse 
it becomes the senior partner in determining the uses of funds. The Fedeml govern­
ment merely sets a few rules of the game, only occasionally stepping in to overrule 
the state or direct it to take specific actions. ' 

In the case of Safe Streets, the "realists" contended, the states are given wide 
latitude by both Congress an LEAA. Block grant funds are allocated among the 
states in accordance with [l &tatutory formula, and the SPAs are required to pass­
through an amount proportionate to the local share of total state-loc[ll crimin[ll 
justice expenditures during a specified period. Which jurisdictions receive aid, 
how much, [lnd for wh[lt purpose are all questions decided by SPAs, and by RPUs 
in states h[lving decentmlized planning structures, not by LEAA or local govern­
ments. Local governmental [lnd functionnl interests are represented on the SPA 
supervisory board, which is supposed to reach balanced [lnd equit[lble decisions. 
In fact, it is argued, SPA professional staff dominate the proceedings and infl uence 
the outcome, or the decision-making process amounts to little more th[lnlog-rolling 
among the functionalists. 

Furthermore, the "realists" point out, congressional behavior is only p[lrt of 
the e[ltegorization issue. Almost since the inception of the program. LEAA has 
encouraged the use of functional categories to assure itself, and Congress, th[lt the 
states [lre adequately addressing all components of the criminal justice system. 
While SPAs m[lY develop their own categorized structure, they are required to 
cross-reference the progrnm and funding information in their plans to LEANs 
standard functional categories, as contained in its annual planning guidelines. 
Through a variety of methods, SPA's divide their block grunt appropriations 
mnong the programs that constitute their category structure, resulting in a num­
ber of functional "pots." 

LEAA requires that all SPA expenditure information be reported under the 
adopted SPA category struct\ll'e and that in order to ensure plan implementation, 
no more than 15 percent of the funds planned for expenditure in one category mll,y 
be transferred to any other category without prior LEAA approval. Applications 
arc funded from these Itpots" until the money hus been expended. If more meri­
torious applications are submitted in a particular area thall can be covered by 
available funds, tho SPA will either have to deny funding to some proposals or 
it will have to trnnsfer funds from underutilized "pots" to cover the deficit. If this 
transfer involves more than 15 percent of the funds, the SPA must reljuest LEAA 
approval of a plan amendment, which is almost always gmnted. 

The categorization of the block grant within [l State emanate;; from the LEAA's 
need for organized and standardized information about planned and actual use 
of Safe Streets funds. In opemtion, it is asserted, the requirements resulting from 
this informational need have resulted in limiting the flexibility of both the SPA 
and potential applicants. In some states, the programs to which funds arc allocated 
are so specifically defined as to exclude numerous activities [lnd/or eligible recipi­
ents. City and county applicants often find that such categorization ignores local 
needs and is unresponsive to local initiatives or emergencies. Although the approval 
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of plan amendments is routine, the amount of paperwork and administrative 
"hocus-pocus" involved in securing most allocation changes lcaves many local 
officials feeling that Safe Streets planning and funding allocation decisions are at 
best a ritual. 

Another line of criticism on the discretionary front involves the absence, until 
recently, of SPA policies gradually phasing out the Federal share of project 
funding after a three or four year period. Many SPAs have been reluctant to 
adopt and enforce continuation funding policies beuause of .the need to give 
long-term support to particular activities that otherwise might be terminated 
because a grantee's resources are inadequate. As a result of these decisions, on 
the average about half of a state's annual block grant appropriation is committed 
to continuing on-going programs and projects, making it difficult for SPAs to 
respond readily to changing needs and conditions. 

Block grant proponents claim that neither statutory nor administrative cate­
gorization has unduly limited the discretion of recipients. They point Olli, that 
these actions are necessary to ensure that public funds are being spent as intenqed, 
and that LEAA will have a basis for determining whether state comprehensive 
plans meet the needs of the entire criminal justice system. 

While these contentions may be valid, many local officials believe that the 
Safe Streets program has become a shell game as far as discretion is concerned. 
The states, not localities, have had their flexibility increased, despite the rhetoric 
of block grant advocates. To the local recipient, the program is perceived as being 
too milch like a ca,tegorical grant in terms of the constraints on the uses of funds 
and the "red tape" associated with the receipt of aid. The only major difference 
is that the state rather than the Federal government is making and enforcing the 
requirements. In light of these facts of life, several city and county chief execu­
tives, legislators and criminal justice officials prefer a revenue sharing type 
approach to a perpetuation of the block grant myth and to continuation of the 
discretionary "shell game." 

Others contend, however, that wide state discretion is entirely appropriate in 
light of the pivot"l role the states occupy vis-a-vis the state-local criminal jllstice 
system. Moreover, they note, despite complaints about "red tape", local officials 
still prefer continuation of the hybird block grant arrnngement to adoption of a 
completely categorical approach. 
The Search for a System 

A major reason for Congress adopting the block grnnt instrument for dispensing 
Safe Streets funds was the wide array of agencies responsible for performing law 
enforcement and criminal justice functions. Although during the early history 
of the program, policy related activities commanded the bulk of the attention 
and resources, gradually the emphasis shifted to a more system-wide perspective. 
It was recognized that crime reduction was more than a matter of detection and 
apprehension, that the efficiency with which offenders processed and the effective­
ness with which they rehabilitated vital to enhancing respect for the law, reducing 
recidivism, and possibly deterring criminal behtwior. To many, the block grnnt 
was the device best suited to facilitating communication and coordination between 
police departments, prosecutors, judges and corrections officials. It was antici­
pated that these functional component relationships within the block grant 
framework would eventualIy foster a genuine criminal justice system. "System," 
then, applied to police-court-corrections cooperation within individual jurisdic­
tions as welI as between cities, counties, and the state A categorical approach, 
in the judgment of the architects of the Safe Streets Act, would only accentuate 
the forces of separntism and fragmentation in the nriminal justice field. 

After seven years, supporters of the Safe Streets program believe that consider­
able progress has been made in the search for a criminal justice system. They 
point out that In.w enforcement and criminal justice agencies have operated in 
virtual isolation from one another practically since colonial times. The courts still 
assert their independence under the separation of powers doctrine, and sheriffs 
and other law enforcement officials are protected by the constitutions of many 
states. In light of this state of affairs, obtaining participation of police, court and 
corrections spokesmen in SPA and RPU supervisory board planning and decision­
making is no small feat. Proponents claim that in 1968 the block grant was heralded 
as the principal means for instilling a system perspective in dealing with crime. 
While they concede that more needs to be done to strengthen the linkages between 
the various functional components, they contend that the mechanism is in place 
and that it is beginning to work welI.· A mere seven years of effort to achieve 
system integration, after all, cannot modify drastically the separatist habits of 
nearly 200 years. 
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To these observers, the block grant is significant for reasons other than the 
flexible framework which its broad functional scope provides. Safe Streets assist­
ance, they stress, should be viewed as "glue money," which helps hold together 
the components of the criminal justice system in at least two major ways. First, 
pction funds are planned for and distributed within a state by an intergovern­
mental, multifunctional body-the SPA supervisory board. Through these 
processes, the various functional and jurisdictional interests gain a greater appre­
ciation of the problems and needs of the others, which is a key consciousness 
raising experience that must precede cooperation in day-to-day operations. In 
many states, this exercise is duplicated or carried out entirely at the sub­
state regional level, with similarly positive results. Secondly, substantial amounts 
of Safe Streets aid have been used to support joint undertakings of law enforce­
ment and criminal justice agencies, such as communications and information 
systems, diversion projects for youths, victim and witness programs and 
community-based treatment alternatives. Neither or these basic lines of coopera­
tion would be likely to occur within a categorical grant structure, they contend. 

For the above reasons, program supporters feel that although the overall 
amount of Federal dollars is relatively small, the marginal utility is great. Like 
the "seed money" function, using Safe Streets assistance as "glue money" can 
produce significant results that would not otherwise occur because the vast 
majority of state and local criminal justice resotlrces are committed to on-going 
personnel, service or other fixed costs. The major functional components and 
jurisdictional interests of criminal justice tend to go their own separate ways in 
the absence of a compelling cohesive force-like the availability of outside funds. 

Critics of the block grant approach argue that the Safe Streets Act has produced 
a very superficial and fragile criminal justice "system." With respect to the chief 
functional components, they note the continuing capacity of the police to command 
the lion's share· of available resources. Although the average proportion of aid 
awarded to police departments has declined from two-thirds to two-fifths, they 
argue, this is still a substantial share, especially when the remainder must be 
divided among prosecution and defense, courts, corrections, juvenile justice and 
other functions. If LEAA and the SPAs purport to be concerned about fostering 
a system, they ask, then why has so much been spent on only the detection and 
apprehension of suspected offenders? 

Another chink in the armor of block grant advocates has been the periodic, but 
persistent, congressional and LEAA willingness to flirt with categorization. If the 
block grant works so well in providing a climate conducive to multifunctional 
and intergovernmental cooperation, skeptics inquire, then why was a separate 
corrections category added in the 1971 amendments? And why was the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act tacked on in 1974? And why, in 1975-
1976, have the Conference of Chief Justices and National Center for State Courts 
claimed that the Judiciary has not received a fair share of available funds and 
urged Congress to set aside an amount for this purpose? Separation of powers 
and need considerations aside, it is argued, these developments reveal the insta­
bility of the criminal justice alliance. Although the various functional interests 
appear to be willing to meet together, to discuss common problems and identify 
ways of addressing them, the question of "who gets how much" tends to be 
resolved in favor of those who are best organized and most skilled in the art of 
grantsmanship. The tendency of the losers or nonparticipants in this contest­
first corrections, then juvenile delinquency and now courts-to turn to Congress 
to redress what they perceive to be an imbalance of power as well as money 
reveals the soft underbelly of the block grant-congressional willingness to 
categorize or earmark and to substitute national priorities for state and local ones. 
. A related point involves the lack of genuine intergovernmental comity under the 
block grant. Although the Safe Streets Act calls upon the states to deal with local 
needs in an effective and equitable manncr, there are few statutory gurantees that 
this will occur. Almost since the inception of the program, spokesmen for large 
cities in particular have criticized SPA allocation decisions and bureaucratic layer­
ing and delays at the state and regional levels. In response to these problems, the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors and National League of Cities have recently called for 
the establishment of a separate block grant program for LEAA and cities, or 
county-city combinations, over 100,000 in population. Their basic conerns have 
been echoed by the National Association of Counties, which has urged Congress 
to authorize block grants through the state to local planning regions or to individual 
urban counties. Hence, block grant opponents note, in addition to functional cate­
gorization, an attempt is being made to effect jurisdictional categorization of the 
block grant. 
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Another indicator of the unresponsiveness of the block grant mechanism, critics 
contend, is the LEAA administrator's discretionary fund. Accounting for this fund, 
which amounts to 15 percent of the annual congressional appropriation for Part C 
action programs, has served a variety of purposes. For the most part, LEAA's 
five Administrators have used these dollars to stimulate innovative activity, accel­
erate the implementation of projects, initiate national priority programs, and 
undertake research and demonstration efforts. Some observers believe that the 
presence of these monies has been largely responsible for the survival of the Safe 
Streets block grant. They charge that, unlike "glue money", it has been used as 
"putty" to fill the functional and jurisdictional gaps remaining after SPAs have 
made their allocational decisions. A few contend that these dollars also have been 
useful in buying political support for the program. 

LEAA itself describes the discretionary fund as its categorical program. In 
terms of the latitude given Federal officials in determining priorities, applying and 
enforcing conditions and targeting awards to particular recipients, there are close 
similarities between discretionary funds and project grants. In the judgment of 
some, were it not for these funds, the act would have been even more categorized 
than it already is, owing to the states' inability to convince the Congress that na­
tional objectives were being met. The Ford administration's proposed amendments 
to the act underscore this basic point, in that they call for increased discretionary 
funding for court improvements, juvenile delinquency, and high-impact crime. 
Ironically, then, discretionary fund categorization appears to be necessary to pre­
vent further statutory categorization of the block grant. 

To summarize, if the Safe Streets Act is expected to have a system building 
effect, the major obstacles must be surmounted. Although the block grant covers 
a sufficiently broad scope of activities and provides ample policy latitude to deal 
with the functional and jurisdictional interests involved in crime reduction, never­
theless, it is extremely difficult to overcome the traditions of state-central city 
distrust and hostility and policy-court-corrections fragmentation and general 
functional feudalism. The search for a system, then will take a good deal of time­
and considerable patience on the part of the congressional decision-makers. 
The Myth of the Generalist 

Like other block grants, the Safe Streets Act was designed to enhance the powel 
position of generalists in planning and managing Federal aid. In part, the act was 
a reaction against some of the excesses that had occurred in many of the categorical 
grants enacted during the 1960's. Particularly disturbing to some observers were 
two tend~ncies associated with project-based categorical grants. (1) the consider­
able leeway accorded to Federal middle managers in determining which jurisdic­
tions wouJd receive assistance and which would be excluded from funding eligibility 
or bypassed in program management, how much money would be provided, what 
activities would be undertaken and their relative priority and what conditions 
would relate to applying, administering and accounting for Federal dollars and (2) 
the tendency of program specialists to deal directly with their counterparts at other 
levels of government, oftentimes making policy, program and funding commit­
ments without consulting elected chief executive and legislative officials or top 
administrative generalists. The already feudalistic nature of criminal justice 
agencies at the state and local level, coupled with fears that the attorney general 
of the United States gain too much authority under the Johnson administration's 
initial "direct federalism" proposal, set the stage in the late 1960's for putting the 
specialists "on tap, but not on top" through the block grant device. 

Safe Streets is generally perceived as a governor's program, in that the state's 
chief executive sets up the state planning agency, appoints all or most of the 
members of the supervisory boards, directs other state agencies to cooperate 
with the SPA and often designates regional planning units. Despite this major 
gubernatorial responsibility, other generalists also have important roles in the 
program-the state legislature appropriates mahh and buy-in funds and makes 
decisions about assuming the costs of projects, while county executives and 
supervisors, mayors and council members, and chief administrative officers and 
city managers develop plans and applications for assistance. Normally, county 
and city chief executive and legislative officials serve on RPU and SPA super­
visory boards, especially since the 1973 amendments to the act requiring a't least 
51 percent of the members of RPU boards to be local elected officials. 

Supporters of the Safe Streets program contend that this heavy generalist 
orientation is a positive sign that some of the problems associated with categorical 
aids can be avoided. They point out that the participations of mayors and other 
key local elected officials in regional and state decision-making helps assure that 
the projects undertaken are responsive to citizen needs, reflect community prior-



ities, and are within city and county fiscal capacities. Furthermore, if top admin­
istrative generalists, like city managers, are involved in develolJing applications 
and implementing funded activities, coordination of Safe Streets programs with 
locally funded criminal justice efforts will be facilitated. Morever, proponents 
assert, the prospects for eventual assumption of costs will be increased, because 
those responsible for budget preparation and taxation decisions will be knowl­
edgeable about and committed to Safe Streets generated projects practically 
from the outset. 

Critics believe that enhancement of the generalists' power position through 
the block grant has been a myth. This charge applies to both the state and local 
levels. With respect to the former, they note that, while governors technically 
have a substantial role in the program, for the most part they arejnot very inter­
ested in or do not have much time for SPA affairs. In the majority of states, after 
deciding where to locate the SPAin the executive branch and appointing the 
supervisory board, for a variety of reasons the governor has tended not to inter­
vene in its policies or day-to-day operations. In some cases, they concede, he has 
appointed a close staff associate as director and entrusted this person with respon­
sibility for carrying out the governor's implicit wishes. In others, a criminal 
justice specialist in the Governor's office keeps in contact with the SPA. Yet, 
skeptics observe, many governors look at the SPA primarily as an agency for 
planning for and dispensing Federal funds. Even the comprehensive plan i:; 
viewed more ad a compliance instrument than as a device that, with sufficient 
gubernatorial backing, could help make the SPA an integral part of the state 
criminal justice system and lead to better coordination of state agency efforts 
to reduce crime. This, they note, may be partly due to the small amount of Safe 
Streets monies compared with the state's criminal justice outlays from its own 
sources. Another factor cited by some critics is that in light of the political vola­
tility of the crime issue, some governors may be hesitant to become too closely 
identified with an agency that has a high risk potential and may become more of 
a liability than an asset. 

Opponents also note the failure of almost every state legislature to do more 
than appropriate the lump sum match. The limited legislative awareness and 
involvement, they claim, is due to the "governor's program" image and to the 
relatively limited number of Safe Streets dollars available. In addition, they 
usually cite the antiquated committee structures and procedures, high legislator 
turnover, inadequate professional staff assistance and other problems endemic to 
state legislatures across the country that limit oversight capacity. In any 
event, as a result of these factors, most legislatures, ~hey believe, have no real 
say in planning and policy decisions, yet are expected to routinely fund pro­
grams submitted by the governor and the SPA. This undermines the checks and 
balances concept, gives too much power to the executive branch and makes it 
difficult to mesh Safe Streets with other state criminal justice outlays. 

At the local level, the critics find even greater problems are encountered by 
generalists. The fact that the vast majority of local elected chief executives and 
legislators are part-time officials and this fact is a major constraint in the fre­
quency and effectiveness of their participation in the Safe Streets program. 
Contrary to what is imagined, these observers argue, such officials do not usually 
dominate supervisory board proceedings. Partly this is due to the local elected 
official requirement being interpreted broadly to include criminal justice officials 
like sheriffs and district attorneys as well as non-criminal justice Officials, thus 
diluting the influence of mayors, county executives and others. In addition, as a 
practical matter, it must be realized that many of these part-time officials have 
other public business to attend to in the limited time available to do so. Even 
when they are able to participate in the Safe Streets mattLrs, they may· not 
have had an opportunity to become well-acquainted with the issues. Hence, the 
tendency is to send a criminal justice functionary to represent the local jurisdic­
tion in RPU and SPA deliberations. In both cases, the skeptics emphasize, the 
potential for the generalist to become a captive of the specialist is high. 

To sum up, the block grant provides important incentives to generalist partici­
pation. Whether this instrument will enhance the power position of these officials 
in dealing with program specialists, however, depends largely on factors beyond the 
influence nf the block grant itself. These include the nature and term of office, 
amOUllli of staff resources, and policy interests of the generalists, as well as the de­
gree of fra~mentation among local and substate regional units. 
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The Planning Ritual 
Earlier several criticisms of the Safe Streets planning process were raised in con­

nection with the funding, discretionary, and system building areas. At this point, 
it is useful to summarize the principal issues involved here. 

Supporters of the program assert that the requirement for states to prepare an­
nuallya comprehensive plan as a means of triggering their block grant award from 
LEAA is an extremely valuable component of the block grant instrument. Without 
comprehensive r.lanning, they argue, no framework would be provided for the 
interfunctional coordination and consciousness raising that is so vital if orime re­
duction at the st&.te and local levels is to be addressed in a systematic, as opposed to 
a fractionated, manner. In addition, LEAA would laok a key indicator of recipi­
ents performance, making effective monitoring and evaluation difficult. 

Although these observers concede that in many states, comprehensive criminal 
justice planning is still at a rUdimentary stage and is addressed mainly to the proj­
ects to receive Safe Streets funding, they point out that prior to 1968 little if any 
such activity was occurring. In short, the act develops a new profession-criminal 
justice planning-as well as a new way of dispensing Federal assistance-the block 
grant. Congressional amendments also have led to the establishment of evalua­
tion units in many SPAs. Considering the state of the planning art, as well as the 
state of the relationships initially between and among the principal criminal 
justice functional components, significant gains have been achieved with a nominal 
investment of Federal monies. These advocates, believe that if more sophisticated 
system planning and evaluation are expected, then the funds available under the 
act for these purposes must be increased or the time period for planning must be 
extended. In addition, governors and legislatures must give SPAs greater author­
ity to collect data from and plan for other state criminal justice agencies and to 
influence thcir resource allocation deoisions. 

Some proponents point to regionalization as illustrative of the potentialities of 
the planning process. Funded largely from Part B monies, over 460 RPUs for 
criminal justice planning have been established across the nation. Because local 
elected officials constitute a majority of the supervisory board membership, there 
is assurance that RPU planning and technical assistance will be responsive to both 
single and multijurisdictional crime problems. The availability of regional pro­
fessional criminal justice planners also bolsters the capacity of oities and counties 
to plan for their crime control needs. In the absence of a Safe Streets program, such 
regional planning and cooperation very likely would not have developed. 

Although agreeing with the above positions, others point out that inadequate 
attention has been given to the unique position of the courts in the Safe Streets 
program. An executive branch agency-the SPA-has planned for and awarded 
funds to the judicial branch. Judges and court administrators have served with 
prosecutors and public defenders on SPA and RPU supervisory boards llS "courts" 
representatives. These actions, it is contended, have violated the separation of 
powers doctrine and have compromised the independence of the judiciary. Hence, 
separate planning and funding processes for the courts need to be established, as 
was done for corrections. Another suggestion is that court officials prepare the 
judicial component of the state comprehensive plan and make recommendations 
to the SPA regarding the funding of projects to implement the plan. In addition to 
recognizing the importanoe of separation of powers this approach would have 
practical political significance-it would very likely avoid the need for further 
categorization of the Safe Streets Act to earmark a separate planning and aotion 
grant program for the courts . 

. Critics of the act reply that even though comprehensive criminal justice plan­
ning is a relatively new field, mnch more should have been accomplished in the past 
seven years in light of the amount of Federal funds that have been made available 
to support planning activity. They criticize the state plans as being little more than 
glorified project lists and they argue that such plans 'Should reflect careful analyses 
of crime reduction needs, should be based on hard data, should identify linkages 
between state/local pOlice, prosecutorial, court and correctional agency activities. 
should contain multi-year projections and should incorporate a weU-defined policy 
framework and other attributes of a sound planning process. They contend that 
Federal monies intended for professional planners instead have been used to hire 
grant administrators since, due to poor management practices, considerable staff 
time must be devoted to funding decisions and related procedural matters. They 
assert that SPA evaluation efforts are very limited and pr(lduce little impact on 
planning and funding decisions. As a result, too much paperwork and too little 
genuine planning occurs at the state level, they maintain. 
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With respect to regions, Safe Streets opponents claim that in those states which 
have decentralized planning and administrative responsibilities but not resource 
allocation authority to regions, the RPUs tend to be "paper tigers". Unfortu­
nately, they note, only a few SPAs have delegated substantial authority to regiuns. 
In the remainder, the RPUs tend to spend a large amount of staff time on ~rants­
manship activities on behalf of their constituent localities; and regional' plans" 
are really shopping lists of local project proposals. In both types of region, com­
peting city-county and central city-suburban-rural interests may well under­
mine responsiveness. Another problem here, critics contend, is that half of the 
RPUs in the country are free-standing; the only relationship to councils of 
governments (COGs) and other generalist-oriented regional planning bodies is 
the A-95 review and comment process. Although providing a focal point for 
criminal justice activity at the regional leve!t. as opposed to the loss of identity 
that would occur through "piggybacking" a uOG with criminal justice planning, 
this agency separatism impedes functional and jurisdictional coordination, and 
may contribute to the time burdens that participation in regional affairs imposes 
on local elected chief executives and legislators. 

Some attribute the weaknesses of Safe Streets planning to LEANs failure to 
establish adequate standards or criteria against which to determine and enforce 
state plan comprehensiveness. A common complaint of state and some local offi­
cials is that the annual planning guidelines are oriented more to financial manage­
ment and control than to planning. Until recently, they assert, LEAA has been 
primarily interested in ensuring that aU comprehensive plan components specified 
in the act are incorporated, that action funds are put into appropriate functional 
categories and that various fiscal and procedural requirements are met. SPA spokes­
men assert that LEAA should exercise more positive leadership in setting national 
standards, assessing state performance and communicating the results of success­
ful programs. Lacking such standards, effective monitoring and evalua.tion of SPA 
performance is difficult. Yet, it is noted, evaluation of Safe Streets funded activi­
ties was recognized by Congress in the 1973 amendments to the act as quite impor­
tant. It appears, then, that LEAA-and many states-have given evaluation a 
low priority. 

To summarize, supporters of the Safe Streets Act believe that comprehensive 
planning hl18 come a long way despite three basic constraints: (1) the relative 
newness of criminal justice planning (2) limited Federal resources and (3) in­
sufficient SPA authority to engage in genuine system planning. Critics, on the other 
hand, believe that Safe Streets planning is a charade, or at best a ritual, geared 
mainly to turning on the Federal funding spigot and keeping the dollars flowing, 
rather than an instrument for achieving the system building objective of the block 
grant. 
Lessons From the Safe Streets Experience 

The Safe Streets Act provides several important lessons about how national 
purposes can be achieved through the block grant instrument, while at the same 
time maximizing state and local discretion. It also underscores the differences 
between the conceptual and operational features of block grants and reveals the 
compromises and trade-oft's that apparently need to be made in order to ensure 
the effectiveness and perhaps survival of the instrument. At this point, it is 
useful to summarize our principal findings concerning the block grant experience 
under the Safe Streets Act, and to indicate their significance to intergovernmental 
policy-makers. 

Purpose.-The block grant means different things to different people. In part, 
this is attributable to the high expectations generated by either conSOlidating a 
number of narrow existing categorical grants into a broad

h 
visible assistance 

program covering a wide functional territory or to the launc ing of a new, pre­
sumably integrated, Federal initiative (such as a 'War on Crime) in an area that 
traditionally had been the almost exclusive domain of state and local jurisdictions. 
At least three major purposes of the block grant can be distilled: stimulation 
system building and sytem support. Where a mix of these objectives is sought, 
the block grant device appears most appropriate. Taken individually, however, 
it seems that the project grant maximizes opportunities for innovation; a formula­
based categorical and/or revenue sharing is best suited to system support and 
the block grant enhances system-building prospects. 

Funding Threshold.-When a block grant accounts for a relatively small 
proportion of total public expenditures in a functional area, it is often difficult 
to discern an impact resulting from the investment of Federal funds. This is 
particularly the case when a mix of program objectives is sought; funds tend to 
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be spread (sometimes thinly) between innovative, supportive and systemic 
undertakings. If the block grant is expected to produce short-term changes in 
intergovernmental or functional relationships and show progress in tackling 
problems it was designed to address, then the funding threshold must be increased 
substantially relative to state-local direct outlays to generate a "critical mass" 
for change or the basic objectives must be prioritized to avoid dilution of available 
resources. 

Discretion.-As can be seen from the Safe Streets record the block grant 
gives wide discretion to recipients in planning for and allocating Federal funds. 
Yet, often LEAA has been accused of being too intrusive vis-a-vis states and 
localities (as in guidelines) or not intrusive enough (in the case of ensuring 
plan comprehensiveness, enforcing standards and maintaining fiscal accounta­
bility). The block grant forces Federal administrators to walk a tightrope between 
congressional demands for accountability and state demands for flexibility. 
While the two demands are not irreconcilable it is a difficult balance to strike 
especially in the absence of clear expressions of congressional intent. Although it 
a.ffords recipients maximum flexibility in determining the use of funds the block 
grant instrument does not excuse the Federal administering agency from develop­
ing and enforcing performance standards, conducting substantive reviews and 
evaluations of recipient plans and activities and exercising other oversight re­
sponsibilities-even if this leads to a withholding of funds. 

Categorization.-An ideal block grant does not exist. Partly in response to 
political pressures and partly due to gaps in block grant allocations, the ear­
marking of assistance categories has been a fact of life with which program 
administrators have had to reckon. 

As the block grant matures two conflicting patterns emerge: Congress and 
interest groups become more interested in categorizing, while states become better 
equipped to achieve functional and jurisdictional balance in funding. The pres­
ence of a discretionary fund seems to be an expeditious way of deflecting pressures 
for earmarking and illL~rel\sing funding flexibility at the Federal level. 

Generalists.-The blo..:~r grant approach carries with it a functional framework 
and decision-making process conducive to generalist participation. The Safe 
Streets experience, however, suggests that it is difficult to harness the rather 
diverse political, programmatic, and personal interests of elected chief executives 
and legislators and top administrators. Unless the block gra.nt provides substantial 
amounts of Federal funds, decentralizes authority to make resource allocation 
decisions or fills a major program void, generalists will be reluctant to make the 
time and intellectual commitments necessary for effective involvement. Otherwise, 
functional specialists and professional staff will dominate policy-making. 

Planning.-State criminal justice planning under SPA auspices has been geared 
largely to the allocation of Safe Streets funds. Too often planning has been eclipsed 
by grant administration, making the planning process an annual ritual. SPAs 
have been generally unable, and occasionally unwilling, to comprehensively plan 
for the state criminal justice system and to seek to influence spending decisions 
on the part of related state agencies. 

If the planning process is considered instrumental to achieving the system­
building objective of a block grant, then the state agency responsible for com­
prehensive planning must have sufficient authority and time to plan for all activi­
ties encompassed within the functional scope of the block grant, including t;luse 
supported directly by state appropriations. 

In conclusion, the Safe Streets Act tells us much about how the block grant 
experience really works. Subsequently, the record of this program is assessed in 
light of various changes that might be made in the act, or its administration by 
LEAA and the states. 

CHAPTER VII 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was a bold 
experiment in intergovernmental relations. Like many of the initiatives taken on 
the domestic front during the Great SOCiety years, the act embodied an ambitious 
attempt to tackle a deep-rooted problem of our society. 

The launching of a major comprehensive Federal aid program in response to 
mounting public concern about crime and civil disorders generated high expecta­
tions regarding accomplishments resulting from the infusion of Fedei"al funds. The 
use of a block grant to dispense such assistance raised hopes that many of the 
administrative and policy problems associated with categorical grants could be 
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avoided. In this atmosphere, certain fundamental features of intergovernmental 
relationships and the state-local criminal justice system were de-emphasized or 
overlooked at the time of passage and during the early implementation period. 

The act underscored the belief that money could make a difference in the fight 
against crime, largely by improving the capacity of law enforcement and criminal 
justice agencies to apprehend and process offenders. At the same time, it was 
recognized by some observers that the most significant influences on criminal 
behavior, including the family structure, income, educational process, place of 
residence and societal attitudes, could not be significantly affected by the criminal 
justice system. 

The act was a major element of the "war on crime" declared by the Johnson 
administration and the "law and order" campaign of the Nixon administrat.ion. 
Politicization of the crime issue by both the executive and legislative branches 
contributed to an ambitious and some,vhat ambiguous Federal role. While the act 
declared crime control to be a state and local responsibility, national attention 
was focused on the Safe Streets Act and the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad­
ministration (LEAA) as spearheading this effort. Yet, the appropriations level 
remained at less than five percent of state and local direct expenditures for criminal 
justice purposes. 

The act stated that a major purpose of Federal financial assistance was to 
reduce crime by strengthening and upgrading the capacity of law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies at the state and local levels. However, it also specified 
the use of funds for research, development, training and other purposes not 
directly related to the day-to-day operations of these agencies. 

The act called upon representatives of state and local gtlVernments, police 
departments, judges, prosecutors, defenders, corrections and juvenile delinquency 
officials, and the general public to cooperate in comprehensive planning, resource 
allocation, program coordination and other aspects of Safe Streets implementation. 
Yet, the fragmented nature of the criminal justice system had been well ingrained 
and, in many places, conflict between the state government and larger cities and 
counties has been long-standing. Moreover, prior to 1968 there had been little 
comprehensive planning in the criminal justice area and few professionals were 
skilled in this art. 

The act relied upon the states to assume major responsibilities under the block 
grant arrangement as planners, coordinators, innovators, decision-makers and 
administrators. On the other hand, spokesmen for the Johnson Administration and 
many Congressmen were skeptical about the states' willingness and capacity to 
perform these roles effectively, a concern that has been voiced repeatedly through­
out the history of the program. 

The act attempted to strike a delicate balance between the achievement of 
national objectives with the enhancement of recipient discretion and flexibility. 
Yet, Congress initially attached several statutory "strings" to the use of funds, 
including variable matching, Federal plan approval and a personnel compensation 
ceiling. This practice has grown increasingly popular over the years. Furthermore, 
Congress reserved 15 percent of the annual appropriations for "action" purposes 
under a discretionary fund to be used by LEAA's administrator much like a 
categorical grant. 

In light of the foregoing, it is not surprising that these are sharply contrasting 
views of the basic purpose of the Safe Streets Act, the nature of the block grant 
instrument, the states planning and administrative experience, the appropriate 
role of LEAA vis-a-vis the state planning agencies (SPAs) and the statutory 
changes necessary to better align expectations with reality. To help clarify and 
resolve these issues, and to discern lessons that might be useful in future con­
siderations of new block grant proposals or assessments of existing programs that 
rely upon this approach, the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re­
lations (ACIR) conducted an evaluation of the Safe Streets block grant record. 
The major results of this research effort are summarized in the following findings 
and conclusions. 

MAJOR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

After seven years, the Safe Streets program appears to be neitl,dr as bad as its 
critics contend, nor as good as its supporters state. While a mixed record has been 
registered on a State-to-State basis on the whole, the results are positive. This is 
not to say, however, that changes are unnecessary. In brief, the ledger reads as 
follows: 

On the positive side.-Elected chief executive and legislative officials, criminal 
justice professionals, and the general public have gained greater appreciation of the 
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complexity of the crime problem and of the needs of the different components of 
the criminal justice system. 

During the early implementation of the Safe Streets Act, law enforcement­
related activities commanded the bulk of the attention and money. As the pro­
gram matured, a more comprehensive and insightful orientation emerged. It is 
now generally understood that crime is a complex societal problem which cannot 
be solved only by investing substantial amounts of funds in improving the proc­
essing of offenders. It is also recognized that the efficiency with which offenders 
are apprehended and processed and the effectiveness with which they are re­
habilitated are vital to enhancing respect for the law and possibly deterring 
criminal behavior. Much of this consciousness-raising was the result of the inter­
governmental and multi-functional framework established by the block grant 
and is a necessary precondition to building an effective criminal justice system. 

A process has been established for coordination of efforts to reduce crime and im­
prove the administration of justice.-The Safe Streets Act has provided an incentive 
for elected officials, criminal justice professionals and the general public to work 
together in attempting to reduce crime. Representation of these interests on 
state planning agency and regional planning unit supervisory boards has been 
the chief vehicle for achieving greater cooperation in the day-to-day operations of 
criminal justice agencies and encouraging more joint undertakings across func­
tional and jurisdictional lines. 

At the state level, for example, 40 percent of the SP A supervisory board members 
represent local government. Of these, 70 percent are law enforcement or criminal 
justice officials and 24 percent are elected chief executives or legislators. Thirty­
seven percent of the membership is accounted for by state spokesmen, while 23 
percent represent the general public. This varied representation pattern has 
helped make activities supported with Safe Streets dollars more responsive to 
community needs and priorities. In addition, these programs have been more 
realistic in light of state and local fiscal capacities, and closer linked with non­
Federally funded crime reduction activities than otherwise might have been the 
case. While the goal of a well-integrated and smoothly-functioning criminal 
justice system has yet to be realized, a solid foundation has been established. 

Safe Streets funds have supported many law enforcement and criminal justice activi­
ties that recipients otherwise would have been unable or unwilling to undertake.-Al­
though early critics of the program claimed that too much money was spent on 
routine purposes, particularly in the law enforcement area, the available evidence 
indicates that most Safe Streets dollars have been used for new programs that 
would not have been launched without Federal aid. For example, replies from 44 
SPAs indicated that nine percent of the activities supported by Safe Streets funds 
over the years were considered to be innovative in the sense that they were demon­
strations of new approaches that had never been attempted,a~d another 21 
percent were classified as innovations that had been tried elsewhere but not in 
their state. Twenty-nine percent were viewed as generally accepted activities that 
had already been implemented widely in other parts of the country but not in the 
responding state. Regardless of the degree of innovation involved, however, the 
program has established a mechanism for diffusing ideas and information about 
approaches to crime reduction and system improvement and has provided 
resources to enable states and localities to carry them out. 

Another indicator is the policy of several SPAs to prohibit the use of Safe Streets 
funds for equipment, construction and other routine activities. Other states have 
attempted to maximize the reform potential of Federal assistance by setting cer­
tain eligibility standards for applicants, such as requiring police departments to 
meet the SP Ns minimum standards for police services. Still others have given 
priority to multi jurisdictional efforts, particularly in the areas of law enforcement 
communications, training and construction. 

A generally balanced pattern has evolved in the distribution of Safe Streets funds to 
jurisdictions having serious crime problems as well as among the f1l1!ctional components 
of the criminal justice system.-A persistent complaint since the program's inception 
has been that not enough money goes to jurisdictions with the greatest need and 
that too much goes to police departments. AOIR's 1970 report found that these 
charges were largely valid at that time. Since then, however, a more balanced 
funding pattern has emerged. An analysis of LEANs Grant Management In­
formation System data reveals that since 1969 the 10 most heavily populated 
states have received over half of the Part 0 allocations, compared with a less 
than three percent share for the 10 least populous states. Oollectively, large cities 
and counties (over 100,000 population) experiencing more serious crime problems 
have received a proportion of Safe Streets action funds in excess of their percentage 
of population and slightly below their percentage of crime. 
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With respect to the functional distribution, although. there are wide interstate 
differences, overall the police proportion has declined and stabilized from two­
thirds in FY 1969 to approximately two-fifths by FY 1975. Funding for corrections 
and courts also appears to have leveled off, with the former now accounting for 
about 24 percent of the funds and the latter 13 percent. By way of comparison, 
of the total state-local direct outlays for criminal justice· purposes in FY 1973, 
58 ~ercent were for police, 23 percent for corrections and 19 percent for courts. 

,:;tate and local governments have assumed the costs of a substantial number of Safe 
Streets-initiated activities.-A key barometer of the impact and importance of 
Safe Streets supported activities is the extent to which they have been "institution­
alized" and their costs assumed by state agencies and local governments. It appears 
that once Federal funding ends, a rather high percentage of programs or projects 
continue to operate with state or local revenues. 

Although responses to ACIR's questionnaires varied widely from jurisdiction 
to jurisdiction, the mean estimate by SPAs for the percentage of Safe Streets 
supported activities assumed by state and local governments was 64 percent. 
City and county estimates were even highel" with 83 percent of the former's and 
78 percent of the latter's projects estimated as having been assumed. 

Many elected chief executives and legislators as well as criminal justice officials 
believe that the Federal government's role in providing financial assistance through 
the block grant is appropriate and necessary, and that the availability of Safe Streets 
dollars, to some degree, has helped curb crime.-Despite rising crime rates, mar"y 
state and local officials believe that the Safe Streets program has had a positive 
impact. In part, this can be attributed to the amount of discretion and flexibility 
inherent in the block grant, which has helped make Federal funds more responsive 
to reCipient needs and priorities. In some jurisdictions, Safe Streets has been a 
source of "seed money" for crime reduction activities that they otherwise would 
not have undertaken. In others, particularly rural states aiid smaller localities, 
block grant support has been used to upgrade the operations of police depart­
ments, the courts and corrections agencies. 

These officials also believe that actual crime rates would have been somewhat 
higher without the program. Fifty-four percent of the SPAs reported that Safe 
Streets funds had achieved great or moderate success in reducing or slowing the 
growth in the rate of crime, while approximately half of 774 cities and 424 counties 
surveyed indicated that their crime rates would have been substantially or mod­
erately greater without Federal aid. 

On the negative side.-Despite growing recognition that crime needs to be dealt 
with by a functionally and jurisdictionally integrated criminal justice system, 
the Safe Streets program has been unable to develop strong ties among its com­
ponent parts. 

The impact of the Safe Streets Act on developing a genuine criminal justice 
system has been limited, due largely to the historically fragmented relationships 
between the police, judicial, and correctional functions, traditions of state-local 
conflict, and the relatively limited amounts of Federal funds involved. Replies 
from three-fourths of the SPAs surveyed, for instance, indicated that since 1969 
the various functional components had only begun to view themselves and operate 
in a "somewhat" interdependent fashion. While two-thirds of the RPU respond­
ents saw some signs of growing functional interdependence, most felt though that 
little actual progress had occurred. 

Elected and criminal justice officials appear to be willing to meet together, 
discuss common problems, identify ways of addressing them, and coordinate their 
activities at the state al'.d regional levels. Yet, when the issue of "who gets how 
much?" is raised, the Safe Streets alliance often breaks down. Those who are 
best organized and most skilled in the art of grantsmanship have tended to pre­
vail at the state level, while others have appealect to Congress for help. Congress 
has responded by cat,1gorizing the act and earmarking funds in three major areas: 

In 1971 Part E was added to the act, creating a new source of aid specifically 
earmarked for correctional purposes. Half of these monies are distributed as 
block grants, while the remainder are discretionary funds. In order to receive 
assistance under this part, states have to maintain their level of correctional 
funding in Part C grants. 

Also in 1971, big city spokesmen succeeded in getting two other amend­
ments to the act. Local units of general government, or combinations of such 
units with a population of 250,000 or more, were deemed eligible to receive 
action funds to establish local criminal justice coordi.nating councils. Language 
was added to the planning grant revisions assuring that major cities and 
counties within a state would receive funds to develop comprehensive plans 
and to coordinate action programs at the local level. Furthermore, langua.ge 
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was added to the effect that states had to indicate in their plans that ade­
quate assistance was being provided to areas of "high crime incidence and 
high law enforcement activity." 

In 1974, a new statute, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act, required that action funding for juvenille delinquency programs be 
maintained at the fiscal year 1972 level in order to receive financial assistance 
under the Safe Streets Act. 

Tilese steps were taken by Congress to increase accountability and achieve 
greater certainty that grantees would use monies in specific ways. Although as 
yet there have not been many major adverse effects on state administration, the 
amendments have converted Safe Streets into a "hybrid" block grant and have 
raised questions about the extent of discretion actually accorded to states and 
localities in tailoring Federal assistance to their own needs and priorities. 

Only a handful of SPAs have developed close working relationships with the gover­
nor and legislature in Safe Streets planm:ng, policy formulation, budget-making, and 
program implementation, or have become an integral part of the state-local criminal 
justice system.-The Safe Streets Act is genern.lly perceived as a "governor's 
program," since the state's chief executive sets up the SPA by executive order 
(35 states), appoints all or most of the members of the supervisory board (and in 
six states serves as chairman), directs other state agencies to cooperate with the 
SPA, and often designates regional planning units. Most SF As report that the 
governor displays an interest in Safe Streets but does not play an active role in 
the program. Only nine governors, for example, review the annual comprehensive 
criminal justice plan and SPA priorities before submission to LEAA. Sixteen 
SPAs surveyed characterized their supervisory board's relationship with the 
governor as very independent, while 24 indicated that it involved mainly occasiona.l 
communication and consultation. Eleven SPAs reported having regular commn'<li­
cation and consultation with the governor. Typically, the governor's infiuellce is 
exercised indirectly through his selection of supervisory board members and ap­
pointment of the SPA executive director. 

The legislative role in the program is more removed. Although the legislature 
appropriates matching and "buy-in" funds, makes decisions about assuming the 
costs of projects, and in 20 states, sets up the SPA, its awareness of and substan­
tive participation in Safe Streets planning and police matters has been quite 
limited. This lack of involvement makes it difficult to mesh Safe Streets funds 
with other state criminal justice outlays, and to exercise cffective legislative 
oversight. 

SPAs have devoted the vast majority of their efforts to di.~tributing Safe Streets 
funds and complying with LEAA procedural requirements.-One effect of limited 
gubernatorial and legi~lative partiCipation in the program has been the restriction 
of SPAs to Safe Streets-related activities, even though the block grant instrument 
is designed to address criminal justice in a system-wide context. Generally, SPAs 
have not been authorized to prepare comprehensive plans responsive to the overall 
needs and priorities of the entire criminal justice system, to collect relevant data, 
or to ecrutinize appropriations reque:::ts. Thirty-three SPAs surveyed indicated 
that they were not involved in plllnning and budgeting for state criminal justice 
activities other than those supported by Safe Streets funds, while 14 reviewed and 
commented on the budgets of these agencies. Nineteen SPAR provided plllnning 
assistllnce to state criminal justice agencies Ilnd 11 performed evaluations of cer­
tain state crime reduction programs. 

As a result of the~e limitations, the quality of SPA plans varies widely, a~ does 
the extent of implementation. Lacking a genuine frame of reference, Safe Streets 
planning has been largely directed to the allocation of Federal dolla·rs to particular 
projects. Because the planning and funding processe~ tend to be closely linked, 
many local officials complain that the program has become too immersed in red 
tape, and SPA officials often contend that too much staff time is devoted to grant 
administration. In their view, the inadequacy of Part B funds further impede 
planning at the state, regional, and local levels. 

LEAA has not established meaningf1tl standards or criten:a against which to de­
termine and enforce state plan comprehensiveness and SPA effectivenes8.-Two 
common complaints of state and some local officials are that LEAA has not de­
veloped adequate performance standards for evaluating the quality of state plans 
and implementation efforts, and that it has been l'potty in enforcing special con­
ditions attached to the state plan and other requirements. In addition, many SPAs 
claim that LEAA planning guidelines are oriented more to financial management 
and control than planning. Until recently, they as.ert, LEA A has been primarily 
interested in ensuring that all comprehensive plan components specified in the 
act are incorporated, that action funds are put into appropriate functional cate-
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gories, and that various fiscal and procedural requirements are met. While these 
are important considerations, LEAA has been less concerned with developing 
operational criteria for making qualitative determinations about plans and im­
pl:;,:nentation ~trategies. Lacking such :;.tandards, effective evaluation uf SPA per­
formance i.: difficult. 

Only 11 SPAs indicated that LEAA's application and enforcement of guide­
lines were very helpful in improving their performance. At least onp-fourth of the 
SP As reported five of the eight LEAA-mandated sections of the comprehensive 
plc.n to be of little or no use. 

LEAA's relationship with the SPAs has changed over the years largely in ac­
cordance with the program priorities of different Administrators and their views 
on the amount of Federal level supervi~ion and guidance nece~sary to ensure 
achievement of the Act's objectives. The relationship also has been affected by 
Congressional oversight activities. In general, SPAs would like to fee more po~i­
tive leadership exerted by LEAA in setting national ~tandards, asselO~ing state 
performance, and communicating the results of successful programs. 

ExcessivE turnover in the top management ltvel of LEAA and the SPAs has resulted 
in policy inconsistencies, professional staff instability, and confusion as to program 
goals.-Turnover of top management has been a fact of life in the Safe Streets 
program. There have bcen four attorneys general and five LEAA administrator~ in 
seven years, and with each new Administrator came an internal reorganization of 
"LEAA. The agency was without a permanent administrator for periods which to­
taled over one year out of LEANs seven year life. The SPAs also have experienced 
high turnover. New directors were appointed in 23 states from October 1974 
through October 1975. The median number of directors SPAs have had since 1969 
is three, with a range of one to 15. Assuming that the attrition rates at the Federal 
and state levels will continue to be high, the need for standards dealing with 
plan comprehensivene~lO, funding balance, monitoring and evaluation, and other 
key aspects of block grant administrations seems critical. Otherwise, the problems 
of inconsistency and uncertainty will persist. 

In summary, the block grant approach taken in the Safe Streets Act has helped 
reduce crime and improve the administration of justice in three ways: stimulation 
of new activity; coordination of the functional components of the criminal justice 
system; and support for upgrading the operations of law enforcement and criminal 
justice agencies. Much has been accomplished after seven years. Yet, in the 
Commission's judgment, much more can be done to strike a better balance be­
tween national, state, and local objectives. The following recommendations are 
intended to facilitate this process. 

The ACIR finds that crime reduction and the administration of justice have 
been and continue to be mainly state and local responsibilities. Yet, it is ap­
propriate for the Federal government to provide financial assistance to initiate 
innovative approaches to strengthening and improving state and local law en­
forcement and criminal justice capabilities and disseminate the results of these 
efforts; to help support the crime reduction operations of state and local agencies 
and to facilitate coordination and cooperation between the police, prosecutorial, 
court, and correctional components of the criminal justice system. The com­
mission concludes that the block grant approach contained in Title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, generally 
has been effective in assuring that the national interest in crime prevention and 
control is being met while maximumizing state and local flexibility in addressing 
their crime problems. However, achievement of these objectives has been hindered 
by statutory and administrative categorization and by Federal and state imple­
mentation constraints. 

" RECOMMENDATION 1: DECATEGORIZATION 

The Commission recommends that 
(a) Congress refro.in from establishing additional categories of planning and 

action grant assistance to particular functional components of the criminal 
justice system, repeal the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 and subsume its activities and appropriations within the Sale Streets Act, 
and amend the Safe Streets Act to remove the Part E correctional institutions 
and facilities authorization and allocate appropriations thereunder to Part 0 
action block grants; 

(b) Congress refrain from amending the Safe Streets Act to establish a separate 
program of block grant assistance to major cities and urban counties for planning 
and action purposes; and 
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(c) Congress amend the Safe Streets Act to authorize major cities and urban 
counties, or combinations thereof, as defined by the State Planning Agency for 
criminal justice (SPA), to submit to the SPA a plan for utilizing Safe Streets 
funds during the next fiscal year. Upon approval of such plan, a "mini block 
grant" award would be made to the jurisdiction, or combination of jurisdictions, 
with no further action on specific project applications required at the state level. 

The major purpose of this recommendation is to give state and local govern­
ments maximum flexibility, within the block grant framework, in determining 
the appropriate mix of the stimulative, supportive and system building purposes 
of Safe Streets assistance. It would do so by removing the Part E corrections 
and certain juvenile justice requirements from the Safe Streets Act, shifting the 
funds appropriated under these provisions to Part C action block grants, and 
urging Congress to refrain from further efforts to earmark funds or to establish sep­
arate program categories for particular functional or jurisdictional interests. How­
ever, local governments or combinations of such units designated by SPAs would be 
authorized to submit plans which would be the basis of "mini block grant" awards 
from the State. 
Functional Categorization 

It is now practically conventional wisdom that crime should be dealt with by 
a criminal justice system rather than by individual functional components 
operating in isolation from one another. State and local police, court and cor­
rectional agencies each need adequate personnel, facilities and equipment. Yet, 
they must also be able to coordinate their efforts to reduce crime and improve 
the administration of justice. 

During the early years of the Safe Streets program, the police received the 
majority of the block grant dollar. In 1971, Congress responded to this imbalance 
by establishing a separate category within the Safe Streets Act-Part E-for 
grants for correctional institutions and facilities. Not less than 20 percent of the 
Part C "action" appropriations were to be set aside each year for corrections, 
and states were to give satisfactory assurances in their comprehensive plans 
that Part E would not reduce the amount of action funds available for this 
purpose. In 1974, the Congress passed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act, and required that action funding for juvenile delinquency pro­
grams be maintained at the FY 1972 level in order to receive financial assistance 
under that act. 

The courts have been the most functional component to come before the 
Congress seeking statutory recognition. Their case rests basically on three argu­
ments. First, the separation of powers prinCiple is violated by an executive 
branch agency-the SPA-planning for and allocating Federal funds to court­
related activities, and the independence of judges is compromised by their 
participation on SPA supervisory boards. 

Second, the judiciary has to compete for Federal funds with police, corrections, 
prosecution and defense and other functional interests, instead of being removed 
and protected from the political arena. Third, compared with the amounts of 
Safe Streets monies awarded over the years to police and corrections, the courts' 
present 16 percent national average is not considered a "fair share." Moreover, 
court spokesmen assert, the bulk of this amount goes to prosecution and public 
defender projects, leaving roughly only about six percent of Safe Streets action 
funds for purely judicial undertakings. 

In the commission's judgment, experience has proved that the block grant 
approach is the most feasible way to develop an effective intergovernmental 
criminal justice system. Functional categorization and the earmarking of funds 
undermine the block grant prinCiple. They raise questions concerning the degree 
to which Congress is willing to give recipients real flexibility in arriving at an 
appropriate functional and jurisdictional funding balance and in adapting Federal 
aid to their own needs. They generate needless duplication of effort and increase 
administrative cost. Indeed, they strengthen the very functional fragmentation 
that Congress ostensibly is attempting to curb through the block grant mecha­
nism. By reversing the categorization trend, the act can be a more effective 
catalyst for police, prosecution and defense, judicial and correctional nctivities 
within individual Jurisdictions as well as between cities, counties and their state 
governments. 

With respect to the Part E and juvenile justice provisions of the Safe Streets 
Act, the commission favors repeal. Although it can be argued that these provisions 
have had few major adverse effects on state planning and administration, this 
is not to say that individual states have not, experienced or will not experience 



difficulty in the future. In the case of Part E, while earmaking and maintenance­
of-effort requirements have helped make more Safe Streets funds available for 
correctional institutions and facilities, in some states a balanced funding pattern 
probably would have occurred in the absence of this amendment as corrections 
and othcr interests became better organized, better represented on SPA super­
visory boards and more skilled in developing and defending project proposals. 
The decline and stabilization of the police share over the years, and the corre­
sponding increases in the proportion of block grant funds made available to other 
functional components, underscores this belief. In the commission's view, there­
fore, these statutory restrictions on states should be removed. 

Turning to juvenile jUstice, the appropriations level under the 1974 act have 
been relatively low to date and the planning, organizational and maintenance-of­
effort requirements have not been burdensome in most cases. The commission 
believes that the sections of Title II of the act establishing national and state 
advisory committees on juvenile justice matters, creating new units within LEAA, 
and encouraging greater representation of juvenile interests on supervisory boards 
should be scrutinized to identify overlapping and redundancy with the Safe Streets 
Act. Removal of such unnecessary provisions could signiB,cantly streamline 
the juvenile justice components of the act. The provisions de::tling with matching, 
pass-through, planning procedures and administrative requirements also need 
to be reviewed and any inconsistencies with the Safe Streets Act should be elimi­
nated. The requirements for SPAs to prcpare and submit an additional functional 
plan, which mayor may not be incorporated into the state comprehensive criminal 
justice plan, appears to be especially duplicative, time consuming, and costly. 
The maintenance of effort provisions also are undesirable, and probably unneces­
sary. If, as the Oommission believes, the problems of juvenile justicl~ and delin­
quency prevention are so great and the necessary remedial action encompasses 
both criminal justice and social service agencies, then in addition to elimi­
nating or subsuming the above provisions, Oongress should consider raising the 
authorization and appropriations levels for Part 0 of the Safe Streets Act to 
include the amounts provided for under Title II of the 1974 legislation as well 
as such additional funds as Oongress may deem necessary. However, the States 
should determine the degree of funding and program emphasis for juvenile justice 
and delinquency within the overall block grant framework. An arbitrary national 
level, such as the present maintenance of effort provision, should be avoided 
since it ignores significant differences between the States in their needs, resources, 
and priorities in this area. 

The Oommif1~ion is fully aware of the rcasons why both functional areas re­
ceived special aGtention in amendment to the Safe Streets Act. Moreover, it is 
sensitive to the need to invest substantially more resources in the rehabilitution 
of adult and juvenile offenders. Yet, these objectives can be accomplished within 
the framework of the block grant. The states' record in distributing Federal funds, 
as well as utilizing their own resources, has been steadily improving as SPA 
planning, managerial, and decisionmaking capacities have increased over the 
years and as representation on supervisory boards has become more balanced. 
While there have been some gaps, the Oommission is confident that SPAs are 
equipped to respond effectively to the needs of these and other functional funds. 

With respect to the cgurts, unless our system of justice can guarantee the swift, 
sure and fair disposition of cases, the public will have little respect for the law, 
and potential offenders will not be deterred from criminal activity. Oourt con­
gestion and trial backlog, among other factors, have prevented realization of 
these objectives. In view of increases in civil and criminal litigation, more re­
sources need to be made available to state and local courts. 

The Oommission agrees that the unique position of the judiciary warrants 
special attention in :mplementation of the Safe Streets Act. The integrity, im­
partiality and independence of the judicial branch should not be unduly com­
promised, and the separation of powers principle should not be violated. Yet it 
must be remembered that the act was deSigned, in part, to foster a criminal justice 
system. Provisions requiring comprehensive planning, balanced funding and 
representation of diverse interests in SPA and regional supervisory board delibera­
tions reflect this ambitious "system building" intent. Not to be overlooked also 
are the facts that Federal funds account for only a small fraction of total criminal 
justice expenditures at the state and local levels, and that the amount allocated 
to thc courts varies from statc to state. Although estimates rangc widely, at this 
time no reliable data exist on the allocation of these Federal dollars among the 
judiciary, prosecution and defense, and other functions subsumed within the 
broad "court" category. 
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The commission recognizes the view of some court spokesmen that establish­
ment of a category of I1Ssistance for the courts for planning and action purposes 
would give appropriate recognition to the separation of powers doctrine and 
remove the judiciary from the political pressures and entanglements presently 
I1Ssociated with the competition for Safe Streets funds. In our judgment, however, 
categorization is not the only way to resolve the complex and sensitive issues 
involved here. A number of procedural options are set forth in recommendation 7. 

While categorization, as was done for corrections, would unduly restrict the 
flexibility of state and local governments, the commission believes that more 
financial I1Ssistance needs to be targeted on the judiciary in order to "catch up" 
with the funding levels of other components of the criminal justice system. Using 
the administrator's discretionary funds for this purpose is the approach most 
consistent with the block grant concept. Each year, court related needs and the 
SP A's response to them could be reviewed by LEAA, and supplemental monies 
awarded on a state-by-state basis. This would provide a flexible response to a 
short-term problem which should eventually be resolved through greater judicial 
participation in the Safe Streets planning and funding processes at the state level. 
Jurisdictional Categorization 

Practically since the inception of the Safe Streets program, there has been .eated 
debate over whether SPAs arc allocating a proportionate share of action funds 
to large local units having the greatest crime reduction needs. While Congress 
has stated that no state plan is to be approved by LEAA unless it provides for 
the allocation of adequate assistance to areas having both "high crime incidence 
and high law enforcement and criminal justice activity," representatives of the 
nation's cities and counties have argued that both the states' response and LEANs 
enforcement have been uneven. They assert that greater amounts of action 
monies need to be targeted on high crime areas on a continuous basis. Such concen­
tration of the relatively limited Federal resources they maintain is the only way to 
have an impact on crime reduction. Of the several statutory changes that have been 
suggested in this regard, two appear to be the most popular: establishment of a 
separate block grant program for major cities and urban counties, or combinations 
thereof, administered by LEAAj and requiring SPAs to set aside a portion of 
their block grant allocation, as determined by a formula emphaSizing need factors, 
into a fund to be used by larger jurisdictions. 

The Commission notes the long-standing concern of those who argue that a 
proportionate amount of Safe Streets dollars should go to areas having the severest 
crime problems. It is aware that several large cities individually receive sub­
stantially fewer funds than their share of state crime rates or population would 
appear to warrant. Yet, it also recognizes that in several states a jurisdictionally 
balanced funding pattern has been achieved. Given the fact that crime ignores 
the boundaries of local government, and that interlocal action is often required to 
detect, apprehend, process and rehabilitate offenders, it is reasonable to view 
these actions within the fmmework of l\ city-county criminal justice system. 
Counties, after all, have been assigned significant responsibilities in opemting the 
courts and correctional institutions, as well as performing law enforcement func­
tions in unincorpomted areas and in some incorporated places. Cities, on the other 
hand, are heavily involved in providing police protection, and to a lesser degree, 
perform certain prosecutorial and judicial activities. Analyzing the flow of blook 
grant assistance over the years in terms of city-county criminal justice systems 
across the country reveals that larger jurisdictions have received a portion of 
nction funds genemlly in accord with their share of population and slightly below 
their share of crime rates. 

In short, the existing statutory provisions calling upon both LEAA and SPAs 
to give adequate attention to the needs of high crime areas appear to have hfld a 
positive effect. Although gaps still remain in some states' effort, the commission 
is confident thl1t with careful LEAA review of state comprehensive plans, 1110re 
effective monitoring and evaluation of action programs, and greater representation 
of elccted local chief executives and legislators on SPA and RPU supervisory 
boards, the responsiveness of these states can be improved and further categoriza­
tion of the act can be avoided. 

At the same time, the commission is co,lCerned about the need to give greater 
certainty to local governments that their efforts to identify and prioritize problem.s 
and to prepare plans und applications for remedial action will not be in v}\in. 
Officials of large counties and cities have contended, for example, that at the 
local level planning takes place in a vacuum becallse the amount of funds twailable 
for new undertn.Jdngs is difficult to determine and that too much time must be 
spent developing and defending individual applications. To these obscrvers, the 



costs associated with obtaining Safe Streets funds may outweigh the benefits 
derived from such aid. In the commission's view, steps should be taken to remove 
the procedural bottlenecks in the program and to reduce administrative costs. 

The "mini block grant" arrangement, as practiced in Ohio, can be a significant 
tool for making Safe Streets implementation at the state and local levels more 
effective and efficient. Under this procedure, larger local governments designated 
by the SPA would prepare plans for their crime reduction and criminal justice 
system improvement needs during the next fiscal year. In determining eligibility, 
SP As should emphasize population size (particularly whether the locality exceeds 
100,000), crime rates, and other appropriate measures of need. The jurisdiction's 
direct criminal justice expenditures also could be considered in connection with 
assessing its willingness and capacity to deal with crime problems. Individual 
units, as well as combinations thereof, meeting these criteria would submit their 
plan to the SPA for approval. These plans would have been previously reviewed 
by the A-95 clearinghouse in the region encompassing the applicant jurisdictions, 
and comments would have been attached for SPA consideration. Such plans 
should be comprehensive, in the sense that they should contain data, analyses 
and projections similar to those called for in the act with respect to the state 
plan, and would not be merely "shopping lists" for projects. Following approval 
of the local plan, a "mini block grant" award would be made by the SPA to 
implement the contents. Further applications for individual projects contained 
in the plan would not be required. 

It would be the responsibility of the recipient to implement the approved 
"package" of projects and to account to the SPA for results. The SPA, of course, 
would continue to perform monitoring, evaluation, auditing and reporting func­
tions. This "packaging" procedure, then, could free SPA supervisory board and 
staff time to devote to planning and policy matters instead of grant management, 
reduce administrative costs, expedite execution of projects, and give local units a 
greater incentive to plan for both Safe Streets and non-Federal criminal justice 
resonrces. 

The commission is aware that a somewhat similar procedure is already con­
tained in the Crime Control Act of 1973 (the so-called "Kennedy amendment"). 
However, the "mini block grant" approach differs from this provision in two 
major respects: (1) the eligibility of local jurisdictions would be determined by 
the SPA rather than confined to a fixed statutory 250,000 population floor for 
individual units or combinations thereof, thus enhancing state flexibility and 
making it possible for smaller units having serious crime problems to participate 
in this arrangementj (2) the present act does not specify that once a plan has been 
submitted and approved, no further state level review and action on individual 
applications contained therein would be required, making expeditious local 
implementation uncertain. Largely as a result of these limitations, for example, 
71 percent of the 49 respondents to a 1975 survey of the nation's 55 largest cities 
conducted by the National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors indicated 
that the "Kennedy amendment" had produced no change in local administration 
of Safe Streets funds. 

In the final analysis the feasibility of the commission's recommendations for 
"decatergorizing" the Safe Streets Act and avoiding future actions which would 
unduly restrict recipient discretion depends heavily upon Federal and state 
efforts to ensure that the intent of Congress is being achieved. In particular, the 
oversight and leadership roles of LEAA would have to be strengthened, yet kept 
consistent with the block grant concept. At the same time, the authority and 
credibility of SPAs need to be increased. Subsequent recommendations seek to 
achieve these objectives. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

Personnel Compensation Limits 
The commission recommends that Congress amend the Safe Streets Act to 

remove the statutory ceiling on grants for personnel compensation. 
Personnel compensation constitutes a substantial portion of the expenditures 

of state and local programs to reduce crime and improve the administration 
of justice. About 90 percent of overall local law enforcement outlays, for example, 
are for this purpose. Many jurisdictions, however, still have inadequate numbers 
of well trained policemen, correctional Officers, prosecutors, judges and other 
criminal justice professionals. Recent efforts have gone far toward bettering the 
pay and caliber of police departments, but correctional institutions and courts 
are still facing serious problems in attracting and retaining qualified personnel. 
Specialized positions in criminal justice planning and administration, crime 
research and statistics, and training also are difficult to fill. 
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In light of the foregoing, the act's provision that no more than one-third of 
an action grant may be used for personnel compensation has hindered the efforts 
of some jurisdictions to meet their most pressing need-acquiring sufficient 
personnel to operate their law enforcenwnt and criminal justice agencies. This 
requirement restricts the freedom of citl "S, counties, and state agencies to es­
tablish priorities and to develop programs to meet their needs. In some cases, it 
may le!l;d to action grant awards being used for projects of secondary or even 
lower priority to the recipient. 

In calling for elimination of the personnel ceil:ng, the commission is fully aware 
of the continuing concerns of some observers that this action might tempt states 
and localities to apply for Federal funds only for this purpose, mther than develop­
ing innovative proposals for law enforcement and criminal justice system im­
provements. To some, unlimited Federal funding of state and local personnel 
might lead to a national police force. These attitudes were a major reason for 
the ccmmission recommending in its 1970 report that LEAA be authorized to 
waive the ceiling on grants for personnel compensation. At that time, it was 
thought that the personnel needs of state and local governments could be con- , 
sidered on a case-by-case basis in conjunction with the broad program goals 
established in the state comprehensive plan and the national objectives specified 
in the Safe Streets Act. However, the five years since then have witnessed grow­
ing state and local sophistication in criminal justice planning and program 
development, and a lessening of the fears about a national police force. There 
has been a marked shift away from funding routine equipment purchases and 
toward the provision of new services. Partly as a result of these ch~nges, personnel 
needs have not abated; indeed, in many places they have arisen. Hence, retention 
of the statutory ceiling increases the possibilities for skewing applicant priorities. 

In light of these factors, the commission believes thnt the SPAs nnd LEAA 
possess the capacity to effectively oversee the use of Federal funds for personnel 
purposes, as weU as the nuthority to intervene and modify such uses in instances 
where it is deemed appropriate to do so. This approach maximizes flexibility and 
encourages decisions based on assessments of an applicant's overall needs rnther 
than the dictates of an arbitrary statutory provision. It is consistent with both 
the block grant concept and implementation experience to date. 

RECOMMENDATION 3 
LEAA Oversight 

The commission recommends thnt LEAA develop meaningful standards an d 
performance criteria against which to determine the extent of camprehensivesne ss 
of state criminal justice planning and funding, and thnt it more effectively monito l' 
nnd evaluate state performance against these standards and criteria. 

This recommendntion responds to the complaint of state and some local officinls 
that LEAA has not developed adequate performance standards for evaluating 
the quality of state plans and SPA implementation efforts. 

While, LEAA has made an effort through planning guidelines to ensure that the 
states incorpomte all of the components of n comprehenRive plan specified in the 
act and put action funds into relnted functional "pots," after seven years of ex­
perience, greater attention needs to be given to more substantive matters. Lacking 
qualitative standards, effective monitoring and evaluation of SPA performance is 
difficult, and the bases for plan approval tend to be too subjective. 

The commission believes that these standards and criteria Rhould be process 
and management oriented. They should not address basic changes in the state­
local criminal justice system or its functional components, such as those developed 
by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
The following examples of possible performance standards relating to SPA plan­
ning and fiscal administration underscore this basic distinction. They are offered 
merely for illustrative purposes, and would need refinement before they could 
bccome operational. 
Planning 

AU SPAs must identify at least their top 10 annual priorities for reducing crime 
and improving the criminal justice system, indicate the distribution of Safe 
Streets funds among these priority areas and analyze the relationship with the 
expenditures and activities of other state and/or local law enforcement and crimi­
nal justice agencies. 

All SPAs must identify during the pl[~nning process individual projects (includ­
ing the recipients and amounts of funds) totaling at least 60 percent of the notion 
funds, and report on progress in implementing such projects supported during 
the previous fiscal year. 



Local Participation 
All units of local government eligible for Safe Streets funds must be informed in 

writing of existing or proposed SPA policies and priorities and the annual availa­
bility of SoJe Streets funds. 

All units of local government eligible for Safe Streets funds, or regional planning 
units representing such jurisdictions, must be given an opportunity to review and 
comment upon the SPA annual comprehensive plan prior to its adoption by the 
SP A supervisory board and submission to LEAA. 
Continuation F1t1tding 

All SPAs must have a formally adopted policy governing the length of time 
individual programs or projects may receive Safe Streets funds. In no case may 
individual projects or programs receive the equivalent of more than three years of 
full Federal funding at a 90-10 matching ratio. 

The total amount of Safe Streets funds committed to funding continuation 
projects in a given year must not exceed 50 percent of the total state block grant 
allocation. 
Fund Flow 

All SPAs must award at least 90 percent of their total block grant within one 
year after receipt of the block grant funds from LEAA. 

In the commission's view, such standards to be workable should be formulttted 
by LEAA in conjunction with the National Conference of State Criminal Justice 
Planning Administrators and other public Interest Groups. 

The development of national standards should be accompanied by improve­
ments in LEAA's capacity to monitor, evaluate and audit state performance. 
While reliance on special conditions attached to annual plans by regional offices 
has been useful on a case-by-case basis, enforcement of state compliance has not 
been consistent. One result of inadequate Federal administrative oversignt has 
been the pressures for functional and jurisdictional categorization and earmarking 
described in recommendation 1. Despite the wide latitude accorded recipients 
under the block grant approach, a review of the various provisions of the Safe 
Streets Act u.~ amended reveals considerable clarity as to both the substance of 
state plans and action programs and the procedures by which decisions should be 
made on these matters. The authority of LEAA to generally oversee SPA opera­
tions and to specifically ascertain whether they adequately address the needs of 
high crime areas, the problems of organized crime and civil disorders, and other 
congressional priorities is clear. This/includes the authority, if not the obligation, 
to disapprove entire state comprehensive plans instead of their components­
something that LEAA has been unwilling to do in all but a handful of cases since 
1969. In short, what has often been lacking is not a statutory basis for action but 
rather an LEAA commitment to enforce the letter as well as the spirit of the law. 

The commission is aware of and cncouraged by LEAA's recent efforts, especially 
in the monitoring and evaluation areas. However, it believes that the pace and 
priority accorded to these activities-in t,erms of time, personnel and funds­
need to be increased. Moreover, a closer reporting relationship between LEAA and 
the Congress needs to be established. In particular, organizational responsibility 
for monitoring, evaluation, and auditing needs to be better focused. Each year 
LEAA should provide detailed reports to the Congress on the status of state com­
prehensive planning, state-rcgional-Iocal implementation efforts and LEAA central 
and regional office operations. The impact of the Act on the reduction and preven­
tion of crime and delinquency and on the improvement of the criminal justice 
system should be assessed. This information would provide a basis for more ef­
fective, and it is hoped more frequent, congressional oversight. 

The commission realizes that the establishment of national standards and the 
upgrading of Federal monitoring, evaluation and auditing functions are difficult, 
time-consuming, and potentially controversial undertakings for all concerned. 
The commission is familiar with the difficulties encountered in the course of 
LEAA's previous efforts to establish SPA performance criteria. The commission is 
also sensitive to the constraints imposed by the block grant on the Federal admin­
istering agency. And the commission is aware of the time demands on Congress. 
Still, at this point in the evolution of the Safe Streets program, it seems essential to 
begin a serious effort on these fronts if pressures for further statutory categoriza­
tion are to be abated, and if Congress is to be given adequate assurance that the 
legislative intent of the act is being accomplished. 
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RECOMMENDATION 4 
State Planning 

The commission recommends that in lieu of a.n annual comprehensive plan, 
SPAs be required to prepare five-year comprehensive plans and submit annual 
statements relating to the implementation thereof to LEAA for review and 
approval. 

The scope and quality of the planning effort envisioned under the Safe Streets 
Act is difficult for many SPAs to attain. The limited authority of most SPAs, 
tight LEAA plan submission deadlines, inadequate Part B funds, and substantial 
staff time devoted to compliance with Federal guidelines and procedural require­
ments make comprehensive planning difficult if not impossible. In some states the 
SPA, RPUs, or local planning agencies may be involved in various phases of 
three comprehensive plans at the same time--evaluation of one, implemen­
tation of another, an.d data collection and analYSis for a third. As a result of 
these factors, Safe Streets planning has been largely directed to the allocation of 
Federal dollars. 

This recommendation addresses the above problems by modifying the require­
ments for preparation of an annual plan to more realistically reflect SPA staff 
capabilities, as well as the time involved in establishing an effective planning 
process and in producing a quality plan. 

The pretense of preparing a comprehensive plan on an annual basis would be 
scrapped. In its stead, states at a maximum would have to develop only one 
plan covering a multi-year period. Annual statements would be submitted to 
update the plan a!1d report on implementation progress. The intent here would be 
to focus more attention on a truly comprehensive planning effort involving 
thorough analyses, based on empirical data, of present and projected needs, and 
the capacity of existing state and local agencies to deal with them; standards and 
goals to be achieved; the relationship between Safe Streets supported activities 
and direct State, regional and local undertakings; and other factors. This approach 
would encourage the development of well integrated strategies to reduce crime and 
improve the administration of justice. The complaint that "funding forces out 
planning" would no longer be justified, then, and the image of State comprehensive 
plans as glorified shopping lists for projects would be erased; moreover, SPA 
planning and analytical capabilities would be enhanced. 

The commission recognizes the view of many SPA and local officials that the 
level of Part B funding has been inadequate. Yet, in light of thn constraints im­
posed by the nation's recent economic problems as well as the pressing needs for 
"action" funds to help deal with rising crime rates, the commission is reluctant 
to recommend increases in appropriations for planning purposes. Instead, it 
believes that available dollars should be utilized more effectively. A five-year 
time span for planning is a major way to accomplish this purpose. 

A more realistic approach to planning also would improve Federal oversight. 
LEAA would be able to assure itself, and the Congress, that national priorities 
were being adequately addressed through review and approval of annual state­
ments on implementation progress and cross-referencing them to the state's 
comprehensive plan. The scrutiny of these statements, and periodic revision of 
the plan, would facilitate monitoring, evaluation and auditing of SPA performance. 
In short, more effective utilization of Federal, state, regional and local staff, some 
cost-savings, and a more usable planning document would occur. 

R1'lCOll1MENDATION 5 
The Governor' 8 Role 

The commission recommends that governors and, where necessary, state 
legislatures, authorize the SPA to (a) collect data from other state agencies re­
lated to its responsibilities, (b) engage in system-wide comprehensive criminal 
justice planning and evaluation and (c) review and comment on the annual 
appropriations requests of state criminal justice agencies. 

The state's chief executive normaUy establishes the state planning agency, 
names supervisory board members and directs other state agencies to cooperate 
with the SPA. The governor also may designate regional planning units. In the 
315 states lacking; a statutory basis for the SPA, these activities are accomplished 
by executive order and may be periodically changed in response to gubernatorial 
turnover, executive branch reorganizations and other factors. Despite their formal 
responsibilities under the Safe Streets Act, on a day-to-day basis most governors 
have not played an active role in the program. The governor's influence is gen­
erally exercised through the selection of supervisory board members and appoint­
ment of the SPA executive director. In part, this level of partiCipation reflects 
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the heavy demands on the chief executive's time, as well as the relatively small 
amount of funds available under the act. 

One effect of the limited gubernatorial involvement in the Safe Streets program 
in many states has been the restriction of the SPA to Safe Streets-related activi­
ties, even though the block grant instrument is supposed to address criminal 
justice in a system-wide context. ·With few exceptions, SPAs have not been 
authorized to collect criminal justice data from other state agencies, to develop 
comprehensive plans for the entire criminal justice system or to influence state 
resource allocation decisions through the review and comment on the appropria­
tion requests of its law enforcement and criminal justice agencies. Neither the 
representation of these agencies on supervisory board nor the provision of plan­
ning and technical assistance to them have been successful in enabling SPAs to 
become a more integral part of the state criminal justice system. As a result, 
SP As are still viewed largely as planners for and dispensers of Federal aid. 

This recommendation is designed to enhance the SPA's authority and credibility 
by making it responsible for system-wide planning and providing access to the 
criminal justice information necessary to effectively discharge this function. 
While the commission does not believe it appropriate to specify the most desirable 
location of the SPAin the executive branch, it seems preferable that, in light of 
the review and comment role vis-a-vis appropriations requests for state criminal 
justice purposes, it be closely affiliated with an agency having responsibility for 
resource allocation decisions for the criminal justice area-such as a department 
of justice, budget office or the state's general planning agency-instead of being 
a free-standing unit or a subdivision of a particular functional department like 
public safety. 

RECOMMENDATION 6 
The legislature's role 

The Commission recommends that, where lacking, state legislatures (a) give 
statutory recognition to the SPA, including designation of its location in the 
executive branch and the establishment of a supervisory board; (b) review and 
approve the state agency portion of the states' annual comprehensive criminal 
justice plan; (c) include Safe Streets-supported programs in the annual appro­
priations requests considered by legislative fiscal committees; and (d) encourage 
the public safety or other appropriate legislative committees to conduct periodic 
oversight hearings with respect to SPA activities. 

Though the legislature appropriates matching and "buy-in" funds, makes 
decisions about assuming the costs of projects, and, in 20 of the states sets up the 
SP A, its awareness of and substantive participation in Safe Streets has been quite 
limited. This is due partly to the fact that the program is still viewed as the 
governor's, as well as to the relatively low funding level. In too many states, the 
legislature has no real say in planning and policy decisions, yet is expected rou­
tinely to fund programs submitted by the govr.-nor and the SPA. Lack of legisla­
tive involvement makes it difficult to mesh Safe Streets with other state criminal 
justice outlays, to exercise effective oversight, and to relate this program to any 
broader efforts to reform the criminal justice system. 

This recommendation is geared to incren.sing legislative participation and to 
moderating the "governor's program" image. Providing a statutory basis for the 
SP A would enhance its stability and would particularly help reduce the confusion 
occurring when a new governor assumes office and/or a new SPA executive direc­
tor is appointed. It is the commission's view that in designating the compoe:.tion 
of the supervisory board, the legislature should include an appropriate number of 
its own members appointed by the leadership. 

The review and approval of state agency portions of the state plan and con­
sideration of Safe Streets-supported activities together with other annual ap­
propriations would provide an opportunity for the legislature to have a major 
input into both planning and funding. With respect to the former, the legislature's 
approval of this document and its annual updates, would give them official status 
as a policy framework for the development of a coordinated statewide strategy to 
deal with law enforcement and criminal justice needs. Each legislatUre should 
decide whether a general review or a program-by-program consideration of the 
plan is in order. If the latter, then the legislature would have an opportunity to 
scrutinize, and possibly modify, the policy decisions of the governor and SPA 
supervisory board. 

Turning to finances, requests for Safe Streets matching and "buy-in" funds 
would be reviewed against the plan and either lump sum or line item appropria­
tions would be made. Under this arrangement, the policy-making process for Safe 
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Streets would follow that used for non-Federally funded programs, under which 
the governor would submit programs and a. budget to the legislature for its ap­
proval, modification or disapproval. The SPA would relate to the legislature in 
much the same manner as other state agencies. Coupled with the periodic over­
sight by substantive committees, this recommendation would substantially in­
crease the legislature's role and responsibilities in priority setting for criminal 
justice, regardless of the source of funds. At this point, the State of Michigan has 
come closest to adopting this model; most legislatures, however, do not appropriate 
all Federal funds prior to their expenditure by state agencies. 

Not to be overlooked, of course, is the willingness and capacity of the legisla­
ture to enter the Safe Streets area. Some legislative bodies would not be equipped 
to do so, in light of the biennial nature of or limitations on the duration of sessions, 
high turnover, fragmented committee structure, insufficient staff assistance and 
other factors. Particularly in states having biennial sessions, it would be necessary 
for the legislature to designate individual legislators or a committee to perform 
the functions called for in this recommendation during the interim period. But 
these are questions of overall legislative strength and authority. Their impact on 
the criminal justice area generally and the Safe Streets program, in particular, 
only dramatize how necessary it is to shed these shackles. Authoritative reforms 
in and adequate fiscal support for state-local criminal justice systems, after all, 
depend heavily on the posture of the legislative branch. 

The legislature, then, should not be precluded from participation if it so desires. 
This recommendation provides a channel for such involvement, with the net result 
being a pattern of shared authority between the executive and legislative branches 
and conceivably greater encouragement for the SPA's to focus more of their efforts 
on systemic problems in the criminal justicc area that are of concern to the 
legislatures. 

RECOMMENDATION 7 
The Courts 

The commission recommends that SPAs give greater attention to needs of the 
courts, while recognizing their unique constitutional position, by (a) providing 
for greater participation by representatives of the judiCiary on the supervisory 
boards; (b) increasing the proportion of action grants awarded for the judiciary 
and for court-related purposes; and (c) establishing, where feasible, a planning 
group representing the courts to prepare plans for and make recommendations 
on funding to the SPA. 

As indicated in Recommendation 1, the Commission agrees with those who 
argue that greater attention needs to be given to the courts in the Safe Streets 
program. At the same time, it believes that establishment of a separate category 
of assistance as in the corrections case would be undersirable, since it would unduly 
restrict the flexibility of state and local governments and be contrary to the 
spirit of the block grant. Instead, the commission considers the present SPA 
mechanism to be in need of certain modifications to increase its responsiveness 
to the courts. More judicial representiltion on the supervisory board is in order, 
and more encouragement to partiCipate in SPA affairs needs to be given. In 
part, the funding pattern for courts reflects this inadequate representation and 
reluctant involvement, and efforts to reverse these tendencies ought to result 
in greater support for court activities. A 1975 study by the Special Study Team 
on LEAA Support of the State Courts, for example, found that in states having 
judicial participation in the SPA's planning process, generally It larger share of 
action funds wa::; awarded to court programs. 

Turning to separation of powers, some viable procedural options Me available 
here. Basically, court planning should be vested in the judiciary. The commission 
supports the creation of a body composed of state and local judges, court ad­
ministrators and others to formulate plans for court needs, obtain local input, 
prioritize proposals and make recommendatiollS 'or consideration by the SPA. 
This could be done by the legislature, the governor or the SPA. While the SPA 
would scrutinize the court plan and the recommendations '01' implementation 
contained therein, the presumption would be that more often than not they 
would be approved and funded. While the commission does not believe that a 
speCific target funding level is appropriate, a minimal guide or SP Ai'! to consider 
is the relationship between the proportion of Safe Streets funds allotted for 
judicial branch activities and that of state-local direct criminal justice outlays 
for this purpose. 

This basic arrangement has been used successfully by California. It seems to be 
a desirable way to ensuring the independence of the judiciary without under­
mining the comprehensive criminal justice planning efforts of the SPA. 
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RECOMMENDATION 8 
Generalist Participation 

The commission recommends that Oongress amend the Safe Streets Act to 
(a) define "local elected officials" as elected chief executive and legislative officials 
of general units of local government, for purposes of meeting the majority repre­
sentation requirements on regional planning unit supervisory boards, and (b) 
encourage SPAs which choose to establish regional planning units to make use 
of the umbrella multijurisdictional organization within each substate district. 

A key feature of the block grant instrument is the enhancement of the power 
position of ('lected chief executives and legislators and top administrative general­
ists vis-a-vis functional specialists. For example, the Safe Streets Act calls for 
the creation of intergovernmental, multifunctional supervisory boards at the 
state and, where used, regional levels. In the 1973 amendments to the act, Oongress 
affirmed this position by requiring that a majority of the members of regional 
planning unit boards be local elected officials. However, some confusion has arisen 
over who qualifies as a "local elected official." In some states, sheriffs are con­
sidered in this category. This imprecision leads to inconsistent representational 
policies and effectively thwarts the objective of Oongress in mandating such 
representation. For example, approximately one-third of the regional and local 
officials responding to an AOIR survey indicated that the 1973 requirement 
had produced no effect on RPU supervisory board decision-making. Hence iL, 
the commission's judgment, the act should specify that "local elected official" 
refers to elected chief executives and legislators-not elected law enforcement 
or criminal justice functionaries. 

Interstate diversity characterizes the designation and use of regional planning 
regions. About half still are freestanding multicounty or single-county entities, 
and are linked to generalist-oriented multifunctional planning bodies such as 
councils of governments (OOGs) only by the A-95 review and comment process. 
·With the exception of the few states that have used a "mini block grant" approach, 
m03t regions prepare plans, help constituent localities develop applications, 
provide a forum for communications, and furnish other technical assistance. Yet 
it appears that this plethora of single-function, limited-authority regional bodies 
is not an efficient or effective way to plan for criminal justice needs. After all, 
crime reduction is related to many other concerns-environment, health, economic 
development, transportation and the like-that also have regional significance. 
Moreover, in view of the relatively limited amount of Part B planning funds 
available under the act, many RPUs are inadequately staffed and too subject to 
shifts in the fiscal winds at the state and Federal levels. In the commission's 
view, integration of criminal justice planning with OOGs and other federally 
supported planning efforts embodying some of the components an umbrella 
multijurisdictional organization framework-such as that recommended by the 
commission in its 1973 report, "Regional Decision-Making: New Strategies for 
Substate Districts"-would enhance functional coordination, bolster the credi­
bility of the plan, improve the utilization of professional planning staff and increase 
monitoring and evaluation efforts. 

In conclusion, the block grant approach taken in the Safe Streets Act still is on 
trial. The seven-year record is not unblemished. However, considering the com­
plexity of the crime problem, the relatively limited amounts of available Federal 
funds, the historic separation of the functional components of the criminal justice 
system, and the infancy of criminal justice planning at the end of the 1960's, 
significant achievements have been attained by all levels in implementing the 
Act. The commission urges the Oongress to let the experiment continue, to reverse 
the categorization trend, and to give LEAA and the States the resources and 
guidance they need to tackle one of society's most pressing and perplexing 
problems. 

PART III: A VIEW FROM THE FIELD 

OHAPTElt VIII 

STATE ADMINISTRATION O~' THE SAFE STREETS ACT: A OOMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

As part of AOIR's examination of the seven-yaar record in administering Safe 
Streets block grants, field research was conducted in 10 states. This effort was 
considered necessary to illustrate in somewhat greater depth the varying ap­
proaches used in planning for the distribution of Safe Streets funds j to cross-check 
the findings from the national surveys of state, regional, and local experience 
under the program, and to gain first-hand impressions about the major issues 
surrounding the operation of the block grant. 

69-667 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 32 
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The following comparative analysis attempts to give an overview of the results 
of the field research. The findings presented and conclusions drawn here should 
not necessarily be viewed as applicable to all states. Rather, they should be 
reviewed in conjunction with the information contained in other chapters of this 
report. 

SITE SELECTION AND METHODOLOGY 

A variety of factors were considered in selecting the case study states. Chief 
among these were: population size, crime rate, geographic location, the division 
of state-local direct criminal justice expenditures and the degree of centralization 
or decentralization of the state's administration of the Safe Streets program. A 
cross-section of states was sought reflecting the above primary factors. 

Other considerations in site selection were: whether or not the state planning 
agency (SPA) had assumed additional criminal justice responsibilities, whether the 
SPA was established by statute or by executive order whether there had been 
stability or high turnover among SPA executive directors and whether there 
were any unique political, structural or economic characteristics of the state that 
made it a particularly appropriate or inappropriate subject for a case study. 
In addition, the advice of both LEAA and the National Conference of State 
Criminal Justice Planning Administrators was sought to determine if there were 
any other factors that should be taken into account. 

The 10 States chosen (California, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
Missouri, New MexiCO, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio and Pennsylvania) 
constituted a fairly representative group. California and Massachusetts were 
progressive urban states, both undergoing a change of governors and SP A directors. 
Minnesota, on the other hand, had enjoyed stable SPA leadership. Pennsylvania 
and Missouri had highly decentraliJled SPA operations with strong and vocal 
regions, while Ohio represented the best example of the "mini-block grant" 
concept. North Carolina was included as a southern state with a state-dominated 
criminal justice system and an SPA chaired by the governor. New Mexico and 
North Dakota were thought to be good examples of small rural states, with the 
legislature in the latter substantially involved in the program. In Kentucky, the 
SP A had been placed in an umbrella Department of Justice and performed criminal 
justice functions in addition to the distribution of Safe Streets funds. 

This sample represents one-fifth of the states and approximately one-third of 
both the United States population and the total crime index. The 10 states 
collectively receive 29 percent of the Part B block grant funds and 32 percent of 
the Part C block grant funds (See Appendix VIII-I). 

Depending upon the size and complexity of the state, teams of two to four people 
visited each state for a period of one to two weeks. Interviews were scheduled with 
the following officials or their aides: 
State Level 

Governor. 
Attornry General. 
SPA supervisory board chairman. 
SPA executive director. 
Principal SPA staff members. 
Representatives from: state legislature, state budget office, major state criminal 

justice agencies, public interest groups. 
Regional level 

RPU supervisory board chairman. 
RPU executive director. 
Principal RPU staff. 
Local Level 
Chief executive official (mayors, city managers). 
Legislative officials (county commissioners, city council members). 
Representatives from: 

Local criminal justice planning units. 
Major local criminal justice agencies. 

During the site visits, information also was gathered from SPA and RPU grant 
files, minutes of meetings, policy manuals, annual comprehensive plans, financial 
records, audit reports and othel" available sources. 

In each state two regions, two cities and two counties were chosen for more 
intensive study. These were selected with some care to obtain urban and rural 
representation, to cover different types of governmental units and to assess varying 
experiences with the Safe Streets program ranging from ,strongly positive to 
Unsatisfactory. In selecting regions and localities to visit within the states, ACIR 
relied heavily on the advice of the SPA and other officials knowledgeable about 
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substate conditions. A listing of all regions and localities visited is presented in 
Appendix 2. 

A total of 483 state and local officials were interviewed, including: 
208 state officials, as follows: 

11 present or former SPA executive directors. 
5 SPA supervisory board chairmen. 
4 governors or their staff representatives. 
10 attorneys general or their staff representatives. 
79 members of the SPA staff. 
13 representatives from state budget offices. 
22 representatives of state legislatures. 
64 representatives of state criminal justice agencies. 

Local officials (72 elected and 116 appointed) as follows: 
93 city representatives. 
95 county representatives. 

9 public interest group and miscellaneous representatives. 
10 LEAA regional office representatives. 
77 regional planning unit or criminal justice coordinating council representa­

tives, as follows: 
12 RPU board chairmen. 
65 RPU staff members. 

The field teams visited a total of 27 regional planning units, four criminal 
justice coordinating councils, 32 cities and 28 counties from May through August, 
1975. 

The interviews were structured around a series of central research questions 
concerning issues that have arisen with respect to the Safe Streets program and 
the block grant instrument. Departures from the general questions were made, 
however, depending upon the interviewee's knowledge and role in the program, as 
well as time limitations. During the interviews, the field team also focused 
specifically on issues relating to the particular factors for which the state was 
chosen, such as frequent changes in leadership or decentralized planning structure. 
Because of the small number of jurisdictions visited in each state and the varying 
knowledge of the interviewees about the program, a quantitative analysis of the 
interview responses was thought to be meaningless and was not attempted. 

Neither the case studies nor the comparative analysis should be viewed as a 
rigorous assessment based on a highly sophisticated evaluative design. Time and 
staff contraints barred such an approach. 

Although each SPA director and other key interviewees were invited to review 
the draft case study for their state, as well as the comparative analysis, and com­
ment on its accuracy and completeness, caution should still be exercised in making 
generalizations, particularly from the analysis of the sample of grants examined 
in each state (see Appendix 3) and the opinions of interviewees. Yet, if used in 
conjunction with other data presented in this report, the case studies and com­
parative analysis can be helpful in understanding the operation of the block 
grant under varying conditions and the major issues affecting the Safe Streets 
program at the state and local levels. 

STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING 

In the original OmnibUS Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Congress 
placed a strong emphasis upon planning by the states. Each state was required 
to develop a comprehensive plan, which had to be approved by LEAA. The 
development of a comprehensive plan by each State, and the approval of that 
plan by LEAA, was a requirement which had to be met before a state could receive 
block grant funds. 

The statutory definition of an "approved comprehensive state plan" was quite 
specific about the areas to be addressed in the plan, but vague about the standards 
of completeness and specificity that must be met in order for a plan to be judged 
comprehensive. While statements that a plan shall "adequately take into account 
the needs and requests of units of general local government ... " or "provide 
for the effective utilization of existing facili.ties" expressed the intent of Congress, 
they left much to the interpretation of the administering agency, LEAA. 

. The field studies confirmed findings from the national questionnaire surveys 
that very little criminal justice plll,nning was taking place in the states prior to 
the implementation of the Safe Streets Act. Such planning as had been done 
before that time was neither comprehensive nor systematic. In seven of the 10 
states studied, organizations had been estE,blished to undertake various criminal 
justice planning, research, and data gathering responsibilities. Several governors 
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had established a planning committee in anticipation of passage of the Safe 
Streets Act, and two states (North Dakota, Pennsylvania) had established a 
group to set statewide standards for police recruitment and training. Most of 
the initiative for these early efforts appears to have emanated from the national 
recognition given the crime problem by the Johnson administration and the 
President's Crime Commission, and the financial support of the Office of Law 
Enforcement Assistance (1965-1968). None of the 10 states had any comprehensive 
criminal justice planning efforts underway prior to 1965. 

At the local level, only the larger cities and counties had established criminal 
justice planning capacity before 1968; this was usually quite limited and did not 
include all components of the criminal justice system. No evidence was found 
of any criminal justice planning at the regional level prior to the passage of 
the Safe Streets Act, with the exception of a few of the older, more well-established 
councils of governments. 

In 1969, when the 10 states were faced with preparing a comprehensive plan in a 
short period in order to be eligible for block grants, time was quite limited, even 
where a planning group had previously been established. In almost all cases, the re 
was a strong emphasis on "getting the money out in the field" during the early 
days of the program. 'With small staffs hastily assembled, a plan was barely 
produced and approved before it was necessary to establish grant review and 
award procedures to distribute the large amounts of black grant funds. There was 
little time to collect and analyze data to determine real needs and problems. 
Most interviewees thought that especially during these early years comprehensive 
planning was more a myth than a reality and that the annual plan was little more 
than a "compliance" document developed by the state to fulfill a requirement to 
receive funds and of little value to their state-local criminal justice systems. 

Another opinion expressed by interviewees in the 10 states was that there was 
insufficient time or funds allotted to planning at the outset of the program relative 
to the amounts of action grants that had to be distributed. ThiS, coupled with 
the lack of an adequate planning period prior to the receipt of the first block 
grants in lUng, put the SPAs in the position of having to use limited planning 
(Part B) funds to support a small staff, the majority of whom were involved in 
the grant review and award process. Little time and staff remained for planning 
and this, of necessity, restricted activity to the use of Safe Streets dollars alone. 
According to some officials interviewed, it also established the role of the SPA 
as a funding organization-an identity that has been difficult to change. An 
additional problem f;~I':ld in the beginning of the program was tIle absence of 
professional criminal justice planners. 

Organizationally, the early planning was carried out primarily by the state. 
Regions and local units of government were not yet well enough organized to 
engage in criminal justice planning. 

Although the initial demands of the allocation process necessitated an emphasis 
on funding rather than on planning, this situation changed. According to inter­
viewees in the 10 states, several factors led to greater attention to planning as the 
program matured: (1) as the SPA became more experienced, the processing and 
awarding of grants became more routinized, thus demanding less staff time; 
(2) increased planning funds made it possible for SPAs to have a larger planning 
staff with greater expertise i (3) many of the most immediate and visible needs 
of the criminal justice system were being met, and with growing competition for 
funds it became necessary to more systemat.ically identify needs and to plan the 
distribution of scarce resources; (4) the fairly rapid development of regional and 
local planning capabilities took some of the burden off the SPAs, enabling them to 
address broader planning issues, rather than the mechanics of grant processing 
and (5) thc large percentage of projects that were continued from previous years 
meant that planning efforts could be concentrated on the implementation of a 
smaller number of new activities each year. 

For these and other reasons, officials in every state thought that the planning 
abilities of the SPAs had increased Significantly between 1969 In.d 1975. Yet, us 
will be di~cussed in the following sections, the nature and scope of comprehensive 
criminal justice planning at the state and local levels remains limited despite 
this progress. 
Nature and Scope of Planning Activities 

While the particular kinds of planning activities varied from state to state, 
some characteristics of the planning process were common to all. 
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Identification of State Policies and Priorities 
All 10 SPAs have established policies and priorities that exclude certain ac­

tivities from funding and encourage others. Some do not review and refine these 
priorities on an annual basis as part of the planning process. The SPAs that set 
annual priorities to guide each year's funding (Ohio, Minnesota, California, 
Kentucky, Massachusetts, North Dakota) do so at the start of each year's 
planning cycle to give their RPUs guidance about which activities can and cannot 
be supported with Safe Streets funds. In most cases, these priorities and policies 
do not change Rignificantly over time, partly because of the high percentage of 
projects that continue from one year to the next. 

Certain kinds of SPA funding policies were particularly irksome to regional and 
local officials. Of these, the most frequently mentioned by local officials was the 
exclusion of jurisdictions or agencies under a certain population size from eligi­
bility to receive funds for certain kinds of projects. These policies were based on 
assumptions that only larger jurisdictions needed such projects or that funding 
many small jurisdictions produced wasteful duplication. SPA prohibitions against 
the award of funds to very small police departments was the most common exampll:l 
of this differentiation. Kentucky and Massachusetts, more than other states, 
relied on such policies to target their Safe Streets monies, with Massachusetts 
excluding almost all jurisdictions from funding except its seven large urban areas 
and its state agencies. 

In identifying priorities each year and in choosing particular activities to include 
in the annual plan, no SPA relied primarily on the analysis of crime rates or 
other criminal justice data to determine needs and problems. Although several 
SPAs examined such data in establishing their funding priorities, the chief method 
of planning used was a review of criminal justice needs as perceived and identified 
by state and local criminal justice agencies and the SP A staff. 
Solicitation of Local Input in the Planning Process 

All 10 states have developed some means for obtaining local ideas about Safe 
Streets funding. Most of them have relied on the RPUs to canvass their localities 
each year, either through maHouts or public hearings. In states with decentralized 
planning, the RPUs then assessed local needs and requests, and made decisions 
concerning regional funding which were submitted to the SPAin the form of 
regional plans. In the states with centralized planning, the RPUs submitted 
either a list of all identified projects for funding in priority order or a more general 
statement of regional needs. In many cases, large urban governments have sub­
mitted their own proposed activities either to their RPU or to the SPA. The SPAs 
usually have notified other state criminal justice agencies of the areas in which 
funding is available and have requested their proposed activities. 

In no state studied did the SPA conduct an annual analysis of law enforcemen t 
and criminal justice needs of the state. l'he planning roies of most SPAs (with the 
possible exceptions of Massachusetts, Kentucky and Minnesota) was primarily 
reactive, responding to others' proposals. 'rhese activities were reviewed against 
SPA policies and priorities; decisions then were made as to which would receive 
funding. 

There are.some distinct advantages to the reactive role. It relies heavily on those 
closest to the problem to identify their own needs. It also insures implementation 
of the plan, since the activities planned are those for which there had already been 
0. need expressed and, in many cases, applicants identified. Several instances were 
discovered where the SPA, acting without local input, had identified a need and 
allocated resources accordingly, only to have the funds lie unused because the need 
was not perceived by others. Yet, the reactive approach does not insure that the 
problems identified by others are the most serious ones. Although this very well 
may be the case, the SPAs have neither the manpower nor information to deter­
mine state-wide criminal justice needs. 

In all 10 states studied, SPA planning activities focused almost exclusively on 
the distribution of Safe Streets funds. In none of the states did the SPA assume a 
broader planning role for all state criminal justice activities, even though some 
SP As conducted studies of particular functional areas, problems or programs. Even 
in Kentucky, where a reorganization was implemented to give the SPA a centro.1 
planning role within 0. Department of Justice containing the major state criminal 
justice agencies, the SPA has been unable to assume a coordinative planning and 
budgeting responsibility. 
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Many reasons were given for the limited scope of SPA planning: the political 
strength of the state criminal justice agencies that wish to retain their autonomy; 
the burdens placed on understaffed SPAs by the administration of the Safe 
Streets program; the SPAs' lack of expertise; the high turnover of the SPA 
professional staff; and the limited leverage provided by the small amount of 
funds a vai1able. 

Yet many of the states studied hlwe undertaken other responsibilities in 
addition to the administration of the Safe Streets program. Several SPAs (Ohio, 
Kentucky, Minnesota, North Carolina, North Dakota) are responsible for 
establishing statewide standards for criminal justice. Some oversee and operate 
statewide criminal justice information systems (Massachusetts, New Mexico, 
North Dakota, Pennsylvania). Although not a major responsibility of any of the 
10 SPAs, several have become involved in drafting and proposing criminal justice 
legislation, either independently or for the governor (Pennsylvania, Massachu~ 
setts, North Carolina, North Dakota, Kentucky, Ohio). Almost all SPAs have 
testified before their legislatures on pending legislation and most have expressed 
a desire to become more deeply involved in legislative matters should staff 
resources permit. In no state studied, however, did the legislators interviewed 
view the SPA as their prime source of advice and counsel on criminal justice 
legislation. 

Many of the SPAs visited have made studies, surveys, and reports on criminal~ 
iustice~related matters within their state (Pennsylvanit1" Kentucky, Massachu­
setts, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Minnesota, California). Usually 
these materials either stem from or are used in the SPA planning process. They 
are also used by other parties. 

Despite these peripheral activities and responsibilities, it is clear that the pri­
mary role of the SPAs visited is the distribution of Safe Streets funds. 
Decentralization versus Centralization of Planning Responsibility 

The most important single difference in planning approaches was in the re­
sponsibilities of the 10 SPA's relative to those of regions and local units of govern­
ment. A gL.neral trend was apparent indicating decentralization of authority and 
responsibility from the SPA to the regions and large urban, city and county 
planning units. This trend has been promoted, and in some cases required, by 
LEAA as a means of insuring greater local involvement in the Safe Streets 
program. Yet, it also has resulted from the increasing size and ability of the re­
gional and local staffs. In earlier years, the regions served largely as information 
conduits between the SPAs and applicants. But, as the numbers of grants rose 
and the administrative burdens grew, RPUs and Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Councils (CJCCs) assumed greater responsibilities. SPAs have come to rely more 
heavily on the information supplied by the regions, because they are closer to the 
applicants and the projects und are usually more familiar with their problems and 
progress. 

Decentralization of planning responsibility is not occurring without resistance. 
In most of the 10 states, relations between the SPAs I\,nd the regions were at the 
least strained and, in some cases, openly hostile. The regions are seeking more 
influence in the SPA decision-making process, resenting what they. deem their 
earlier role as stepchildren of the program. Massachusetts, Kentuck"y, Missouri 
and California RPU directors or staff members nre forming organizations to 
present their positions more forcefully before the SPA. 

After observing the planning process in the 10 case study states, several generl11 
features can be identified that distinguish decentralized from centralized ap­
proaches. Centralized planning is characterized by: 

(1) the presence of specific and firmly enforced SPA funding policies that 
determine the kinds of nctivities that mayor may not be funded at the re­
gional level; 

(2) the limited amount of regional planning units' planning capacity, 
authority and responsibility relative to the SPA; 

(3) the absence of a fixed percentage distribution of block grant funds 
among RPUs; 

(4) the laok of well-defined and speoific regional plans outlining proposed 
aotivities that form the basis for the SPA's amlual plan and 

(5) the SPA's retention of authority for approving the funding of indi­
vidual projects; 

Although none of the 10 states incorporate all of the above oharacteristiCs, sev­
eral (Massachusetts, Kentucky, Minnesota, North :Dakotlt and North Carolina) 
display enough of these aspects to warrant their classification as states with a 
centralized planning npproach. 



In contrast, four other states (Pennsylvania, California, Ohio and Missouri) 
tend to use a far more decentralized planning approach, characterized by: 

(1) the delegation of sUbstantial authority and responsibility for planning 
and funding decisions to regional planning units; 

(2) the fixed allocation of block grant funds to RPUs on a percentage basis; 
(3) the capacity and authority at the RPU level to develop specific regional 

plans, which form the basis for the annual state plan; and 
(4) the absence of specific SPA policies that identify or restrict the activities 

to be funded with Safe Streets funds. 
Again, it should be noted that the 10 SPAs display a mix of the two approaches. 

No SPA uses a totally centralized or a totally decentralized planning process. 
Of the characteristics distinguishing centralized from decentralized planning 

approaches, the most important is the presence or absence of a regional allocation 
process. In the centralized states, regional planning units act as advisory bodies 
only, receiving (in most instances) ttl! proposed projects, either in the planning or 
funding process, and forwarding them to the SPA with their recommendations. 
The RPUs almost always recommend the approval of all applications, however, 
(1) they want to bring as much federal money into the region as possible and the 
more applications they have, the better their chances are and (2) there is some 
reluctance on the part of RPU board members to vote to turn down the applica­
tion of another member for fear that their own applications will/be disapproved. 

This situation results in applications being forwarded to the SPA totaling more 
than the available funds, giving the SPA staff and supervisory board the op­
portunity to apply their own priorities in choosing the regional projects that they 
wish to fund. 

In the states with decentralized planning, the SPA, using an allocation formula 
that is usually based upon population and crime rates, makes an allocation of 
block grant funds to each region. The region uses this figure as a ceiling when 
considering activities to include in its plan or applications for funding. In these 
circumstances, the RPU makes the basic decision whether to approve or disap­
prove funding of an activity and, even though this decision i~ phrased as a recom­
mendation, the SPA board almost always concurs. 

Sometimes, as in the case of Ohio, a "mini-block grant" is made to the RPU 
after the SPA has given their approval of the overall regional plan. In other states, 
such as Pennsylvania and California, the SPA holds the RPU allocations at the 
state level and distributed the funds directly to the grantee as the RPU approves 
and forwards the applications to the SPA for its review and approval. 

Under the decentralized planning structure, the state comprehensive plan 
represents primarily a compilation of RPU-proposed projects. In the centralized 
planning structure, the SPA has more flexibility in allocating funds in its plan 
and choosing activities to be funded. 

This is not to say that SPAs with decentralized planning do not establish basic 
policies and priorities to guide planning and funding. Some most certainly do. 
Under decentralized planning, however, these broad policies and priorities guide 
RPU planning, whereas in a centralized system they guide the decisions of the 
SPA staff and supervisory board. Also, in centralized planning these policies and 
priorities usually outline the activities that may be supported with Safe Streets 
funds, wherens in decentralized planning they focus on excluding certain items or 
activities. In this way SPAs with centralized planning take a more active role in 
directing their funds to certain areas instead of considering applications for any 
activity. 

In interviews with state and local Officials, various criticisms were leveled at 
the two approaches. The most frequent critics of centralization were regions and 
local units of government; their views tended to focus on four general concerns: 
(1) that the SPA ignores local input in establishing its plan categories, programs 
and priorities j (2) tll!tt the more innovative programs the SPAs arc promoting 
and are willing to fund arc often not those that cities and counties need most, 
resulting in a reluctance on the part of localities to initiate new projects, less 
commitment to those that arc ultimately funded, a higher rate of project failure 
and fi, greater reluctance to assume the costs when Safe Streets funding ends; 
(3) that local priorities arc not followed when the SPA chooses activities for fund­
ing from among all regional inputs and (4) that the RPUs cannot do serious 
planning because they never know the amount of dollars they will receive or which 
projects will be funded from one year to the next. 

The SPAs with centralized planning countered these arguments by pointing 
out that the state must control planning decisions in order to: (1) insure compre­
hensive funding of all areas, (2) focus resources on innovative rather than routine 
criminal justice activities, (3) target resources on particular problems, thus 
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offering a greater opportunity for impact and (4) use funds as an incentive to 
local governments to reform outdated criminal justice practices and programs. 
The state providing the best example of this approach was Massachusetts, where 
an historically strong, highly centralized SPA planning operation was and is 
encountering rising local resistance in a period of increased competition for scarce 
Safe Streets resources and matching funds. 

Critics of the decentralized plunnin'g approach feared that local political influ­
ences would result in the funding of routine projects and generute duplication 
and overlapping services, thus preventing system coordination and comprehensive 
planning. They also questioned the competence of local planning staffs and the 
adequacy of their resources and note that most localities provided only police 
protection, with courts and corrections handled largely by the state. Under 
these conditions, "comprehensive" planning at the local level is difficult, if not 
impossible. 

On the other hand, proponents of decentralized planning thought that regional 
units and local governments are far more aware of their real needs than is the 
SPA. They believed decentralized planning results in more responsible and realistic 
programming, because it more closely reflects the wishes of those who must 
ultimately assume the cost of the projects. 

Some impressions regarding planning based on observations in the ten states 
are as follows: 

Planning responsibilities seem to be most effectively decentralized to large 
urban regions or large city or ('ounty governments, rather than to smsll rural 
regions. Although small rural RPUs were highly praised by local officials for their 
assistance, particularly in developing applications and processing grants, they 
had neither the staff resources nor the expertise to cnrry out n mnjor planning 
role. Further, neither the Part C grants received by these rural areas nor their 
crime problems appear to justify u greuter planning role. On the other hand, 
several large urban RPUs had mounted quite sophisticated plnnning efforts and 
their staff resources were capable of administering a block grant from the state. 
This was found to be particularly true of large single-county RPUs serving one 
metropolitan area and having large and experienced planning staffs. 

Under both decentralized und centralized planning upproaches, there is a great 
need for the SPA to establish and communicate clearly defined policies and 
priorities to guide statewide Safe Street funding. A common compluint among 
regional and local offiCials, particularly in states with centralized planning, was 
that ,they did not know the policy basis upon which the SPAs made decisions 
conderning Safe Streets funding. Under n, decentralized planning npproach, the 
estnhlishment of statewide policies ltnd priorities is particularly important, becuuse 
it is the primary way in which the SPA can direct funds to specific ureas or needs. 

Centralized plnnning seems most appropriate, and is accepted by local officials, 
ill states where nlttjor responsibilities for criminal justice reside with the State, 
und in smaller, more rural states with limited planning funds. In the latter, the 
RPUs (with the exception of the large urban RPUs or CJCCs) most often con­
sist of one- or two-person staffs; in many cases, one staff person would serve 
two regions. In these instances, the Rl)U statr were usually little more than 
administrative grantsmen, assisting applicants in writing grnnts and developing 
reports und data required by the SPA. Small towns nnd counties saw their RPU 
staff person as extremely beneficial in informing them of avnilltble SPA funds 
and in handling grant-related paperwork. Moreover, the rural RPU staffs also 
assisted small towns and counties in non-Safe Streets mlttters. Yet, these small 
RPUs could not be expected to perform a major planning role. An annual block grant 
allocation from the state to these rcgion~ would probably be SO small that it would 
dilute the impact of the funds and produce more administrative burdens than 
it would be worth. 

An additional finding gained from interviews with local officials was that larger 
cities and counties in multicounty regions preferred to deal with the SPA directly 
rather than to operate through an RPU (except when the jurisdiction controlled 
the RPU). Often, the larger cities resented having to go through what they con­
sidered to be ClIl arbitrarily established administmtive unit in order to receive 
funding for their activities. The authority of the RPU was particularly resented 
in those states with decentralized planning and in states where the RPUs had 
substanti/Il authority over funding decisions within their regions. Smaller com­
munities often resented the influence of tho larger cities in a region. 

In the sample states, most of the RPUs estnblished for criminal justice planning 
purposes were not purt of, or under the jurisdiotion of, multi-purpose regionnl 
planning agenoies set up to handle other regional programs in the health, trans-
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portation, manpower or similar fields. Some shared fn.cilities with such agencies, 
but only a small percentage were incorporated into multi-purpose RPUs. 
Officials in several states believed that it was inevitable that the free-standing 
criminal justice RPUs would eventually merge with the multipurpose regional 
bodies to save money, increase visibility and consolidate authority. Many local 
officials, however, were wary of any such move, viewing it a threat to their own 
influence and independence. 

At present, the only contact between the free-standing criminal justice RPUs 
and the multipurpose regional organizations is the required A-95 clearance proc­
ess, usually performed by the latter. This clearance appears to be a rather routine 
procedure with little SUbstantive impact. No conclusion could be reached con­
cerning the planning effectiveness of the free-standing vs. multipurpose RPUs 
included in the field work. 

In summary, compared with their relatively minor role in 1969-70, regional 
planning units are achieving a growing influence in the Safe Streets program-an 
influence which can be most productive under the appropriate circumstances 
outlined above. This development, however, has been accompanied by con­
siderable state-regional and intra-regional friction. 
Comprehensive Planning or Comprehensive Funding? 

The most difficult judgment to make about SPA planning relates to its com­
prehensiveness. Congress, in the original act and subsequent amendments, has 
set an ambitious standard of comprehensiveness for each state plan-which none 
of the SPAs visited fully met. On the one hand, the results of SPA planning, in 
terms of the distribution of Safe Streets funds, appear to be quite comprehensive, 
both functionally and geographically. All components of the criminal justice 
system receive a share of the funds. Moreover, the funds appear to be spread 
widely among jurisdictions of all types and sizes (except in Massachusetts). 

On the other hand, both state and local officials agree that the planning process 
is far from comprehensive. None of the ten SPAs cond..lCts an overall comparative 
analysis of the problems of the total criminal justice system and directs its re­
sources accordingly. Rarely are the criminal justice activities of state and local 
agencies planned and coordinated with the activities supported by the SPAs. For 
the most part, SPA planning in the states visited is project-based and lacks a 
well-defined set of goals against which to measure individual projects. Although 
project-based planning can be a very effective means of allocating resources to 
achieve a successful rate of projcct implementation, without a broader frame of 
reference within which to judge the merits of individual programs, the risk of 
supporting lower-priority objectives or activities with conflicting purposes in­
evitably arises. 

Given the constraints under which the SPA is operating, comprehensive 
planning, as defined by Congress, is difficult to achieve. The first, and by far the 
most Significant obstacle here is the lack of authority, under the mandates by 
which the 10 SPAs were established, to require the cooperation from other state 
agencies needed to carry out comprehensive planning. Further, in establishing 
the SPAs in 1968, no governor gave the SPA authority to conduct comprehensive 
planning for all state criminal justice needs. 'rhis remains the case in all states 
with the exception of Kentucky. Thus, the annual plans developed by the SPAs 
have far less meaning for the state criminal justice system than the annual state 
budget document that indicates the allocation of all state criminal justice resources. 
Although some officials believed that, in theory, ,.he state budgeting process and 
the SPA planning process should be linked, very few saw this as a realistic possi­
bility. 

Another strong limiting factor is the highly fragmented nature of the criminal 
justice system, which makes coordination and comprehensive planning extremely 
difficult. The lack of consensus about the most effective solutions to existing law 
enforcement and criminal justice problems also presents formidable intellectual 
nnd political problems. Thus, as several SPA officials noted, planning, even in the 
most ideal circumstancell, is a very ambitious enterprise. 

A third limiting factor is the lack of staff resources to manage an adequate 
grant program and to plan comprehensively for the state's criminal justice needs, 
even if SPAs were authorized to do so. Despite assurances from state and local 
officials that SPA planning capacity has increased greatly since 1969, it is still 
apparent that the primary focus of most SPA staff activity is on the award dis­
tribution and managemcnt of Safe Streets funds, with development of the plan 
viewed largely as a requirement to receive Federal aid. 



An additional problem faced by the SPA directors is what. they believe to be the 
inordinate and totally inappropriate amount of staff time llLIToted to matters of 
form rather than substance in developing annually a comprehensive plan. Most 
directors find several sections of the comprehensive plan required by LEAA to be 
only somewhat useful, particularly the past progrt'RS report, related plans, pro­
grams and systems, multi-year forecast of res-.ltR a d accomplishments and the 
multiyear budget and Federal plan. In fact, one ~J..J A director indicated that the 
extraordinary effort and time involved in producing an annual plan to comply 
with LEAA's guidelines precluded any real planning. Another SPA planning 
director stated that only after the comprehensive plan 1 .lS been completed and 
sent to LEAA does the SPA have time to any meaningful planning, because most 
activity prior to that time was geared to compliance with a plethora of fiscal and 
procedural requirements. 

Most of the SPA directors lamented this fact, wishing to be able to devote 
more resources to planning rather than to grants management. Yet, because of 
limited Part B funds, they do not have staff resources to do both, and in order to 
maintain accountability, their first priority is to review, award and administer 
their grants effectively. Despite inadequate resources, the primary roadblock to 
comprehensive planning remains the lack of authority given the SPA by thL 
governor or legislature to plan for all state criminal justice resources. 
Representation and Influence in the Planning Process 

During the site visits to the 10 States, the field team paid particular attention 
to identifying groups, if any, which exercised the most influence in the planning 
and funding decisions of the SPAs. 

Board versus Staff.-Almost all SPA and RPU supervisory board members 
interviewed expressed less interest in planning activities than in the awarding of 
grants. According'to these officials, the board members' participation reflected 
their interest in funding decisions rather than in planning decisions. This was 
particularly true during the early years of the Safe Streets program before appli­
cants or board members realized the importance of having monies set aside in the 
appropriate program category during the planning process in order to receive 
funding at a later date. 

Other reasons for the disinterest of board members in planning decisions were 
the complexity of the planning requirements and guidelines and the limited period 
of time over which planning activities are carried out. Moreover, when funds are 
allocated to particular program categories, the applicant is often unknown and the 
descriptions of programs to be funded are intentionally general to allow a wide 
variety of activities to be included under each category. For these and other 
reasons, the planning process in the past has been of less interest to most board 
members than the funding process. 

In several st!Ltes, this led to an abdication by the Boards of responsibility for 
most planning decisions to the SPA staff. According to state and local officials in 
those states, the influence wielded by the SPA staff has been particularly powerful 
in Massachusetts, Minnesota and Kentucky, leading to charges from RPUs and 
localities in those states that the SPA board acts as a rubber stamp for staff rec­
ommendations in the planning process. The threat of short time aeadlines, the 
inundation with voluminous materials to be read prior to meetings, and the in­
frequent calling of board meetings were all tactics which SPA directors were 
charged with using to cause board members to reply on staff recommendations. 
Partially in response to this criticism, two SPA boards (Massachusetts and 
Kentucky) have recently reasserted their authority and become much more ac­
tively involved in the planning process. 

Other factors also have prompted this change. As applicants l-tave come to 
realize the importance of having their projects included in the annual plan and as 
competition for funds has increased, the boards have become aware of the need for 
greater inVOlvement in issues and decisions during the planning stages. Several 
SP A directors feel that board participation in developing funding policies and 
priorities is a far more appropriate and important role than becoming involved 
in the minutia of grant awards, most of which were decided during the planning 
stage. Also, many board members are beginning to see the need to develop firm 
funding policies as competition for dollars heightens. 

Criminal Justice Representatiues.-In studying the repr"f~'ltation on SPA and 
RPU boards in the 10 case study states, it was found that while law enforcement 
officials made up the largest criminal justice con~tituency, in only a few instances 
did their representation constitute a majority of the board and, in most cases, 
interviewees felt that their representation and influence was declining. The power 
of law enforcement agencies was greater in the early years of the program because: 
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(1) there was a narrower view of law enforcement, one that tended to equate 
both criminal justice and the Safe Streets Act with law enforcement activities; 
(2) the law enforcement agencies were better prepared for a Federal grant program 
and were able to use the funds quickly and (3) governors and local elected officials 
looked to law enforcement agencies for a quick response to rising crime rates. 

In most states, the courts were deemed to be the component of the criminal 
justice system that was least represented on SPA boards, had relatively little 
influence on the program and had received the smallest percentage of funds. Many 
interviewees thought that this was a function of the judges' preference for au­
tonomy and independence in light of the separation of powers doctrine, their un­
willingness to compete for Federal funding and their conservative approach to 
criminal justice reform. Several of the SPAs visited were concerned about the 
role of the courts in the program and were making an effort to increase judicial 
representation on their supervi!,ory boards. 

Slale Agency versus Local Officials.-One of the most consistent complaints of 
regional and local officials in the 10 states was that state agencies not only were 
disproportionately represented on SPA boards relative to local officials, but their 
plans and applications were often given less rigorous review and more favorable 
treatment than local ones. 

It does appear that state agency representatives frequently account for a 
larger percentage of SPA board membership than their percentage of funding 
would warrant. This usually was because governors automatically appointed the 
heads of the major state criminal justice agencies as ex-officio memb2rs of the 
SP A boards or they were designated members by statute. Several interviewees 
believed that state agencies' proposals were not given close scrutiny by other 
board members f0r fear of retaliation on their own grants. Because the over­
whelming majority of both SPA and RPU board members, in one form or another, 
were either the direct or indirect recipients of Safe Streets grants, most inter­
viewees accepted this form of political "log-rolling" as a fact of life. 

Another possible reason why state agency grants may receive less scrutiny by 
SP A boards is that the SPA staff deals directly with state agency personnel in 
reviewing their plans and grants. Thus, the SPA boards and staffs may feel more 
confident in approving state agency applications than those that have been 
reviewed and recommended for approval by the regions without SPA staff contact 
with the applicant. 

From our sample of states, it appears that local elected officials are not 'repre­
sented on the SPA board to any great extent-certainly, their representation 
does not come close to the 51 percent representation required on RPU boards. 
Although SPAs are not required to have a minimum number of local representa­
tives on their supervisory boards, the lack of adequate representation was a 
common complaint among local chief executives and legislators. 

Effecls of Slaff T1trnover.-From the case studies, it is clear that the most 
inf:lll)ntial factor in the operation of the SP A has been the SPA executive director. 
He sets the tone of the SPA's activity, largely determines the nature of the plan­
ning and funding processes and may exert influence on the SPA's funding policies 
and priorities, particularly in those states in which the SPA staff plays an in­
fluential role relative to the SPA board. Given the SPA director's influence, the 
frequent turnover in this post was bound to be a serious problem, especially when 
a new director changed operations and policies. 

Moreover, the rapid turnover among key SPA personnel, such as chief planners, 
grants managers and evaluators was cited as a problem by several SPA officials. 
This turnover, caused by the newness of the criminal justice planning profession, 
and t he scarcity of capable personnel, has dispurted the continuity of SPA plan­
ning arid administration and made it difficult to formulate and implement mean­
ingfullong-range plans. 

As a result of the emphasis on planning in the Safe Streets program, each SPA 
hns developed a sizeable staff whose primary task is to prepare an annual com­
prehensive plan for the state. Through the years, each state has also developed 
a more or less stable planning process which does result in annual plans that are 
comprehensive in their coverage. Yet, for the rensons mentioned earlier, no state 
studied has conducted, or could have been expected to conduct, a planning process 
as comprehensive as that specified in the act. 

RELATIONSHIPS DETWlnEN THE STATES AND LElAA 

Under a block grant, states are given relatively wide discretion and flexibility 
in identifying needs, formulating programs to deal with them and allocating 
resources. The role of the Federal agency is to see that the states carry out their 
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responsibilities in administering Federal funds according to general guidelines 
established by Congress and within the limitations and conditions prescribed by 
statute. This is accomplished by review and approval of state plans, financial 
reports and other documents, as well as monitoring and evaluation of state 
performance. 

Due to the numerous conditions and requirements placed upon the states by 
Congress in the Safe Streets Act and its amendments, the role of LEAA is more 
complex and delicate than might be expected in a pure block grant. LEAA must 
insure that the intent of the act is carried out by the states by developing and 
enforcing gUidelines and requirements of varying speCificity. It also is charged with 
providing technical assistance and support to thc states. And it must carry out 
this dual role of "enforcer" and "partner" with states who are fully aware of, and 
jealously guard, the prerogatives that they associate with their block grant. This 
relationship has been far from tranquil. 

The primary occasion of contact and contention between LEAA and the 
SPAs, is LEANs review and approval ::>f the state annual comprehensive plans. 
This process begins with the development of official guidelines for the comprehen­
sive plans and annual planning grn.nt applications for Part B funds. In the 10 
states visited, one of the strongest criticisms of LEAA was its inability to develop 
and distribute these guidelines prior to the start of the states' planning cycles, 
thus forcing the SPA s to begin planning without guidelines or a knowledge of 
the amount of their block grant. 

LEA A officials cite several reasons for this problem: the lengthy gUideline 
review process, congressional delays in appropriating LEAA funds and the low 
priority givcn the development of guidelines by LEAA. These delays have been 
somewhat reduced of late, in that LEAA has taken much more interest in the 
guidelines as a means of insuring SPA compliance with the act. 

Yet, this recent interest has caused other difficulties. One of the most consistent 
and strident complaints of the SPAs relates to the sharp increase in the number 
and complexity of requirements and guidelines applied by LEAA since 1973. 
Several of the SPAs contend that the administrative burdens imposed by these 
requirements are becoming unbearable and are approaching those associated with 
categorical programs. Particularly vexing are those that seem to address matters 
of procedure and form rather than the substance of SPA, opern.tions. Examples 
cited by the SPAs include: the requirement that the annual plan be structured in a 
prescribed way, the rule for cross-referencing the annual plan with LEANs 
program categories, the necessity to document all SPA practices and procedures 
and the need to follow and document detailed procurement procedures. 

State officials are increasingly upset about requirements that appear to be 
applied more to protect LEAA from congressional criticism than to promote the 
effectiveness of the SPAs. The SPAs usually do not fault the LEAA regional 
offices for the proliferation of gUidelines because, in most cases, they merely 
interpret and enforce guidelincs established by the LEAA central office in Wash­
ington. Several SPA officials, however, did quegtion whether the guidelines were 
interpreted uniformly among all LEAA regions. 

LEAA officials admit that the guidelines have increased SUbstantially in recent 
years, and LEANs enforcement of them has been more rigorous. Yet, they con­
tend that they are only enforcing requirements mandated by Congress and that 
to do leRS would mean not fulfilling their responsibilities. They also cite the many 
llLWs passed by Congress that, although not part of the Safe Streets Act, must be 
enforced by LEAA. Examples of some of those that increase the administrative 
burdens on states and localities are: 

The National Environmental Protection Act, 
The National Historic Preservation Act, 
Uniform Relation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act, 
Freedom of Information Act, 
Equal Opportunity Act, 
Civil Rights Acts, and 
Equal Employment Opportunity Regulations 

In addition there are many standard financial guidelines governing procure­
ment practices that must be adhered to by recipient states and localities. 

Localities also complained loudly about increasing paperwork and bureaucracy. 
Although finding the block grant approach to be less cumbersome than Federal 
categorical grants, several local officials said they would no longer apply for smaller 
Safe Streets grants because the benefits did not justify the administrative costs 
involved. 
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Many SPA officials criticized the role of LEAA in establishing guidelines and 
enforcing requirements. Yet t.here was praise for the technical assistance LEAA 
provided to the states, especially through contracts with several organizations to 
make consultant assistance available to the states. The SPAs found this to be a 
particularly helpful service. 

There was scattered criticism throughout the states that LEAA did not provide 
effective leadership to the SPAs in terms of demonstrating useful programs and 
projects, conducting research on new ideas, and evaluating existing activities. 
But this criticism was neither loud nor frequent. Most officials did not seem to 
expect this kind of leadership from LEAA. Moreover, although several states 
expressed the desire for a "leadership by example" approach from LEAA, they 
believed that it had neither sufficient manpower nor expertise to provide 
leadership to the states except through contractual assistance. 

LEAA apparently has become increasingly aware of its responsibility to hold 
the SPAs accountable for implementing the provisions of the Safe Streets Act. 
It also realizes that it will be held accountable by Oongress. Through the guideline 
development and plan review process, an attempt is being made to bring all 
SP As into technical compliance with the provisions of the act. Yet, the difficulty 
of establishing realistic standards of compliance for states with widely varying 
levels of competence and degrees of accountability under their own laws, and the 
broad range of interpretation that the act's provisions allow have produced no 
common agreement as to what constitutes an acceptable level of compliance. 
This assessment usually falls to each regional office of LEAA. Lacking standards, 
this discretion rests uneasily with some regional office administrators, who are 
uneasy with this discretion and show extreme caution in allowing state latitude 
and a demand for formally documented decisions and actions. Much of the paper­
work and reporting requirements of which the SPAs complain seem to stem from 
this need to document compliance. The lack of any established standards also has 
underscored the significance of negotiations between the regional office and thl" 
SPA as to what is an acceptable compliance level within the provisions of the 
act. 

"Special conditions" on state plans have been used to hasten state compliance 
and document LEAA's oversight efforts Such conditions are a means of allowing a 
state to receive its block grant allocation, while correcting some deficiencies in its 
operations or its comprehensive plan within a certain time period. Most officials 
thought that LEAA is hesitant to withhold approval of an SPA's plan and face the 
wrath of state and local officials. Thus, the use of "special conditions" maintains 
some pressure on a state to correct deficiencies without raising the political 
problems caused by withholding funds. Several SPA officials resent the use of 
special conditions and see them as LEANs means of protecting itself against 
criticism for not adequately enforcing guidelines and other requirements. These 
officials claim that many of the special conditions require little more than a written 
SP A certification of compliance and actual performance has not been rigorously 
monitored by LEAA. However, most SPA officials believe this is changing as 
LEAA places more emphasis on accountability. 

An additional problem, mentioned earlier, is the high turnover of LEAA regional 
administrators and staff. Several states found this to be particularly troublesome 
since administrn,tors tend to have different poliCies, procedures and guideline 
interpretations that must be learned anew by state officials. A similar problem 
exists when the LEAA regional administrator must adjust to new SPA directors. 
Still tmother arises from the particularly high turnover among the state representa­
tives in each regional office. These people after all, are supposed to serve as a 
liaison between the state and the I,EAA regional office and, to be effective, should 
know the state well. Some believe that the state representative should be an 
advocate for the SPA within the LEAA regional OffiCE. 

Overall conclusions about the relationship between LEAA regioaal offices and 
their states are difficult to reach, also these vary from state to state, region to 
region, and time to time. Some of the states visited had few conflicts with their 
LEAA regional office, while others seemed to have strong continuing disagree .. 
ments. At present, LEAA and most of the 10 SPAs visited appear to have formed 
of necessity, an uneasy alliance based upon a recognition of their mutuaX 
dependence. 
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STATE AND LOCAL SAFE STREETS FUNDING 

Throughout the life of the Safe Streets program, there have been many com­
plaints about the kinds of activities supported with Safe Streets funds and the 
types of jurisdictions receiving those funds. Although a more thorough analysis 
is presented in Chapter V, sufficient information was gathered from the 10 case 
studies to provide some impressions about the nature of Safe Streets funding. 

Relationship Between Planning and Funding 
The chief goal of the planning process in most SPAs and RPUs is to determine 

the jurisdictions, agencies and activities that will receive funds. Yet, in most 
states there are almost always some differences between the activities that are 
planned and those that are implemented. The extent of these differences is one 
measure of the meaningfulness of the planning process and the degree of plan 
implementation. 

Particularly in the early years of the Safe Streets program (1969-1971), activities 
for which funds were allocated were sometimes not implemented, thus requiring 
states to develop amendments to their comprehensive plans to shift the unused 
funds to another program category. There were many reasons for this. Grant 
funds initially were plentiful relative to the numbers of applicants, because not 
all potential applicants were aware of the availability of funds and geared up to 
apply for them. Also, SPAs often set aside funds for activities that they wished to 
encourage, but that applicants did not consider to be among their high-priority 
needs. Such funds then were not always used. Moreover, the failure of applicants 
to obtain matching monies, start-up delays associated with staffiing or other 
problems and overestimation of project costs also caused funds to move slowly 
out into the field and, in some cases, to remain unspent. Finally, the rapid growth 
in block grant allocations also put a great burden on the SPAs to distribute 
largp. amounts of additional funds in each of the early years. 

All of the above factors led to Safe Streets funds having to be reallocated among 
categories or having to revert back to the Federal government in the early years. 
But this did not remain a problem for long. Increased competition for dollars, 
the leveling off of the total block grants, continuation funding commitments and 
the increased planning sophistication of both the SPA and their applicants led 
to greater consonance between the activjtl~s planned and those implemented. 
At present, the problem of unused funds does not appear to be significant among 
any of the SPAs visited. All still amend t:1t,ir plans to shift unused funds, but this 
p,rocees has been streamlined and the .sPAs usually know which categories will 
suffer from lack of applicants. '1'0 day, this happens most frequently when the 
SPA sets aside funds for either innovative or controversial programs for which 
applicants are reluctant to apply. Conversely, states which identify specific 
projects to ue funded during the planning process, are less apt to have unused 
funds remaining. At present, the competition for funds is so high, and the SPA 
awareness of funds so acute, that the use of all Safe Streets funds is no longer 
the problem it formerly was. 
Funding Policies and Priorities 

As was mentioned in the planning section, each SPA has developed policies 
and priorities relating to activities it will support with Safe Streets funds. Some 
of these policies represent long-standing decisions of the SPA Board. The mOl:1t 
common (in Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Pennsylvania, 
North Dakota, Ohio) are those restricting or eliminating funding for routine 
police equipment (handguns, uniforms, etc.), construction of facilities or trainiug. 
Usually such policics were necessitated by repeated requests from applicants 
for these items, which, if filled, would have rapidly used up all available Safe 
Streets funds. 

A second kind of funding policy relates to the size or type of jurisdiction or 
agency eligible to receive Safe Streets assistance. Examples here are the exclusion 
from funding of part-time police departments, (Kentucky, Pennsylvania), limita­
tions on funding for juvenile investigll.tion units to jurisdictions over 2.5,000 
(Kentucky) and requirements for the joint cooperation or oonsolidation of agencies 
or jurisdictions in order to receive funding for police communications or informa­
tion systems (Massachusetts, Kentucky, Pennsylvania). This last kind of policy 
is an attempt by some SPAs to further certain statewide objectives, using Safe 
Streets funds as an incentive to promote certain goals. Kentucky and Massa­
chUsetts, in particular, use Safe Streets fu.nds as "leverage" in this manner. 
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The other major kind of SPA policies or priorities are those established annually 
in allocating funds to certain categories or activities. Although these may change 
from year to year, IJ«rticularly within an area such as corrections or police, the 
balance of funding among the major categorieR usually shifts only slightly. 
Partially, this represents an attempt on the part of the SPA to achieve compre­
hensive funding. Yet, it also reflects the increasingly limiting effects which 
the high rates of continuation funding are having on the SPAs. 
Oontinuation Funding and Assumption of Oosts 

In almost all of the 10 states visited, the most serious funding problem con­
fronting the SPAs was the high percentage of their block grant allocation ear­
marked to support projects continuing from previous years. The rates of continua­
tion funding vary from 45 percent in North Dakota to 90 percent in I{entucky, 
with most of the states using 60 to 80 percent of their funds for continuing projects. 
This severely limits the SPA's ability to initiate new activities and makes most 
planning for such activities largely unnecessary. 

The causes of this difficulty are clear. When the block grant was growing 
rapidly during the early years of the program, continuation funding was not r. 
problem. Both old and new activities could be supported. However, as the block 
grant began leveling off, the numbers of applicants for funds did not, as more and 
more groups became aware of the program and sought aid. At the same time, the 
revenues of State and local governments were declining due to the recession, and 
state and local officials were reluctant to assume the costs of Safe Streets-initiated 
activities. A major consideration here is that most of the states studied had not 
until very recently established or firmly enforced policies concerning the maxi­
mum number of years a project would be eligible for Safe Streets funding. 

Site visits to the states revealed that new policies concerning continuation 
funding and the increased competition for funds were causing conflict. Most of 
the states have developed policies calling for declining Safe Streets support over a 
three- to five-year period, with full state or local government assumption of costs 
after that time. Among the 10, Federal support must end after five years in Ohio, 
four years in Massachusetts and North Dakota, and three years in the remaining 
seven. However, most states allow exceptions in emergency cases. Many ap­
plicants complained that the time period is too short or the rate of assumption 
is too fast. Some felt that activities should be funded indefinitely, while others 
were bitter because they believed they were never told that they would ultimately 
be asked to assume the costs of activities initiated with Safe Streets funds. 

Of the ten, Massachusetts, Kentucky, and New Mexico are having the most 
difficulty with continuation funding. Tight budgetary situations, coupled with a 
high rate of continuation funding, have given their SPAs little flexibility in initi­
ating new activities. Applicants in Massachusetts and other states predicted 
that many Safe Streets activities will terminate due to the inability of state and 
local governments to assume their costs. 

This is a basic problem, because the assumption of the costs of Safe Streets 
activities by state and local governments has been viewed as one measure of the 
long-term impact of the program. If "institutionalization" does not occur, it 
implies that the activities initiated with Safe Streets funds are temporary and 
peripheral, with no lasting effect on criminal justice agencies or programs. 

Some activities, it was found, had been continued with state and local support. 
Indeed, many state and local officials stated that they have assumed the cost of a 
high percentage of the activities initiated with Safe Streets funds. In North 
Dakota, the state with the least serious continuation fUnding problem, a firmly 
enforced assumption of cost policy and prior legislative review an~ approval of all 
state agency projects initiated with Safe Streets funds hus producnd encouraging 
results in assumin6 costs. Yet, relative to the large number of projects that 
will have to be either continued with state or local revenues or terminated 
in the near future, the number that to date have been continued without Safe 
Streets support appears small. Only Minnesota and North Dakota can boast of 
success in continuing a high percentage of their activities after Safe Streets funding 
terminates. More ominous in terms of its implications for innovative undertakings 
is the intention expressed by many state and local officials to use future Safe 
Streets funds for capital improvements, equipment purchases, training or other 
one-time purchases that do not require a long-term commitment of their resources 
after Safe Streets funding terminates. 

The recent cutback in national block grant funds has forced SPAs to take a hard 
look at their continuing projects. Because only in the last year have continuation 
funding problems become severe, it will be another year or two before it is clear 
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whether the Dew SPA assumption of cost policies (or continuation funding policies) 
result in greater institutionalization of Safe Streets activities by state and local 
governments or their termination when LEAA funding ends. Some consider this 
to be the most important test of the long-term value and impact of Safe Street 
activities on state and local criminal justice operations although given present 
fiscal constraints, it may represent an unfair measure. These constraints already 
appear to be producing a more responsible attitude on the part of the legislative 
bodies and criminal justice agencieR in deciding whether and what activities to 
initiate with Safe Streets funds. 
Nature of the Funding Process 

In only a few of the states visited were there problems with or complaints about 
the funding process. All states appear to have standardized their subgrant review 
and award procedures to insure that all applications are acted upon within the 
90-day period imposed by Congress in the 1973 Crime Control Act. Only one state 
(Pennsylvania) had to fund an application because of failure to act on it within 
this period. Several officials expressed the opinion, however, that the 90-day 
requirement may have lengthened the review process rather than shortened it, as 
was originally intended. T4'is is because some SPAs will now reject an application 
and return it for modifications rather than allow it to continue to be reviewed 
while necessary changes are made. ·When modifications have been made, the 
review process and the "gO day clock" begin all over again. Although this was 
mentioned as a problem by some officials, the majority believed that there were 
no significant delays in the award process. 

In Minnesota, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, the SP!, Director has been given 
the authority by the SPA board to approve grants under certain amounts, which 
range from $1,500 in North Dakota to $25,000 in Pennsylvania. This has been 
done to accelerate the grant award process, and usually involves formal approval 
by the SPA board at its next meeting. Also, provisions are made for an appeal 
before the SPA board in those cases where the director disapproves a grant. 

The greatest difference among the states was the timing of their awards during 
the year. Three states (Minnesota, Massachusetts, and New Mexico) awarded 
almost all thcir grants only once during the year, one other (North Carolina) 
reviewed grants on a quarterly basis, while the remainder approved grants every 
month or bi-monthly. Reviewing grants once a year cuts down greatly on the 
administrative burdens associatp.d with the grant review and approval process, 
whereas monthly grant review requires a great deal of staff time and effort. On 
the other hand, awarding grants only once a year limits the opportunity of ap­
plicants to apply for funds, requires prior planning and communication with all 
possible applicants to insure fairness and limits flexibility to meet changing needs. 

Another problem mentioned by officials in the 10 states concerned limiting 
grants to one year. All states studied make grants for only one year, even when it is 
understood that funds will be available for subsequent years, assuming that the 
project is progressing satisfactorily. The SPAs believe that this enables them to 
review progress periodically and require modifications in subsequent applications 
if needed. Some applicants contend that single-year funding causes more problems 
than it solves. They say that normal start-up and staffing delays result in the 
project not being underway until three or four months after receiving funds, and 
that the time required to process an application for the next year of funding means 
that in the eighth month of the project the staff must begin developing next year's 
application or start looking for other means of support. A one-year commitment 
of funds also makes it difficult to attract qualified personnel. 

A related issuc raised by many state and local officials concerns the uncertainty 
about the future of the Safe Streets program and Federal funding in general. They 
are hesitant to initiate long-term projects with Safe Streets assistance for fear that 
Congress either will not extend the program or will cut back appropriations sub­
stantially, leaving them to assume all the costs prematurely rather than gradually 
over a period of time. For this reason they prefer to use federal funds to support 
equipment purehases and capital improvements rather than personnel additions, 
which are explicitly restricted by the Safe Streets Act. 
Representation and Influence 

Many of the conclusions about the representation and influence of various 
groups in the planning process also relate to the funding process, because, usually 
funding decisions largely reflect previously made planning decisions. It should 
be noted, however, that in most cases the SPA board still takes a much more 
active interest in the award of grants than in planning decisions. Five states 
(North Carolina, Minnesota, Kentucky, North Dakota, Massachusetts) rely 
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on committees to review applications and make recommendations to the' full 
board. There is some criticism that these committees are dominated by the 
relevant professional groups and that the award process becomes incestuous with, 
for instance, police officers constituting 'Ghe majority of the law enforcement com­
mittees and corrections officials dominating the corrections committees. Others 
contend that this is the best way to make use of available expertise; and it would be 
unrealistic not to have functional representatives on the committees most related 
to the experience. 

Perhaps the most surprising finding in the field work concerned the question, 
asked of officials in all states, of whether their agency or jurisdiction has received 
their fair share of Safe Streets funds relative to others. With the exception of 
Missouri, where practically everyone complained about not receiving their fair 
share, most state and local officials believed that they had received a proportionate 
share of Safe Streets funds. Even those who objected strongly to the amount of 
their representation on the SPA Board or their lack of input in the planning 
process, generally thought that they had received an adequate share of Safe 
Streets funds. As men tioned earlier, there were some exceptions amo\n g court 
officiais, many of whom felt that the judicial function had not received an ap­
propriate share of funds. Several courts officials said, however, that they had 
not sought. Safe Streets funds very aggressively in the past. 

In some cases these state and local officials readily admitted that they did not 
really know what their fair share should be. Others felt that their success in 
receiving Safe Streets funds was due to their own "grantmanship" abilities. 
With few exceptions, however, almost all officials were satisfied with their share 
Qf Safe Streets funding. 
Kinds of Activities and Jurisdictions F1lnded 

During the site visits in the 10 states, particular emphasis was placed on 
determining the way in which funds have been used in each state. Through 
discussions with state and local officials and examination of a sample of grants 
funded in each state, information was procured about the types of activities and 
jurisdictions supported. 

There are some clear differences in the kinds of activities supported in each 
state. For example, MaRsachusetts, Minnesota, Ohio and, to a lesser extent, 
Kentucky attempt to direct their funds to more innovative demonstration and 
pilot projects than do other states. More rural states such as Missouri, North 
Dakota, North Carolina and New M(}xico, faced with meeting basic needs, have 
focused greater funding on upgrading their criminal justice and Jaw enforcement 
operations through training, additional personnel and new equipment and facilities. 
As will be discussed later, however, even in these states, Safe Streets dollars 
have been overwhelmingly used to support activities that were new to the juris­
diction receiving the funds, rather than routine activities that had existed prior 
to their funding with such assistance. 

Recipients of Safe Streets Fwuls.-Both in the sample of grants studied and 
in discussions with state and local offiCials, it was discovered that Safe Streets 
funds have been fairly widely distributed among applicants, with the amounts 
to cities, counties and states being roughly proportional to their responsibilities 
for criminal justice and law enforcement. Of particular importance is the fact 
that almost all states have recognized and supported the pressing needs of the 
urban areas in distributing funds. Pennsylvania, New Mexico, Massachusetts 
and Missouri have instituted small "impact programs" within their states to 
target resources on urban or high-crime areas. 

There were complaints from rural officials in several states (North Carolina, 
Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, New Mexico) that the urball areas 
have received too much emphasis in funding. Conversely, in some states (Missouri 
Kentucky, Pennsylvania, New Mexico), officialS in urban areas complain' about 
the rural dominance of SPA boards and the wide diffusion of funds among nu­
merous small jurisdictions. Both groups of local otficials in North Carolina, 
Kentucky, Missouri, North Dakota and New Mexico criticized what they 
viewed as the strong influence of state officials on the SPA Board. 

Nature of Activities Funded.-During the interviews, many officials expressed 
the belief that in the early years of the program too much money had been used 
to purchase hardware. Officials explained this as being the result of (1) strong 
police representation and influence on SPA supervisory boards, (2) the need to 
upgrade outdated equipment and provide minimum equipment to impoverished 
criminal justice agencies (3) the need to spend funds quickly, with equipment 
purchnses being the simplest and quickest way and (4) the belief that a reduction 
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in crime would result from better-equipped law enforcement agencies. Most 
officials throught that the emphasis on equipment had declined in rl,!cent years, 
because many of the basic equipment needs had been met, SPA officials had 
become less optimistic about the ability of better equipment to reduce crime and 
the SPAs had developed more sophisticated programming. 

The sample of grants indicates that although a large percentage of the total 
number of grants represent equipment purchases, activities of this type account 
for a much smaller proportion of the total funds. Most equipment grants are 
fairly small and are awarded to rural areas. Failure to make this distinction m[ty 
give the misleading impression that most of the doIlars have been used for equip­
ment purchases because applicants have received more grants for this purpose 
than any other. 

The vast majority of funds appear to have been used for service activities, 
such as increases in probation services, rehabilitation efforts, juvenile programs, 
investigation units, court administration aid, public defender and district attorney 
services. Relatively small percentages of funds have been spent on the construc­
tion of facilities and the addition of routine personnel. Most applicants recognized 
that the intent of the Safe Streets program was to encourage and support new 
activities rather than to provide additional funding for routine operations which 
are the responsibility of state and local governments. 

The other type of funding examined was training activities. Many SPA officials 
and applicants considered this to be one of the most effective uses of Safe Streets 
funds and all SPAs provided funds for training of one sort or another. 

In general, it appears that Safe Streets funds now are used far more often to 
provide services than all other categories of funding combined. The criticism 
that Safe Streets funds are predominantly used for hardware funding is no longer 
true. Indeed, many local officials look forward to beginning new programs, now 
that they h[tve the minimum equipment to operate their law enforcement [tgencies. 
Their enthusiasm is tempered, however, by the growing [twareness of the fiscal 
implications of initiating long-term projects with Federal aid. 

Funding of Criminal JU8tice Component8.-Inierviews in the 10 states tend to 
confirm the results of the grant sample analysis, and correspond with data pre­
sented in Chapter V, with respect to the funding of the various criminal justice 
functional are[ts. Police and law enforcement activities represent about 40 percent 
of all Safe Streets funding, remaining stable in most states after declining from 
higher levels of the earlier years. 

Corrections has also remained fairly stable us a result of the Part E requirement 
that Part C corrections funding must remain at least as high as the preceding 
year's level in order to qualify for Part E funds. Some officials expressed resent­
ment that Congress, through Part E funding, was dictating state and local 
priorities. They thought that many corrections projects, which were of lesser 
importance than others, were nevertheless supported in order to make use of 
available Part E funds, while more vitally needed activities were not undertaken 
for lack of monies. Part E categorization was believed by some to be [1 violl,tion 
of the block grant concept. It was particul[1rly resented by some local 
officials because the state had primary responsibility for corrections and thus 
received most of the Part E allocation. For the most part, however, Part E fund­
ing was not a major issue in most states. It was seen as just another source of 
funds, and corrections projects and programs were usually planned independently 
of the source of funding. No differences were discovered in the kinds of corrections 
aetiv.ities supported with Part C or Part E. 

Funding for the courts was much more of an issue in most states. Despite 
recent increases in the percentages of funds awarded to the judicial area, most 
SP A officials agreed that the courts have been under-funded relative to other 
criminal justice components. They believed, however, that this was primarily 
the fault of the courts themselves. They contended that the courts have been 
reluctant to apply for federal funds and have been more resistant than other 
components to joint planning with the SPA. Both LEA A and the SPAs in the 
states visited have encouraged funding for the courts in recent years. SOfLl,e officials 
interviewed (with the exception of court officials) thought that a separate cate­
gory or separate planning responsibilities for the courts would further fragment 
the criminal justice system, undermine cooperation between the various func­
tional components and render the block grant concept meaningless. The courts 
contend, however, that the doctrine of the sepamtion of powers is compromised 
when they are required to seek and compete for federal support from an agency 
of the executive branch of the state. 
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The funding of juvenile delinquency efforts was a major priority in several 
states, notably New Mexico, Massachusetts and Ohio. The impact of the 1974 
juvenile justice amendments to the Safe Streets Act had not been felt by most 
states. Although some were making plans to administer the program, other SPA 
officials expressed serious reservations about whether the administrative and 
substantive requirements placed upon/the state by the program outweighed the 
benefits from the relatively small amount of funds available under the act. 

Extent of Innovation Supported with Safe Streets Funds.-Examination of a 
sample of grants in each state in conjunction with SPA and RPU staffs uncovered 
a surprisingly high percentage of new activities supported by Safe Streets as­
sistance. In almost all states, between 70 percent and 95 percent of the activities 
sampled had not been attempted in the recipient jurisdiction prior to their initia­
tion with Safe Streets dollars. In most states, less than 10 percent of the sampled 
funds were used for activities that had already been attempted. Moreover, using 
another classification, the majority of projects were totally new activities to the 
jurisdiction, rather than expansions of existing activities, upgrading of existing 
equipment or services or routine undertakings. Although comparisons between 
states using these factors are difficult (that which is innovative in a small rural 
state may be routine in a large urban community), it is clear that Safe Streets 
funds have supported activities that are new to the jurisdictions .in which they 
were tried. (The reader is cautioned again, however, to refer to Appendix III 
for an explanation of the limitations of this data). 

This finding tends to confirm the view of most state and local officials that 
Safe Streets funds have been used for activities that, because of limited local 
resources, "would neVflr have been initiated without Safe Streets f).lnds." Although 
this statement is usually meant as praise for the Safe Streets program for providing 
much-needed resources, it raises the question of why these activities had not been 
undertaken with state or local revenues: Where they less important or of lower 
priority than other activities? If so, does this imply that the funds were spent 
because they were available? Would they have been spent on other needs (health, 
education, manpower, etc.) if they were not restricted to law enforcement pur­
poses? Also, if state and local governments would not have initiated these activities 
themselves, the question remains whether they will assume the costs of these 
activities once Safe Streets support ends. In many ways, the above oft-repeated 
statement by state and local officials effectively reveals the value of thp, Safe 
Streets program, as well as its possible limitations. 

Comparison Between Safe Streets Funding and Revenue Sharing.-Of particular 
interest in discussions with state and local officials were their views of how general 
revenue sharing (GRS) and other federal aid have been and should be used in the 
criminal justice area compared to Safe Streets funds. Without exception, local 
elected officials recognized that the revenue-sharing approach gave them much 
more flexibility and discretion in using federal dollars with fewer administrative 
problems than either the block grant or categorical grant approaches. For this 
reason the overwhelming majority of local elected officials were in favor of re­
placing block grants with revenue-sharing funds. Some officials, however, partic­
ularly appointed criminal justice officials, cautioned that some form of special 
revenue sharing should be used to insure that funds are directed to law enforce­
ment and criminal justice activities rather than general local government needs. 
On the other hand, a small number of local officials thought that to use the 
revenue-sharing approach would bl'ing to an end most of the innovative activities 
started under the Safe Streets program. They contended that under revenue 
sharing most of the resources would be used to subsidize normal operations of the 
criminal justice system, rather than be directed toward new activities and ideas, 
thus diluting their impact. 

From discussions with local officials, some of these fears seem to be borne out. 
As found in studies by the Brookings Institution and our survey of SPAs and 
localities, when GRS funds have been used for criminal justice purposes, most of 
the activities funded have been routine re~ponsibilities of local government,2 
The most typical activities supported by GRS appear to be the addition of police 
personnel (several cities added large complements to their police forces), the 
purchase of eqUipment (the addition of police cars was mentioned quite often) 
and construction and renovation of court, police and correctional facilities. The 
construction of facilities was a particularly attractive use of GRS funds because 
it represented a one-time expenditure of funds with no long-term commitment 
required. It also did not require the 50 percent hard cash match as did the use of 
Safe Streets funds for such purposes, a requirement that has significantly reduced 
the amount of Safe Streets funding for construction. 



Many local officials see the use of GRS for routine criminal justice operations as 
appropriate and desirable, and lament the fact that Safe Strccts funds cannot be 
used for these purposes. As one local official stated in explaining the difference 
between Safe Streets and GRS dollars and his preference for the latter: "With 
GRS funds you can supplant local expendiutres, with Safe Streets funds you 
can't." 

All state and most regional officials prefer the block grant approach rather than 
GRS, contending that an overview is needed to insure cooperation, coordination 
and the most effective distribution of funds throughout the state. They also felt 
that statewide policies arc needed to insure that Safe Streets funds are not used to 
supplant local expenditures and support routine criminal justice and Jaw enforce­
ment operations. 

It was reported by SPA and state and local officials that, unlike GRS, direct 
supplantation rarely occurs with Safe Streets funds. However, indirect supplanta­
tion, where a state or local jurisdiction will receive funding for activities which they 
probably would have eventually undertaken with their own resources, occurs 
more often. Examples of this indirect supplantation include: the purchase of 
routine police communications equipment which communities would probably 
have purchased at some time with their own resources; starting a new intensive 
probation program with Safe Streets funds, thus deferring the need to hire addi­
tional probation officers to cope with n rising caseload and starting a law student 
internship progl'Um with Federal funds rather than hiring additional assistant 
district attorneys. The SPA thought that this form of indirect supplantation was 
difficult to identify or burb because it caUed for a judgment of local government's 
intentions, which could easily be disputed. 
Categorization oj Block Grant Funds 

Of particular concern to many local applicants was the increasing categorization 
of the block grant through congressional amendments, LEAA requirements, and 
state-established categories of funding. Part of the problem stems from LEANs 
requirement that the SPA's establish categories of funding and aJlocnte funds to 
each category in its annual plan. This allows LEAA to review the annual state 
plan for comprehensiveness and balance in funding. The categories also are neces­
sary to enD-ble adequate tracking of grants and accountability for them. 

Yet both state and local officials criticize the usc of categories and the limit of 
15 percent of funds that may be shifted among them ns unduly restricting the 
states' response to emerging needs and priorities. Applicants complain that their 
requests are sometimes met with the response that "there arc no funds left in the 
category/' thus requiring an llpproved plan amendment from LEAA to shift more 
than 15 percent of the funds from one category to another. 

Much of the problem stems from the extcnt to which the planning process ade­
quately identifies and allocates funds for specific projects or activities in each 
category. Where this pccms (usually in states with decentralized project-based 
planning), there is nornlltlly little discrepancy bctween the activities planned and 
those funded, thus avoiding the categorization problem. In those states that, 
during thc planning process, do not identify specific activities to be funded, how­
ever, there is morc often It discrepancy between the amount of funds allocated for 
partiCUlar activities and the number of applicants for those funds, thus resulting 
in some "bulging" categories ltnd some "dry" categories. Although this problem 
was much more acute in the early years of the program when planning was less 
precise, it still irrit!ttes state and local officials who contend that r, block grant 
should allow greater flexibility. 

A more serious problem raised by some state and local officials is the increAsing 
compartmentalizing of the Safe Streets Act by Congress. They view the 1971 
Part E provisions, the 1974 Juvenile Delinquency amendments, and the recent 
proposals by the oourts to be unwarranted and ill-advised categorizations of the 
block grant concept whioh, if continued, will result in the states administering a 
serious of mini-block grants that would lessen the need for comprehensive planning 
and greatly limit state and local discretion. 



OTHER FINDINGS AND ISSUES 

Severnl other important findings and issues in the case studies related directly 
to the success of the block grant Itpproltch. 
Role of Elected Officials 

One of the purposes of the block grantltpproach WitS to give more Ituthority 
and responsibility for the Itdministration of Federal grnnt funds to stutes and 
locltl elected executive officials-governors, mayors and county supervisors or 
commissioners-rnther than to professional staff representing particular fUnctional 
or Itgency interests. The intent was to give program control to those representing 
broader st!tte and local interests. 

The Governor.-With the exception of North Carolina and New Mexico, where 
the govern'or or his aide actively serves as chairman of the SP A supervisory board, 
and California, where the new governor is rethinking the program completely, 
the governors played a very limited role in the Safe Streets program. This is 
surprising, because crime is a major public concern and the act gives the gov­
ernors wide discretion in establishing the program and appointing those re­
sponsible for its administration. In almost all states the governor exercised little 
influence on the program, other than appointing the members of the SPA super­
visory boards and, in some cases, the RPU boards and the SPA director. 

While most officials interviewed believed that the SPA did support guber­
natorial policies in criminal justice (principally through the funding of state 
agency projects· and initiatives), they could identify few instances where the 
governor had played a major role in setting new directions for the SPA or had 
become involved in establishing SPA policy. In most states, the SPA seemed to 
playa role within state government that was secondary to that of other criminal 
justice agencies (state police, department of corrections, crime commissions, etc.) 
and consequently exercised less influence on the governor. In those states where 
the SPA did influence the governor and vice versa, this was almost always the 
result of a close relationship between the governor and the SPA director or the 
supervisory board chairman. 

Most officials thought that given the small amounts of the Safe Streets funds 
and the numerous other Federal grants-in-aid administered by the state, the 
governor could not afford to spend much time on the program. After all, most 
other state criminal justice agencies have substantially more resources and 
operational responsibilities than the SPA. The one circumstance in which several 
governors have become involved in the Safe Streets program has been when a 
major conflict has arisen between the SP A llnd LEAA. 

The low profile of governors and their apparent lack of interest in the SPA has 
serious consequences for the program. It damages the credibility of the SPA 
relative to other state agencies, thus limiting the SPA's authority in the state 
criminal justice planning and budgeting process. It also makes comprehensive 
planning more difficult and less meaningful when completed, because the plans 
do not affect the activities or resources of other state agencies. Only in Kentucky 
docs the SPA have the authority to plan for other criminal justice agencies, u,nd 
even there limitations of staff time and competition with other state agencies 
have prevented this planning from actually t,aking place. In all other states, 
state agency officials tend to view the SP A as u, small distinct agency, responsible 
only for the distribution of Safe Streets funds. According to these officials few 
governors h!we demonstrated 1m interest in having the SPA serve as the focal 
point of statewide comprehensive criminal justice planning and budgeting. Given 
the limited amount of funds involved and the long-st!tnding autonomy of certain 
state criminal justice agencies, the chances of this h!tppening are slim. 

The Legislat1U'e.-Statc legislaturcs throughout the early years of the Safe 
Streets program wcre much less involved than the governors. Their role was 
usually limited to approprl!tting the match funds for st!tte agency grn.nts and the 
SP A's Part B allocation, as well as thc state buy-in percentage of local grants. 
However, recently changcs are occurring. 
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In several of the states visited, the legislature is now exereising a more active 
role in the program, partly bec!luse of the growing ltWUreness thut it will be asked 
to assume the eosts of Safe Streets activities ut the stute level following termina­
tion of LEAA support. In some states, such as Massachusetts, this is causing 
severe budgetary problems, with the SPA fearing that the legislature will not only 
refuse to assume the costs of Safe Streets funded activities, but will reduce the 
match for the state's Part B !lllocution supporting the SPA. In Missouri, the 
legislature has in the past refused to uppropriate full Part B mutch funds, in 
part as a means of limiting the state's authority und influenee relative to the 
regional plunning units. 

Perhups the tightest legislutive control is evidenced in North Dukota, a fiscally 
conservative state where the legisluture reviews uU state ugeney projects individ­
ually and often refuses to appropriate matching funds fOT some. The SPA has a 
good relationship with the legislature and believes that the prior legislative review 
of Safe Streets activities initiated by stute ugencies results in the grenter willing­
ness to ussume the costs of these projects later. 

In Missouri und North Carolina, the legislatures resent and !Lre wary of the 
governor's control of the program and are trying to exert greater influence, either 
by stututorily altering the membership of the SP A (North Curolina) or with­
holding match funds (Missouri). They also dislike the governor's ability to usc 
Federnl funds to initiate activities without prior legislative approval. 

Most SPAs huve not been highly visible to legislators. Some develop and pro­
pose legislation in the criminal justice field and many testify und comment on 
pending crimin!ll justice legislation. In four states (Mass!lchusetts, Pennsylvunia, 
Kentucky !\nd North Dakota), the SPA has proposed criminal justice legislation 
with some suece!ls. Many others have supported studies leading to the revision 
of state crimin!ll codes. Yet despite some cIear successes in the legislative field, 
the SPAs sampled did not appear to be a mujor force in influencing criminul 
justice legislation. 

Clearly, the interest mld influence of the stute legislutures in the progrnm is 
growing substantially and rapidly. But it is unclear what the ultimate effects 
of this new legislative role will be. 

Local Elected OJficials.-The role of local elected officials in the Sufe Streets 
program wus expanded significantly as the result of thc 1973 Crime Control Act. 
In 1973, Congress ameuded the Act, which required that 51 percent of the member­
ship of RPU boards consiRt of local elected officials. This chltnge reeeived mixed 
reactions from interviewees in the 10 states. Some thought sLlch officials were 
more of u hindrance than a help, because they were not fumiliar with the problems 
of criminal justice und could not contributc substantively to board deliberations. 
Others praiscd their pnrticipntion for producing more realistie funding with a 
broader view of priorities than criminal justice specialists. They also believed 
that the assumption of cost problem was cased if local officials were involved in the 
planning and funding decisions from the beginning. Yet, most interviewees could 
sec no significant immediate effects of local partieipation. 

Several practical problems arose in connection with obtaining the input of 
local elected officials. First, there was the difficulty in deciding who is an appro­
priate "local elected official." State legislators arc locally-elected but hardlr local 
officials. Sheriffs and judges arc elccted officials and local but do not represent the 
bronder interest intended in the 1973 act. This definitional difficulty has been a 
source of continuing conflict at the stltte, regional and local levels. 

Anothcr significunt problem faced by rual regions is finding enough local 
elected officials to make up 51 percent Of the RPU Board. A third, and in many 
ways the most important ehllllenge faced by most of the regions, is the lack of 
attendance of local elected officials. Participation of these officiuls is needed and/or 
required on so many regional Rnd local boards that they cannot possibly attend all 
the mectings. Several interviewees indicated thut the laek of authority of some 
regional boards makes their attendunce less important. This attendllnce problem 
will increase llS morc Federal programs call for representation of local elected 
officials on arcawide bodies and as these bodies proliferate. When local elected 
offici!lls c!lnnot attend, they ufiually send It representative from one of the criminal 
justice agencies, thereby defeating a major purpose of their j)articipution. When 
asked about specific changes in funding that hnve resulted from the involvement of 
local elected officials, very few of the interviewees could identify any. 
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Planning and Fm!ding 
Earlier, the problems of continuation funding and the assumption of costs faced 

by the state and local government were assessed. Recapitulating brieHy, it seems 
that only recently have states been confronted with high rates of continuation 
funding due to decreased block grant funds and eontinually increasing com­
petition for funds. Although several SPAs have clnimed nnd shown some success 
in getting stnte and local governments to assume project costs, the renl test is 
being faced now, as recently developed SPA continuation policies begin to be 
enforced in the faee of worsening state and local budgetary circumstanees. As 
long as many projects are receiving their fourth and fifth years of Safe Streets 
funds, as many are, a smooth transition from Federal funding to more permanent 
state and local support hns yet to become a reality. 

Financing worries are even beginning to trouble some SPAs. Of the 10 SPAs 
visited, six (California, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Missouri, North Carolina 
and North Dakota) were established through legislation. The remaining four 
have no statutory bnse, having been created by executive orders of their governors. 
Some SPA directors were concerned that this lack of a statutory base made their 
standing and permanence very tenuous in the event that Safe Streets funds were 
withdrawn. When asked directly what would happen to the SPA if the Safe Streets 
program were terminated, officials of those created by statute thought that thfl 
HP A would continue to exist but would be greatly reduced in staff and limited to 
the non-Safe Streets activities mandated in their legisbtion. Several of the SPAs 
created by executive order believed that they would continue to exist only if their 
executive order outlined additional non-Safe Streets aetivities, and then only at a 
greatly reduced staff level and with the likely prospect of a merger with another 
state agency. This rather pessimistic view results primarily from their almost 
exclusive emphnsis on the distribution of Safe Streets funds. If this role were 
taken away, few other responsibilities would remain. Thus, from all indications, it 
appears that the SPA has become n tentatively accepted institution of state 
government, but almost exclusively in relntion to its role in administering Federal 
nid. 

A similar situation exists with respect to RPUs and local pbnning units. 
Because they are primarily supported by Part B funds and their chief responsi­
bility is the distribution of Safe Streets funds, most officials questioned whether 
they would continue to exist if the program ended. In some cases-usually when 
the RPU was a multipurpose unit-local officials thought that their functions 
might be eontinued by local governments. 

For the most part, the plan development process for Safe Streets funds at the 
state and regional levels is both well-established and more or less smoothly operta­
ing. Yet, because it is employed almost exclusively to plan the distribution of 
Safe Streets dollars and because no state has successfully linked SPA planning with 
stltte criminal justice agency budgeting, it is unlikely that this process would con­
tinue if the program ended. 

In summary, although these responses represented speculation on the part of 
the interviewees, they mnde it clear that the eontinued existence of the SPAs and 
RPUs was doubtful without the Safe Streets program. Interviewees also made it 
clear that this skepticism in no way reHected the effectiveness with which they 
carried out their responsibilities, but rather the limitation of those responsibilities 
to Safe Streets funds only. 

Impact of Safe Streets Funding 
One of the most discouraging but predietable findings of the case studies was 

the lack of evaluation of the results and impact of Safe Streets funding. Only 
three states (Minnesota, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts) had an identifiable 
evaluation strategy and program in operation. California had developed and was 
implementing [m evaluation program; however, the program was halted by the 
new governor pending his review of its value. Of the three states, the Massachusetts 
evaluation effort was limited to It small number of large projects and was eon­
sidered by state and local officials to be "too academic" and "theoretical" to be of 
pmctical use to the SP A. Its evaluations appeared to be the most ambitious and 
rigorous of any stltte, however, and were cited by some as being very helpful in 
gaining state !md local support for It few of the major programs undertaken by 
the SP A. Both Minnesota and Pennsylvania had relatively large evaluation staffs 
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and regularly-developed information on selected projects and programs. Minne­
sota used its evaluation results in planning decisions, while Pennsylvllnitt geared 
its efforts to influence project re-funding decisions. Both stntes have had some 
success in utilizing eVllluation results for decision-making. 

All the other states were just beginning to establish an evnluation capacity 
(Kentucky, North Dakotn, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Missouri) or 
had no plans to do so and relied on monitoring information. State officit\ls thought 
that this was one of their most serious failings and blamed it 011 (1) inadequate 
Part B funds to support an evaluation staff; (2) the absence of experienced 
evaluators or (3) the lack of adequate performance standnrds against which to 
measure project achievement. . 

Greater interest in evaltHttion Ilt the stllte level may be expected to result from 
greater competition for reduced block grant funds. This competition has forced 
some SPA boards to makc difficul t choices about which projects to continuc, 
leading to calls for evaluation information upon which to base decisions. IJEAA, 
responding to the congressional mandate for evaluation in the 1973 act, has also 
begun urging the states to begin nssessing the impaC'.t of their activities. Severlll 
SP As expressed disappointment about the lack of leadership and resources pro­
vided by LEAA in the nrea of evaluation in thr past. 

Thus, Ilfter seven years, only a few stutes luwe attempted to assess the results 
of their Safe Streets-funded activities. Despite the evaluation mandate in the 
1973 act, it is still necessary to rely largely on suhjective judgments regarding the 
impact of the program. 

Crime Rales.-Because the rcported crime rate in cvery state visited had in~ 
creased grelltly since the Safe Streets program was initiated, it was obvious that 
the progmm had not reduced crime. Many officials, however, thought that thfl 
reported crime rate would h!we been somewhat higher if the program had not 
existed Ilnd hence believed that Safe Streets had some effect on crime control. 
Most offieillls indicated that the program should never h:we been expected to 
reduce crime and that it labored under unrealistic :Ind unattnirmhle expectations. 
They cited the smllll amount of Federal funds (six percent of all state nnd local 
lllw enforeement and criminal justice expenditures); the complex causes of crime, 
few of which can be Ltffected by Snfe Streets monies and the necessarily reactive 
posture of law enforcement agencies, as rellsons why the program could not pos­
sibly have more thl\n a minimnl effect on crime rates. Seyeral officillls indicated 
that even if Illl Snfo Street;; funds were focused on crime prevention and deter­
rence, the effects would at best be minimal. 

Mnny oflicinls suggested that the program mlly even have led to an Ilpparent 
growth in crime rates by increasing the level of crime reporting by the public and 
by supporting and encouraging improved recordkeeping and crime reporting by 
police agencies. 

The Criminal Jttstice Systeln.-Officials interviewed in al110 states were much 
more enthllsia!'ltic about thc effects of Safe Streets dollllrs on the operations of 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies. 'fhey thought thllt improvcmC'nts 
in these operations should be considered the ltppropriate gOl\l of the Safe Streets 
program and believcd that only through such changes could there be any effect on 
crime. At the same time, they remained cautious ttbout the extC'nt of this impact. 

The amount of praise given the Safe Streets program for upgrading Ilnd ex­
panding the training, eqUipment, facilities, practices and policies of fllmost all 
ngenoieH cltme !IS som('thing of n surprise to the field team. Support of law enforce­
J1lC'nt and criminal justicc has traditionally been a lesser priority of state and local 
governments, resulting in. relatively limited resources to carry Oil basic opcrations 
and only meager monies for new ltpproaches nnd prugrflllls. For example, inter­
viewees cited the corrections system ns being particularly impoverished. With 
Safe Streets funds, it was asserted, it was possible to t.ry new Ilpproaches and 
programs, upgrade practices to Illoet minimum stnndnrds nnd provide much~ 
needed training; equipment. Rural communities were pn,rticulllrly npprecilltive 
of Snfe Streets funding ns a supplement to their limited rosonrces, although these 
arellS were often the most wary of Federal involvement. 

Another benefit of Safe Streets citcd in the interviews was the cooperlltion 
fostercd by the· program among police, court and corrections Ilgencies. Most 
officials llaid thnt joint membership on SPA and RPU bO!trds and the intel'ltction 
on joint projccts had produced n better and broader understlmding of the prob­
lems fltCed by the various components of the criminal justice system. Neverthe­
less, it was gent~rally noted tllat, although this increased communication and 
understanding was very beneficial, most agencies still jealously guarded their 
l1utonomy nlld were reluctant to either viow themselvcs or to act as part of an 
integrated system. ' 
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VIEWS ON PROGRAM CONTINUA'J'ION 

Officials in the 10 stutes were asked if the Safe Streets program should continue 
and what changes, jf any, should be made. 'Without exception, all thought the 
program should be renewed by Oongress in some form. The overwhelming majority 
believed thut the funding level should be increased to provide continued system 
improvements, although several officials welcomed the jncreased competition for 
funds, because of the leverage it gave the SPA in promoting change. Most local 
officials preferred that Oongress adopt the revenue-sharing approach, while most 
state officials were understltndabJy opposed to this. All interviewees called for 
the simplification of requirments and the elimination of administrative burdens. 

For the most part, state and local officials appear to have become accustomed 
to the Safe Streets program as a useful and well-established component of their 
criminal justice and law enforcement activities. Despite protestations, most 
still are willing to tolerate the Federal and state paperwork and red tape necessary 
to enjoy the benefits of funding, although Oalifornia was considering refusing 
Safe Streets funds at the time of the field research. The overall impact of the 
Safe Streets program is considered quite positive, and most G~ate, regional and 
local officials enthusiastically advocate its extension in some form. 

ApPENDIX I: OHARAcTlmlsTlcs Ol? THB TEN OASE STUDY STATBS 

STATE POPULATION 

5 in first quartile. 
3 in second quartile. 
1 in third quartile. 
1 in fourth quartile. 

CRum RATg 

2 in first quartile. 
3 in second quartile. 
1 in third quartile. 
4 in fourth quartile. 

SPA AUTHOIUTY DASE 

Ii created by executive order. 
3 created by state legislation. 
2 created by both executive order and 

stute legislation. 

DBCENTRALIZATION 

2 state oriented. 
3 regional oriented. 
1 local oriented. 
4 unclear. 

ADDITtoN AL In]SPONSlllILI'J'U)S 

3 additional C,T respon~ibilities. 
6 no additionnl OJ respon:;;ibiJities. 
1 unclCCll'. 

STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPBNDlTURBS 

3 in first qUltrtile. 
o in second quartile. 
2 in third quartile. 
5 in fourth quartile. 

STATB/LOCAL }]XPENDITURES 

2 stltte-dominated systems. 
4 state-local balunced systems. 
4 local-dominated systems. 

}'EDgRAL REGIONS 

1 in Region 1. 
o in Rcgion 2. 
1 in Rcgion 3. 
2 in Region 4. 
2 in Region 5. 
1 in Region G. 
1 in Rcgion 7. 
1 in Region S. 
1 in Region 9. 
o in Region 10. 

pr,,~NNING GRANTS ('J'OT AI,) 

1974.: $14,fiSG,000 (29,2 percent). 
1975: $16,103,000 (29.3 percent). 

l'AUT C ACTION GRAN'J'S (ToTAr,) 

1974: $lfi'L,96G,OOO (32.1 percent). 
1975: $lfi2,93S,000 (31.S percent). 

MASSACHUSl,T'rs 

Enstern state (Federal Region 1). 
10th in statc population (1st qunrtile-populous stnte). 
lfith in crime rate (2nd quartile). 
SPA created by ~tate legh.,laturo with no decentrnlization (state dominnted). 
40th in state criminnl jU:ltice expenditures (4th quartile-low in state O.T 

expenditures) . 
Local-dominnted in financing nnd dclivery of services. 
1974 und 1975 Planning Grant: $12,277,000 and $1,407,000. 
1974 and 1975 Part 0 Action Grant: $131257,000 and $13,180,000. 
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MINNESOTA 

Mid-West state (Federal Region 5). 
19th in state population (2nd quartile). 
23rd in crime rate (2nd quartile). 
SPA created by executive order with no deccntralization (state dominated). 
No additional OJ responsibilities. 
44th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th quartile-low in state OJ 

expenditures). 
State-local balance system in financing and delivery of services. 
1974 and 1975 Planning Grant: $920,000 and $1,008,000. 
1974 and 1975 Part 0 Action Grant: $8,866,000 and $8,816,000. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Oentral West state (Federal Region 8). 
45th in state population (4th quartile-low population state). 
48th in crimc rate (4th quartile-low crime rate state). 
SPA created by cxecutive order with no decentralization (stllte-dominated). 
39th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th quartile-low in state OJ 

expenditures) . 
No additional OJ responsibilities. 
State-dominated in financing and delivery of services. 
1974 and 1975 Planning Grant: $317,000 and $332,000. 
1974 and 1975 Part 0 Action Grant: $1,439,000 and $1,442,000. 

CALIFORNIA 

Western state (Federal Region 9). 
1st in state population (1st quartile-populous state). 
3rd in crime rate (1st quartile-high crime rate state). 
SPA created by state legislation with decentralization (region-dominated). 
Additional OJ responsibilities. 
49th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th quartile-low in state OJ 

expenditurcs) . 
Local-dominated in financing and delivery of scrvices. 
1974 and 1975 Planning Grant: $3,976,000 and $4,452,000. 
1.974 and 1975 Part 0 Action Grant: $46,495,000 and $46,414,000. 

Joi:ENTUCI<Y 

Oentrlll south stllte (Federal Rcgion 4). 
23rd in state population (2nd quartile). 
46th in crime rate (4th quartile-low crime rate state). 
SPA created by both exccutivc order nnd state lcgislation with no decentralizll­

tion (statc-dominated). 
Additional OJ responsibilities. . 
10th in state criminal justice expenditures (1st quartile-high in state OJ ex-

penditures) . 
Stnte-dominated in finnncing and delivcry of services. 
] 974 and] 975 Planning Grant: $809,000 and $889,000. 
1974 and 197.5 Part 0 Action Grant: $7,500,000 Md $7,.518,000. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Eastern state (Federal Region 3). 
3rd in state population (1st quartile-populous state). 
44th in crime rate (fourth quartile-low crime rate state). 
SPA created by cxecutive order with decentrnlization. 
No additional OJ responsibilities. 
33rd in state criminal justice expenditures (3rd quartile). 
State-local balance system in financing and delivery of services. 
1974 and 1971> Planning Grant: $2,432,000 and $2,680,000. 
1974 and 1975 Part 0 Action Grant: $27,482,000 and $27,072,000. 
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OHlO 

Mid-west state (Federal Region 5). 
6th in state population (1st quartile-populous state). 
26th in crime rate (3rd quartile). 
SP A crated by state legislation with decentralization. 
Additional OJ responsibilities. 
34.5th in state criminal justice expenditures (3rd quartile). 
Local-dominated system in financing and delivery of scrvices. 
1974 and 1975 Planning Grant: $2,216,000 and $2,434,000. 
1974 and 1975 Part 0 Action Grant: $24,821,000 and $24,382,000. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Southern state (Federal Region 4). 
12th in state population (1st quartile-bottom). 
38th in crime rate (top of 4th quartile). 
SPA created by executive order with no decentralization. 
No additional OJ responsibilities. 
5th in state criminal justice expenditures (1st quartile-high in state criminal 

justice expenditures). 
State-local balance system in finanCing and delivery of services. 
1974 and 1975 Planning Grant: $1,162,000 and $1,288,000. 
1974 and 1975 Part 0 Action Grant: $11,842,000 and $11,872,000. 

MISSOURI 

Oentral South state (Federal Region 7). 
14th in state population (2nd quartile). 
19th in crime rate (2nd quartile). 
SP A created by both executive ordcr and state lcgislation with decentralization. 
No additional OJ responsibilities. 
48th in state criminal justice expenditures (4th qunrtile-Iow in stnte criminal 

justice expenditures). 
Local dominated system in financing and delivery of services. 
1974 and 1971) Planning Grant: $1,08f.i,000 and $1,189,000. 
1974 and 1975 Part 0 Action Grant: $10,897,000 nnd $10,795,000. 

NEW MEXICO 

Southerwestern stnte (Federal Region 6). 
37th in state populntion (3rd quartile). 
12th in crime rate (bottom of 1st quartile). 
SPA created by executive order with no decentralization. 
No additional OJ responsibilities. 
6th in state criminal justice expenditures (1st quartile-high in state OJ ex-

penditures). . 
State local balance system in financing and delivery of services. 
1974 and 1975 Planning Grant: $392,000 and $424,000. 
1974 and 1975 Ptwt 0 Action Grant: $2,367,000 and $2,447,000. 

ApPENDIX 11 

SITE VISITS TO REGIONS AND LOCALITIES 

CALIFORNIA 
Regions 

Alameda Regional Oriminal Justice Planning Board. 
Sacramento Regional Arca Planning Commission. 
Ventura Regional Oriminal Justice Planning BOl1rd. 
Orange Oounty Regional Oriminal Justice Planning Board. 
Los Angeles Regional Oriminal Justice Planning Board. 



Localities 
City of Oakland. 
City of San Leandro. 
City of Los Angeles. 
Yuba City. 
Alameda County. 
Yuba County. 
Sutter County. 
El Dorado County. 
Ventura County. 
Los Angeles County. 

Regions 
KENTUCKY 

Louisville Regional Crime Council. 
Jefferson Regional Crime Council. 
Barren River Regional Crime Council. 
Green River Regional Crime Council. 
Lincoln Trails Regional Crime Council. 

LocaliUes 
City of Louisville. 
Jefferson County. 
Warren County. 
City of Owensboro. 
City of Radcliff. 
City of Vine Grove. 
Hardin County. 
Breckenridge County. 

Localities 
City of Boston. 
City of Worcester. 
City of Cambridge. 
City of New Bedford. 

Regions 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MINNESOTA 

Hennepin County Criminal Justice Council. 
St. Paul-Ramsey County Criminal Justice Advisory Committee. 
Region C Crime Commission. 
Region F Criminal Justice Advisory Council. 
Region 9 Regional Development Commission. 
Metro Council, St. Paul. 

Localities 
City of Minneapolis. 
City of St. Paul. 
City of Mankato. 

Regions 
MISSOURI 

Region V Regional Crime Council. 
Region III Mid-Missouri Regional Crime Council. 
Region XIII Show-Me Regional Planning Commission. 

Localities 
City of St. Louis. 
St. Louis County. 
Jefferson County. 
City of Columbia. 
Cole County. 
Boone County. 
Pettis County. 

Regions 
NEW MEXICO 

Region II (Santa Fe). 
Region III (Sandoval, Valencia and Torrance Counties). 
Albuqnerque Metro Council. 



Localities 
Bernalillo County. 
Taos County. 
City of Santa Fe. 
City of Albuquerque. 

Regions 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Piedmont Triad Criminal Justice Planning Unit. 
Lower Cape Fear Planning Unit. 
Triangle Commission on Criminal Justice. 

Localities 
City of Charlotte. 
City of Kinston. 
County of Rockingham. 

Region.~ 
NORTH DAKOTA 

Lake Agassiz Region (5). 
Red River Region (3 and 4 consolidated). 
South Central Dakota Region (6). 

Localities 
City of Fargo. 
City of Grafton. 
City of Grand Forks. 
City of Dickinson. 
City of Williston. 
City of Jamestown. 
Cass County. 
Pembina County. 
Walsh County. 
Mercer County. 
Williams County. 
Stark County. 

Region 
OHIO 

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council of Greater Cleveland. 
Localities 

City of Columbus. 
City of Springfield. 
City of Mansfield. 
Franklin County. 
Clark County. 
Richland County. 

Regions 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Philadelphia Regional Planning Council. 
Allegheny Regional Planning Council. 
Northwest Regional Plannihg Council. 

Localities 
Phila.delphia (City/County). 
City of Pittsburg. 
Allegheny County. 
Erie (City/County). 
J'efferson County. 

ANALYSIS OF SAFE STREETS GRANTS: MJ,]THODOLOGICAL NOTES 

Purpose of the Grant Sample Analysis 
Because a major activity of states with respect to the Safe Streets programs 

involves the granting of funds for the improvement of law enforcement and 
criminal justice, it was essential as part of the field research to examine the 
kinds of activities and recipients being supported with Safe Streets funds. 
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To accomplish this with limited resources, a sample of the grunts awarded by 
each of the 10 states visited was selected. Each of the grunts chosen was then 
classified into generul categories representing various kinds of activities. The 
methodology used in identifying subgrants to be included in the sample and 
nlassifying these subgrants is outlined below. Because the methodology has 
several weaknesses and constraints, those using information developed from the 
grant samples should be fully aware of these limitations. 
Award Period St1ldied 

The period from which the grants were chosen was the 1974 calendar year. 
All sub grants which were awarded Part C funds from Jan. 1, 1974 to Dec. 31, 1974 
comprised the universe of grants from which the samples were chosen. This period 
was chosen because it was recent enough for SPA personnel to have knowledge 
of the grants and to adequately represent recently funded activities, yet it was 
still possible to gain some indication of whether the costs of the activities would 
be assumed by state or local governments. l 

It was decided not to select the sample from subgrants awarded from funds 
of one particular fiscal year since the activities supported with one fiscal year's 
funds could be awarded within a two year period and carried out over an even 
longer period. Therefore, although the sample includes only sub grants awarded 
during 1974, it contains funds from the FY 1972, FY 1973, FY 1974, and FY 1975 
block grant allocations. 

Selection of the Grant Sample 
The sources used in selecting the grants to be included in the samples were the 

files of the SPAs or lists of subgrants awarded during 1974. The award date, 
representing the date of the meeting at which the subgrnnt was approved by the 
SP A supervisory board, was the factor used to determine the universe of funds 
awarded in 1974. 

The samples were chosen randomly by selecting every subgrnnt awarded in the 
order in which they were awarded. 
Size of the Grant Sample 

Because of the great variation among the states in the numbers of subgrants 
awarded during 1911 and the limited staff time, it was impossible to select a cer­
tain percentage of subgrants from every state and still insure that the sample 
would be valid in the smaller states and manageable in the larger states. Therefore, 
it was decided that as many subgrnnts as possible, given time constraints, would 
be sampled in each state. Thus, the percentages of subgrnnts sampled ranged from. 
100 percent in North Dakota to 20 percent in California. This assured as broad a 
sample as possible in each state. 
Categorization of Subgrants Sampled 

After selecting the grant sample in each state, the SPA files were used to gather 
three items of factual information-the type of governmental unit receiving the 
funds (state, city, county, etc.), the amount of Federal funds awarded and a 
short title of the project. 

At this point it was necessary to obtain the assistance of SPA and RPU staff 
members to further classify the grunts. This was done in two ways. In those states 
where the SPA staff were knowledgeable about all grants awarded by the SPA, 
the field researcher consulted directly with the relevant staff member concerning 
the appropriate classification of each sub grunt. In Pennsylvania, however, 
letters were sent to the RPUs asking them to classify the projects with which they 
were familiar according to instructions outlined in the letter. 

This mail-out method, while necessary because of staff and time constraints, 
was less than ideal, because the field researcher was not available to explain the 
meaning of different categories. In those instances where a misunderstanding of 
the categories was obvious, a check was made to correct the classifications. The 
possibility still remains, however, that there were other misinterpretations. 

The five sets of categories used to classify the grants are described below. Each 
provided additional information about the kinds of activities supported with Safe 
Streets funds. Each presented some difficulties in classifying complex or multi­
purpose grants. 

1 Later, in analyzing the grant snmple, we found thnt tIle 19M calendar year wns too 
recent It funding period to give much of an Indication of whether the costs of Safe Streets 
activities would be assumed by state <Ilnd local governments, since most activities funded 
during this period were still belug supported by Safe Streets funds. However, mnnpower 
constraints prevented the Committee from examining lall additional sample of grants from 
an earlier period. 
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Primary Activity of the Grant 
The objective of this set of categories was to determine the primary purposE> of 

the activities funded with Safe Streets funds. Five categories were exstablished: 
(a) Purchase of equipment-This includes large subgrants for communications 

systems, automated records systems, and computerized information systems, as 
well as small sub grants for sirens, portable radios, tape recorders, etc. :Many sub­
grants included funds for equipment, but only if the primary purpose of the sub­
grant was the purchase of equipment was it included in this category. 

(b) Construction-Any activity whose primary purpose was the construction or 
renovation of facilities. 

(c) Provision of Services-Any activity that provided a new service or resulted 
in a significant qualitative increase in existing services was classified in this 
category. 

(d) Provision of Training-All sub grants that directly provided education or 
training activities were included in this category. 

(e) Addition of Personnel-All subgrants whose primary purpose was the 
routine addition of personnel that did not result in a significant qualitative 
increase in services. 

In attempting to classify projects in these categories, several minor problems 
arose. The most significant was the distinction between "services" and "personnel" 
when classifying grants that consisted primarily of personnel who also provided 
services. In classifying these grants the following general rule was applied: if the 
addition of personnel resulted in a significant qualitative increase in the services 
provided, the grant was classified as a "services/' grant. If the grant did not 
significantly increase the quality of services provided, but was more of a routine 
addition of personnel, it was classified as a "personnel" grant. Although t:....:s 
classification was based upon the subjective judgment of the staff person and the 
field researcher, as were all of these classifications, ACIR is confident that these 
judgments were m~Je with a good measure of consistency. 

Another source of confusion in using these categories resulted from grants to 
provide training for support personnel. If the grant was to cover training costs or 
directly provide training, it was classified as a "training" grant. If the grant 
supported !J, person to furnish training, it was classified as a "service" grant 
because the grant was providing services in the form of training. 

It should be noted that these categories did not reflect the amount of funds 
allocated to equipment, personnel, etc., in the grant budget. Often grants which 
were clearly of a "service" type would include substantial funds for equipment 
and personnel. It was the primary purpose and activity funded which was im­
portant in classifying the grant, not the amount spent on particular items in the 
budget. 
Functional Area of the Grant 

To determine which functional areas of the criminal justice system received 
Sa:fe Streets funds and in what proportions, each grant was classified according 
to the following categories: 

(a) Police. 
(b) Courts. 
(c) Corrections. 
(d) Juve'nile delinquency. 
(e) Drugs and alcohol. 
(f) Communications and information systems. 
(g) Combinations. 
These categories presented few classification problems, with some minor 

exceptions. In several cases it was difficult to categorize a program which involved 
more than one area, such as police and courts, courts and juvenile delinquency or 
police and communications systems. If it was at all possible, grants were classified 
in one of the six major categories. Only in those cMes where grants clearly involved 
more than one area (such as criminal justice education courses) was the activity 
classified under the Ilcombinatiohs" category, . 
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ContinttaUon of Safe Streets Activities 
The third categorization involved a determination of whether the activities 

supported by grants in our sample were continuing, and if so, the source of the 
support. The lmowledge of t~le SP A and RPU staff members was relied on heavily 
to classify these projects. The following categories were used: 

(a) Continuing: 
1. With SPA support. 
2. With state government support. 
3. With local government support. 
4. With other support. 

(b) Not continuing. 
Becuuse most of the grants in the sample-with the exception of ones for short­

term equipment, construction and training-were continuing with SPA support, 
this classification presented few problems. Because so few projects hud stopped 
receiving Safe Streets funds, however, the Commission did not get u true in­
dication of the extent to which stute and local governments are continuing uc­
tivities formerly supported with Safe Streets funds. 
Degree of Innovation 

The lust two sets of cutegories were the most problemutic, partially because of 
the vague nature of the factor wo, the Commission, were trying to assess­
innovation-and partially because of the complexity of the categories used. 

The first set of categories attempted to assess the degree of innovativeness of 
grants by determining the extent to which the activities had been attempted 
before. To form a scale of innovativeness, ACIR staff made the assumption that 
those grants that had never before been attempted anywhere would be more 
innovative than those that had been attempted before, bu- not in the state; and 
likewise that those projects which had never.been attempted before in the locality 
would be more innovative than those which had been attempted before in the 
locality. Therefore, the categories used were: . 

(a) Never attempted before anywhere. 
(b) Never attempted in the state (but it has been attempted elsewhere). 
(c) Never attempted in the locality (but it has been attempted in other 

areas of the stute). 
(d) Has been attempted before in the jurisdiction. 

There were several problems with this classification scheme. First, it depended 
heavily upon the SPA or RPU staff member's knowledge of the field in deter­
miniug the extent to which the activity had been tried in other places. Seoond, 
many activities represented substantial expansions of previous activities or 
greatly improved modernization of previous equipment and facilities. 

In these instances, ACIR was forced to make a judgment as to the scale of 
expansion or modernization. If the scale was such as to bring about [I, qualitative 
change in the activity, these were classified in one of the "never attempted" cate­
gories, depending on the jurisdiction. A routine replacement of equipment or 
extension of existing services would be classified in the "has been attempted" 
eategory. 

The final problem involved the complexity of the categories, pariiicularly for 
those in the Pennsylvania RPUs who were asked to classify their grants without 
the benefit of a field resClucher present to explain the meanings of the categories 
more fully. While an attempt was made to explain these meanings clearly in the 
letter, the Commission has less confidence in these responses than in those that 
were solicited directly by the field researcher. 

The finul set of categories [l,lso dealt with the "innovativeness of activities 
supported with Safe Streets funds. ACIR used the following four categories in an 
attempt to further characterize Safe Streets supported activities: 

(a) a new activity (never tried in this jurisdiction before being initiated with 
Safe Streets funds) 

(b) anl'xpansion of an existing activity 
(c) an up-date or modernization of existing activities, facilities, equipment or 

services 
Cd) a routine actiVity 
The primary problem with Lhis categorization involved those grants which 

could fall into one of sevel'lLl categories. For example, a grant to increase the 
number of local police officers attending an up-elated training session could be 
classified in either b, c or d above because it could represent an cxpansion of 
activity, and up-dated training session or routine local police training. In these 
instances, the judgment of the field researcher and the SPA or RPU staff member 
determined the most appropriute category. Because of the diversity oi grants, no 
simple rule of thumb coule! be applied. 
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U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights is a temporary, independent, 
bipartisan agency established by Congress in 1957 to: 

InveRtigate complaints alleging denial of the right to vote by 
reason of race., color, religion, sex, or national origin, or by 
reason of £raudulent practices; 

Study and collect information concerning legal developments 
constituting a denial of equal protection of the laws under the 
Constitution because of race, color, religion, sex, or national 
origin, or in the administration of justice; 

Appraise Federal laws and policies with respect to the denial of 
equal protection of the laws because of race, color, religion, sex, 
or nat,ional origin, or in the administration of justice; 

Serve as a national clearinghouse for information concernJ.ng denials 
of equal protection of the laws because of race, color, religion, 
sex, or national origin; and 

Submit reports, findings, and recommendations to the President an'\ 
the Congres s, 

Members of the Commission: 

Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman 
Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman 
Frankie N. Freeman 
Robert S. Rankin 
Nanuel Ruiz, Jr. 
Murray Saltzman 

John A. Buggs, Staff Director 
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Chapter 5 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (DOJ) 

LAW ENFORC~mNT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION (LEAA) 

I. Program and Civil Rights Responsibilities 

A. Program Responsibilities 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration was established by 
',13 

the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. Its purpose 

is to provide funds
714 

and technical assistance to State and local 

governments for reducing crime and juvenile delinquency and for improving 

715 
criminal justice. 

The bulk of LEAA funds are awarded in two stages. First, it provides 

funds, which it refers to as "b,lock planning grants," for the estab1ish­
'16 

ment and maintenance of State Planning Agencies (SPAs) which are 

713. Omnibus Crime Control and Safe, Streets Act of 1968. 42 U.S.C. § 3701, 
~. ~. (Supp. III, 1973). The 1968 act defines law enforcement as 
encompassing all activities pertaining to crime prevention or reduction 
and the enforcement of criminal laws. 42 U.S.C. § 3781 (Supp. III, 1973). 

714. In fiscal year 1973, LEAA allocated $841 million to States and local 
governments, bringing the total aid LEAA had allocated since its creation 
to $2.4 billion. Annual Report of the Attorney General of the United States, 
1973 at 179. 

715. LEAA priorities are set forth in LEAA, Department of Justice, "Fact 
Sheet 1974," and Statements by Richard W. Ve1de, Administrator, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, Department of Justice, Sept. 9, 
1974, and Dec. 9, 1974, (LEAA, DOJ, reprints). LEAA's long term 
priorities include implementation of nationwide criminal justice 
standards, establishment of prompt adjudication procedures in all 
State and local courts, and combating the causes of juvenile 
delinquency. Id. 

716. A State planning agency may be an agency created express ely for the 
purpose of participation 'in the LEAA program or it may be a component of an 
existing State crime commission, planning agency, or other unit of State 
government. LEfA, Department of Justice, Guideline Manual: State Planning 
Agency Grants 5, 6 (1974). A SPA must be a "definable agency" charged with 
carrying out responsibilities imposed by the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act, as amended; have a supervisory board which reviews the 
State plan for approval and oversees its implementation; and have 
administration and staff who devote full time to SPA work. 

270 
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717 
to develop comprehensive annual statewide law enforcement plans. 

718 The plans must be approved by LEAA, but the States have broad discretion 

in drafting them. The plans, which are supposed to es~ablish priorities for the 

improvement of law emforcement and criminal justice throughout each State, 

contain an analysis of law enforcement problems and describe anticipated 

activities. The plans cover such areas as the development and evaluation 

of methods to increase public protection; the purchase of devices. facilities, 

and equipment designed to improve law enforcement and criminal justice; 

the recruitment and training of law enforcement and criminal justice personnel; 

717. In fiscal year 1973, LEAA awarded $48.5 mHlion to States for planning. 
Planning grants are awarded to States by a formula which allocates a share 
of $200,000 for each State with the remainder distributed on the basis of 
population. The population counts used are provided by the Bureau of the 
Census based on the latest census data available. For a schedule of State 
allocations see Id. at Appendix 2-6. The States in turn provide 40 percent 
of the funds they receive to local agencies which.assist in the 
~evelopment of the State plan. 

718. LEAA sees the act as shifting authority to State and local governments 
and decentralizing Federal Government operations. It states that the prin­
cipal responsibility for law enforcement resides with State and local govern­
ment and views its own role in strengthening law enforcement as that of a 
"partner" with the States and localities. LEAA, Department...Q.J;. Justice, 
LEAA 1973, LEAA Activities July 1, 1972, to June 30, 1973 ~ereinafter 
referred to as LEAA 1973/, 
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the iMprove~ent of police-community relations; the education of ,the public 

relating to crime prevention; and the construction of law enforcement 

facilities, including local correctional institutions, c.eriters for the, 

treatment of narcotic addicts, and temporary courtroom facilities in 
719 

areas of high crime incidence. 

Second, after the plans are approved, the States are awarded funds, 
720 

termed by LEAA as "block action grantR." The funds are used by State 

and local governments to carry out their law enforcement programs without 

further approval from LEAA. The State and local institutions which ulti-

mately receive LEAA block action funds include State, county, and muni­

cipal police departments, State highway patrols, sheriffs' offices, juvenile 

and adult correctional institutions, probation and parole facilities, and 
721 

State and local court systems. 

In addition to b:bock grants, LEAA also .provides what it terms 

"discretionary grants" to State and local governments for law enforcement 

programs which are not included in State plans but are of 
722 

national priority. It also awards .funds to colleges and universities 

719. 42 U.S.C. § 3701, et ~. (Supp. III, 1973). The plans must be orga­
nized by areas such as legislation; planning and evaluation; crime prevention 
and detection; adjudication; and institutional rehabilitation. See Guideline 
Manual: State Planning Agency Grants, supra note 716at 93. 

720. In fiscal year 1973, LEAA awarded $480.2 million in block action 
grants. LEAA 1973, supra note 718 at17. The Federal Government's share for 
most action grants is 75'·percent. The State must pay the remaining amount. 

721. In fiscal year 1973, there were 12,374 recipients of LEAA assistance. 
Among the major categories of recipients were: (a) 2248 law enforcement 
agencies such as police departments,' sheriffs' offices, and State highway 
patrols. which together received $72 million in LEAA funds that year; 
(b) 750 court systems, which received $20.9 million in LEAA funds; and 
(c) 429 correctional facilities, which received $44.7 million. 

722. In 1973 LEAA awarded $86.9 million in discretionary grants for 
programs of national priority. LEAA 1973, supra note 718 at 17. 
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723 724 
for training-- and' research in the area of law enforcement. 

725 
B. Civil Rights Responsibilities 

726 
Both Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Omnibus 

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 as amended [hereinafter 

727 
referred to as the Crime Control Act] prohibit discrimination on the 

grounds of race, color, and national origin in services provided by LEAA-

723. LEAA estimates that approximately 10 percent of the Nation's uniformed 
police have attended college courses with LEAA education grants. In 1973 
LEAA provided $44 million for education and training programs. 

724. In 1973, LEAA provided $31.6 million for research and development to 
study criminal behavior and devise innovative techniques for crime research. 

725. LEAA stated: 

We in LEAA view the orderly development and imple­
mentation of its civil rights compliance program 
as an important national priority. To the end 
that problems relating to its compliance program 
might be fully considered, a Policy Development 
Seminar on Civil Rights Compliance at Meadowbrook 
Hall was convened at Rochester, Michigan, in 
February of this year. On the basis of these 
proceedings, LEAA's Office of Civil Rights Compliance 
prepared a Master Plan for Civil Rights Compliance 
and a Statement of Priorities (hereinafter referred 
to as the ~mster Plan). The Master Plan has been 
completed, and a second draft of the document will 
shortly be distributed for external review. Letter 
from Richard W. Velde, Administrator, LEAA, Depart­
ment of Justice to John A. Buggs, Staff Director, 
U.S. Commission on civil Rights, June 27, 1975. 

726. 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, ~~. (1970). 

727. The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act as amended by the Crime 
Control Act of 1973. 42 U.S.C. Q 3701, ~~. (SuPP. III, 1973). LeAA 
commented: 

The discussion in the ••• report of the United States 
Commission on Civil Rights ••• of new Section 5l8(c), 
the nondiscrimination prOVisions of the Crime Control 
Act of 1973, is parochial. June 1975 Velde letter, 
supra note 725. 
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728 
funded programs. The Crime Control Act also prohibits discrimination 

on the ground of sex in services provided by LEAa-funded programs. 

Both nondiscrimination provisions prohibit a wide variety of dis-

criminatory activities. For example, police departments receiving 

LEAA funds cannot discriminate against minorities by providing minority 

neighborhoods less than their equitable share of police protection, or 

by the differential enforcement of laws in minority and nonminority 

neighborhoods. Similarly, LEAA-funded correctional institutions can-

not segregate residents on the basis of race or ethnic origin; nor 

may they differentially provide services on the basis of race, ethnic 

origin, or sex. proceedings in courts receiving LEAA funds must not 

~e discriminatory on the basis of race, ethnic origin, or sex. 

728. In addition, the Juvenile_Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. § 5601, et~. (SuPP., 1975», which was enacted to -
provide Federal assistance to reduce and prevent delinquency, prohibits 
discrimination on the basis of race, creed, color, sex, or national 
origin in programs receiving assistance under the Juvenile Justice Act. 
As of January 1975, however, no appropriations had been made for programs 
under the Juvenile Justice Act. Interview with Herbert C. Rice, Director;­
Winifred Dunton, Attorney Advisor; Andrew Strojny, Chief, compliance 
Review DiviSion; and Henry C. Tribble, Chief, Complaint Resolution 
Division, Office of Civil Rights Compliance, LEAA, DOJ, Feb. 3, 1975. 
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Title VI prohibits employment discrimination on the basis of race 

or ethnic origin only w~en a primary object of Federal assistance is 
729 

to provide employment or when equal employment opportunity is necessary 
730 

to assure equal opportunity for beneficiaries. Although providing employ-

731 
ment is not frequently a primary object of LEAA assistance, there is a 

clear relationship between equal employment opportunity and equal 

729. Title VI states: 

Nothing contained in this 1J=.itle/ shalLbe....£on­
struedto authorize action under this Ititlel by 
any department or agency with respect~o any 
employment practice of any employer, employment 
agency, or labor organization except where a pri­
mary objective of the Federal financial assistance 
is to provide employment. 42 U,S,C. g 2000d-3 (1970). 

730. 28 C,F.R. § 42.104(c)(2) (1974). See also 45 C.F.R. § 80.3(c)(3) 
(1974) (Department of Health, Education, and Welfare) and 24 C.F.R. ' 
§ 1.4(c) (2) (1974) (Department of Housing and Urban D,evelopment). 

Beneficiaries are those persons to whom assistance is ultimately provided. 
Among the beneficiaries of LEAA-funded programs are the general public~ which 
benefits from police protection; residents of correctional institutions; 
and persons appearing before criminal courts. 

731, Not more than one-third of any block action grant may be used for 
salaries of police or other law enforcement personnel, 42 U,S.C, § 3701. 
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opportunity in the LEAA-funded program benefits; 732 and, therefore, Title VI 

732. For example, the Commission has observed that where minorities 
are inadequately represented in police departments, frequently there 
are complaints of police misconduct by the minority community, and 
police department relations with the minority community are often poor. 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Mexican Americans and the Administration 
of Justice in the Southwest 78 (1970) and Hearing Before the United States 
Commission on Civil Rights, Cairo, Illinois l,l (1972) Lhereinafter referred 
to as Cairo Hearing/. Testimony has indicated that where minorities were 
employed by the police department, police-community relations were better. 
Mexican Americans and the Administration of Justice in the Southwest, 
su~ this note. Similarly, the New York Advisory Committee to this Com­
mis sian wro te : 

The gulf between correction officer and inmate based 
on race, language, culture, and life style, where com­
bined with the lack of adequate human relations training 
for correction officers, is a serious obstacle to the 
development at the institutional level of the kind of 
environment in whi~h rehabilitation can take place. New 
York Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights, Warehousing Human Beings 29 (December 1974). 

The New York Committee also wro~e: 

The total absence of black correction officers /at the 
Clinton, Nelq York, correctional facilit1.7 'indicates ' 
many weaknesses in the institution's employment systems. 
This factor, combined with numerous written and verbal 
comments by inmates, suggests that inmate-guard relations 
were poor. Id. at 39. 

See also Indiana State Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights, Racial Conditions in Indiana Rehabilitation Institutions 17 
(Iuly 1971), and speech by a former Attorney General of the Uni.t,ed States 
who urged: 

••• large corrections institutions at all levels to make 
an extraordinary effort to find and recruit minority 
personnel - not only because it is the law; not only 
because it i.s fair, but because it can genuinely benefit 
the corrections process. John N. Mitchell, Attorney 
General, Speech at the National Conference on Corrections, 
Dec. 6, 1971. 
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733 
would prohibit most racial and ethnic employment discrimination. 

Moreover, unlike Title VI, the Crime Control Act's prohibition against 
734 

discrimination contains no limitations in the area of employment. 

The Crime Control Act, thus, prohibits all employment discrimina-

tion based on sex, race,and ethnic origin in LEAA-funded programs, 

including that racial and ethnic discrimination which might not be pro-

scribed by Title VI. 

LEAA, however, has expressed different opinions. n,e Administrator 

has stated, in effect, that the application of the Crime Control Act to 
735 

employment is the same as that of Title VI. LEAA civil rights 

733. Title VI may not prohibit employment discrimination in custodial 
or clerical positions where there is little or no contact with bene­
ficiaries and the relationship between equal opportunity in employment 
and in delivery of service is not obvious. . 

734. See note 729 supra. 

735. Letter from Richard W. Velde, Administrator, LEAA, DOJ, to Congressman 
Charles B. Rangel, Jan. 10, 1975. In that letter, the Administrator stated: 

LEAA's view of Section 5l8(c) (1) of the Act 
is that it applies to employment matters where 
the primary purpose of a program or activity, 
funded under the Onmibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act, is employment related or 
where discrimination in the employment practices 
of a recipient of LEAA funds could cause a 
beneficiary to be excluded from a LEAA-funded 
activity on the ground of race, color, national 
origin, or sex. Id. 

In June 1975, LEAA noted: 

In order to settle the question, regulations 
implementing Section 5l8(c) of the Act will issue 
in the fall as proposed rule-making, inviting 
public comment on the inclusion or exclusion of 
employment discrimination as a prohibited act 
under Section 5l8(c). Until comments on the pro­
posed rules implementing 518 (c) are fully consi­
dered and final rules issued, the Commission errs 
in assuming any attitude by the Administrator or 
the LEAA staff has been articulated. June 1975 
Velde letter, supra note 725 • 
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officials have taken a position which is not quite as strong as the 

Administrato~'s; They have indicated that their review of the 

legislative histories of the Crime Control Act and Title VI lead them 

to question whether the Crime Control Act's coverage of employment 
736 

discrimination is any broader than Title VI. They have not, however, 

definitively stated that the act's_coverage of employment discrimination 

is limited to Title VI-type coverage. 

We believe that I,EAA's argument is unsound. First, if LEAA were 

correct, a similar point would have likely been raised with regard to the 
737 

State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972. The nondiscrimination 
738 

provision of that act, like the nondiscrimination provision in 

the Crime Control Act, is similar to Title VI but does not conta~n the 

Title VI restriction on the coverage of employment discrimination. 

736. LEAA civil rights officials state that they have reviewed the 
legislative history of the Crime Control Act and that because they have 
found nothing relating to employment discrimination, they assume that the 
coverage of the Crime Control Act is intended to be similar to that of 
Title VI. These officials concluded that the legislative history of Title 
VI indicates that Title VI would not CQver emploYment discrimination even 
if it did not contain specific restrictions on the issue. They 
further said that during the past year they have asked the Office of Legal 
Counsel of the Department of Justice to provide them with a legal opinion 
as to whether the Crime Control Act has an outright prohibition of employment 
discrimination in programs or activities receiving LEAA funds. LEAA officials 
anticipate that the Office of Legal. Counsel will not respond directly to the 
issue, but rather will suggest that when LEAA issues its proposed rulemaking 
to implement the Crime Control Act, it also seek publi.c opinion as to the 
coverage of that act over employment discrimination. The proposed rule­
making is discussed on p. 296 infra. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra 
note 728 

737. 31 U.S.C. §§ 1221-1263 (Supp. III, 1973) and 26 U.S.C. §§ 60l7A and 
6687 (Supp. III, 1973). 

738. 31 U.S.C. § l242(a) (SuPP. III, 1973). 
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Actions by the Office of Revenue Sharing (ORS) of the Department of the 

Treasury, the agency responsible for administering the State and Local 

Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972,indicate that ORS officials interpret 
739' 

that act as broadly prohibiting employment discrimination. 

Second, there is evidence within the Crime Control Act of 1973 

that the nondiscrimination proviSion is meant to include recipient 

employment practices, Proximate to the nondiscrimination provision 

in the Crime Control Act of 1973, there is a prohibition on the use of 
740 

quota systems. It would appear that this prohibition applies to the 

employment practices of law enforcement agencies, as it proscribes 

quotas "to achieve racial balance ... in any law enforcement agency." 

It seems reasonable to assume that the prohibition against quotas was 

included to limit the scope of the nondiscrimination provision. Thus, 

it is inferred'that the nondiscrimination provision must also extend 

to recipient employment practices. 

739. For example ORS has entered into an asreement with the Equal Employ­
ment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) which provides, in part, thaf: when 'BEau 
has found probable cause to believe that employment discrimination exists 
in a revenue sharing-funded activity, the Director of ORS will proceed • 
to seek to secure compliance. Memorandum of Agreement between the Office 
of Revenue Sharing and the Equal Employment Opportunity CommiSSion, signed 

by John H. Powell, Jr., Chairman, EEOC, and Graham W. Watt, Director, ~ 
Office of Revenue Sharing, Department of the Treasury, Oct. 11, 1974. 

1n June 1975 LEAA commented: 

One Federal Circuit Court of Appeals has 
found that employment is covered under a 
nondiscrimination provision of the revenue 
sharing legislation, but the question is 
still arguable. ~ v. City of Chicago, 
9 EPD 10,085 at P. 7438. June 1975 Velde 
letter, supra note 725 • 

740. This prohibition is discussed on p. 301~, 
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The issue of whether or not the Crime Control Act's prohibition 

against discrimination broadly prohibits employment discrimination in 
741· 

LEAA-funded programs is an important one. As LEAA stated: 

Coverage of employment considerations by, 
Section 5l8(c)(l) of the Act is important 
principally in clarifying LEAA's rights to 
use 518(c) as an enforcement tool in cases 
where a recipient is believed by LEAA not to 
meet Equal Employment Opportunity Standards. 742 

While LEAA also has separate regulations which prohibit such discrimi-
743· 

nation and it might be assumed that the existence of these regulations 

might obviate the need to ·assess definitively the act's coverage of employment 

discrimination, the fact that the regulations' provisions for sanctions are not 

741. LEAA remarked: 

742. Id. 

Of far more consequence to the compliance 
program of LEAA are the procedural problems 
under Section 5l8(c)(2) of the Act, touched 
upon but not fully considered in the Commis­
sions's draft report (See p. /3827, termina­
tion of funding). July 1975 Ve1de letter, supra 
note 725. 

743. These regulations were issued pursuant to the ru1emaking authority of 
the LEAA Administrator. 5 U.S.C. 6 301 et~. t1970) and 42 U.S.C. 
§ 3751 (Supp. III, 1973). Their purpose is: 

to enforce the provisions of the 14th amend­
ment to the Constitution by eliminating dis­
crimination on the grounds of race, color, 
creed, sex, or national origin in the employ­
ment practices of State agencies or offices 
r§ceiving financial assist~nce extended by 
/the Department of Justice!. 28 C.F.R. 
i 42.201 (1974). -

They are discussed further on pp. 295 ~. 
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744 
adequate makes the question a per'tinent one. The act's provision for 

sanctions when employment discrimination cannot be voluntarily corrected 
745 

is stronger than that provided by the regulations. 

Despit~ these civil rights requirements, therp is abundant evidence 

that racial and ethnic discrimination continues in many law enforcement 

activj.ties, including those of police departments, courts, and 

correctional institutions. Police departments often appear to 

provide inadequate police protection in m~nority neighborhoods in com-
746 

parison to that in other neighborhoods, and yet certain laws are 

744. LEAA stated: 

The draft report at pages [274-280 supra] deals 
exclusively with whether the provisions of 
518(c)(1) apply to employment matters. The 
Conu'Jission's concern that Section 518 (c) be 
found to extend co employment matters apparently 
stems from a concern that LEAA move administra­
tively to terminate funding in cases of non­
compliance, a concern which seems curious given 
LEAA's recent action to defer or suspend funding 
to a number of recipients or applicants pending 
resolution of compliance problems. Indeed, the 
entire pre-award review program of LEAA is pre­
dicated on the idea that funding of. a particular 
grant will be deferred until any compliance 
problems presented by the application are adequ­
ately addressed. June 1975 Velde letter, supra 
note 725. 

The issues of preaward reviews and fund termination are discussed in detail 
on pp. 348 and 382 respectively. 

745. See p. 376 infra for a discussion of the sanctions available to LEAA 
under its regulat~and under the Crime Control Act. 

746. Mexican Americsns aad the Administration of Justice in the Southwest, 
supra note 732 , at 12-13. 
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747 
frequently more strongly enforced in minority neighborh~oda or against 

minorities, for example, laws against gambling, prostitution, and night 
748 

parking. Police sometimes harrass o,r are discourteous to minority men 
749 

and women. Minorities are seriously underrepresented on grand and petit 
750' 

juries in SOme States. Minorities are sentenced to prison more frequently 

and receive longer sentence9 than nonminorities who hsve been convicted of the 
751 

s arne offenses. Minorities are sometimes assigned ,to prisons lacking 

educational, vocational, and work release programs more frequently than 
752 

nonminorities. The better prison work asaignments are often reserved for 

747. Wisconsin State ~visory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 
Police Isolation and Community Needs 124 (December 1974). 

748. Mexican Americans and the Administrstion of Justice in the Southwest, 
supra note 732. See also Minnesota State Advisory Committee to the United States 
Commission on Civil Rights, Bridging the Gap: The '£Win Cities Native American 
Community (1975), and Police Isolation and Community Needs, supra note 747. 
Various reports on arrest procedures have produced evidence that there is a 
disproportionate number of minority arrests for certain 'crimes in relation to the 
minority percentage of the population. E.g., although blacks comprise approximately 
7 percent of the population of the State of California, they account for 45 
percent of all suspicion arrests, which are arrests made without specific 
charges. Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, Law and Disorder III 
32 (1972). 

749. Cairo Rearing. supra note 732;- Mexican Americans and the Administration 
of ,Tustice in the Southwest, supra note 732; and Pennsylvania State Advisory 
Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Police-Community Relations 
in Philadelphia (June 19;'2). 

750. Mexican Americans and the Administration of Justice in the Southwest, supra 
note "732 ; at 36-46. The commission found that judges and jury commiSsions 
frequently do not make affirmative efforts to obtain a representative cross­
section of the community for jury service and that the underrepresentation of 
Mexican Americans on juries re~ulted in distrust by Mexican Americans of the 
impartiality of verdicts. 1&. 

751. See Debro, "The Black Offender and Victim"l Paper Prepared for 1973 
Conference on Minorities and Correction (Chicago State University,Oct; 24~26, 
1973) • 

752. Alabama State Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 
Alabama Prisons (1975). 
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753 
nonminorit1es, and housing within prisons and halfway houses is 

754 
sometimes segregated by race. 

Similarly, laws may be differentially enforced depending on the sex 

of the alleged offender. For example, laws against prostitution have 

sometimes been enforced against the female prostitute but not against the 

male customer who solicits or accepts solicitation of prostitutes, although 
755 

prostitution is defined by lal~ as a crime for both prostitute and customer. 

Further, police have mistreated women who are rape victims by intimld!1titig 
. 756 

them and questioning them excessively. The female victims of madtal 

violence are singled out for special treatment, usually ;1.11 an attempt 
757 

to discourage prosecution, Women are denied the opportunity to 

753: Warehousing Human Beings, supra note 732. For a generll1 discussion of 
racial discrimination in the criminal justice system see D.S. Skoler,' "The 
Black Expel.'ience and the Criminal Justice System," Paper Presented at 
the Fourth Alabama Symposium en Justice and the Behavorial Sciences (February 
1974), reprinted by the Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services, 
American Bar Association. 

754. Arizona State Advisory Committee to U.S. Commission on Civil Eights, 
Adult Corrections in Arizona (1974). 

755. In March 1974, District of Columbia Superior Court Judge Davi~ L. Norma~ 
ruled as unconstitutional as applied, a District of Columbia statute prohibiting 
prostitution because of the police practice of arresting only female 
prostitutes and not male customers. United States v. Wilson, Criminal 
No. 69760-73 (Super. Ct. D.C., Mar. 14, 1974.) Subsequently, the Metropolitan 
Police :.c.partment of the District of Columbia made a good faith effort to 
entorce the statute against both males and females and, thus,' ~na later case 
the court did not find the statute to be unconatitutional as applied. United 
States v. Dinkins, Criminal No. 52179-74, (Super. Ct. D.C., Oct. 4, 1974). 

756. Report of The Prince George's County Task Force to Study the Treatment 
of the Victims of Sexual Assault, March 1973. 

757. Truninger, }mrital Violence: The Legnl Solutions, 23 Hastings ~. J. 
259 (1971). 
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758 
'serve on juries. Communities frequently fail to provide halfway 

houses and detoxification centers for women even where such facilities 

are provided for men. Women who are incarcerated are offered fewer 

opportunities for training and education than are men, and those 

programs which are provided frequently offer training only in sex· 
759 

stereotyped, menial occupations. 

Employment discrimination on the basis of race, ethnic or~g~n, and 
766 761 

sex by police departments also appears to be widespread. For example, 
762 

fewer than 10 percent of all employees of police departments are minorities. 

In contrast, minorities account for at least 17 percent of the population in 

758. Taylor v. Louisiana, 43 U.S.L.W. 4167 (1975). 

759. Women's Prison Association., A Study in Neglect: Report on Women 
Prisoners (1972). 

760. Police departments are not the only law enforcement institutions which 
fail to provide equal employment opportunity. Correctional facilities also 
have poor employment records. See, for example, Alabama 2risons, supra note 
752; Adult Corrections in Arizona, supra note 754; Commission on Correctional 
Facilities and Services, American Bar Association, "A Correctional Must ••• 
Increased Staff Recruitment from Minority Groups" (Monograph, 1972) and IMAGE 
(Incorporated Mexican American Government Employees),Positio~ Paper on the 
Admini.stration of Justice and the Spanish Speaking presented before the LEAA 
Policy Development Seminar on Civil Rights Compliance, Feb. 10-11, 1975. 

761. See J. Egerton, "A Hational Survey, Minority Policemen; Hqw many 
are there?" Race~. Rep., Vol. 5, No. 21, 19 (November 1974). 

762. In 1973, according to data maintained by the Equal Em~loyment Opportunity 
Commission, 6.3 percent of all ful1time police department e~p10yees were 
black; 2.3 percent werl; of Spanish speaking background; 0.2 percent were Asian 
American; 0.2 percent were Native American; and 0.3 percent were other minority, 
including Aleuts, Eskimos, Malayans, and Thais. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, Minorities and Women in State and Local Government: United States 
Summary, Vol. 1 49 (1973). 

60-587 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 35 
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763 

this country and comprise more than 18 percent of all State and local 
764 

government employment. Lack of participation by minorities as employees 

in law enforcement agencies is even more striking when the practices of 
765 

some individual agencies are examined. Frequently, the low proportion 

of minorities in police departments is directly attributable to discrimi­

natory selection procedures, such as height requirements, 766 unvalidated 

763. The U.S. Bureau of the Census has determined that in 1970, of the 
203.2 million Americans it counted, 11.1 percent were black, 1.4 percent 

were of other races, and 4.5 percent were of Spanish origin. U.S. Bureau 
of the Census, Department of Commerce, PC (l)-Bl, 1970 Census of Population: 
Current Population Characteristics - United States Summary 22 (January 
1972) and PC(2)-1(c), 1970 Census of Population: Subject Reports--Persons 
of Spanish Origin at IX (June 1973). 

764. In 1973, according to data maintained by the Equal ~ployment 
Opportunity Commission, 13.7 percent of all fulltime State and local 
employees were black; 3.3 percent were of Spanish speaking background; 0.6 
percent were other minority. Minorities and Women in State and Local 
Government, supra note 762at 9. 

765. For example, at the time of the Commission's hearing irr Cairo, 
Illinois, 38 percent of the Cairo community was black. The Cairo police 
force employed 17 men including the chief, but only 1 was black. See 
Cairo Hearing, supra note 732, and U.S. Commisaion on Civil Rights, Cairo 
Illinois: A Symbol of Racial Polarization 13 (February 1973). Similarly, 
in 1972 the Wisconsin State Advisory Committee to the United States 
Commission on Civil Rights estimated that only 3 percent of Milwaukee's 
police force was minority while minorities constituted 17 percent of the 
city's population. Police Isolation and Community Needs, supra note 747. 

766. Discriminatory height requirements and LEAA's position with regard 
to these requirements are discussed on p. 308 infra. 
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testing,767 and preemployment residency requirements.
768 

Exclusion of women from employment in police departments on the 

same basis as men has been more blatant. Only 12.0 percent of all police 

767. The Supreme Court has held that if a selection procedure which 
results in a disproportionate rejection of minorities cannot be shown 
to be related to job performance, that practice is prohibited. Griggs 
v. Duke Power Co., 401 U.S. 424 (1971). Equal Employment Opportunity 
Co~!!:,\ission guidelines prohibit the use of employment tests which dispro­
portionately exclude minorities or women, unless those tests have 
scientifically been demonstrated to be related to job performance and 
no less discriminatory tests are available. 29 C.F.R. 81607. Yet selection 
procedures used "by police departments have often not been proved to be 
related to job performance. A background paper on a research project 
conducted at the Industrial Relations Center of the University of Chicago 
notes: 

The majority of the tests used presently to screen 
applicants for police service deal with an applicant's 
ability to understand language and apply reason in the 
solution of verbal problems. While these skills are 
uncleniably related to success in police training schoolS, 
scores on tests·of this type have not been shown to be 
related to the on-thp-iob p~rformance of police officers. 
Since officers with high general reasoning ability, or 
"I.Q.," do not necessarily perform better than officers 
with less of this ability, the general "I.Q." type of 
test has not been proved valid for the selection of 
police officers. John Furcon, Occasional Paper 35: 
Some Questions and Answers About Police Officer 
Selection Testing (1972). 

Selection procedures are also discussed in Police Foundation, ~ 
Personnel Administration 69-100 (1974). 

768. For example, in 1972 the Milwaukee Police Department required a 6ne 
year Wisconsin residency in order to accept an applicant for employment, 
excluding from police department employment the large number of minorities 
in Milwaukee who were recent arrivals from other States. Police Isolation 
and Community Needs, supra note 747, at 16 and 117. Residency requirements, 
however, may be protective of minorities in cities with large minority popula­
tions. In New York City for example, the Guardians, a black police officer's 
association, have charged that the elimination of New York City Police 
Department's residency requirement has permitted the police department to 
hire white suburbanites for jobs which could be held by black residents 
of New York City. Telephone interview with Sergeant Howard L. Sheffy, 
Equal Opportunity Unit, New York Police Department, Apr. 1, 1975. 
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department employees are women and most of these are in ~lerical positions. 
769 

Only about 2 percent of all police officers are women, as compared 
770 

with 34.7 of all State and local government employees. Height, weight, 
771 

and agility requirements exclude many women, and many police de~art-
772 

ments have refused to accept female applicants, either outright or 
773 

for certain positions. In 1972, as noted by the Assistant Director 

774 
of the Police Foundation, there were 

approximately 1,000 policewomen in the United States. 
The vast majority of these women have been hired to 
do jobs that women are thought to perform better than 
men, such as working with juveniles, female prisoners 
and typewriters. 775' 

769', Minorities and Women in State and Local Government, supra note 762 
at 49. 

770', Id. at 9. 

771. International Association of Chiefs of Police and the Police Founda­
tion, Deployment of Female Police Officers in the United States (1974). 

772, Catherine Milton, Assistant Director, Police Foundation, Women in 
Policing (1972). 

773', For a review of information gathered in recent years about women 
in policing, see Police Foundation, Women in Policing: A Manual (1974). 

774. The PoHce Foundation is a nonprofit funding agency established in 1970 
by the Ford Foundation "to help American police agencies realize their 
fullest potential by developing and funding promising programs of innovation 
and improvement," l!!.:.. 

775. Id. at 3. 
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Although the number of policewomen appears to be increasing, progress 

is slight. For example, a 1974 survey of approximately 400 State and 

local police departments showed that about 270 of them employed no women 

776 
on patrol. With the exception of the Washington, D.C., Police Depart-

ment, in 1972 the Police Foundation had found no police department which 
. 777 

had made all entrance requirements the same for men and women. 

II. Organization and Staffing 

Responsibility for ensuring compliance with civil rights laws and 

regulations by LEAA recipients lies with the Office of Civil Rights 
778 

Compliance (OCRC). The staff of OCRC are located in Washington but spend 
779 

about 30 percent of their time in the field. There are no plans, how-
780 

ever, to locate civil rights compliance staff in LEAA's regional offices. 

776. Deployment of Female Police Officers in the United States, Jll!lU:ll.. note 771. 
Also included in the survey of the respondents was the National Park Service 
of the Department of the Interior headquarters office and the Department nf 
Army Military Police headquarters office. 

777.' Women in Policing, supra note 773 at 17. 

778. OCRC was established in May 1971. By October 1971 it had three staff 
members. Prior to ~my 1971 LEAA civil rights responsibilities were handled 
on a part-time basis in LEAA's Office of General Counsel. LEAA's organi­
zational structure is discussed in detail in LEAA, 'Department of Justice, 
Handbook: Organizations and Functions (February 1975). 

779. This varies from as little as 25 percent for some staff members to as 
much as 50 percent for othera. 1975 Rice ~~. interview, supra note 728. 

780. LEAA' s regional offices are +.ocated in the 'io standard Federal regions. 
See map (Exhibit 3 ) on p.127 infra. None of the regional offices were visited 
by Commission ataff, since no civil rights functions are cond~cted in the regional 
offices. The OCRC Director does not believe that even with a staff incresse, 
regionalization of the civil rights program would be workable'. In order to 
provide the needed depth for civil rights monitorinR, the Director maintains 
that more than one person is needed in each regional office. The Director 
describes the civil rights operation of LEAA as somewhat regionalized at 
present in that program staff in the field offices are kept abreast of civil 
rights activities in their region and frequently provide input, information, 
and coordination assistance to the OCRC staff in compliance reviews and 
complain~ inv~stigat~ons. However, information provided to the OCRC bv 
regional offices is usually generated by comp14ints received within the region. 
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781 782 
The Director of OCRC reports to the LEAA Administrator. 

As of February 1975, the OCRC Director was assisted by a ru11time 
783 

professional staff of 16. This is an increase of 8 persons (100 percent) 

781. The Director is at the GS-15 level. The LEAA organizational 
structure is shown in Exhibit 7 on p. 289 supra. 

782. During fiscal year 1975, the LEAA Administrator, Rich~7d W. 
Velde, has shown a personal interest in the LEAA civil rights program. 
This is exemplified by the fact that he arranged for and participated 
in a two-day conference in February 1975 of 32 experts in the field 
of civil rights and law enforcement to discuss LEAA's compliance 
program. In February 1975 the Administrator also spoke at a 
conference of black law enforcement officials sponsored by the 
Center of Correctional Psychology at the University of Alabama. The 
text of this speech was not available from the LEAA Office of 
Information at the time this report was written. 

783,' 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra note 7?8. This number does not 
reflect student assistants employed by OCRC or other part-time employees 
and private contractors and consultants who contribute to LEAA's civil 
rights operation. 
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784 
since mid-1972. This increase is not as much as the OeRe Director 

785 
would have liked. Even though LEAA program personnel assist OCRC 

786 
in its compliance progr~m, OCRC is understaffed--in fact, the staff 

resources available are almost inconsequential in comparison to the 
787 

civil rights problems facing LEAA. 

784. See U.S. Conmission on Civil Rights, The Federal Civil Rights 
Enforcement Effort--A Reassessment 352 (1973). 

785. OCRC requested a seven-person increase for fiscal year 1974. It 
received only four additional positions. 

786. Interview with Herbert C. Rice, Director, OCRC, LEAA, DOJ, Mar. 20, 
1974. Mr. Rice indicated that, for example, personnel from LEAA's Systems 
Division assist the OCRC by retrievitlg material from law enforcement agencies 
or by taking such information off data tapes from police departments with 
a processing system. OCRC uses this information in preparation for 
compliance reviews to make preliminary determinations on which areas will 
require more indepth scrutiny. The assistance of this Division to OCRC 
accounts for less than one person year. LEAA's audit staff conduct 
routine checks to ensure that affirmative action programs have been 
drafted (see section'PP. 306-07 infra), and whether. they contain the required 
components, but they do not assess the adequacy of the plans. Also, LEAA's 
program staff function as advisors to the OCRC in structuring compliance 
review and investigative materials •. 

787. In June 1975 LEAA wrote to this Commission: 

Adequate staffing of the various offices within 
LEAA remains a major concern for the LE&\ Admini­
stration ••• While OCRC's professional staff is 
admittedly small, it compares favorably with 
other staff and line components of LEAA, both 
as to number and grade of employees. 

The salient fact is that no new positions are 
provided to LEAA under its FY 1976 budget. 
June 1975 Velde letter, suprs note 725. 

Understaffing has long been a problem of OCRC, and was noted by the Civil 
Rights Division of the Department of Justice in its review of LEAA in 
1972. DOJ, "The Civil Rights Compliance Program of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration" (September 1972). This review is discussed 
in chapter 9, Coordination and Direction, ~. 
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Moreover, not all OCRC staff members work on Title VI. Within 
788 

the Office there are four divisions: Compliance Review, Complaints 

Resolution, Reports, and Contracts Compliance. The Compliance Review, 
7tl!:l 

Complaints Resolution, and Reports Divisions have Title VI 

responsibilities. '£he Compliance Review Division with a staff of four 

professionals is responsible for preaward reviews, postaward reviews, 
790 

and evaluation of recipients' equal employment opportunity programs. 

The Complaints Resolution Division, with a staff of six professionals, 

L~vestigates complaints. The Reports Division, staffed with one 

professional, develops and implements reporting systems for law enforcement 

and correction agencies. Three other professional persons are on the 

illllDediate staff of OCRC' s Director and lire responsible for myriad functions 
791 

including legal, personnel, and administrative matters. 

Although most staff members are given areas of specific responsibility, 

there is a great deal of flexibility in assignments so that 

the entire staff can assist on whatever projects are 

788. See Exhibit 8 on p. 293, infra. 

789. The Contracts Compliance Di.vision is responsibile for monitoring the 
employment practices of contractors awarded contracts for construction or 
renovation of criminal justice facilities with LEAA financial assistance 
to ensure that these LEAA-assisted contractors are in compliance with 
Executive Order 11246 as amended, which prohibits discrimination on the 
basis of race, national origin, or sex in Federal and federally-assisted 
contracts. This division has two full time professional staff members. 

790. These duties are discussed on pp. 348, 353, and 306, ~. 
respectively. 

791. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra note 728. 
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Exhibit 9 

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS COMPLIANCE ORGANIZATION CHART 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

LEGAL 8. SPECIAL 
PROJECTS STAFf 

February 1975 
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necessary, and it is difficult to pinpoint which professional works 
792 

on any specific area of responsibility. As a result, oeRe staff 

say that they cannot tell with any accuracy how much time they spend 
793 

on Title VI. 

It is clear, however, that as a result of its small size, OeRe 

haa not been able to review systematically and thoroughly LEAA recipients 

to ensure that they are in compliance with LEAA's civil rights requirements. 

Instead, it appears that LEAA's approach has been to focus primarily on 

large. recipients and on particular issues--most notably, employment 

discrimination by police departments. 

792. March 1974 Rice interview, supra note 786. 

793". 1975 Rice ~ !!. interview, supra note 728. 
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III. Regulations and Guidelines 

There are a number of regulations and guidelines detailing how 

nondiscrimination is to be implemented in LEAA-funded programs. The 

Department of Justice has issued a Title VI regulation covering 
794 

LEAA-funded programs. The regulation is similar to those issued 
795 ' 

by other Federal agencies with Title VI responsibilities. In 

addition,LEAA's employment regulation requires applicants for LEAA 

assistance to submit assurances that they will comply with 
796 

the prohibition. LEAA has also issued equal employment opportunity 

guidelines, which require certain recipients to write equal employment 
797 798 

opportunity plans; guidelines on minimum height requirements;' 

and instructions on site selection for community-based correctional 
799 

faciH ties. 

requiremen ts. 

It is to LEAA's credit that it has issued these 

794. 28 C.F.R. § 42.101. 

795. See, for example, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
Title VI regulations 45 C.F.R. § 80.3, and Department of Housi,ng and 
Urban Development re£ulations 24 C.F.R. § 1.4. 

796. 28 C.F.R. 8 42.201. This regulation requires nondiscrimination 
on the basis of race, color, creed, sex, or national origin in LEAA­
funded programs. 

797. 28 C.F.R. § 42.301. These guidelines are discussed on pp. 297 
~. 

798. These guidelines are discussed on p. 308 infra. 

799. These instructions are di~zussed on p. 314 infra. 
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Nonetheless, these regulations do not fully describe LEAA and LEAA reci-

pient responsibilities for ensuring nondiscrimination in LEAA-funded programs. 

For example, as of February 1975, more than a year and a half had elapsed 

since the passage of the Crime Control Act of 1973. Nonetheless, LEAA 

had not issued a regulation to implement that act, but was in the process 
SOO 

of drafting one which it hoped to issue for public comment in mid-1975. 

Recipients of LEAA assistance will have some understanding of 

their civil rights responsibilities under the Crime Control Act because 

they are in many instances outlined in the Title VI and equal employment 

opportunity regulations. If these were adequate, they might, to some 

exten~ obviate the need for other detailed regulations. But they are 
SOl 

not. There is, moreover, one major area, covered by the Crime 

Control Act but not covered by any LEAA regulation: sex discrimination 

in the delivery of services, which continues to be a major problem in 
S02 

law enforcement programs. In April 1.975, LEAA announced that it had 

issued a contract for the development of a sex discrimination regulation 
S'13 

and that LEAA aimed to publish it for comment in fall 1975. 

800. 1975 Rice at a1. interview, supra note 728. 

SOl: Deficiencies of the uniform Federal asency Title VI regulations 
are discussed in chapter 9 infra, The Department of Justice. 

,802. Examples of these problems are discussed on p. 283 supra. 

S03. Telephone interview with Herbert C. Rice, Director, Office ~f Civil 
Rights, LEAA, DOJ, Apr. 27, 1975. 
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A. I:,np loymen t 

1. Affirmative Action 
804 

LEAA's equal employment opportunity guidelines are the core 
805 

of its equal opportunity activities. These guidelines require that 

each recipient with 50 or more employees and with a service popu-

lation which is 3 percent or more minority establish an 

equal employment opportunity program (EEOP) 1:1 order to ensure that 

minorities and women are not discriminated against in employment within 

the criminal justice system. Whe..:e a recipient with 50 or more employees 

has a service population of which is less than 3 percent minority, an 

affirmative action plan relating to employment practices affecting 
806 

women must be developed. 

• 
804. 28 C,F.R. § 42.301, et~. (1974). 

805. These guidelines form the basis for most of LEAA' s desk and onsi.te 
review activity. 

806. 28 C.F.R. ~ 42.302(d) (1974). Commission staff have recommended that 
any recipient l~ith 25 or more employees which receives assistance in excess 
of $10,000, or which has been found to have discriminatory employment 
practices, be required to implement an EEOP. Letter from Jeffrey M. Miller, 
Director, Office of Federal Civil Rights Evaluation, U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights to Herbert C. Rice, Director, Office of Civil Rights Compli­
ance, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, DOJ, Nov. 27, 1972. 
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Many of LEAA's requirements for an EEOP are simi1iar to those 
807 

contained in Revised Order No.4, the Office of Federal Contract 

Compliance instructions for an affirmative action plan. The EEOP 

must contain data classified by race, ethnic origin, and sex on 

employees by job category, disciplinary a=tions, applications, pro-

motions, transfers, and terminations. It also requires racial, ethnic, 

and sex data on the population of the community, the work force, and 

the unemployed population. It also requires information on the 

employers' selection policies and practices, including testing pro-

cedures. 

807. 41 C.F.R. ft 60.2.1, ~~. (1974). Revised Order No.4 outlines re­
quirements by the Office of Federal Contract Compliance of the Department of 
Labor for being in compliance with Executive Order 11246, as amended (3 C.F.R. 
339 (Comp. 1964~65), 42 U,S.C. ft 200e (1970)). W11ile the authority of this 
order itself extends only to companies which held procurement or service 
contracts with the Federal Government, the order describes the steps an 
employer should take to ensure nondiscrimination in employment practices 
and to eliminate affirmatively underutilization of minorities and women. 
Revised Order No. 4 is discussed further in Commission on Civil Rights, 
The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort--l974, Vol. V, To Eliminate 
Employment Discrimination ch. 3 (July 1975). 
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As part of an affirmative action plan, the employer should be required 

to conduct a thorough analysis of his or her utilization of minorities and 

women in every job category. Where the analysis reveals underutilization of 

women or minorities, numerical goals with timetables for their achievement 

should be set. To ensure against further discrimination by the employer, 

the employer must also assess his or her employment practices and make 

appropriate changes in any instance in which the employer's practices 

disproportionately exclude minorities or women. For example. if the employer's 

selection criteria disproportionately exclude minorities or women and are 

not job related, these selection criteria must be replaced by criteria 
808 

which are job related. 

There is a fundamental disagreement between the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration and the Commission on Civil Rights on the question 

of goals and timetables for affirmative action. LEAA does not believe 

that goals and timetables should be required in its recipients' affirmative 



1547 

300 

action plans, but rather should be required only when it has been 

determined that a recipient has engaged in discriminatory employment 
809 

practices. It is the position of the Commission on Civil Rights 

that goals and timetables must be employed wherever there is an under-

utilization of minorities and women, regardless of whether the recipient 
810 

currently is found to be discriminating against minorities or women. 

Thus, the Commission believes that the greatest deficiency of the 

LEAA guidelines is that although LEAA had the authority to do so, it 
811 

did not require an EEOP to include written goals and timetables to 

809. LEAA stated: 

LEAA does not believe that the Commission and 
it differ appreciably in the belief that goals 
and timetables are required to overcome the 
effects of past unlawful discrimination. The 
difference lies in the point at which goals 
and timetables are required. LEAAos present 
approach of not requiring goals and timetables 
until it has been determined that a recipient 
has engaged in unlawful discriminatory practices 
io well supported by the case law, and is philo­
sophically sound. See for example, NAACP v. Allen, 
493 F.2d 614 (5 C.A., 1974); federal policy, see 
for example the federal four agency agreement of 
March 23, 1973. June 1975 Ve1de letter, supra 
note 725. 

810. As the Commission has previously noted, serious underuti1ization of 
minorities and women has long been held under Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 to constitute a prima ~ violation of the act, 
requiring the imposition of broad relief by the court if the employer 
fails to come forward with sufficient justification. Similarly, under 
Executive Order 11246, as amended, unjustified underuti1ization requires 
the establishment of goals and timetables for eliminating underuti1ization. 
Statement on Affirmative Action for Equal Employment Opportuni;ies, supra 
note 808. 

811. LEAA staff indicated that the required plans are called "equal employ­
ment opportunity plans" rather than affirmative action plans because they 
are not required to include goals and timetables. 1975 Rice et al. inter-
view, supra note 728. --

60-5B7 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 36 
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812 
overcome underutilization of women or minorities. For some time LEAA 

staff stated that they had"not required goals and timetables because the 

Crime Control Act prohibits quota systems or percentage ratios to eliminate 

812. LEAA stated: 

/The Commission's approach/ will encourage recipients 
to treat goals and timetables as a permanent cure 
rather than encourage them to deal with the basic 
inequities which created the need for goals and time­
tables, i.e., there will be little incentive to deal 
with these inequities because it is easier to meet 
the goals than undertake the expensive task of 
validating selection procedures. This, in turn, 
leads to an impression that racial, sexual, and 
ethnic groups are entitled to certain proportions 
of the available jobs based upon their proportions 
in the hiring area as a matter of right. This 
is quite different from the idea that in a non­
discriminatory world racial, sexual, and ethnic 
groups will hold a proportion of jobs roughly 
representative of their proportions in the 
hiring area. The ICommission's approach/ 
carries the implicit assumption that racial, 
sexual, and ethnic g!£UPS cannot e~ally 
compete for jobs. /LEAA's approach/ has 
the implicit assumption that given-fair and 
equitable employment procedures all groups 
can compete equally. We feel LEAA's approach 
is more sound. June 1975 Velde letter, supra 
note 725. 

LEAA representation of this Commission's position is not accurate. This Commission 
agrees with LEAA that affirmative action plans must contain action items to ensure 
that the employer's practices, including selection and recruitment practices, are 
nondiscriminatory. We concur that it is necessary to change procedures which are 
not job-related but which have a disparate impact upon minorities and women in 
order to avoid discrimination in future hiring and promotion. r,oals and time­
tables to remedy existing underutilization of minorities and women are also 
necessary, however, because action items alone would not be sufficient to remedy' 
the effects of past discrimination. 
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S13 
racial imbalance or achieve racial balance in a law enforcement agency, 

but in July 1974 LEAA issued an instruction which stated that it is 

permitted to seek the imposition of goals and timetables "to overcome 

the effects of past discrimination believed to exist in the employment 
, S14 

practices of a recipient agency." 

S13. Interview with Herbert C. Rice, Director, OCRC, LEAA, DOJ, July 5, 1973. 
Section SIS (b) of the Crime Control Act of 1973 (now codified, 42 U.S.C. § 
3766 (b)(l) and (2) (Supp. III, 1973» states: 

••• nothing contained in this-!itle shall be 
construed-!o authorize the L1aw Enforcement 
Assistan~1 Administration (1) to require, 
or condition the availability or amount of 
a grant upon, the adoption by an applicant 
or grantee under this title o~ a percentage 
ratio, quota system, or racial imbalance in 
any law enforcement agency, or (2) to deny 
or discontinue a grant because of the re­
fusal of an applicant or grantee under this 
title to adopt such a ratio, system, or other 
program. 

In January 1974, however, LEAA's Office of General ,Counsel issued a 
legal opinion stating that the imposition of goals and timetables was 
not violative of the Crime Control Act. Rather, in some instances, the 
adoption of such procedures would be required by it. LEAA Legal Opinion 
No. 74-54 "Goals and Timetables Relationship to Section 51S(b)," Jan. 21, 
1974. 

S14. LEAA, DOJ, Instruction 17330.1, "Equal Employment Opportunity Goals 
and Timetables Under Section 5lS(b) of the Crime Control Act of 1973," 
July 19, 1974. LEAA cautioned, however, that: 

In fact, both LEAA Legal Opinion No. 74-54 and 
LEAA Instruction I 7330.1. cited in the draft 
report L'supra note S13 and this note, respectivelz7, 
authorize the requiring of goals and timetables 
only after a recipient agency has been determined 
to have engaged in unlawfully discriminatory 
employment practices. _June 1~75 Vel~e letter, 
supra note 725., LEmphasis adde~/. 
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LEAA staff state that in accordance with this instruction, they have 
815 

required goals and timetables in individual instances. As of 

February 1975, however, LEAA had not issued a broad requirement 

that its recipients develop goals and timetables where underutilization 
816 

of minorities and women exists, LEAA stated: 

••• this office, upon discovering an underutilization of 
minorities in a recipient agency, puts the burden on the 
recipient of either providing a legally sufficient explana­
tion for such underuti1i.zation or, failing that, instituting 
goals and timetables as well as taking action to correct 
the sy~temic problems which led to underutilization.: 817 

Before requiring any recipient to adopt goals and timetables, 

LEAA officials analyze the causes and then attempt to get recipients 

to resolve "the basic problems, which led to employment inequities 

815. 1975 Rice ~.!!l. interview, supra note 728. 

816, This Commission's endorsement of goals and timetables is out­
lined in its Statement on Affirmative Action for Equal EmplOyment 
Opportunities, supra note 808. The Commission stated: 

To the extent ••• that a problem exists with regard to the 
utilization of minority groups and women by the employer, 
then the matter must be treated in the same manner as 
other management questions. Goals, which are reasonably 
attainable by applying good faith efforts, should be es­
tablished to overcC':ne the underutilization. Q. at 16. 

817. Letter from Herrert C. Rice, Director, Office of Civil Rights 
Compliance, LEAA, D03, to cynthia N. Graae, Associate Director, 
Office of Federal Civil Rights Evaluation, U,S. Commission on Civil 
Rights, Feb. 19, 1975. 
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818 
in the first place." "hile it is important that basic problems are 

resolved, goals and timetables are also essential to remedy the effects 
819 

of past discrimination. 

818. For example, if "LEAA discovers an underutilization of minorities 
that has resulted from a selection device with an adverse impact," ORCR 
first requires the recipient to demonstrate the validity of the selection 
devic~ altogether. Id. 

819. Under Revised Order No.4, employers underutilizing minorities or 
women are required both to correct underlying causeS of discrimination 
and to adopt goals and timetables. Revised Order No.4, supra note 807. 
LEAA stated, however: 

It has been our experience that the whole concept 
of goals and timetables is misunderstood outside 
the bureaucratic circles of Washington and, in 
many instances, is looked upon as a permanent 
cure rather than a temporary measure to over­
come the effects of past unlawfully discrimi·· 
natory practices. June 1975 Velde letter, 
supra note 725. 

The Commission notes that OFCC'S Order No.4 has required goals and time­
tables from nonconstruction Government contractors since 1970 and that 
such contractors employ more than 30 percent of the Nation's total 
civilian ~ork force. 
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LEAA stated, however: 

••• it is our view that the underutilization of 
females or minorities shifts the burden to the 
employer to explain that underutilization •••• 
1. e., it creates ·a rebuttable presumption of 
discrimination. 820 ., .The question thus 
becomes, do we treat that presumption 821 
as practically conclusive and require 
goals and timetables unless challenged 
or do we provide the recipient the oppor­
tunity to rebut the presumption, if he 
can, or provide information about current 
practices before requiring goals and time­
tables •••• This agency, as a policy matter 
has opted for the second alternative. 822 

820. LEM referred this Commission to " ••• ~ v. Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Co., 433 F.2d 421 (8 C.A., 1970) at 426 Lanf1l ~ v. ~ 
~, 457 F.2d 348 (5 C.A., 1972) at 358 .. ,," and stated" "Even the P7rham 
court gives support to the second approach when it states 'an employer s 
more recent practices!!!!!.l~ upon the remedv sought" (emphasis added)." 
June 1975 Ve1de J.etter, supra note 725. 

821. LEAA stated: 

This is not to say that 80me preslunption cannot 
be built into our regulations. For example, it 
may be advisable to amend our regulations to re­
quire goals and timetables where a recipient uses 
selection devices with an adverse impact which 
have not been validated in accordance' with EEOC 
Guidelines. They would administratively recognize 
that goals and timetables are required by this 
unlawful practice. rd. 

Such an amendment would be insufficient. As discussed at note 810 hllarS' 
a statistical showing of underutilization of minorities or women s ou 
m~ndate the setting of goals and timetables. Recipients with nondiscrimi­
natory selection devises may have an underutilization of minorities or 
women because of past discrimination ~Ihich has never been remedied. 

822 • .g. 
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For LEAA to require goals and timetables only after reviewing 

individual recipient's' ,evid~nce that there is underutilization of 

minorities and women is inadequate because LEAA does not review the plans 
823 

of most recipients. Thus, despite the underutilization of minorities 

and women by a large number of LEAA recipients, under present LEAA practices, 

in only a few instances could LEAA require goals and timetables. 

Once an EEOP is drafted, it generally remains only in the files of 

the recipient. There is no requirement that the EEOPs be sent by the 
8~ 8~ 

recipients of the SPAs or to LEAA for review. LEAA's audit staff, 

823. LEAA commented: 

LEAA does not review the plans of most recipients. 
However, to take the report's approach and equate 
underutilization with a simplistic requirement of 
goals and timetables will in our view have un­
desirable effects. June 1975 Velde letter, supra 
note 725. 

This Commission believes that there is no reason that a requirement for 
goals and timetables should be simplistic. As discussed on p. 300 supra, 
employers should set goals and timetables in every instance in which their 
own analyses of their work force reveals unjustified underutilization. 

824 LEAA stated: 

The discussion relating to enforcement of the 
requirement that principal recipients of LEAA 
funds develop and implement equal employment 
opportunity programs, does not fully consider 
the fact that the basic enforcement falls on 
the SPA or LEAA regional office, which offices 
must require certification that the applicant 
has developed and is implementing an EEOP as 
a prerequisite to further funding. June 1975 
Velde letter, supra note 725. 

This Commission notes, however, that a requirement for certification that 
EEOPs have been developed is a poor substitute for review of those plans. 

825. The audit staff are located in the Office of Audit. 

.. 
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as part of a financial audit of SPAs, check to see if plans have been 

develope1 and if the required components are included, but they do not 
826 

re~iew tho plans for adequacy. SPAs are beginning to review plans 

of agencies to which they pass on money, and in some instances have not 

passed on money until plans have been completed; but this is not done 

by all SPAs, and uniformly high standards a'l'e not applied by all SPAs. 

LEAA staff began indepth reviews of a sample of the plans in 

October 1974. Between that time and February 1975 it had requested 

eight recipients to submit plans for review. EEOPs are also examined 
828 

in conjunction with complaint investigations, but in that case 

generally the review is only partial. For example, if a complaint 

concerns discrimination in employee selection, the review of the plan 

827 

may be largely limited to that portion of the plan on employee selection 
829 ' 

procedures. 

826. 1975 Rice et al. interview, supra note 728. 

827. Id. The role of SPAs in LEAA's civil rights compliance program is 
discussed on pp. 325 infra. 

828. The Chief of the Complaints Resolution Division requests a copy of 
the EEOP in conjunction with every employment discrimination complaint 
investigation. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra note 728. 

829. Id. The Complaints Resolution Division also checks each plan it 
revieWS to ensure that it contains the required components. 
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2. Guidelines on Minimum Height Reguirements 

Many police departments have placed a minimum limit on the height 
830 . 

of persons that they will employ. The limit varies from dep,rtment 
831 

to department and may be as high as 5 '9". But because the minimum 

height acceptable to many police departments is above the average female 
832 

height, such limits exclude a large proportion of all women from police 

department employment. LEAA states that they also tend disproportionately 
833 

to exclude minorities. 

830. In response to a survey taken by the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police and the Police Foundation of 386 law enforcement agencies, 
205 agencies answered a question on height requirements. Of the 205 
respondents, 123 (60 percent) had height requirements and 82 (40 percent) 
did not. Deployment of Female Police Officers in the United States, 
supra note771. Height requirements differ from State to State. For 
example, the height requirement for police officers in Daytona Beach, 
Florida, as of 1974, was 5'7", with a minimum weight requirement of 
136 1bs. At the same time the Des Moines, Iowa, Police Department had 
a minimum height requirement of 5 '9" and minimum weight requirement of 
150 lbs, and the Ames, Iowa, Police Department had a minimum height 
requirement of 5'9" with a minimum weight requirement of 160'lbs. 
That height requirements are more capricious than job-related is 
evidenced by the fact that a person who is 5'8 1/2" tall, and thus 
too short for employment in the Des Moines or Ames, Iowa, police 
departments, might herself or himself have been too tall for the 
Cincinnati Police Department which in 1974 had a maximum height 
limit on its police officers of 5'8". Id. There is no evidence 
of superior performance by law enforcement officials in States with 

. higher minimum limits. 

831. 19.. 

832. The average heignt of women is 5'3" as compared with 5'8" for men. 
National Center for Health Statistics, Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Weight, Height, and Selective Body Dimensions of Adults, United 
States, 1960-62, Series 11, No.8 (June 1965). 

833. LEAA, DOJ, Guideline G 7400.2A, June 18, 1974. 
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In order to ensure equal employment opportunity in the programs 
834 

it funds, LEAA has issued a guideline on minimum height requirements. 

It states that height ~equirements are prohibited as criteria for employee 

selection or assignment where they tend to discriminate against women and 

minorities, unless the recipient can adequately demonstrate the relation-
835 . 

ship between the requirement and job performance. 

When LEAA was asked how many law e~forcement agencies have complied 

with the minimum height guideline, LEAA responded: 

834'. Id. 

We have no specific knowledge as to the scope 
of compliance with the height guideline. Following 
complaint investigations or compliance reviews, a 
number of recipient law enforcement agencies have 
lowered significantly, or dropped entirely mini­
mum height requirements. 836 

835. The guideline states that minil1lum height requirement will not be 
considered discriminatory where the recipient of Federal assis"ance 
is able to: 

demonstrate convincingly through the use of 
supportive factual data such as professionally 
validated studies that such minimum height 
requirements •• ,is L8i£7 an operational neces­
sity for designated job categories •••• Id. 

• 836. ,Letter from Donald E. Santarelli, Administrator, Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration, DOJ, to Congressman Charles B. Rangel, 
May 28, 1974. In July 1975, LEAA stated: 

There is no question that the adoption of 
the LEAA minimum height guidelines has led 
to the reduction or elimination of minimum 
height standards in many police agencies 
in the United States. June 1975 Velde 
letter, supra note 725. 
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Thus, it appears that mere promulgation of the guideline has been 

insufficient impetus for most police departments to change their 

height requirements. LEAA has had to rely upon compliance reviews 

and complaint investigations to enforce the guideline. This practice 

seems inefficient,for very few LEAA recipients come under scrutiny 

through these mechanisms. It would have been far more effective if 

LEAA had determined the extent of compliance with this guideline 

through a questionnaire, and then relied upon SPAs to effect change 
837 

where noncompliance was found. 

LEAA has permitted police agencies to lower Significantly, rather 

than eliminate their height requirements. LEAA stated: 

Substantial equity to the rights of classes 
affected adversely by the imposition of a 
minimum height standard may be reached signi­
ficantly lowering, not eliminating, a height 
standard in a specific agency, particularly 
when considered in the context of the over­
all resolution of matters. 838' 

837. LEAA stated: 

The Commission's consideration of the impact 
of a minimum height standard seems narrow. The 
effect of a minimum height in a specific police 
agency is only one of many factors to be conSidered 
in approaching a voluntary resolution of matters 
in a particular employment discrimination case. 
July 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 

838. Id. LEAA also stated: 

Beyond thiS, LEAA takes administrative notice of 
the fact that individuals above a certain height 
will have difficulty in gaining access to, or 
egress from, the standard production line vehicles 
used as patrol cars in most municipal and state 
police departments, Similarly, there would seem 
to be a need that s patrol officer be tall enough 
for the foot of the officer to reach the accelerator 
pedal in such a police vehicle, and that the officer 
be able to see over the dashboard. Id. 

• 
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3. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Standards 

The sum total of LEAA's employment regulation and guidelines is 

insufficient. A comprehensive set of standards concerning equal opportunity 

in employment are those reflected in the guidelines and decisions of the 
839 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. LEAA has included these 
840 

guidelines in its Equal Employment Opportunity Pro,3ram Manual, which 

was issued in 1974 to assist its recipients in complying with its equal 

employment opportunity requirements. The Manual is a comprehensive 

compilation of relevant laws and regulations in the area of equal employ-

ment opportunity. Including EEOC guidelincG in this Manual, and thus 

transmitting them to recipients, is a good first step, but LEAA has not 

gone far enough. It has not adopted EEOC standards as its own by in-

corporation into its own regulations. Until it does so, its recipients 

will not be on formal notification that to be in compliance with the LEAA 

nondiscrimination requirements, they must be in compliance with EEOC 
841 

standards. 

839. EEOC's sex discrimination guidelines are published at 29 C.F.R. 6 
1604.1, ~~. (1974). Its guidelines for employment selection procedures 
are published at 29 C.F.R. 6 1607.1, ~~. (1974). Its guidelines on 
discrimination because of national origin are published at 29 C.F.R. 6 
1606.1, ~~. (1974). 

840. LEAA, DOJ, Equal Employment Opportunity Program Manual 116 (1974). 

§41. In June 1975, LEAA stated that it places priority on its plans to 
issue "regulations, as proposed rules, in the fall of 1975, adopting the 
EEOC regulations relating to sex discrimination, employee selection pro­
cedures and national origin." June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 
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B. Bilingual Assistance 

There are many instances in which persons whose primary language is 

not English have received inadequate assistance from the law enforcement 

process. For example, police departments have hired too few bilingual 

officers and other staff and, thus, Spanish speaking citizens often cannot 

communicate with police officers if they need assistance or are arrested. 

Interpreters are not available in many Southwestern courts even though in 

this area Spanish speaking persons are often involved in court proceedings. 

As a result, defendants, plaintiffs, and witnesses )ll<!y not understand .fu.1,).y' .. ~.he 

proceedings of the court. Courts have provided inadequate counsel for 

Spanish speaking defendants, who may not even comprehend the charges 
842 . 

against them. Similarly, Spanish speaking inmates in cocrectional 

institutions have been denied the educational opportunities available to 
843 

their English speaking peers because of lack of bilingual assistance. 

842. Mexican Americans and the Administration of Justice, supra note 732. 
The need for bilingual court services for Native Americans rs-aIScus8ed 
in New Mexico State Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights, The Farmington Report: A Conflict of Cultures (in preparation). 

843; Warehousing Human Beings, supra note 732 at30, 45, 51. 
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Under Title VI, recipients of Federal assistance are required to 

provide adequate second-language assistance to enSure that persons who 

do not speak English are not denied meaningful participation in the 
844 

federally assisted programs. LEAA has advised its regional offices 

844. In the case of Lau v. Nichols, the United States Supreme Court held 
that, in school districts with large non-English-speaking student popu­
lations, inadequate English"language instruction, which thus denies such 
students meaningful participation in the public education program, violates 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 414 U.S. 563 (1974). In this 
class action suit, Chinese parents argued that the San Francisco school 
system should be compelled to provide all non-English-speaking Chinese 
students with bilingual compensatory education. The Supreme Court 
concluded that the failure of the San Francisco public school system 
to provide bilingual compensatory education violates the rights of 
Chinese children by "effectively ••• excluding them from participation 
in the educational program offered by a school district" and that the 
absence of bilingual textbooks and other instructional material in all 
probability would make a classroom situation "Iqholly incomprehensible 
and in no way meaningful." Id. at 566. Similarly, the Lau rationale 
would appear to require agencies and facilities receiving funds for law 
enforcement and the administration of justice to provide adequate guidance 
in languages other than English to non-English speaking client groups. 

In a letter to all Federal departments and agencies concerning this 
decision, the Justice Department stated: 

This case has significance for federal grant agencies 
in two respects. First, it imposes a responsibility 
on federal agencies to review the federal assistance 
programs they administer to determine if the bene­
ficiaries of such programs may be denied equal parti­
cipation due to language barriers created by their 
inability to communicate effectively in English. 
As a corollary matter, it may be appropriate for 
federal agencies to review their direct assistance 
programs (not covered by Title VI) to determine if 
beneficiaries are inhibited from full participation 
because of language barriers. Letter from Robert 
Dempsey, Chief, Federal Programs Section, Civil 
Rights Division, Department of Justice, to 25 
Federal agencies, June 13, 1974. 
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and the SPA's that: 

As a civil rights comp1.iance matter, care chould 
be exercised by Central LEAA, LEAA Regional Offices, 
and the SPA's, in funding programs, that linguistic 
barriers do not operate to exclude non-English 
speaking persons, in the enjoyment of the 
benefits of these programs. '845' 

C. Site Selection 

Written into each LEAA contract are guidelines for site selection 
846 

of physical facilities which might be built with Federal assistance. 

The guidelines direct that such facilities may not be constructed with 

the effect or purpose of excluding individuals on the basis of race, 

color, or national origin from use of the facility. They provide 
847 

illustrative examples of unlawful site locations and instruct 

recipients to submit a statement setting forth the factors used to 

845. LEAA memorandum to SPA's and LEAA regional offices, July 8, 1974, 
cited in June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. The memorandum also 
stated: 

Attached is a copy of ~ v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974), 
a recent decision of the U.S. Supreme Court relating to the 
constitutional responsibility of the San Francisco school 
system to provide English language training to Chinese­
American students who do not speak English. 

Linguistic difficulties have many times had the effect of 
denying citizens whose original tongue is not English equal 
access to the American criminal justice system. Id. 

846. LEAA, DOJ, Standard Form 26 (sample copy of a completed form). 

847. These include placing a halfway house or drug treatment center so 
that minorities are excluded from activities of that facility and locating 
a correctional facility so that minority employment at the facility would 
be precluded. Id. 
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848 
determine if any site locations would be discriminatory. It is 

commendable that LEAA has included this site selection requirement in 

its contracts. Indeed few, if any, other Federal agencies have provided 
849' 

such instruction to their recipients. It would, however, be desirable 

if this requirement were also made a part of the body of LEAA regulations 

and guidelines published in the Code of Federal Regulations. As a 

mere provision in individual contracts, without incorporation into 

LEAA regulation, it can be dropped from individual contracts with 

no public explanation. OGRC has not, however, taken steps to ensure 

that it is made a permanent requirement. 

D. Minority Representation on State Planning Agency (SPA) Supervisory 
Boards and Regional Planning Units 

The Department of Justice Title VI regulation, like those of other 

Federal agencies, prohibits recipients on the ground of race, color, 

or national origin from denying a person the opportunity to participate 

as a member of a planning or advisory body which is an integral part 

of the federally-assisted program. The regulation does not explain 
850 

how this provision will be enforced. 

848. The recipient must consider such factors as the demographic population 
characteristics of the service area, the racial and ethnic characteristics 
of the population to be served by the proposed program, the alternative 
locations under consideretion, the impact of the alternative locations on 
minorities and nonminorities, the availability and type of public trans­
portation, and the availability of low- and moderate-income housing. ~. 

849. Although a civil rights impact statement which includes a provision 
requiring that sites selected for Government offices must be accessible 
to minorities has been drafted within the Department of Agriculture, 
it has not been finalized or adopted. ~he Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has a provision covering the accessibility of minorities to 
HEW-funded facilities which is contained in HEW's Title VI regulations, 
45 C.F.R. § 80.3(3) as amended through July 5, 1973. 

850. 28 C.F.R. § 42.104(b)(vii)(1974). 
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In 1972 LEAA proposed a guideline relating to minority representation 
851 

on SPA supervisory boards. The proposed guideline stated that: 

tYhere the proportion of members of a particular 
minority group on any such supervisory board is 
substantially less than the proportion of members 
of that group in the general population of the 
State or region, a violation of Title Vr •.. shall 
be presumed. 852 

This guideline was deficient in that although it provided for minority 

representation on the supervisory boards no provision was made to 

cover female participation. Another deficiency of the proposed guide-

line was its failure to make clear what constitutes illegal minority 

underrepresentation. More specifically, although the guideline indicated 

that a violation of the civil rights act is presUmed if the proportion of 

minorities on the board is "substantially less" than the proportion of 

minorities in the State, it did not define the term "substantially less." 

This proposed guideline was revised a,!.1 issued in final form in 

September 1974. This issuance nf this guideline was a positive step, 

851. Proposed Guideline Relating to Title vr Implications of Minority 
Representation on SPA Supervisory Boards and Regional Planning Units, 
attached to letter from Herbert C. Rice, Director,' Office of Civil Rights 
Compliance, LEAA, to Jeffrey M. Miller, Director, Office of Federal Civil 
Rights Evaluation, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Aug. 9, 1972. This 
guideline was suggested to LEAA by the Center for National Policy Review 
on behalf of the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights: Attachment to 
letter from Arthur H. Jefferson, Attorney, Center for National Policy 
Review, to Cynthia N. Graae, Associate Director, Office of Federal Civil 
Rights Evaluation, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Har. 24, 1975. 

852, Id. 

69-567 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 37 
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853 
which has been taken by few other agencies with Title VI responsibilities. 

In its final form the guideline clearly states that failure to appoint 
854 

"otherwise qualified" minorities or women to supervisory boards 

853, The Department of Labor (DOL) has a comparable provision for the 
inclusion of women, persons vf limited English-speaking ability, and other 
minority groups on its Manpower Planning Councils under the Ooncentrated 
Employment and Training Act of 1973 (Pub. L. 93-203, 87 Stat. 839 as 
codified in various sections of 18, 29, and 42 U.S.C. (SuPp. III, 1973». 
It has issued no similar guidelines with regard to any other DO~-
funded programs. Similarly, the Departments of Agriculture and Health, 
Education, and Welfare have issued no guidelines concerning the presence 
of minorities or women on advisory counc'i1s beyond that contained in 
their Title VI regulations. 

LEAA stated: 

Possibly no part of the LEAA Program has been 
the subject of more discussion than composition 
of state planning agency (SPA) and regional 
planning units (RPU) supervisory boards. 
It would not necessarily be helpful to fully 
track the legislative history and other mater­
ials historically relevant to this matter. 
June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 

854. LEAA stated: 

••• legislative history of the Crime Control Act 
of 1973 clearly indicates the will of the Congress 
to restrict mandatory membership on SPA and RPU 
supervisory boards to "law enforcement agencies, 
units of local government, and public agencies 
main taining programs to control crime. • ." 
SPA and RPU supervisory boards may permissably, 
"include representatives of citizen, professional, 
and community organizations." See Section 203(a) 
of the Crime Control Act of 1973. 

"Otherwise qualified," as used in the guideline 
refers to the classes of persons mandatorily en­
titled to serve on ••• supervisory boards. Hence, 
a discriminatory denial of membership on an SPA 
or RPU supervisory board of, say, a black or fe­
male criminal court judge would be violative of 
the Guideline. June 1975 Ve1de letter, supra 
note 725. 
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would constitute a violation of Title VI.
855 

The fact that concern 

for female representation has been added is an improvement over the 

proposed measure. However, LEAA has weakened the guideline by re-

moving the proposed provision which would have required a comparison 

of the proportion of minorities on the board with the proportion of 
856 

minorities in the State population. LEAA has, thus, eliminated the 

mechanism which would trigger a presumption of a violation on the guide-

lines. 

855. The guideline provides that: 

No individuals on the basis of race, color, sex, 
or national origin shall be denied appointmenC or 
selection to serve on supervisory boards of SPAs 
or regional planning units •••• The failure of the 
chief executive of a State to select ••• otherwise 
qualified minority or female members of the law 
enforcement and criminal justice agencies, units 
of general local government, and public agencies 
maintaining programs to reduce and control crime, 
may constitute a violation of Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000d, and 
518(c) of the Crime Control Act of 1973. LEAA 
guideline G 7400.4 "Supervisory Boards of 
Criminal Justice State Planning Agencies and 
Regional Planning Units, Guidelines Regarding 
Representation of Minorities and Women," Aug. 19, 
1974. 

856. LEAA stated: 

After the proposed rule relating to minorityrepresen­
tation on SPA and RPU supervisory boards was issued, 
regulations amending Department of Justice regulations 
implementing Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
(see 28 C.F.R. 42.104(b)) were issued, making denial to, 
"a person the opportunity to participate as a member of 
a planning or advisory board which is an integral part 
of the program," a prohibited action. This amendment 
to the Title VI regulations is applicable to SPA and 
RPU supervisory boards participating in the LEAA Program. 
Conspicuously lacking from the Title VI regulations is 
any discussion of proportionality of representation of 
minorities or women on planning or advisory bodies. It 
may be questioned whether LEAA has the authority, as an 
agency, to adopt guidelines which would amend the depart­
mental regulations in this regard. June 1975 Velde letter, 
supra note 725. 
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OCRC staff indicated that due to staff limitations, they had no 

plans to monitor the selection of minorities and females for advisory 
857 

boards. LEAA has not reviewed female participation on advisory 

boards and only surveyed the racial and ethnic composition of SPA 

boards and regional planning units on one occasion, more than two 

years .. go. In October 1972, LEA..<\, issued the results of this survey. 
85e 

Included were tables for each ,State indicating the minority representation 
859 

on LEAA State and regional boards. In order to compare each board's 

minority composition with the State's overall minority population, a 

compliance ratio was developed. This figure was calculated by dividing 

the percentage of each board which was minority by the percentage of the Stat~ 

population which was minority. 

857. 1975 Rice et al. interview, supra note 728. In June'1975, LEAA stated: 

It seems a vain act to monitor minority or female repre­
sentation on SPA and RPU supervisory boards, since the 
appointing authority must mandatorily select for member­
ship only those persons drawn from the criminal justice 
community mentioned in the statute. Presumably, an 
argument could be made that a marked underrepresentation 
of minorities or females among those permissibly selected 
for membership on SPA and RPU boards might infer discrimi­
nation by the appointing authority. In LEAA's experience, 
however, exercise of the permissive authority to choose, 
"citizen, professional, and community organization," 
representatives is used to include minority and female 
members, rather than to exclude them, since the numbers 
of such people appointed or elected to positions of 
responsibility.within agencies required to be repre­
sented under Section 203(a) is limited in many com­
munities. July 1975 Velde letter, supra note 727. 

858, Memorandum from George E. Hall, Director, Statistics Division, LEAA, 
to Herbert C. Rice, Director, Office of Civil Rights Compliance, LEA..<\, , DOJ, 
"Minority RePFesentation on State Supervisory Boards and Regional Super­
visory and Advisory Boards," Oct. 16, 1972. 

859. State boards are advisory boards to the State planning agencies. 
Regional boards advise local planning agencies. 
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A compliance ratio of 100.00 reflected that the percentage of minorities 

on the board was identical with the pe,centage of minorities, in the population. 

A compliance ratio of 0.00 indicated that there were no minorities on the 

advisory board, A compliance ratio of more than 100.00 indicated that 

the percentage of minorities on the board was greater than the percentage of 

minorities in the population. While some States had favorable compliance 

ratios, the vast majority did not, As Exhibit 10 indicates. at the time of 
860 

this survey, 7 States had compliance ratios of 0.00 for their State boards 
861 

and 4 States had compliance ratios of 0.00 for the regional boards. 

Twenty-one States had compliance ratios of 60.00 or less for the State 

boards; thirty-eight States had compliance ratios of less than 60.00 for the 

regional boards. 

The overall compliance ratio for State boards in all States was 69.27, 

compared to a 31.46 overall ratio for regional boards. There are no plans 
8b2 

to update the surveyor to determine the female composition on the boards. 

860. They were Alabama, Arkansas, IdahO, Iowa, Nebraska, New Hampshire, and 
Utah. 

861. They were Idaho, New Hampshire, Maine, and Vermont. 

862. 1975 Rice ll~' interview, supra, note 728. 
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Exhibit 10 
A 

DISTRIBUTION OF COMPLIANCE RATIO 

COMPLIANCE RATIO 

100.O(}l- ...••..••.•••..•..•••••.•• 
90.00-99.99 .•.••.••••••...•••••.• 
80.00-89.99 ••••...•.•.•••••..•.•• 
70.00-79.99 .................... .. 
60.00-69.99 ....••••••..••..•.•••• 
50.00-59.99 •...••.•••..•.•••••.•• 
40.00-49.99 ••.•••.•••••••.•••••.• 
30,00-39.99 , .................... . 
20.00-29.99 ..•.••••.••.••••••••. , 
10.00-19.99 .••.•.•.••••••••••.••• 
0.01-9.99 ..................... . 
0.00 ..................... . 
No board 

Total 

A 

B 
Number of States 

State 
boards 

20' 
2 
3 
4 
1 
5 
4 
o 
3 
1 
1 
7 
o 

51 

Regional 
boards 

9 
1 
o 
1 
2 
2 
4 
6 
7 
6 
1 
4 
8 

51 

Compliance ratios are calculated by dividing the percent of each board 
which was minority by the percent of the State population which was 
minority. See text' on p. 310 supra for a more detailed explanation. 

B 
Includes the District of Columbia. 
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E. ~ 

Although LEAA funds go to State and local courts, LEAA has not 

attempted to assess the extent to which court activity may be discrim-
863 

inatory. Nevertheless, an abundance of evidence suggests frequent 

exclusion of minorities and women from juries or as judges and that 

treatment of minority and female defendants can be discriminatory and 
864 

is sometimes reflected in sentencing. 

LEAA has issued no regulations or guidelines which pertain specifi-

cally to courts. To some extent, gUidelines issued pursuant to Title VII 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 may be applicable to employment discrimi-

nation which arises in the courts, but Title VII coverage .has not been 

863. In June 1975, LEAA informed this Commission that "LEAA will under­
take_a compliance review of a major criminal court system during Lfiscal 
yea!.! 1976." June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 

864. See Babcock, "Women and the Criminal Law," Amer. Crim. Law Rev., 
Vol'. II, No.2 (Winter 1973); Virginia State Advisory Committee to the 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Judicial Selection in Virginia: The 
Absence of Black Judges (January 1974); Mexican Americans and the 
Administration of Justice, supra note 732, at 36-46; Debro paper, 
supra note 751, Joint Center for Political Studies, National Roster 
of Black Elected Officials Table III (April 1974) and Taylor ·v. 
Louisiana, supra note 758. 
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865 
clearly established with respect to all forms of courtroom employment. 

Moreover, there are no Federal agency regulations or guidelines covering 

nondiscrimination in the services provided by State or local courts. 

The Crime Control Act clearly could be used to terminate discrimination 

in the court systems if LEAA would issue appropriate regulations and 

monitor them. 

865. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) has not considered 
whether the selection of juries comes within the coverage of Title VII. One 
EEOC official indicated that whether jurors are covered by Title VII would 
depend upon whether it could be shown that jury selection procedures are a 
form of employment selection procedures. This official also indicated that 
discrimination in the appointment of judges is covered by Title VII although 
EEOC has issued no formal opinion in this issue. Telephone interview with 
RDberta Romberg, Chief, Litigation Services Branch, Office of General Counsel, 
Equal Employment Opportl'nity CommisSion, Feb. 14, 1975. 

The coverage of appointed judges is inferred because appointed judges do not 
appear to be listed in the following exceptions from Title VII: 

••• any person elected to public office ill any State or 
political subdivision of any State by the qualified 
voters thereOf, or any person chosen by such officer 
to be on such officer's personnel staff, or an appointee 
on the policymaking level or an immediate advisor with 
respect to the exercise of the constitutional or legal 
powers of the office. 42 U.S.C. § 2000c. 

There have been no court cases which alleged a Title VII violation in the 
appointment of a judge. Romberg interview, supra this note. Elected 
judges are not covered by Title VII, although requirements which must be 
met by a person in order to be placed on the ballQt may be discriminatory. 
Selection criteria of judges is discussed in LEAA, DOJ, National Survey 
of Court Organizations (1971). 
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OCRC officials express trepidation about attempting to assure non-

discrimination in the courtroom, indicating that under the Constitution 
866 

they may not have adequate authority. OCR has not j however, requested 

legal opinions from LEAA's General Counselor DOJ's Civil Rights Division 
867 

as to its authority in this area. 

866. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra note 728. In June 1975 LEAA 
pointed out that with respect to one aspect of court systems LEAA 
would be taking action. LEAA stated: 

Provision of services, by race and sex, in juvenile 
detention facilities under control of juvenile courts 
will be monitored by the corrections compliance report 
forms soon to be issued by LEAA. discussed by the 
Commission at pages 1138 infra!. June 1975 Velde 
letter, supra note 725 • 

867. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra note 728. 
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IV. Compliance Program 

Each State Planning Age".~,: .".;.;n accepts an LEAA gr~nt must sign 

an assurance to LEAA that it \~il~ '", .". \, and ensure compliance by its 

subgrantees and contractors with ';:~ ,.'" 1,'1 of the Civil Rights Act of 

1964 and with LEAA I S equal employ""", 'opportunity guidelines. One 

weakness of these assurances is 1,,1;" .,"'Y do not include a promise of 

compliance with the Crime Control A.;.c ,,: 1973 and, thus, recipients 

apparently are not required to pc""',,, that law enforcement programs 

funded with LEAA assistance will nJ. ,t.~criminate in the delivery of 

services on the basis of sex. ~!l"" ~ ,~,,;!.y in absence of any LEAA 

regulations concerning sex discrln""·,,, ~.:1l1 in LEAA-funded programs, 

this is a serious omission. Ind""'l, .. ~ appears that LEAA recipients 

have not been informed by LEAA of :1:,/ l:\wponsibility to make certain 

that their delivery of program b~ncl'~:~ is not discriminatory on the 

basis of sex. 

Unlike assurances used by Sal,:,: , .:Ii.;r Federal agencies, LEAA IS 

868 
assurances are not mere paper prontis,,~ of compliance. In signing the 

assurance, each SPA agrees to de~j.;,·, .~:': at least one staff member to 

868. Experience with Federal pr()gr~'l 'I.lS shown that paper assurances 
are a poor basis for' a civ'il rights ".)Ii,filiance program;- Nos t Federai 
recipients are willing to sign a:l8C'C 1,,'l!5, but this has little impact 
on ending discriminatory practicc~, ,'.,lor assurances are used by the 
Off4.ce of Revenue S\1aring at the n l,d "tnlent of the Treas~ry. See 
U. S. Commission on Civil Rights, T~ll' 'I,Jeral Civil Rights Enforcement 
Effort--1974, Vol. IV, To Provide FiI:~~L Assistance (February 1975). 
They are also used by the Veterans '!,I:ddstration in its fair housing 
program. See U,S, Conunission' on ~;.' :[ :Ughts, The Federal Civil Rights 
Enforcement Effort--1974, Vol. II, ",',ovide, •• For Fair Housing 
(Deceinber 1974). ", 
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be known as a Civil Rights Compliance Officer, to review the compliance 
869 

of the SPA and its subgrantees and contractors. The SPA must also pro-

vide its entire staff with appropriate training'and information concern-

ing the SPAs civil rights obligations. It must submit to LEAA, as part 

of its application for LEAA funds, a timetable for this training. The 

SPA must instruct all applicants for and recipients of financial aid 

of their obligations to comply with the nondiscrimination requirements 

and obtain assurances from them. It must inform the public of its 

rights to nondiscrimination under LEAA-funded programs. SPAs must also 

establish complaint procedures and participate with LEAA in compliance 
870 

reviews of criminal justice agencies. 

While these requirements are important, LEAA could provide SPAs 

with an even more meaningful role in the enforcement of LEAA civil 

rights requirements. It could requir~ the SPAs to review for 
871 

approval all subgrantees' EEOPs. It could require the SPAs 

869. LEAA has described the civil rights responsibilities of SPAs in 
Guideline Manual: State Planning Agency Grants, supra note 716 at 
42-46. 

870. 12.. 

871. EEOPs are discussed on pp. 297 supra. 
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872 
to undertake complaint investigations, conduct pre- and post-

award compliance reviews of subgrantees, and to collect and review 
873 

data on the subgrantees' activities. If such requirements were 

adequately implemented, LEAAcould restrict its own activities 

largely to a review of SpA compliance programs, greatly increasing 

the efficiency with which LEAA's small compliance staff could be 

used. 

Although LEAA has not yet effected such a shift in responsi-

bility, it is leaning in that direction. In June 1975 LEAA informed 

this Commission: 

In order to make better use of its limited staff, 
LEAA in its Master Plan for civil rights compliance 874 
now proposes to limit its complaint investigations 
to those involving significant systemic problems 
of discrimination, establish a mechanism under which 

872. One of the recommendations made by participants at LEAA's February 
1975 civil rights conference was that State agencies should be notified 

Cif complaints in their States, advised of their contents, and given 
an opportunity to achieve compliance. LEAA Policy Development Seminar 
on Civil Rights Compliance, Rochester, Mich., Feb. 10-11, 1975. 

873. Other Federal agencies expect that the State agencies receiving 
Federal fundS will engage in some of these activities although in 
all cases these requirements as implemented are insufficient. See 
chapter 3, supra, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; and 
chapter 6, ~. Department of Labor. ' 

874. The Master Plan is discussed in note 875 ~. 
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SPAs may more broadly participa~e in the compliance 
program, and, finally, expand the pre-award and 
post-award compliance review program. 875 

One of the SPA's major concerns has been the failure of LEA! 
876 

to define the responsibilities of the SPAs. In, September 1972, 

875. June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. LEA! also stated: 

LEAA is pleased that the Commission has seen fit to 
commend LEAA in its desire to involve the SPAs directly 
in the implementation of the compliance program. This 
program, which will involve the SPAs directly in enforce­
ment of compliance programs, would, under the LEAA Master 
Plan, be expanded to allow SPAs that qualify to aSSume 
"Priority Status" in civil rights compliance. LEAA is 
planning to give SPAs, who designate civil rights com­
pliance as a pr~ority in their state plans, increased 
responsibility for carrying out those compliance 
functions they indicate a desire aDd have a capacity 
to undertake. An SPA interested"in conducting the 
initial investigation and voluntary"resolution of 
allegations of unlawful discrimination, or under-
taking civil rights compliance reviews of reCipients, 
or both, would qualify the SPA for "Priority Status." 
LEAA envisions a limited number of pilot programs 
will be approved, and these in those jurisdictions 
that submit plans for "Priority" Status." Strong 
Lrul~ oversight will be exercised to assure full 
implementation of compliance progr~s at the 
state level. Id. 

LEAA also stated: 

The LEAA Lhas drafted-!/~Master Plan /which/ requires 
that SPAs establishing "Priority programs" to enforce 
compliance obligations at the state level must indicate, 
as part of their plan, the method by which thel-intend 
to audit compliance by their recipient!-with {1EAA's 
equal employment opportunity guidelines/ 28 C.F.R. 
42.301, ~ ~., Subpart E. Id. 

876. Statements of Saul Arrington, Executive Directotl,HS~ite of 
Washington SPA (Office of Community Development, Lal' and Justice 
Planning Office) and Lee ThOl1laS, Executive Director, South Carolina 
SPA (Law Enforcement Assistance Programs) at LEAA Policy Development 
Seminar on Civil Rights Compliance, supra note 872. 
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LEAA noted that, "The most significant shift in OCRC's emphasis 

during the next six months will be to give technical assistance 
877 

to the State Planning Agencies (SPAs) •••• " By January 1974, 

technical assistance had been provided to the SPAs in the form of 

training sessions to assist them in their respective equal employ-

ment opportunity programs. In conjunction with this, LEAA entered 

into a $99,500 contract with the International Association of 

Official Human Rights Agencies to train staffs of SPAs and local 

criminal justice planning councils in the various civil rights laws 

and regulations covering their respective programs and activities. 878 

LEAA also provided funds to the Marquette Center for Criminal Jus-

tice Agency Organization and Minority Employment Opportunities 

to supply technical assistance on minority employment to criminal 
879 

justice agencies which request such assistance. Although failure 

of criminal justice agencies to employ women on the same basis as 

men is a widespread, serious problem, the technical assistance pro-

vided by Marquette is directed only at providing equal opportunity 

877. LEAA respon~ to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights questi~naire, 
Sept. 15, 1972 {hereinafter referred to as 1972 LEAA respon~/. 

878. l!!. 
879. See }mrquette University Law School, Center for Criminal Justice 
Agency Organization and Minority Employment Opportunities, Report 
on Preliminary Technical Assistance Visit to the Evansville, Indiana 
Police Department (1974). 
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880 
for minority men and women, but not for women as a class. 

Requests for the type of assistance that this center can offer 

are not plentiful, due to the fact that such a request may be considered 
881 

to involve some admission of deficiencies within the agencies. From 

July 1972 to June 1973, the center afforded assistance and consultative 
882 

services to only 18 law enforcement agencies. 

880. LEAA recently informed this Commission: 

The Center recently has undertaken an ambitious 
program to examine the expanding opportunities 
for women in policing, with a view toward pos­
sible development of draft guidelines relative 
to sex discrimination in police work, which LEAA 
could then consider adopting for the guidance 
of its police constituency in this area. June 
1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 

8si. July 1973 Rice interview, supra note 813. 

882. LEAA 1973, supra note 718. Most of the agencies assisted by 
the center were metropolitan police departments. The remaining agencies 
were either State highway patrols, municipal police departments, State 
police departments, county sheriffs departments, and State civil 
service and personnel departments. 
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Despite the lack of adequate training of all relevant SPA officials, 

currently CCRC does little monitoring of the few civil rights requirements 

placed on SPAs. The State Planning Agency, in its application must describe 
8~ . 

how it has carried out the requirements LEAA has placed on it. CCRC, 

however, does not review this description. Responsibility for its review 

lies entirely with LEAA field staff, who review all sections of LEAA 
884 

applications. 

While this arrangement relieves some of the duties which could be 

placed on CCRC and, thus, may serve somewhat to extend LEAA's resources for 

civil rights, it may not be satisfactory. The LEAA field staff who review 
885 

the p'dns are program staff responsible for most contact with the SPAs. 

Generally, they have not been pr\)vided with civil rights training, and, 

moreover, they do not operaCe Ilnder the tutelage of CCRC, even on civil 

rights matters. 

CCRC staff have expressed satisfication with the review process and 
886 

have indicated that they believe it is functioning well. They may not 

have adequate information to make this judgment, however, since they do 

~83. Guideline ~anual: State Planning Agency Grants, supra note 716. 

884. 1975 Rice ~!l. interview, supra note 728. 

885. These staff are referred to by LEAA as State representatives. 

886. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra note 728. 
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not even review a random sample of the civil rights sections in the 

SPA applications. 

The most significant criticism of LEAA's assurances, however, is 

that although they require SPAs to demonstrate active comm1tmenc to 

Title VI compliance, once the SPA procedures for a Title VI program 
88i 

have been established, there is no regular monitoring of the program 

to ensure that it is fully carried out and that it is effective in 

achieving its goals. OCRC staff have frequent contact with the SPA 

Civii Rights Compliance Officers, and indicate that many ~PA Com-

pliance Officers are becoming knowledgeable and effective in the 
888 

area of civil rights, but OCRC maintains· no records to corro-

borate this conclusion. 

B. Reporting Systems 

Concerning the use of compliance report forms, LEAA informed 

this Commission: 

LEAA's position is that such forms can 
provide data useful in its compliance 
program, but such forms should be utilized 
only where it can be projected that the 
data generated by the form will be reason­
ably reliable and productive of information 
from which significant statistical disparities, 
by race and sex, may be gleaned. 889 

890 
The Biennial Civil Rights Compliance Report Form was a civil 

rights reporting form to be completed every two years by State and city 

police departments and highway patrols. If focused almost entirely on' 

887. & 

888. & 

889. June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. LEAA also stated: 
"Questions relating to the use of report forms as a tool in the enforce­
ment of compliance obligations can be argued interminably." & 
890. LEAA Form 2000.1(11-71). 

60-587 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 38 
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employment matters. The principal question on the form concerned the 

race and ethnic origin, cross-tabulated by sex and rank, of the employees 

of the police department. It also asked about the sources for recruiting 

new employees and the number of minority group promotions and terminations. 

These data were not broken out by race or ethnic origin or cross-tabulated 

by sex. In addition to the employment questions, the form inquired 

about the methods used by police agencies to publicize the requiremento of 

Title VI, th~ existence of nondiscriminstion policies in Derving the public, 

and the number of lswsuits and complaints alleging discriminatory practices 

b h i 
. 891 

Y t e rec p~ent agency. 

891. Data on services provided by recipient agencies were not solicited on 
this form. LEAA staff stated that the quantification or services on a form 
of this type would be difficult. July 1973 Rice interview, supra note 813. 
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In June 1972, a total of 7,817 police agencies were dir.ected by 
892 

LEAA to complete this questionnaire. Police department& in towns and 

villages with populations of less than 1,000 were not required to 
.893 

fill out the form. 

LEAA staff had optimistically anticipated that 75 to 80 percent 

of those departments required to submit the form would have filed by 
894 

October 1972. However, as of March 1974, only about 4~OOO of the 
895 

total police agencies required to file had complied, and LEAA had not 

892. Completed copies of this form were not made available to this 
Commission. This Commission specifically requested copies of the 
forms completed by the Alabama, Arizona, California, Connecticut, 
Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mississippi, 
New York, So!,th Carolina, and Texas State police or highway patrol 
departments. Copies of this report were also requested from LEAA 
for the following city police departments: Albuquerque, Atlanta, 
Boston, Bridgeport, Chicago, Dallas, Los Angeles, New Orleans, 
New York City, San Antonio, and Tucson. The request for these forms 
was denied due to LEAA' s view that this was 'necessary' to pr~servethe .cori~ 
fidentia1ity of responding law enforcement agencies. LEAA response, supra note 877. 

893. LEAA response to U.S. Commisaion on Civil Rights April 1973 
que~tionnaire contained in a letter from J. Stanley Pottinger, 
Assistant Attorney General, Civil Righta Division, DOJ, to 'Stephen Horn, 
Vice Chairman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, June 8, 1973. Towns 
of this size would have very small,· if any, police departments. LEAA 
officials report that the rule of thumb of estimating the size of 
a police department is that there will be one police officer for 
every 1,000 population. More~ver, many small towns do not have police 
departments but may, for example, contract with a larger nearby 
jurisdiction to provide police services. 1975 Rice ~!l. interview, 
supra note 728. 

894/ March 1974 Rice interview, supra note 78&,. 

895 • .!!!. 
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taken action against any nonrespondents. LEAA officials steted 
896 

that none of the agencies not responding had refused to file. 

LEAA ultimately obtained forms from all police departments serving 
897 

populations of 100,000 or more. 

Most frequently it was the small agencies which did not respond. 

Gathering compliance data from small agencies was a low priority for 

LEAA, which observed that frequently small departments have only 

one constable and the effort to collect the data was too costly 

898 
vis-a-vis the usefulness and reli~bility of the data generated. 

The fact that many nonrespondents were small police depart-

ments is a poor excuse for failing to compel recipients to complete 

the reporting form, especi~lly since many ot the worst cases of 

896. 1&. aCRC assumed that those not filing were tardy rather than 
reluctant to file. 

897. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra note 728. 

898. LEAA officials stated that even those small departments which 
did file correctly provided negligible compliance data for the purpose 
of the collection. rd. Moreover, LEAA commented: 

To remind the Commission, LEAA undertook 
monitoring of smaller agencies only because 
of the insistance of the Commission that it 
do so. As LEAA feared, much of data generated 
was unreliable and much of the data produced was of 
limited utility from a compliance point of view. 
From a "cost-effectiveness" point of view, 
expenditure of further funds in the collection 
of delinquent forms of such marginal utility, 
seemed unwise. June 1975 Velde letter, supra 
note 727. 
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discriminatory treatment of minorities takes place in small departments. 

First, becau~e smaller recipients have fewer employees, they should 

find the task of completing the form easier than would larger 

agencies. Thus, it is not unreasonable to ask them to comply. Second, 

and more significantly, no matter what the size of the nonrespondent 

d~partments, for OCRC to fail to require them to carry out an LEAA 

instruction without informing them that the instruction was rescinded 

is tantamount to informing them that LEAA is not serious about re-

quiring civil rights compliance. 

Overall, the use of the questionnaire did not prove to be highly 

successful. It was supposed to assist OCRC as a factor in ascertaining 

possible noncompliance. OCRC had anticipated that the questionnaire 

899 

900 
would assist it in setting priorities for conducting compliance' reviews, 

but it never completed a fULL review of the questionnaires which were 

·899. Attachment to Jefferson letter, supra note 851. An example of a 
small polic~ agency with severe minority underutilization was the 
police department in North Augusta, S.C. North Augusta i8 in Aiken 
County, which according to the 1970 census was 23 percent black. The 
North Augusta police department had never employed a black. From fiscal 
year 1970 through 1973 it had received over $150,000 in LEAA grants but 
no one from LEAA had discussed with the deportment its employment 
prsctices. Id. 

900. In 1972 LEAA wrote to this Commission: 

Employment data from the low enforcement agencies 
will be tabulated and matched with data indicating 
the racial and ethnic makeup for the states, counties 
and cities they serve, so as to indicate those recipi­
ent agencies with the greatest statistical disparities 
or exceptions between their law enforcement staff and 
population statistics. These tabulations are meant to 
provide initial indication of the places where non­
compliance is most likely to exist, and will be used 
with other relevant information as can be obtained 
to make final judgments ~s to noncompliance. 1972 
LEAA response, supra note 877. 
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returned. OCRC did examine completed forms from the SO largest cities 

to uncover any statistical disparities between minority representation 

on the police force and in the population at large. It found dis-

901 
parities in 38 cities. Although LEAA originally planned to repeat the 

administration of this questionnaire in 1974, it has been discontinued. 

LEAA intends, instead, to rely on data gathered by the Equal Employment 

902 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC). Currently, LEAA is obtaining any 

information it needs on an individual, city-by-city basis.
903 

The employment categories used by EEOC, however, are of limited use in 

901. Of the 38 cities, LEAA eliminated 26 as possibilities for review 
because there was Federal or private litigation alleging discrimination 
in those cities' police forces. Of the remaining 12, LEAA selected 5 
for review. 1975 Rice ~~. interview, supra note 728. 

902. EEOC requires employers, including State and local governments, to 
compile data on the race, ethnicity, and sex of all employees 
and new hires. Employers having 100 or more employees must report this 
information to EEOC annually; employers with between 15 and 99 employees 
must compile such information and have it available for a period of three 
years. In addition, a rotating sample of employers having between 15 and 
99 employees are reqUired each year to submit the employment data to the 
EEOC. See, for example, Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, EEOC 
Form 164, State and Local Government Information (EEO-4), Instruction 
~ooklet (1974). 

903. LEAA coordination with EEOC is discussed on pp. 390 infra. 
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analyzing the adequacy of minority and female utilization in police 
904 

departments. 

LEAA has drafted a similar compliance report form to monitor 
905 

community-based and other correctional facilities. Originally, OCRC 

anticipated that this form would be completed and distributed by 
906 

mid-1972. In March 1974 the form was being reviewed by the Office 
907 

of Management and Budget (OMB). As of February 1975, a revised form 

was being circulated to the SPAs for comment,908 and LEAA expected that 

the form would be distributed by May 1, 1975, with return requested within 
909 

a month of that date. 

904. EEOC gathers data by the following job categories: office/clerical, 
para-professionals, protective service, technicians, professionals, 
officials/administrators, skilled craft, and service/maintenance. The 
Biennial Civil Rights Compliance Report Form contained categories' which 
were much more useful for an analysis of police department employment. 
They were: chief inspector/chief of police/colonel, assistant inspector/ 
assistant chief of police, deputy inspector/deputy chief/or lieutenant 
colonel, inspector/major, captain, lieutenant, sergeant, patrolman 
private, police auxiliary, meter maid, non-uniformed professional. 
and office clerical. 

905. Community-based facilities in~lude halfway houses, probation and 
parole service institutions, And juvenile detention centers. 

906. LEAA response, supra note 877. 

907. March 1974 Rice interview, ,supra note 786. 

908. Interview with Roberta Dorn, Corrections Specialist, OCRC, LEAA. 
DOJ, Feb. 11, 1975. As of that date, the spAs had posed no objection 
to the substance of the form. They had, however, suggested'that only 
those recipients required to file an Equal Employment Opportunity 
Program should complete this questionnaire. 

909. Commission staff comments were sent to LEAA in a letter from-Jeffrey 
M. Miller, Director, Office of Federal Civil Rights Evaluation, U. S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, to Herbert C. Rice, Director, Office of ' Civil 
Rights Compliance, LEAA, DOJ, Nov. 6, 1973. 
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910 
One area of prime importance which is not covered by this draft 

911 
is that of services provided by contractors and subcontractors. A 

second major omission is that the form does not solicit information on 

whether or not there is a pattern in certain localities of courts 

assigning minorities to a particular institution with an already high 

minority population, or sentencing nonminorities to correctional 

910. LEAA stated: 

For LEAA to expand its data collection base, 
until it has broader experience based on the 
analysis of forms presently in use or considered, 
would similarly be unwise. 

Suggestions by the Commission that other questions 
might be posed by LEAA in its corrections report 
fo~ are interesting, and themselves spawn further 
questions which might be asked, from which usuable 
compliance data might be gleaned. At some point 
though, the length and campleKity or a form inter­
feres with a need that data generated by the form 
be collected with relative ease and at a reason­
able cost. 

Without expanding it, the corrections report form 
is long and will be somewhat difficult for some 
agencies to complete, particularly those correction­
al agencies having primitive record-keeping systems. 
June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 

911. The Commission has been informed.that frequently where a 
juvenile institution has insufficient space in its own correctional 
institutions, it will cant'Cact to "buy" a p'Civate institution's 
facilities, especially for juvenile cases, making such an insti­
tution an indirect reCipient of LEAA funds. LEAA does not make 
clear, however, thst such contractors and subcontractors must file 
this form. Contractors snd subcontractors may also provide services 
within a correctional facility, such as training programs and legal 
assistance. As the form is now worded, respondents are not asked 
to list all such services they purchase and indicata for each the 
race, ethnic ori~in, and sex of participants. 
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912 
centers that are predominately white. To make this determination, 

respondents could be asked to identify all similar institutions, 

e.g., juvenile treatment centers, within the same jurisdiction and 

to describe the methods of assignment of inmates to each correctional 

.faci~ity. In localities with jurisdiction over more than one facility 

of the same type, LEAA could then compare the racial and ethnic 

912. aCHe staff admit di:££iculty in handling the matter of court referrals. 
Rather than examine court assignments to institutions for discriminatory 
impact, aCRC staff anticipate that if a form discloses that a particular 
correctional facility has a disproportionately large minority population, 
referral patterns relative to this institution would be subsequently 
examined if a compliance review were undertaken of the recipient. Dorn 
interview, supra note 908. Data have been used successfully to measure 
referral patterns in other fields. For example, referral pattevns (to 
foster care facilities) were the subject of a Department of Justice suit 
on behalf of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Player v. 
State. of Alabama Department of Pensions and Security, Civil No. 3835-N 
(M.D. Ala. filed Nov. 17, 1972). The Department of Justice devised 
detailed methods of using data to study these referral patterns which 
they believe might be usable to measure foster care referrals in a 
number of States. The Commission believes, therefore, that a question 
of referral patterns to correctional institutions is probably best 
studied with data and that a questionnaire would likely be the best 
instrument for obtaining at least preliminary da'a to study the question. 
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913 
composition of all like facilities. 

The area of disciplinary actions and special privileges is a 

third area in which the form is lacking. Limited inquiries concerning 

disciplinary actions are made: Specific~lly, the form solicits data 

on the amount of "loss of good time" and the number of disciplinary 

actions imposed for minorities and nonminorities of both sexes. This 

information, however, is not sufficient to determine if disciplinary 

913. It is possible that where there is a tendency to sentence 
minorities disproportionately to one institution rather than to 
another, the minority institution will have inferior facilities. 
Similarly, there may be inequities petween separate institutions 
for men and women within the same jurisdiction. However, the 
form does not solicit adequate information to make determinations 
concerning, for example, the adequacy of staffing and equipment 
for vocational and academic training; the sufficiency of beds, 
attendants, and medication in infirmaries; the presence of a 
well-stocked and current library; and the availability of adequate 
recreational facilities. The form should also cover all significant 
services provided within a correctional' facility, 'for exainple, whether 
legal, psychiatric, or psychological counseling,is available and 
,provided to residents on a nondiscriminatory basis. Clearly, 
if such services are provided, it would be valuable to LEAA to 
know the number of inmates by race, ethnicity, and sex who avail 
themselves of these services. If a disproportionate number of 
minorities do not take advantage of these benefits, there might 
be ~~use to determine whether these services are distributed on 
a discriminatory basis. 
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914 

actions and privileges are inequitabiy administered. A fourth area 

in which the questionnaire is noticeably deficient is that of parole 
915 

procedures, A fifth area of importance which was insufficiently treated 

in the questionnaire is that of special services for particular groups, 
916 

such as persons of Spanish speaking background and Native Americans. 

914. LEAA should inquire concerning the type of punishment given. There 
should be a delineation, by race, ethnicity, and sex, of physical discipli­
nary actions such as solitary confinement and of actions involving loss of 
privileges, such as restrictions on the number of visitors allowed. 

In order to determine whether privileges are granted on an equitable 
basis, LEAA should request infcrmation on what rewardS are offered tor 
"good behavior" and whether they are standarized or implemented on an 
~ hoc basis. If such standards exist, a ~uestion should be included 
on the form as who formulates and implements them. If no such guide­
lines are available, a determination should be made as to why not. A 
breakdown by race, ethnicity, and sex should be requested on the number 
of inmates who have been granted special privileges, such as ,home visits 
or special freedom of movement within the institution. Additionally, 
discipline which is administered by guards on an ad hoc basis may be 
more discriminatory than that meted out by a committee-which impartially 
reviews the gravity of any reported infraction of institution rules. 
Therefore, a question should be included concerning the existence of 
standards governing such disciplinary actions. 

915. Clearly, questions are needed in order to ascertain Whether hearings 
and paroles are granted on an equitable basis by parole board members who 
adequatelY reflect a balanced composition of race and sex. Specifically, 
data should be requested by race, ethnicity, and sex on those persons 
making application for parole and those who are awarded parole. Further, 
because allegations are often made that the decision to grant parole 
hearings is discriminatory, inquiry should be made on ~he process of 
granting parole hearings: A~e they held monthly, annually, or are the 
dates irregularly set? Are residents given adequate notice of those 
hearings and informed of the necessary qualifications? In addition, ~he 
form should solicit information on the race, ethnicity, and sex of parole 
board members as well as the method for choosing these panelists. 

916. The form attempts to determine the availability of interpreter services 
and translated materials for persons of Spanish spesking background in the 
areas of institution regulations, training, and medical treatment. It 
should also inquire as to such assistance in all phases of institution 
life including legal and psychiatric counseling, recreation, and enter­
tainment. LEAA should ascertain, by language spoken. the ratio of non­
English speaking guards and professional staff to non-English speaking 
inmates. Similarly, the form neglects to determine if Black Muslims 
are free to practice their religion during incarceration and whether 
they are given a selection of food so that religious dietary restrictions 
are not violated. The importance of such considerations has been made 
apparent in the aftermath of Attica and other correctional tragedies. 
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Finally, the form uses the broad categories of minority and nonminority 

cross classified by sex for data collection. All data should be col-

lected on each minority group separately, for example, on blacks, persons 
917 

of Spanish speaking background, Native Americans, and ~sian Americans. 

LEAA at one tim~ had planned to issue a similar form to. cover court 
918 

systems but in March 1974 indicated that such a form would no longer 
919 

be possible. According to aCRC staff, it is difficult to determine who 

917. These data should continue to be cross-classified by sex. 

918. In addition to police departments, correctional institutions, and 
court systems, there are other LEAA recipients. For example, in fiscal 
ye~r"l973 LEAA provided $19.5 million to 415 institutions of higher edu­
cation in ~he form of grants for research in the area of law enforcement 
and scholarships for the st~dy of criminal justice. LEAA also provides 
assistance which reaches nospitals wit·h drug or alcohol rehabilitation pro­
grams. LEAA has delegated' rasponsib:tli'ty for determining the compliance 
status of institutions of'hi~her education receiving'LEAA funds to the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (!lEW) in accordance with a 
Plan for Coordinated Enforcement Procedure for Higher Education developed 
by the Department of Justice in 1966. LEAA delegated Similar respons!bili­
ties with regard to hospitals to HEW, as well. LEAA retains the .responsi­
bility for administrative action or referral to the Civil Rights Division 
of the Department of Justice (see p. 376 infra) in the event that !lEW 
cannot achieve compliance voluntarily with those LEAA recipients. Letters 
from John N. Mitchell, Attorney General, to Elliot L. Richardson, Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Aug, 19, 1970. 

919. March 1974 Rice. interview, supra note 786. 
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920 
is the beneficiary within a court system. Given this confusion, 

various sets of forms would have to be devised in order to cover the 

myriad possible beneficiaries. OCRa staff believe that such an 
. 921 

assignment is beyond its present capabilities. 

C. Compliance Review Manual 
922 

In June 1973, OCRC issued a draft ~for its own staff 
923 

to aid them in conducting reviews of compliance by police departments 

with Titles VI and VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 ,'and the 

Crime Control Act of 1973. As of January 1975, this Manual was still 
924 

in draft form. 

920. March 1974 Rice interview, supra note 786. 

921. Id. 

922. OCRC, LEAA, DOJ, Civil Riflhts Compliance Review Manual for Police 
Agencies >(1973) [h'ereinafter referred to as Compliance Review·'M8nu'all. 

923. OCRO'describes a compliance review as: 

a detailed and systematic investigation 
of the activities of a law enforcement 
agency receiving LEAA funds. Its purpose 
is to: 

(1) Determine the agency's degree of 
compliance with existing statutes 
regarding civil rights, with court 
decisions interpreting those statutes 
and with rules and regulations imple­
menting those statutes. 

(a) Recommend ways by which an agency 
may achieve compliance in problem areas. 
l!!. at 2. 

924. 1975 Rice ~ aI, interv"i~w, supra note 728. According to OCRC staff, 
there are no plans to devise a final form of this Manual. Rather, it is 
their intention to keep it in draft form and update sections as necessary. 
March 1974 Rice interview, supra note 786. As of early 1975, the latest 
revision of this Manual had been in October 1973. 
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The ~ waS designed as an information gathering tool to be 

used to outline areas of inquiry to be covered in compliance reviews 

of police departments by OCRC staff. It was intended to simplify 

and expedite the data collection process as well as to expand the 

scope of concerns of compliance reviews. 

One of the biggest deficiencies of the ~ is that although 

it is the principal guide for conducting police department compliance 

reviews, it is focused primarily on employment, and frequently On 

employment of minorities as a class to the exclusion of employment of 

females as a class. It gives little attention to equal opportunity in 

the delivery of services. For example, the recipients to be reviewed 
~5 

are selected on the basis of their minority employment patterns. 

Of the nine areas for inquiry listed in~, only one category, that 
~6 

of response times, related to service to the con~unity. The other 

925. LEAA guidelines instruct: 

Postaward compliance reviews of 
recipient agencies will be scheduled 
by LEAA giving priority to any re­
cipient agencies which have a signifi­
cant disparity between the percentage 
of minority persons in the service 
population and the percentage of minority 
employees in the agency •••• A signifi­
cant disparity ••• may be deemed to 
exist if the percentage of minority 
group in the employment of the agency 
is not at least seventy (70) percent 
of the percentage of that minority in 
the service population. 28 C.F.R. 
§ 42.306(b) (l974). 

926. To determine the equitability of services to the minority community, 
LEAA measures the response times of the police department to calls from 
minority communities and compares them with response times to calls from 
nonminority communities. LEAA staff have indicated that many factors, such 
as reason for calls to the police, are involved in determining response 
times, and that even when response times are compared for specific types of 
calls, this measure has not been very successful •. Interview with Winifred 
Dunton, Attorney Advisor, and Andrew Strojny, Chief, Compliance Review 
Division, OCRC, LEAA, DOJ, Feb. S, 1975. In many cases this has been because 
police departments do not maintain adequate data for measuring response 
times. See Santarelli letter, supra note 836. 
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categories, which included entrance standards and selection procedures, 

recruitment, promotion, training and education, and employment and 

utilization of women, all related to employment. 

LEAA staff indicated that one reason for the almost exclusive 

attention to employment is that apart from the measurement of re-

sponse times, no other tools have been developed for measuring non-
927 

discrimination in the delivery of services by police departments. 

It I~ould be absurd to believe that such to;) ds cannot be developed. 
928 

For example, LEAA could look at the quality of police investigations 

of crimes in minority and nonminority neighborhoods, numbers of 

patrol officers and patrol cars per 10,000 population in minority 
929 

neighborhoods, police officer workldads, and frequency of patrols. 

It could compare the quality of facilities available to police sta-

tioned in precincts in minority neighborhoods with facilities in 
930 

nonminority neighborhoods. 

927. 1975 Rice ~!l. interview, supra note 728. 

928. Measures to determine whether police services are being distributed 
equally have been. studied by the Urban Institute, a nonprofit research 
corporation in Washington, D.C. The measures examined included as~iJ>;n­
ment of police proportiona te to demand for services and effectiveness 
of police against crime. P. Bloch, Equality o'f Distribution of Police 
Services - A Case Study of Washington, D.C. (February 1974). 

929. Undoubtedly there are many factors, such as prior incidenc~ of 
crime, and density of population that bear on allocation of police 
resources. It might be necessary to take such factors into account in 
calculating equitability of distribution of officers and cars. Nevertheless, 
assignment patterns which have a 'discriminatory effect could be 
certainly made evident if'a comprehensive analYS~:B' were" made. If, 
in a city with 30 percent minority population concentrated in three of 
the city's ten precincts, only 5 percent of its patrol force were 
assigned to the three precincts, this would clearly establish a prima 
~ case of discrimination. 

930. It is presumed that there is aome correlation between the pro­
ficiency with which police officers can carry out their duties and 
the facilities provided to assist them in these duties. 
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Although not included in the ~., LEAA staff have stated that 

their compliance reviews now include measures of service to non~English 

speaking populations. The principal factor examined is whether the 

communications branch of the police department has a capability for 

communicating with such populations when they are located within the 
931 

service area of the rpcipient police department. 

The ~ could ser~e a useful purpose. However, as it stood 

in early 1975, the ~wnual's language was vague and its queries could 

not elicit the type of responses necessary to produce comprehensive 
932 

compliance information, even in the area of employment. Throughout 

the ~ there is unspecific and undefined use of adjectivea and 

adverbial phrases such as "Do female officers have an equitable 

opportunity for promotion •.•. " or "Are females assigned to operational 

units of the department in reasonable proportion to their number 

933 in department .••• 11 or "Are examinations held frequently enough 
. 934 

so as not to be discQuraging •••• " [Emphases added]. Such terms 

are ambiguous and lend themselves to convenient interpretations. 

LEAA has not provided unequivocal standards or definitions so that 

931. For example, in communities with Significant Spanish speaking 
populations which have an emergency police telephone number, LP.AA 
determines if there are Spanish speaking operators to answer that 
number. 

932. A copy of this Manual was submitted to the Commiss ion in July of 
1973 for comment and-rne-commission responded in August of 1973. Letter 
from Jeffrey M. Miller, Director, Office of Federal Civil Rights Evaluation, 
U.S, Commission on Civil Rights, to Herbert C, Rice, Director, bCRe, LEAA, 
Aug, 8, 1973. LEAA attempted to reflect several of the Comrr,ission's com­
ments in its rev.ised draft. For examp le, the Commis s ion noted tha t in the 
first nraft, the Manual failed to make as many ~nquiries regarding ethnic 
and sex discrimination as it did with regard to race. The October 1973 
revision (see note .922 supra) rectified this prob'lem. 

933. For example, the LEAA Manual query concerning whether or not exami­
nations are held frequently enough does not indicate whether frequently 
means every six weeks, every two months, or any specific interval. 

934. Compliance Review Manual, supra note 922. 
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subjective interpretstions can be avoided. 

Although OCRC has responsibility for ensuring compliance by 

all LEAA recipients, not merely police departments, it has not developed 

manuals for conducting reviews of other recipients. LEAA has plans 

to expand the Manual so that it: can be used for reviewing correctional 

institutions and exp~cts that in this area it will be able to make 
935 

measurementa of delivery of services. It has no plans for expanding 

the Manual to include juvenile or community-based facilities, nor 

does it anticipate that the Manual will be broadened to cover court 
936 

systems. 

D. Preapproval Reviews 

Until mid-1973, LEAA officials doubted that it would conduct 

any preaward reviews. In October 1973, LEAA took a significant 

step forward by initiating a program of onsite preaward compliance 
937 

reviews. Nonethelesa, the program is restricted in scope. It is 

limited to a review of potential recipients of discretionary grants 
938 

of $750,000 or more. There is no aimilar mechanism for preaward 

935. 1975 Rice.=! g. interview, supra note 728. 

936 • .!i. 

937. OCRC's Compliance Review Manual, as well as principlea from 
relevant court decisions, are used to a limited extent as staff 
instruction for conducting these reviews. Dunton and Strojny 
interview, supra note 926. 

938. OCRC participates in LEAA's computerized grants tracking system 
so that it will be immediately apprised of the number and location 
of grants of $750,000 or more to be reviewed. Moreover, as a double 
check, the procedure for processing discretionary grants ,has been 
amended to require that OCRC be advised of all discretionary grants 
over the amount of $750,000 by the regional offices. Applications 
for these grants are generally submit,ted to the regiona 1 offices. 

69-5670- 76 - pt.2 -' 39 
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939 
reviews of LEAA's principal type of funding--block grants. 

Although at one point LEAA officials informed Commission staff 

that preaward reviews were not conducted of block grant recipients 

because they believed that such reviews might interfere with the 
940 

"delicate balance between ~ederal/State relations ," the LEAA position 

appears to be changing. As of February 1975, the reasons given 

for fa ilure to conduct such reviews were ."lack ·of staff," and LEAA' s 

inability to determine in advance of funding the SPAs to which 

State or local law enforcement agencies funds will be distributed 
941 

and how they will be spent. Moreover, LEAA staff stated that 

they hope that at some point in the future preaward reviews of 

block grants may be conducted, and they indicate that there is authority 
942 

to defer funding if such reviews indicated noncompliance. 

939. Thill deficiency was noted by attendees Ilt LEAA's 1975 civil 
rights conference, who recommended that LEAA increase its em­
phasis on preaward compliance. LEAA Policy Developmeut Seminar 
on Civil Rights Compliance, Bupra note 872. 

940. July 1973 Rice interview, supra note 813. 

941. Because all LEAA block funds pass through the SPAs and because 
the SPAs have considerable leeway in how the funds are channeled 
(see p. 270 supra) LEAA reports that it is difficult to tell how 
the block grants will be used. Dunton and Strojny interview, 
supra note 926. 

942. 1975 Rice ~!!. interview, supra note 728. Deferral of funds 
is discussed further on pp. 376~. 
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In June 1975, LEAA indicated that it was attempting to to assign this 
943 

responsibility to the SPAs. This Commission notes that this assignment 

could solve the problem of inadequate staff for reviews. Mo~eover, the 

SPAs should know to whom LEAA funds will go, since they distribute the 

LEAA funds; and, thus, this assignment could also solve LEAA's ~rob1em of 

not knowing. whom to review on a pre award basis. 

From October 1973 through the end of fiscal year 1974, LEAA conducted 
944 

about 70 preaward compliance reviews of discretionary. grant programs. 

As of February 1975, LEAA did not have any data on the number of preaward 
945 

reviews which had been conducted in fiscal year 1975, but OCRC staff 

943.LEAA stated: 

LEAA conducts s pre-award review function with 
respect to block grants to the states. As noted 
by the Commission, at pages L325~329 infra7 the SPAs 
establish and maintain a civil rights complisnce 
coordinative mechsnism at the state level. 

In accordance with the Master Plan [see note 825 
~\iprf]' SPAEi wishing to assume "Priority Status" 
n c viI rights compliance matters as they are 

affecting administration of block grant funds 
in their respective states, will assume respon­
sibility to conduct pre-award reviews at the 
state level. June 1975 Velde lette.:, supra, 
note 725. 

944: 1975 Rice ~ a1. interview and Dunt.on and Strojny interview, supra 
note 728. 

945. LEAA stated: 

This is true since statistical summaries are prepared 
at the conclusion of the fiscal year. During fiscal 
yeer 1975, es of .Tune 27, 1975 we have received 39 
grant applications for review. Review of some of those 
applications are pending. Six of these grants have been 
funded and had special conditions attached as a result 
of pre~award reviews. Drawdowns on four of these grants 
were held up by special conditioning the drawdown to insure 
compliance with relevant court orders. June 1975 Velde letter, 
supra note 725. 

"Special conditions" are defined on p. 352 ~. 
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stated that preaward reviews have been conducted on all grants of 

$750,000 or more made since the initiation of the preaward review 
946 

program. 

946. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra note 728. 
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Of the 70 reviews conducted in fiscal year 1974, 21 resulted in 
947 

OCRC's placing "special conditions" on the grant contract. These 

special conditions are placed on the contract when there is a civil 

rights problem; they specify the steps to be taken to ensure that LEAA 

does not fund a discriminatory program. For example, special conditions 

may include requiring a recipient to report to LEAA concerning new hires 

and promotions by race, ethnic origin, and sex. 

LEAA may specify that funding of the grant be deferred until the 
948 

required actions have been taken. As of February 1975 LEAA officials 

stated that LEAA does not maintain data on the number of instances in which 
949 

the special condition required deferral, 
" 950 

although on request, LEAA 

sometimes compiles it. 

947. 1975 Rice ~al. interview, supra note 728. 

948. In February 1975, LEAA did not have data available on the nature of 
the special conditions which were placed on these 21 grant contracts. 
Id. Nonetheless, in January 1974, after DORC staff had conducted 15 pre­
liminary preaward reviews in the States of Oregon, Iowa, Oklahoma, and 
Pennsylvania, OCRC staff indicated that the recommendations made in these" 
pr~liminary reviews fell into two major categories. First, OCRC staff 
recommended that recruiting methods be improved in those programs requesting 
LEAA grants which require employment. For example, DORC staff suggested 
that the race and sex of correctional personnel be proportionate to the 
resident.population of the institution and not to the total population of 
the locale in which the facility is situated. Second, OCRC recommended 
that special projects such as drug detoxification programs increase their 
service to minorities and females. Interview with John Burns, Compliance 
Review Coordinator, OCRC, LEAA, DOJ, Jan. 29, 1974. 

949. 1975 Rice et!l. interview, supra note 728. 

950. In June 1975 LEAA informed this Conmission concerning the number 
of preaward reviews resulting in funds being withheld. See note 945 
supra. 
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E. Compliance Reviews 

In 1973, OCRC purported to examine. the following factors in selecting 

recipient agencies for a compliance review: 

a. Bureau of Census data relative to the minority 
population to be served by the law enforcement agency 
and in terms of the number of minorities in the avail~ 
able l~ork force. 

b. The presence of LEAA block or discretionary funds. 

c. The amount of funds received bY the agency from 
other Federal sources. 

d. The presence or absence of equal employment oppor~ 
tunity complaints regarding the employment practices of 
the agency as well as the presence ot absence of liti­
gation which would address similar civil rights compli~ 
ance issues. 

e. Departmental staffing patterns as reported by the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police in 1971. 

f. The number and nature of complaints referred to the 
eriminal Division of the Department of Justice. 

951 
g. The Biennial Civil Rights Compliance Report Form 
in order to assess the number of minorities employed by 
t~e law enforcement agency. 952 

951. This form is discussed on p. 332 supra. 

952. LEAA response, supra note 877. 
for review to the eight impact cities 
LEAA. These cities are Newark, N.J.; 
Atlanta, Ga.; St. Louis, No.; Dallas, 

In addition, LEAA has given priority 
which have received large grants from 
Baltimore, Md.; Cleveland, Ohio; 
Tex.; Denver, Colo.; and Portland, Ore. 



1601 

354 

This selection procedure places overemphasis on employment of minorities, 

but m~kes no mention of equal opportunity in the delivery of services; nor is 
" 953 

mention made either of "delivery of services to or employment of women. 

Nonetheless, it appears to provide LEAA with some semblance of a system for 

selecting recipients for review, which is preferable to conducting compliance 
954 

reviews only in response to complaints. 

953. LEAA responded to this criticism: 

The Commission should note, in faulting LEAA 
for putting overemphasis on the employment 
of minorities in the process of selecting 
sites for compliance reviews, that generating 
information indicating statistically signifi­
cant data indicating underutilization of wpmen 
is almost impossible, since broad utilization 
of women in police and other criminal justice 
work is a practice of recent origin. Hence, 
establishing a reasonably reliable statistical 
rationale for the selection of sites for 
compliance reviews based on utilization of 
female labor is 'practically not feasible. 
June 1975 Vel de letter, supra note 725. 

954. The majority of the Title VI compliance reviews conducted by the Depart­
ment of Housing and Urban Development are conducted in response to comp~aints. 
To Provide ••• For Fair Housing, supra note 868 at 56. 
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Howevet, the existence of this procedure has become irrelevant 

as LEAA rarely conducts compliance reviews. Although LEAA has thousands 
955 

of tecipientB, from the time of its creation through January 1975, 
956 

acRC had conducted only 18 postaward compliance reviews. Moreover, 

at least 14 of these were completed before July 1973 and only one was 
957 

completed since ~~y 1974. LEAA stated that postaward compliance review 

activities have been drastically reduced in recent years because of its 
958 

emphasis on preaward teviews. This explanation is not fully accurate, 

955. Statistics on LEAA recipients are provided in note 721 supra. 

956. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview, supra 'note 728. See also Velde letter, 
supra note 725. LEAA has executed a Memorandum of Understanding with the 
Federal Programs Section of the Civil Rights DiVision of the Department of 
Justice. The memorandum obligates the Federal Programs Section '.'to under~ 
take a number of major compliance reviews on behalf of LEAA each year." 
LEAA response, supra note 877 •. 

957. These 14 reviews included 11 municipal police departments, one State 
department of corrections, one State highway patrol and one sheriffs' 
department. LEAA response, supra note 877. As of Nay 28, 1974, tEAA had 
conducted a total of 17 compliance reviews. These included police depart~ 
ments in Dallas, Tex.; St. Louis, Mo.; Cleveland, Ohioi Portland, Ore.; 
Baltimore, Md.; Phoenix, Ariz.; New Orleans, La.; Atlanta, Ga.; Berkeley, 
San Francieco and San Diego, Cal.; Newark, N.J.; and Denver, Colo.; the 
South Carolina State HighWay Patrol; the Clark County, Nevada, Sheriffs' 
Department; the Rhode Island Department of Corrections I, and the Union 
Correctional Institution in Raiford, Florida. An 18th review of the Nor­
folk, Virginia, Police Department was in process as of M&y 1974. San­
tarelli letter, supra note 836. The Norfolk review was completed prior to 
February 1975. 

958. Velde letter, supr~ note 725. acRe reports that conducting a pootaward 
compliance review is a lengthy procedure. The LEAA review process requires 
weeks of staff preparation prior to the actual visit and the review itself 
generally takes at least one work week at the review location and weeks 
subsequent to the ansite visit to draft an evaluation and. any necessary 
recommendations. The entire acRC staff participated in most reviews, This 
involvement of the total staff was necessary due to the lstge volume of 
material and information to be gathered and evaluated, which included general 
population statistics; number of employees by race, ethnicity, and sex; types 
of assignments; and response times to calls for police assistance. acRC staff 
e~timated that a compliance review takes approximately 100 person days on the 
average for a large reCipient agency. It was estimated that 25 percent of thin 
time was spent in preparation prior to the visit; 50 percent was devoted to 
onsiCe work; and the remaining 25 percent was used in the subsequent evaluation 
and recommendation process. Rice interview, supra note 728. 
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since the emphasis on preaward reviews has been limited to the Compliance 

Review Division, which is far too small. It is clear from LEAA's allocation of 

staff between the Compliance Review and Complaint Investigation Divisions, that 

LEAA places little emphasis on preaward or postaward compliance reviews. 
959 

Rather, its greatest emphasis is on complaint processing. 

This current review of LEAA marked the first time that acRC staff has 

shared with this Commission any tangible information concerning their civil 

rights operation. Previous Commission reviews of LEAA's compliance program 

were severely limited by LEAA's refusal to make copies of its complaint 
960 

investigations and compliance reviews available to Commission staff. In 

the course of the current revie,~, LEAA made available sections from two 
961 

compliance reviews of municipal police departments. Nonetheless, LEAA 

continued to impose unnecessary restrictions on Commission use of OCRC files. 

959. Four persons are assigned to the Compliance Review Division, which conducts 
preaward and postaward compliance reviews and reviews equal employment oppor­
tunity plans. Six persons are assigned to the Complaint Resolution Division. 
See p. 292 suprl!.. 

960. This Commission evaluated LEAA in 1970, 1971, and 1973. 
in Civil Rights, The Federal Oivil Rights Enforcem,mt Effort 
Civil Rights Enforcement Effort: One Year Later (1971); and 
Rights Enforcement Effort--A Reassessment (1973). 

961. Review Nos. 73-R-03 and 73-R-07. 

See U.S. Commission 
(1970); The Federal 
The FederatC'ivIl 
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Unlike other Federal agencies reviewed in The Federal Civil Rights 

Enforcement Effort--1974, LEAA did not permit Commission staff to exsmine 

freely its compliance review and complaint investigation files. More-

over, those files OCRC did share with Commission staff were provided 

only after LEAA obliterated all reference to locations. 

LEAA stated that it was obligated to protect the confidentiality of 
962 

the recipients it investiga'tes. LEAA's interpretation of its obligation to 

962. Letter from Herbert C. Rice, Director, Office of Civil Rights Com­
pliance, LEAA, DOJ, to Jeffrey M. Miller, Director, Office of Federal Civil 
Rights Evaluation, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, July 16, 1973. 

LEAA also stated: 

••• disclosure of the contents of investigative 
files relating to law enforcement is wisely 
excepted from the provisions of the Freedom of 
Information Act. As a final matter, premature 
release of information relating to a compliance 
review or complaint investigation makes more 
difficult the discussions leading to the volun­
tary resolution of matters, in accordance with 
relevant civil rights laws and regulations. 
June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 

This Commission finds several weaknesses in LEAA's argument. The CommisSion 
nates that the Freedom of Information Act does not apply to Federal 
agencies and that, in any case, the act does not restrict the information 
which LEAA is permitted to make available outside the agency. The purpose 
of the act is to ensure public access to certain information held by the 
Federal Government. 

Moreover, this Commission doeS not believe that if LEAA revealed the names 
of jurisdictions reviewed by LEAA this would impede the voluntary resolu­
tion of any matter. Other Federal agencies which have wished to keep 
information requested by the Commission confidential have provided the 
information with the request that the Commission not publicly release it. 

Finally, this Commission notes that the Civil Rights Act of 1957, which 
created the Commission, requires all Federal agencies to n!;ooperate fully 
with the CommiSSion to the end that it may effectively carry out its 
functions and duties." As mentioned in note 963 infra, LEAA's failure to 
provide certain information has created obstac1es~he Commission's 
evaluation of LEAA. 
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ensure confidentiality poses a major stumbling block for this Commission 
963 

in its attempt to evaluate LEAA's compliance mechanisms. Moreover, 

aCRC's insistence on confidentiality is unwarranted. There is no law that 

authorizes this nor is such confidentiality authorized by Title VI. No 

963. For example, in the reviews examined there were no categories for 
ethnicity determinations in the review reports. The category of race was 
only divided into the categories of black or white with no provision for 
Spanish speaking applicants. LEAA staff stated that data on persons of 
Spanish speaking background were collected where it was appropriate. Dun­
ton and Strojny interview, supra note 926. Nonetheless, without knowing 
the cities for which reviews were supplied, this Commission cannot evaluate 
wheth.er the omission of ethnic origin categories from those reviews was 
jus tifiable. 

Furthermore, since this Commission was only provided with those portions of 
the reports that could easily be reproduced without divulging the identity 
of the department reviewed, it cannot be ascertained whether or not the 
entire review was conducted with the same degree of thoroughness as the 
sections provided. Even more serious was the fact that without the names 
of the cities reviewed, this Commission was unable to compare LEAA's 
findings and reco~nendations resulting from the reviews with allegations 
and court holdings in any lawsuits which may have been filed in thesa cities. 
This Commission could thus not determine the extent to which all civil 
rights problems were found in the review. 
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964 
other Title VI agency espouses this position. 

The principal matters evaluated by the OCRC staff included employee 

selection and recruitment, testing, community services, complaint 

resolution, assignment of both sworn and civilian personnel, codification 

of policies and procedures, and general personnel information. A serious 

964.' LEAA stated: 

LEAA's principal concern with allowing access 
to its records is to protect the legitimate 
privacy rights of persons filing complaints with 
these agencies, and the r1ghts of those persons 
whose personnel or investigative files might be 
examined by OCRC in the course of a review. 

Further, much more subtle information relating 
to individuals is se~ured during a compliance 
review. For instance, we. might track the employ­
ment history of a particular police officer 
through the disposition of various disciplinary 
charges, which history, if disclosed, could be 
to that officer's personal embarrassment, if not 
financial loss. 

Beyond this, the great national COncern for the 
rights of the individual, as against the Federal 
government, has found its most recent manifestation 
in the Privacy Act (P.L. No. 93-579). This Act 
imposes severe penalties On Federal employees 
who would release information maintained by 
the government relating to an individual with-
out that individual's permission •••• 

That LEAA should by. the draft report be placed in 
the position of having to again summarize its 
position on this issue is, euphemistically, curio~s. 
It is after all, the Commission's statutory duty 
to protect the human and civil rights of the persons 
whose records it would now have us disclose. June 
1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 

This Commission again notes that it is not recommending the public release 
of confidential information, but merely recommending sufficient access to 
LEAA investigative records to determine if LEAA investigations and reviews 
are adequate to ensure that minorities and women are not the object of dis­
crimination in LEAA-funded programs. 
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deficiency of OCRC's operation is that emphasis in reviews WaS primarily 

placed on issues relating to employment discrimination ltith lesser 

importance given to services. ·Yet the principal purpose of Title VI is to 

eliminate discrimination in services provided by federally assisted programs. 

Moreover, the sections of the reviews relating to employment were 
965 

entirely inadequate. Considerable amounts of information were collected, 

but it did not appear that all of what was gathered was useful to LEAA, 

that LEAA gathered everything it needed, or that LEAA conducted auffi-

cient analysis of the useful information it did collect. 

An example of LEAA'a inadequate treatment of an issue is found in 

ita apparent failure to use data contained in one review which showed 
966' 

assignment of police officers, by race, to division and districts with-

in the police department. These data revealed that within one police depart­

ment, the proportion of minority patrol officers ranged from 7.6 percent in 

one district office to 21.9 percent in another. If assignments had been made 

without regard to race or ethnic origin, it is,not likely that such variation 

965. This included application blaaks, medical forms, policy statements and 
data on testing of applicants, assignments of officers, and .complaints're':''' 
ceived. .. 

966. As used herein, divisions are major organizational units of the head­
quarters, including such areas as traffic, communications, and criminal 
investigation. Districts are geographic units of the police department. 
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would have occurred. It waS also clear from the data that black captains, 

the top ranking officers in district offices, were assigned to districts 

with the greatest proportion of black patrol officers. In addition, Borne 

divisions, such as planning and research and public information, con-

tained almost no black police officers. LEAA appeared to make inadequate 

use of these possibly discriminatory assignment patterns in its evalu-

ation of the police departments in question. With respect to officer 

assignments LEAA's findings only noted, 'while aware of the necessity 

to place black officers in 'visible' assignments, it was noted that some 

units contained substantially higher numbers of blacks." Although segre­

gation of black officers to certain units is a serious civil rights 

violation, LEAA avoided making this clear to the police department. In-

stead, in an apparent attempt to soften the impact of its finding, LEAA 

added: "We did note a generally high morale and good rapport ••• in units 
967 

with high numbers of minorities." 

F. Attempts to Secure Compliance 

LEAA has generally submitted a number of recommendations to the 

recipients reviewed. In same cases, the recommendations have been pro-

cedural, as for the increased collection of data, but in many cases LEAA 
968' 

has recommended that discriminatory practices be eliminated. 

967. LEAA Review No. 73-R-03. 

968. LEAA staff have stated that the majority of LEAA recipients it has 
reviewed were found to engage in some form of discriminatory practice. 
July 1973 Rice interview, supra note 813. 
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LEAA' s recommendation~, lilte the reviews themselves, tended to 

focus on employment. In one review, for example, LEAA made eight 

recommendations, seven of which dealt with employment matters. Only one 

cited a need for an improvement by a municipal police department in its 
')69 

delivery of services to its population. 
970 

LEAA's recommendations have not been sufficiently detailed. 

For example, one recommendation stated: 

969. Sample recommendations concerning services are listed in Santarelli 
letter, supra note 836. These recommendations were largely for the 
collection and analysis of data on delivery of services. 

970. LEAA responded to this criticism: 

••• lengthy and detailed recommendations to a 
recipient agency may not be useful, and even 
be counterproductive. ~o draw a useful analogy, 
the Civil Rights Commission repeatedly expresses 
the need that OCRC more closely examine the 
services of criminal justice agencies, but suggests 
few areas which might be examined to establish 
disparate treatment of minorities or females. 
Similarly, LEAA considers the manner in which a 
particular agency overcomes specific compliance 
problems as the responsibility of the agency 
und~r review, once LEAA has outlined for that 
agency general areas of concern. June 1975 Velde 
letter, supra note 725 •• 

This Commission disagrees. Unless Federal agencies provide recipients a 
clear statement of the remedies to be taken, the process of try~ng to 
seek a voluntary resolution of noncompliance can be greatly extended 
while the recipient and the agency negotiate over what remedies are necessary. 

Parenthetically, this Commission refers LF~ to pp. 281 and 362 supra for a 
suggestion of areas which might be examined to determine if a recipient 
provides discriminatory treatment of minorities and females. 
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The process whereby a candidate is requested 
to recall in accurate detail for a previous 
period of ten years, all civil and criminal 
transgressions, credit status and employment, 
however temporary, or be charged with 
falsifying information, should be altered, 971 

Undeniably, this is too vague to generate the type of altera-

tion necessary. LEAA should have offered specific guidance as to how 

the recipient's application process should be modified. 

Other recommendations were stated in such a fashion that the 

reviewed department was given a specified number of days to rectify 
972' 

the problems or deficiencies revealed. - ,Then they were to report their 

solutions to LEAA for approval or rejection. This process of trying 

to achieve mutually agreeable resolutions to deficiencies could be de-

creased considerably if LEAA would outline suggestions for correcting 

shortcomings in the initial correspondence. 

971; LEAA Review No. 73-R-07. 

,972. The time period ranged from 30 to 60 days, 
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Despite the apparent frequency, diversity, and severity of civil 

rights problem~ uncovered by LEAA in its compliance reviews, none of 

these reviews resulted in LEM's finding recipients to be in noncompliance. 

This may well be because of OCRC's failure to define what constitutes 

noncompliance. OCRC staff remarked that various combinations of defi-

ciencies could constitute noncompliance; yet, there is no definite 

formula which specifically delineates those factors which cons-
973 

titute noncompliance. This is a serious deficiency in OCRC's compli-

ance mechanism which, if uncorrected, invites subjective interpretations 

of what constitutes noncompliance of recipients of LEAA funds. The only 

explanation offered by the OCRC for this posture is that noncompliance 

is regarded as a legal determination and would only be used if the 

reviewed departments did not respond voluntarily to the recommendations 

made by the OCRC staff. Generally, according to the OCRC staff, the 

recipients reviewed have been responsive to the recommendations put 

forth by the review team, yet this trend does not obviate the need for 
974 

guidelines detailing noncompliance. 

973. July 1973 Rice interview, supra note 813 •• 

974. Id. LEAA tltated: 

LEAA ha~ under advisement ••• the Commission 
urging th~t LEAA adopt "Guidelines detailing 
non-compliance." Not only would action by 
LEAA in this regard make its regulatory 
scheme more "myriad", we, frankly, wonder if 
the Commission is seriously suggesting that 
LEAA set about to comprehensively detail 
in its guidelines the infinite and, "various 
combinations of deficiencies (which), could 
constitute(s) non-compliance," by LEAA's vast 
and diverse criminal justice constitutency. 
June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725,. 

This Commission believes that in order for full compliance to be achieved 
with LEAA's civil rights requirements, it is essential that clear and 
unambigu~us gUidelines be issued. Such guidelines should not only provide 
detailed instructions on how to oome into compliance, but should set the' 
tone for the enforcement program. If they indicate unqualified agency sup­
port for the goal to be attained, then voluntary conformity with the law 
is more likely. 

80-5870 - 78 - pl.2 - 40 
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In at least one instance, moreover, LEAA has permitted its negotiations 
975 

for compliance to continue indefinitely. According to OCRC staff recol-

lections, in late 1973 a letter was sent to an LEAA-funded pOlice depart-
97.6 

ment informing the recipient to take actions, including increased 

recruitment of minorities and women, the validation of the procedures for 

selecting employees, the elimination of discriminatory height requirements, 
977 

and the assignment of women to patrol. LEA! staff report that the 

recipient immediately indicated willingness to take action on the first 

three recommendations, but continued to make assignments of police officers 

on the basis of sex, refusing to place women on patrol. In late spring 1974. 

members of OCRC along with members from the Civil Rights Division of the 

Department of Justice visited the recalcitrant recipient, and informed it 

that a suit would be brought by the Department of Justice if action were not 
978 

taken on the fourth recommendation.--

The recipient did not take action. OCRC did nat follow through with 

its threat, however. Instead, the following sequence of events ensued: An 

official representative of the recipient expressed personal doubts about the 

wisdom of assigning women to patrol and received a sympathetic response' from 
.979 

LEAA. To assuage the official's doubts, LEAA collected information for 

975. It would appear that protracted negotiations are frequent. One of the 
recommendations of attendees at LEAA's 1975 civil rights conference was that 
LEAA develop a more orderly procedure for conducting compliance reviews which 
would include goals for carrying out a fixed number of reviews and set time 
limits for correcting deficiencies. LEAA Policy Development Seminar an 
Civil Rights Compliance, supra note 872. 

976. The letter was sent as the result of an August 1973 compliance review. 

977. The recipient had assigned no' women to patrol duty. 

978. Dunton and Strojny interView, supra note 926. 

979, One LEAA official stated about the police department representative, 
TIhis doubts about women are rea1. iI Id. 
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the recipient on the deployment of women on patrol when given the opportu-

nity. LEM even conducted an impromptu telephone aurvey of a sample of 

police departments to assure the recipient that Women had patrol assign-
980 

ments elaewhere. While it is commendable for OCRC officials to be 

cooperative in assisting LEAA recipients, it would appear that this type 

of support is counterproductive to civil rights enforcement. 

LEAA has indicated that its reason for not enforcing equal employment 

opportunity of women is that it believes sex may be a valid criterion for 
98l,. 

selecting persons for police work. This position ignores the fact that 

980. Id. 

981. LEAA stated: 

The novelty of the question of utilization of 
women in police service was and still is in 
need of resolution in a court of law. Reed 
v. Reed, 401 u.s. 71 (1971) extended coverage 
of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment to the Unired States Constitution to 
women. This coverage was broadened to include 
discrimination in employment Frontiero v. Laird, 
411 u.S. 677 (1973), but no Federal Court above 
the District Court level has yet considered 
comprehensively the critical issue as to whether 
sex is a valid criterion for selecting persons 
for police work from a Fourteenth Amendment -
equal protection - point of view, or from the 
point of view of statutory provisions such as 
Section 518(c)(1), which are derived from the 
Fourteenth Amendment. LEAA thought it desir­
able to obtain a more authoritative ruling of 
the Federal courts on this issue before attempting 
to enforce compliance •••• Velde letter, supra note 725. 
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982 
policewomen pe~form effectively on patrol and civil rights law requires 

equal employment opportunity for women. To give credence to the personal 

doubts of those wh~ do not support the full implementation of the law is to 

abet its nonenforcement. 

By late 1974, LEM's efforts to assist the recipient did not move the 

recipient to take corrective action, and LEAA finally sent a letter to the 

recipient stating that if compliance were not forthcoming, further action 
983 

would be taken. As of February 1975, the recipient had not informed 

LEM that it would come into compliance. 
984 

• 
G. Fol1owup Reviews 

In order to determine whether muta1ly agreed upon solutions are in 

fact implemented, regular monitoring and followup reviews must be con-

ducted. Although civil rights problems requiring correction were 

uncovered in the majority of LEAA's compliance reviews, the LEM program 

for conducting followup reviews has been inadequate. Prior to Harch 1974, 
985 

only one such review had been completed. At that time the aCRe Director 

982. P. Bloch and D. Anderson, Policewomen on Patrol, Final Report (1970). 
This report is an evaluation of policewomen in Washington, D.C., conducted 
for the Police Foundation by the Urban Institute. 

983. Dunton and Strojny interview, supra note 926. 

984. aCRe had not determined what action it would take if futher action is 
necessary, although it expects that judicial enforcement would be most 
effective. The recipient has received only $75,000 in LEM funds, two 
years ago. It has refused further funding and so LEAA staff expect that an 
affirmative orrier terminating further funding lrould have a negligible effect 
on the practices of the recipient. rd. 

985. Hsrch 1974 Rice interview, supra note 786. 
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stated that six were planned for the summer when added assistance could 

be provided by summer student employees. These reviews were conducted. 986 

Similarly, LEAA has conducted very little fo110wup to ensure compliance 
987 

with the special conditions it has attached to grant contracts as a 
988 

result of its preaward reviews. Of 13 discretionary grants which were 

awarded with special conditions after preaward reviews in fiscal year 1974, 

LEAA has conducted fo110wup investigations to ensure that the recipient 
989 

had complied with those special conditions in only 2 cases. Thus, it 

appears that where LEAA has worked hard to obtain a recipient's commitment 

to achieve civil rights compliance, it often neglects to be certain that 

the required actions are properly taken. 

986. 1975 Rice et a1. interview, supra note 728. 

987. Special conditions are discussed on pp. 352 supra. 

988: Only 13 of the 21 grants upon which civil rights special conditions 
were placed (see p. 352 s¥pra) were subsequently awarded. Civil rights 
played no role in the"fai ure to award the other 8 grants, however. They 
were not awarded for programmatic reasons. Dunton and Strojny interview, 
supra note 926. 

989. Data on special conditions was provided by Andrew Strojny, Chief, 
Compliance Review Division, OCRC, LEAA, DOJ, Feb. 7, 1975. 
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H. Complaint Handling 

The principal means employed by LEAA to apprise citizens of how 

to register a complaint against a recipient of LEAA funds is the use 
~ 

of a standard poster. This poster is distributed through the State 

Planning Agencies to all recipients, which are required to display them., 

The poster cites the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 

1964 as well as the equal employment opportunity requirements imposed 

by LEAA. It advises potential complainants to contact either OCRC or 

the appropriate State Planning Agency. This poster was printed only 

in English until March 1974 when copies Were printed in Spanish. There 

are no immediate plans to translate it into other languages, such as 

Chinese. Possibly because the poster is an inadequate mechanism to 
991 

inform citizens of their rights to nondiscrimination, many complaints 

against police departments have apparently not been brought to the 

attention of SPAs or OCRC and were, thus, not given sufficient opportunity 
992 

for resolution. 

990. OCRC estimated that approximately 80,000 of these posters have been 
di'stributed. It indicated that requests from the SPAs for these posters 
are received regularly. LEAA has also issued a manual for SPAs which 
focuses solely on employment matters. LEAA, DOJ, Equal Employment 
Opportunity Program Development Manual (July 1974). It has also issued 
a pamphlet for general distribution which describes LEAA's compliance 
program, including Title VI. LEAA, LEAA and Civil Rights (Undated). 

991. In 1973 private civil rights groups sensed a void in LEAA's methods 
of apprising citizens of its equal opportunity requirements and issued 
a pamphlet concerning LEAA's equal employment opportunity requirements. 
Leadership Conference On Civil Rights and the Center for ~ational poliey 
Review, Equal Job Opportunity in Law Enforcement (June 1973). 

992. Pennsylvania State Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights, Police-Community Relations in Philadelphia (1972) and 
Cairo Hearing, supra note 732. 
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From the time that OCRC was established in May 1971 until 

February 1975, LEAA had received more than 275 complaints of dis-
993 

crimination. Forty-three of these were received in fiscal 
994 

year 1972 (July 1, 1971 through June 30, 1972)' and 64 were 
995 

received in fiscal year 1973. The great bulk of the complaints, 

however, were received in fiscal years 1974 and 1975; 101 were re-
996 

ceived in 1974 and 71 in the first 7 months of fiscal year 1975. 

993. LEAA, DOJ, "A Summary of LEAA's Compliance Program," Xerox 
circulated at LEAA Policy Development Seminar on Civil Rights 
Compliance, Feb. 10, 11, 1975. This conference is discussed at 
note 872 supra. 

994. LEAA response, supra note 877. 

995. Letter from Henry C. Tribble, Chief" Complaints Resolution 
Division, Office of Civil Rights Compliance, LEAA, DOJ, to Dreda K. 
Ford, Writer-Editor, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Feb. 26, 1975. 

996. Id. 
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997 
Over 90 percent of these complaints concerned employment, and a 

sizable number concerned sex discrimination in employment. To illustrate, 

the OCRC staff indicated that approximately 33 percent of the complaints 

received in fiscal year 1973 involved employment-related sex discrimi-
998 

nation grievances. In fi.scal year 1974, the number of oomplaints 

alleging sex discrimination increased to more than 50 percent of 
999 

the complaints LEAA received. This trend continued in fiscal 
1000 

year 1975. 

Although one LEAA staff member indicated that an optimistic 

estimation of the LEAA resolution time for complaints would be two 
1001 

or three months, it is difficult to determine independently whether 

LEAA's complaint processing is that expeditious. Of the 43 complaints 

received in fiscal year 1972, only 23 were closed 
1002 

as of June 1973 and by 

February 1974, 7 remained open. Six still remained open as of 
1003 

February 1975. Of 64 complaints received in fiscal, year 1973, 

997. employment complaints consEituted 90.4 percent of OCRS's complaints 
in fiscal year 1972; 93.8 percent in fiscal year 1973; 91.0 percent 1'>1. 
fiscal year 1974; and 91.5 percent in fiscal year 1975. M. 

99ij. Interview with Henry Tribble, Civil Rights Specialist, OGRC, LEAA, 
DOJ, July 5; 1973. 

999. Attachment to Santarelli letter, supra note 836. In fiscal year 1972 only 
4.7 percent of OCRC's complaints alleged sex discrimination. In fiscal year 
1973, 32.7 percent.alleged,sex discrimination. Tribble letter, §upra note 995. 
These figures include complaints alleging discrimination on more than one 
ground, for example, race and sex discrimination. 

1000. Tribble intervie~Bupra note 998. 

1001. LEAA response, supra note 877. 

1002. Tribble letter, supra note 995. 

1003. g. 
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1004 
at least 39 were still open in June 1973, and 37 remained open in 

February 1975. In June 1973, of 94 complaints received between July 1, 
1005 

1971 and April 30, 1973, only 35 complaints (37 percent) were closed. 

In February 1975, a total of only 51 had been c1osed--on1y 16 more than 
1006 

in June 1973. LEAA has indicated that "A particular case may be 

carried as open when it is in fact resolved, subject to monitoring," 

but it is has not informed this Commission how many of its cases fall into 

the category of "resolved, subject to monitoring." To the extent that 

LEAA does not close a case until fol1owup monitoring reveals that the 

1004. OFRC, LEAA, DOJ, "Status of Complaints for FY 1972 and 197~," 
supplied by Henry Tribble, Chief, Complaint Resolution Division, Office 
of Civil Rights Compliance, LEAA, DOJ,_Feb. 25, 1975. LHereinafter 
referred to as "Status of Complaints .~/ 

1005. LEAA response, supra note 877. 

1006. "Status of Complaints," supra note 1004. 
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1007 
required actions have been implemented, LEAA is to be commended. 

Some of these cases, too, may have been closed prematurely. For 

example, one complaint file reviewed by Commission staff was closed afeer 

acRC had found that "the reports of the grants are not sufficiently 

det~iled to provide information as to specific subgrantees or users of 

the funds." LEAA concluded that " ... the nexus of the grant is not close 

enough to the nexus of the complaint to enable us to proceed On the basis of 
. 1008 

Title vi." The appropriate course of action would have been for OCRC 

1007. LEAA stated: 

OCRC has maintained a posture of not designating 
its cases as "closed" as soon as apparent reso­
lution of the identified problems have been 
reached. Rather, there is a system of periodic 
monitoring following resolution. This period of 
monitoring, generally over the course of the 
subsequent eighteen months, permits an adequate 
period of time to determine whether or not all 
systemic problems have been adequately identified 
and appropriately addressed. During this monitor­
ing period, subsequent to apparent resolution, the 
case file is still designated as "open", and not 
yet "closed" •••• They are not. A large portion of 
those cases within OCRC that are designated as 
"open" have already been resolved. June 1975 Velde 
letter, supra note. 725. 

lOOB, LEAA Complaint No. 73-c-007. 
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to require the recipient to maintain records sufficiently comprehensive 

to document where LEAA funds are being use~. LEAA's complaint files 

contained no indication that LEAA imposed such a requirement. Thus, it 

is difficult to determine whether this complaint was closed out of con-

venience or if, in fact, the complaint alleged discrimination over which 

LEAA hsd no jurisdiction. 

When more substantial LEAA involvement was requi~ed, LEAA was slow 

to investigate its complaints. Of the 43 complaints received in fiscsl 

year 1972., LEAA determined that investigation was necessary in about 26 
1009 

cases. Five of these cases were investigated as of June 1973. Of 

the 51 cases filed in the first three-quarters of fiscal year 1973, LEAA 

determined that 42 needed investigation. It appeared that only 11 of 
1010' 

these had been investigated as of June 1973. 

LEAA's complaint investigations were not always thorough. In one 

complaint file reviewed by Commission staff, letters from the complainants 

alleged discrimination against blacks in the employment practices of a 
1011 

correctional institution. Some of the specific allegations appeared 

1009. In some cases it was inferred that investigation had been necessary 
because LEAA stated that it was negotiating with the respondent for com­
pliance or monitoring the recipient's action. LEAA response, supra note 877. 

101D. While it might be unreasonable to expect that all complaints re­
ceived in April 1973 be resolved two months later, it is clear that this 
low rate of closure was not entirely due to the fact that the complaints 
had been received too recently to be resolved. Many of the complaints 
unresolved in June 1973 had been in LE~'s files long enough to be re­
solved. For example, as of June 1973, 15 of 19 complaints received 
between July I, 1972, and September 30, 1972, were unresolved. 

1011. LEAA Complaint No. 73-C-002. 
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to have been at least partially investigated, for example, that there 

were too few blacks in supervisory positions and that blacks were 

passed over for -promotion. The complainants also alleged that the 

work schedules of black employees were improperly set, but there is 

no indication in the file that this allegation was investigated. 

In addition, the complainants alleged a number of programmatic problems, 

such as failure of corrections employees to be paid their full salaries 

and the placing of inmates in solitary confinement on trumped up charges. 

These latter charges did not allege racial or ethnic discrimination and, 

thus, were considered outside OCRC's jurisdiction. There is, however, no 

indication in the file that OCRC attempted to determine if they had racial 

implications or referred them to LEAA program officials who have authority 
1012 

to handle such matters: 

The explanation offered by OCRC staff for the slow pace in processing 
lC)l3 

complaints is the lack of staff assigned to this operation, but it 

is clear that the delays are also due to LEAA's reluctance to take enforce-

ment action when the recipients are resistant to coming into compliance 

voluntarily. Indeed, when LEAA determined that corrective action by a 

1012. This complaint, received early in fisc~l year 1973, was not resolved 
as of February 1975. "Status of, Complaints," supra note 1004. 

1013. Attendees at LEAA's 1975 civil rights conference noted undue delays 
in LEAA complaint processing and recommended that LEAA determine the merit 
of complaints more expeditiously. LEAA Policy Development Seminar on 
Civil Rights Compliance, supra note 872. 
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1014 
recipient was necessary, LEAA had very little success in resolving 

complaints. Although at least one-third of the complaints filed with 

LFAA between July 1972 and April 1973 fell into this category, as of 

May 1973, LEAA reported on1y 3 of these cases as closed. 

I. Enforcement Action 

1. Deferral of Funding 

Like all Title VI agencies, LEAA has a number of tools at its dis­

posal when it finds noncompliance by its recipients or potential 

recipients. Under Title VI, if a grant has not been made or funding 

has not been awarded, LEAA can defer making the grant or awarding funds 

until it has hr.d the opportunity to verify full compliance. Such deferral 

wouid be appropriate, for example, whenever a lawsuit against an LEAA 

recipient or applicant or an LEAA compliance review indicates a prima 

facie case of discrimination prohibited by one of LEAA's civil rights 
-- 1015 
requiremen ts, The purpose of this tool is to protect Federal agencies 

1014. In counting the number of cases in which LEAA required corrective 
action, Commission staff included both those cases in which LEAA stated 
that it was negotiating with the recipient and those in which monitoring 
was taking place. LEA!>. re.1ponse, supra note 877. 

1015. The Department of Justice's Title VI regulation provides: 

If an applicant or recipient fails or ret USes to 
furnish an assurance ••• or fails or refuses to comply 
with the provisions of the assurance it has furnished, 
or otherwise fails or refuses to comply with [Title 
VI or the regulations implementing that title] •••• 
Th~ Department shall not be required •••• to provide 
assistance in such a case during the pendency of 
administrative proceedings ••• except that the 
Department [of Justice] will continue assistance 
c\uring the pendency of such proceedings whenever 
such assistance is due and payable to a final 
commitment made or an application finally approved 
prior to the effective date of this subpart. 28 
C.F.R. § 42.l08(b) (1974). 

See aleo Department of Justice, Guidelines for the Enforcement of Title 
VI, 28C.F.R. § 50.3 (1974). 
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from funding discriminatory programs and it has been confirmed both by the 
1016 1017 

Congress and the courts. 

OCRC staff state that LEAA has deferred funding of discretionary 

grants in some instances in which a preaward review showed possible 
1018 

noncompliance because EEOPs had not been written or were incomplete. 

LEAA staff did not indicate in how many cases such deferral has 

occurred because, they note, LEAA does not maintain data on the number 

of fund deferrals it has made. LEAA has not itself deferred any block 

grant funding, but in "two or three cases" LEAA has asked SPAs, through 

which all block grant funding passes, to defer funding when recipients 

or potential recipients do not have complete affirmative action plans, 
1019 

and SPAs have complied. 

Except when potential recipients have inadequate equal employment 

opportunity programs, LEAA has demonstrated great reluctance tn defer 

funding. As a result of its resistance to the use of this enforcement 

1016. In the 1960's, the Commissioner of Education of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare developed the practice of deferring funds 
to school districts which appeared not to be in compliance with the 
dictates of Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954), and its 
progeny. As passed in 1964, Title VI contained no explicit provisions 
concerning deferral of funds. In 1966, however, Congress passed an 
amendment to Title VI which places a limit on the length of time funds 
could be deferred in educational programs. 42 U.S.C. § 2000d-5 (1970). 

1017. Adams v. Richardson, 480 F.2d 1159 (D.C. Cir. 1973); Board of 
Public Instruction of Palm Beach v. Cohen, 413 F.2d 1201 (5th Cir. 1969); 
Taylor v. Cohen, 405 F.2d 277, 28 (4th Cir. 1968). 

1018. Dunton ~nd Strojny interview, supra note 92~. 

1019. g. 
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1020 
tool, LEAA continues to fund jurisdictions in which there is 

prima facie evidence of civil rights violations. For example, LEAA 

provides funds to the Philadelphia Police Department although LEAA 

has referred the matter to the Civil Rights Division of the Department 

of Justice for action because the police department blatantly dis-
1021 

criminates against women 
1022 

corrective action. 

and has refused to take adequate 

1020. Of nineteen job classifications of sworn officers in the Phil a­
d~lphia Police Department, only four classifications are open'to females. 
These classifications authorize the employment ,of 86 females. The 
remaining classif~cations authorize the employment of 8,276 males. 
Thus, only 1.03 percent of the sworn officers may be women. No female 
sworn officer is permitted to supervise any male sworn officer on a 
permanent basis. 

1021. On July 18, 1973, a policewoman with the Philadelphia Police 
Department filed a charge of employment discrimination based upon sex 
with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. Two days later, she 
mailed a similar complaint of employment discrimination based upon 
sex to LEAA. In that complaint she requested LEAA to "consider holding 
up funding for the Police Department of Philadelphia until such time 
as my complaint is resolved." Letter from Penelope Brace to the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, July 30,1973. In February 1974,' 
LEAA informed her that the City of Philadelphia had failed to undertake 
"voluntary compliance with the civil rights laws and regulations 
affecting the Philadelphia Police Department as a recipient of funds 
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration." Letter from 
Herbert C. Rice, Director, OCRC, LEAA, DOJ, to Penelope Brace, Feb. 4, 
1974. 

1022. The only corrective action the Philadelphia Police Department has 
taken has been insufficient. During the fall of 1974, the Philadelphia 
Police Department established a "pilot project" whereby it temporarily 
employed twenty-two women as police officers with the same duties and 
responsibilities of the more than 6,000 current "patrolmen." 
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The fact that the Philadelphia Police Department continues to 

receive funds means that not only is LEAA funding a discriminatory 

program, in violation of both LEAA's equal employment opportunity regu-
1023 

lation and the Crime Control Act, but that LEAA's credibility as a 
1024' 

law enforcement agency is diminished. - Other police departments with 

discriminatory practices similar to those followed in Philadelphia can 

observe that no Federal action has required their immediate correction. 

1023. LEAA stated: 

LEAA has moved swiftly in civil rights matters, 
consonant with careful investigation and develop­
ment of the facts, to protect the rights of 
individuals concerned, and to effect broad sys­
temic changes in the practices of criminal 
justice agencies receiving LEAA fundS. In so 
doing, LEAA believes that it has fully complied 
with all applicable laws, regulations, and 
gUidelines. June 1975 Velde letter, supra 
note 725. 

1024. LEAA stated: 

LEAA's position with respect to enforcement of 
compliance responsibilities of the Philadelphia 
Police Department and relative to discrimination 
because of SeX has been fully articulated else­
where (See letter of Richard W. Velde, Adminis­
trator of LEAA, to Congressman Charles ~.~angel, 
J!nuar.y 10, ,1975, referred to at page IP,l1 of 
Lthis repor!;;.!. 

In that letter, Hr. Velde stated: 

With the complainant ••• reinstated to her position 
with the Philadelphia Police Department, and the 
difficult issues of discrimination because of sex 
being considered in an orderly manner by the court, 
institution of proceedings to defer, suspend, or 
terminate funding seems inappropriate in this case. 

The impact upon all citizens of Philadelphia of 
withdrawing ~he additional police protection being 
provided was deemed to be on balance Of more 
immediate consequence. These grants were specifi­
cally oriented to provision of better police 
protection in the high crime areas of· the city and 
the effect of withdrawal of this protection would 
impact harshly on the citizens least able to 
protect themselves. January 1975 Velde letter, 
supra note 725. 
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Many LEAA recipients are parties to lawsuits alleging discriminatory 

practices. For example, of the SO largest police departments receiving 
102S' 

LEAA funds, 26 were parties to such suits. Yet as of February 1975, 

LEAA had not examined these cases to ascertain if they show prima ~ 

civil rights violations, and to defer funds on that basis. LEAA officials 

contend that LEAA cannot defer funding to a recipient who is in violation 

of an LEAA civil rights requirement if the matter is to be referred to the 

Civil Rights Division for civil action, or if the matter is already 
. 102'6 

before a court of law. 
1027 

LEAA's position is not supported by regulation. There are no 

102S. 1975 Rice ~ ill. interview, supra note 728. 

1026. Id. 

1027. In June 1975, LEAA stated: 

Because of the procedural and substantial 
problems relating to enforcement of com­
pliance responsibilities of LEAA recipients, 
pursuant to the terms of Section S18(c) of 
the Crime Control Act of 1973, LEAA will 
issue, as proposed rules, in the fall of 
1975, regulations implementing Section Sl8(c), 
and consider, at an informal conference, 
other modifications in the regulations and 
guidelines affecting LEAA's operations 
relating to civil rights compliance •••• 

LEAA will, in the fall of this year, propose 
strong regulations implementing Section Sl8(c) 
of the Crime Control Act of 1973, including 
procedures to defer, suspend, or terminate 
funding, as appropriate, but the methods by 
which compliance may be reached, by voluntary 
means or otherwise, are as varied as the number 
of matters needing resolution themselves. 
June 1975 Ve1de letter, supra note 725 •• 

GO-587 Q - 76 - pt.2 - 4l 
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regulations which limit LEAA's actions in the event of private litiga~ 

tion. There is a regulation concerning LEAA action once the Civil 

Rights Division has filed suit against a noncomplying recipient, but 

this regulation is aimed at coordination. It merely requires that 

LEAA consult with the Civil Rights Division before taking further 
102.8 

action with respect to the noncomplying party. It does not prohibit 

any LEAA action. 

In at least one case, a court has ordered a Federal agency to defer 

funding where, in the face of an apparent civil rights violation, 
1029 

the agency has failed on its own initiative to defer funding. LEAA 

itself has deferred funding to the Chicago Police Department which is 

involved in litigation as a result of a referral by LEAA to the Civil 

Rights Division, and the Illinois State Planning Agency has deferred 

funding to the Chicago Police Department pending its adoption of an 

1028. 28 C.F.R. g 50.3 (1974). This is the Department of Justice Guide~ 
lines for the Enforcement of Title VI. 

1029. This was the Office of Revenue Sharing of the Department of the 
Treasury which was ordered to defer funds to the city of Chicago. 
Robinson v. Shultz, Civ. No. 74~248 (D.D.C. Dec. 18, 1974) (Interim Order). 
The Department of Justice had filed suit against the city of Chicago 
after LEAA had referred the case to the Civil Rights Division on the 
basis of its findings Ot discriminatory employment practices in the Chicago 
Police Department. See The Chicago Police Department: An Evaluation of 
Personnel Practices, prepared for LEAA by consultants P. Whisehand, 
R. Hoffman, L. Sealy, and J. Boyer (1972). The Federal district court in 
Chicago had entered findings of fact showing discrimination in certain 
employment practices of the Chicago Police Department. United States v. 
City of Chicago, Civ. No. 73 C 2080, 8 EPD Para. 9783 (N.D. Ill. Nov. 7, 
1974) (Interim Order). 
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1030 
acceptable equal employment opportunity program. 

LEAA officials also contend that to engage in deferral activity 

at the same time the Government is engaged in a court action would 
1031 

be confusing to the recipient. With proper coordination between 

the Civil Rights Division and LEAA, however, this need not be the 

case. Indeed, if LEAA's investigation and accompanying findings and 
1032 

recommendstions are thorough, both should be seeking the same remedies •. 

2. Termination of Funding 

If funding has been awarded and the recipient is in noncompliance, 

Title VI specifically provides that the granting agency can initiate 
1033 

administrative proceedings for the termination of funding. Although not 

explicitly stated in Title VI, the granting agency may alternatively refer 

1030. Dunton and Strojny interview, supra note 926. 

1031. 1975 Rice~. al. interview, supra note 728. 

1032. There would be serious deficiencies in the Federal Government's 
Title VI program: (a) to the extent that the Civil Rights Division of 
the Department of Justice conducts its own investigations of the cases 
referred to it and discovers that its findings differ from those of the 
referring agency and (b) to the extent that the Civil Rights Division 
asks the court for remedies which differ from the corrective action 
sought by the referring agency, in its attempt to secure voluntary 
compliance. Such deficiencies would need to be corrected by increased 
guidance to Federal agencies from the Federal Programs Section of the 
Civil Rights Division. See chapter 9 infra. 

1033. LEAA informed this Commission, "Problems relating to deferral, 
suspension, or termination of funding, and the application of judicial 
sanctions, are considered in some detail in the Master Plan [described 
in note 825 supra) .... " June 1975 Velde letter, supra note 725. 
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llU.4 
the matter to the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Juatice. 

LEAA has made little use of these sanctions, especially the sanction of 

fund termination. LEAA staff states that the agency has never terminated 

funding because of a (·ivil rights violation. It has referred four cases 
1035 

to the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice. Two of 

these cases have been in the public eye and LEAA admits to their identity: 

10~4. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states: 

Compliance with any requirement adopted pursuant 
to this section may be effected (1) by the termi­
nation of or refusal to grant or to continue 
assistance under such program or activity to any 
recipient as to whom there has been an express 
finding on the record, after opportunity for 
hearing, of a failure to comply with such 
requirements, but such termination~ refusal 
shall be limited to ~he particular political 
entity, or part. thereof, or other recipient 
as to whom such a finding has been made and 
shall be limited in its effect to the particular 
program, or part thereof, in which such non­
compliance has been so formal, or (2) ~ 
other means authorized by law. [Emphasis added.] 
42 U.S.C. § 2000d-l (1974). 

The Department of Justice I s Title VI regulation defines 'other means 
authorized by law: 

Such other means include, but are not limited to, 
(1) appropriate proceedings brought by the Department 
of Justice to enforce any rights of the United States 
under.sny lsw of the United States, or any assurance 
or other contractual undertaking, and (2) any applicable 
proceeding under State or local law. 28 C.F.R. § 42.l08(d) (1974). 

1035. Dunton and Strojny interview, supra note 926. 
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.1036 
the Chicago and Philadelphia Police Departments. LEAA would not 

1.03i 
provide Commission staff with the names of the other two departments. ' 

One argument set forth by the Department of Justice against fund 

termination is that it risks "potentia:!- injury'" to the intended bene-
1038 

ficiaries of Federal assistance. And the Director of OCRC has 

argued that fund termination would only serve to hurt those programs 
1039' 

that LEAA funding was designed to help. This Commission believes 

that, on the contrary, fund termination can be extremely effective, 

with minimal injury to intended beneficiaries. For example, between 

the passage of the Civil Rights Act in 1964 and March 1970, HEW 

initiated approximately 600 administrative proceedings against non-
1040 

complying school districts. In 400 of these cases, HEW found that 

the school districts came into compliance following the threat o( ter­

mination, with no need for termination. In only 200 cases were funds 

/ 

1036. ~. The Philadelphia and Chicago cases are discussed on p. 378 
and P. 381 supra, respectively. 

1037. 1975 Rice ~ al. interview. supra note 728. 

W38. Brief for United States of America as Amicus ~ at 88, Player v. 
State of Alabama Department of Pensions and Security, Civil No. '3835-N 
(M.D. Ala., filed Nov. 17, 1972.) 

1039. July 1973 Rice interview, supra note 813. 

1040. These districts received notices for hearings. Brief for Plaintiffs­
Appellees at 7 Adams v. Richardson, 480 F.2d 1159 (D.C. Cir. 1973). 
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terminated. HEW subsequently determined that compliance was achieved 
1041 

and federal assistance was restored in all but four of these districts. 

The principle reason for LEAA's failure to use the sanction of 

fund termination has been that LEAA has a strong preference for judicial 
1042 

rather than administrative remedies for Title VI violations. This 

preference is reflected in LEAA's equal employment opportunity regulations, 

which provide that: 

Where the responsible Department official determines 
that judicial proceedings ••• are as likely or more 
likely to result in compliance than administrative 
proceedings ••• , he shall invoke the Judicial remedy 
rather than the administrative remedy. 1043" 

Moreover, the Department of Justice in an amicus brief in Player v. State 

of Alabama Department of Pensions and Security argued that "the legislative 

history of Title VI supports use of the injunctive remedy in preference to 

1041. HEW restored funding upon receipt of a satisfactory desegregation"plan 
or assurances that the district would comply with a pending court order. 

1042. See U.S, Commission on Civil Rights, The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement 
Effort--A Reassessment 346 (1973). 

1043. 28 C.F.R. § 42.206 (1974). This section permits LEAA to use the procedures 
provided for in the Department of Justice Title VI regulation to effect comrliance 
with the equal employment opportunity regulation. 
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1044 

'termination' of assistance." This Commission beli£ves, however, 
1045 

that no such prefe'rence was intended in Title VI, which lists !fund 

termination as the first remedy when complianc~ cannot be achieved 

voluntarily and does not specl.f.ically mention jll\<iicial remedies. 

Fljrther, the LEAA Administrator recently expre!lsed dissatisfBctj.pn 

1044. To support their argument, Department of Justice attorneys quoted 
Senator Hubert Humpnrey: 

•• :CT'....]'he pu:r:pose of Title VI is not to cut off funds, 
but to end racial diserimination •••• ln general, cut 
off of funds would not be consistent with the objectives 
of the Federal assiSta.'lce statu·te if there are available 
other etfective means of cnding d~6crimination. (Sen. 
Rubert Humphrey, Mar. 30, 1964), 110 Congo Ree. 6544. 
Cit,ed in Brief For United States of America as Amicus Curiae 
at 87, Player V. State of Alabama Departmea~ of Pensions 
and Security, Civil No. 3835-N (M.D. Ala., filed Nov. 17, 
1972). 

1045. It is noted, too, that using essentially the same body of facts, other 
eiv:l.1 rights scholars have srgued that Congress intended to make fund cut offs 

mandatory when compliance eou1d not be achieved .voluntarily. Brief for 
Kenneth Adams, supra note. 1040. The appellees noted that Title VI originated 
in the 1963 proposals of President Kennedy which permitted, but did not 
require, the withholding of funds. (See House Document 124, 88th Cong., 
1st Sess. Message from thp- President cif the United States Relative to 
Civil Rights (June 19, 1963». They noted that Roy Wilkins, representing 
the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, testified to the need for mandatory 
withholding funds from recipients which discriminate on the basis of race 
or ethnic origin (Hearin s on Civil R hes Before SubcODDD. No. 5 of the House 
Comm. on Judiciary, 88th Congo 1st Sess., pt. III, at 2161. They argued 
that this view ultimately prevailed, and cite statements by Senator Hubert 
Humphrey as testimony to the rejection of the discretionary approach. They 
quote Senator Humphrey as having stated that Title VI: 

••• requires Federal agencies to take action to' effectuate 
the nondiscrimination policies. This is necessary. If, 
as I deeply feel, it is contrary to our basic political 
and moral principles to allow Federal funqa to be used to 
support and perpetuate racial discrimination, then it is 
right for Congress to require every Federal department and 
agency, without exception to act to eliminate any such 
discrimination. Statement of Senator Humphrey, supra note 1044. 

See also speech by Howard A. Glickstein at LEl)A Policy Development Seminar 
on Civil Rights Compliance, supra note 872. at 94. 



1634 

387 

with LEAA's reliance on judicial remedies. He stated: 

I think it is a very accurate observation that 
we perhaps have excessively relied on judicial 
remedies where in fact we could have been more 
successful in pursuing an administrative course 
of action too. 1046' 

It is clear that one of Congress' principal purposes in enacting 
1047 

Title VI was to provide an administrative means for desegregation. 

Two years after the passage of Title VI, the report of the White House 

Conference, "To Fulfill These Rights," spoke of this matter: 

It was the Congressional purpose, in Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, to remove school 
desegregation efforts from the courts, where they 
had been bogged down for more than a decade. Unless 
the power of the Federal purse is more effectively 
utilized, resistance to national policy will con­
tinue and, in fact, will be reinforced •••• Judicial 
proceedings by the Attorney General can play an 
important role in enforcement, but litigation 
cannot be made a substitute for the administrative 
proceedings prescribed by Congress as the primary 
device of enforcing Title VI. Those school districts 
which remain in outright defiance of national policy 
should be subjected immediately to administrative 
action, lest the credibility of the national policy 
remain any longer in doubt. 1048 

1046. Statement by Richard W. Velde, Administrator, LEAA, at LEAA Policy 
Development Seminar on Civil Rights Compliance, supra note 872. At that 
seminar, attendees recommended that LEAA amend Section 42.206 of its 
regulations which gives preference to judicial remedies and provide a 
preference for administrative proceedings instead. 

1047. This Commission has earlier noted that, to an extent, the mere 
fact of the passage of Title VI indicates some dissatisfaction with the 
pace set by the courts. U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Federal 
Enforcement of School Desegregation 33 (1969). -------

1048. Report of the White House Conference, "To Fulfill These Rights," 
at 63. The Conference was held June 1-2, 1966. 
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It also appears that the courts share this view. Indeed, they have viewed 

the passage of Title VI as placing the burden of desegregation on 
1049 

Federal agencies. 

Moreover, no such preference is contained in the,Ornn~bu~ .. Crim~ 

Control Act which has the broadest prohibition against racial, ethnic 

origin, or sex discrimination in LEAA-funded programs and contains 

the strongest sanctions: mandatory fund-cut off, with the additional 
. I . 

1050 
option of referral to the Civil Rights Division. 

1049. The Supreme Court, for instance, stated: 

Congress, concerned with the lack of progress in 
school desegregation, included provisions in the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 to deal with the problem 
through various agencies of the Federal Government. 
Green v. County School Board of New Kent County, 
391 U.S. 430, 433 n. 2 (1968). 

The Fifth Circuit went into greater detail: 

We read Title VI as a congressional mandate for 
change - change in pace and method of enforcing 
desegregation. The 1964 Act does not disavow 
court-supervised desegregation. On the contrary, 
Congress recognized that to the courts belongs the 
last word in any case or controversy. But Congress 
was dissatisfied with the slow progress inherent in the 
judicial adversary process. Congress therefore fash­
ioned a new method of enforcement to be administered 
not on a case by case basis as in the courts but 
generally, by federal agencies operating on a national 
scale and having a special competence in their re­
spective fields. Cmngress looked to these agencies to 
shoulder the additional enforcement burdens resulting 
from the shift to high gear in school desegregation. 

U.S. v. Jefferson County Board of Ed~cation, 372 F.2d.836~ 852-53 (5th Cir. 1966) 

1050. LEAA informed this Commission: 

NO consensus on ••• problems [relating to Section 
5l8(c)(2) of the Crime Control Act] was reached 
at the Meadowbrook Hall Seminar ;;ote 872 supra7. 
LEAA's Master Plan [see note 825-supra] does 
consider these problems, resolution of them being 
a part of the regulations being issued by LEAA 
as proposed rules in the fall of this year. June 
1975 Vel de letter, supra note 725. 
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Section 509 of the act states that whenever LEAA "after r",asonable 

notice and opportunity of a hearing to an applicant or a grantee" finds 

that "there is a substantial failure to comply" with the act, its' 

iroplelaenting regulations, or plans or applications submitted in accord-
1051 

ance with the act, .• LEAA 

"shall not:!,fy such applicant or grantee that further 
payments shall not be made (or in its discretion 
that further payments shall not be made for activities 
in which there is a failure), until there is no longer 
such a failure." 1052 

However, for civil rights violations by States or units of local govern-
1053 

ments, the act also authorizes LEAA to institute an appropriate civil 
1054 

action, concurrent with the exercise of section.509. This would be 

carried out by referring the case to the Civil Rights Division of the 

Department of Justice. LEAA, however, haa not yet taken the enforcement 

action required under this act. 

1051. 42 U.S.C. § 3757 (Supp. III, 1973). This sanction is required for 
failure to comply with all provisions of the act, not merely its civil 
rights provisions. Not onl~ does section 509 contain language making 
fund termination mandatory, in the event of failure to comply with the 
act, section 518 of the act makes clear that the exercise of section 509 
is mandatory for civil rights violationa. 

1052. ,Ir!. 

1053. The act does not appear to provide specific remedies for civil 
rights violations for nonpublic LEAA reCipients, such as hospitals or 
universities. It appears that of such recipients, only the provisions 
of section 509 would apply. 

1054. 42 U.S.C. § 3766(c)(3) (Supp. Ill, 1973). LEAA is also authorized 
concurrently with the exercise of section 509 to exercise the powers and 
functions pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 or take 
such action as may be provided by law. 
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J. Interagency Coordination 

Since the passage of the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972, 
1055 

amending Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, State and local 

governments have been prohibited from dillcrim1.nating in their employment 

practices, and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)' has been 

responsible for enforcing this provision through the processing of com-
1056 

plaints. 

Thus, EEOC and LEAA have an overlapping responsibility for equal 

employment opportunity in State and local government law enforcement pro-

grams. Another Federal agency ~,hich also shares with LEAA the responsibili~'~ 

for ensuring equal opportunity in some law enforcement programs is the Office 

of Revenue Sharing (ORS) of the Department of the Treasury. DRS provides 

Federal assistance to State and local governments which may be used for a 
105i 

broad range of programs, including police and cor~ectional activities. 

1055. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e ~~. (Supp. II, 1972). 

1056. Whi1a EEOC ~y sue noncomplying private employers, EEOC does 
not have the power to sue noncomplying State and local governments. 
EEOC can refer State and local governmentlcases to the Department of 
Justice for action. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5 (Supp. II, 1972). The 
responsibilities ~f EEOC are discussed further in U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights, The Federal Civil Ri hts Enforcement Effort--1974 
Vol. V, To Eliminate EmplOyment Discrimination ch. s'(July 1975 • 

1057. The responsibilities of the Office of Revenue Sharing are dis­
cussed further in U.S. Comm!ssion on Civil Rights, The Federal Civil 
Rights Enforcement Ehort--1974, Vol. IV, To Provide Fiscal Assistance 
(February 1975). 
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ORS and EEOC have entered into an agreement which should ensure 

1058 
partial coordination between the two agencies. For example, among 

the terms of the agreement are that EEOC will routinely furnish copies 
W~9 W~ 

of Letters of Determination and Decisions involving employers 
1061 

in revenue sharing-funded activities to ORS. Upon receipt of a 

Letter of Determination or a Decision indicating that EEOC has found 

probable cause to believe that discrimination exists in a GRS-funded 

activity, the Director of ORS will proceed to seek to secure compliance 
W~ 

in accordance with ORS' regulations. LEAA has no such arrangem!!nt 

with either ORS or EEOC. 

1058. Memorandum of Agreement Between the Office of Revenue Sharing and 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, signed by John H. Powell, 
Jr., Chairman, EEOC, and Graham W. Watt, Director, ORS, Oct. 11, 1974. 
This agreement is discussed further in U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 
The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort--1974. Vol. IV, To Provide 
Fiscal Assistance 120 (February 1975). 

1059. Where an EEOC investigation ~dS facts analogous to those in a 
case previously decided by EEOC, ~~tter of Determination is sent 
from an EEOC district director to the respondent and the charging 
party, citing the relevant facts and issues in the case and stating 
EEOC's determination as to whether there is reasonable cause to 
believe the charge is true. 

1060. In cases in which there is no EEOC precedent concerning the facts 
found by an EEOC district office investigation, the Commissioners render 
a decision as to whether there is reasonable cause to believe the charg~ 
is true. 

106i. Memorandum of Agreement, supra nate 1058. 

1062. If the Director of ORS finds that information furnished is in­
sufficient to enable him or her to make a determination, the Director 
must then send a letter to the chief executive officer of the juris­
diction in question, requesting a response to the Commission's findings 
within 15 days. Memorandum of Agreement, sUEra note 1058. 
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Clearly there is a need for coordination among these agencies. 

For example, it is confusing to State and local governments to be 

confronted with different standards or investigators from different 

agencizs reviewing the same matter. Lack of uniformity in either 

policy or enforcement can only reduce the credibility. of Federal 

agencies and adversely affect the protection of the rights of 
1.063 

minorities and women. Yet LEAA has not agreed with the other two 

agencies upon a uniform standard of compliance for law enforcement 

.agencies. Moreover,_ there have been inadequate efforts b~tween LEAA 

and ORS and between LEAA and EEOC to share information concerning 

complaints received, investigations conducted, the results of investi-

gations, snd the contents of any compliance agreements. 

Although LEAA hss no such srrsngement with either ORS or EEOC, in 

fact, the extent of coordination b"tween LEAA snd EEOC has been dependent 

upon the extent to which the LEAA regional offices have established a 
1064 

working relationship with EEOC regional and district offices.- The 

1063. Differing standards have been a problem for EEOC and LEAA. For 
example, LEAA reports that if it is called in-to investigate a complaint 
and learns that the complaint has already been investigated and decided 
by EEOC, it would like to be able to accept EEOC's decision and begin 
immediately with the conciliation process. Sometimes, however, LEAA has 
not been'satisfied with EEOC's work and has h&d to do investigations of 
its own. 1975 Rice et a1. interview, supra note 728 • 

. 1064. Id. 
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extent of c.oordination between LEAA and DRS is only a little more compre­

hensive. When OCRC receives a complaint, it inquires of that,government if 

it has received general revenue sharing funds. If the answer is affirmative, 

LEAA will contact DRS. Whether such a complaint will be investigated by ORS 

or LEAA is determined by the two agencies and whether the findings of that 

agency will be accepted by the other is on an ad hoc basis. 
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ApPENDIX E-2 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN A. BUGGS, STAFF DIRECTOR, U.S. COMMISSION ON CIViL 
RIGHTS, SUBCOMl\UTTEE ON CRIlIIE, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee on Crime, I am John A. Buggs, 
Staff Director of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. With me today are Law­
rence B. Glick, Acting General Counsel of the CommisSion and Cynthia N. 
Graae, Acting Assistant Staff Director for Federal Civil Rights Evaluation. The 
Commission is an independent, bi-partisan, fact-finding agency created by the 
Congress in 1957 to make recommendations to the Congress and to the President 
regarding the status and implementation of civil rights laws, executive orders, 
regulations, etc. Since 1970, the Commission has undertaken a series of evaluations 
of the Executive Branch's implementation of its responsibility under applicable 
laws and executive orders protecting the civil rights of minority group persons 
and women (since 1972). 

In November 1974, the Commission issued the first volume of its current 
series, "The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Effort-1974." Volume VI of 
that series, "To Extend Federal Financial Assistance" was released in November 
1975. Tris report evaluates the civil rights activities of several federal agencies 
with responsibilities for ensuring non-discrimination in federally assisted programs 
under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,~including the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the Department of Justfce. The Commis­
sion's investigations analyze the structure, mechanisms and procedures utilized 
by Federal departments and agencies and agencies in discharging their responsi­
bilities to eliminate discrimination in the various programs and activities against 
minority and female persons. 

These reports are not intended to isolate specific instances of discriminatory 
behavior, nor do these reports primarily seek to show the substantive impact of 
civil rights laws 01' to measure the gains made by minorities and women as It 
result of actions taken by the Federal government. Rnther, we hrwe attempted 
to determine how well the Federal Government has done its civil rights enforce­
ment job-to evaluate the activities of a number of Federal agencies with im­
portant civil rights responsibilities. 

The Commission on Civil Rights is plensed to provide the Subcommittee with 
its views on the civil rights compliance activities of the Law Enforcement Assist­
ance Administration as the Congress considers the reauthorization of LEAA. 
Since the bills before the Subcommittee do not directly address the issues of 
principal concern to the Commission, I shall highlight some of the findings in our 
report which I believe are of concern to the Subcommittee and the Congress. 

CIVIL RIGHTS RESPONSIBILITIES 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's civil rights responsibilities 
are found prinCipally in two !n,ws passed by the Congress. Both Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 as amended (hereinafter referred to as the Crime Control Act) prohibit 
discrimination on the grounds of race, color, and national origin in services pro­
vided by LEAA-funded programs. 1 The Crime Control Act also prohibits dis­
crimination on the ground of sex in services provided by LEAA-funded programs. 

Both nondiscrimination provisions prohibit a wide variety of discriminatory 
activities. For example, police departments receiving LEAA funds cannot dis­
criminate against minorities by providing minority neighborhoods less than their 
equitable share of n,r!ice protection, 01' by the differential enforcement of laws in 
minority and nonrtil.I.',)fity neighborhoods. Similarly, LEAA-funded correctional 
institutions cannot segregate residents on the basis of race or ethnic origin; nor 
mny they differentially provide services on the basis of race, ethnic origin, or sex. 
Proceedings in courts receiving LEAA funds must not he discriminatory on the 
basis of race, ethnic orgin, or sex. Title VI prohibits employment discrimination 
on the basis of race or ethnic origin only when a primary object of Federalnssist­
nnee is to provide employment or when equal employment opportUnity is necessary 

1 In nddltlon, the .TuvenUc .Tustice nnd Dellnqueney Prevention Act of 1074 (42 U.S.C. 
§ 5601, at seq. (SUPl>., 1075»), which WllS enncted to provide Federul Ilsslstnnee to reduce 
nnd prevent delinquency, prohibits dlscrlmlnntlon on the bnsls of rnce, creed, color sex or 
nntionnl origin In progrnms receiving' IllssIstllIlCO under the JuYenlle .Tustlce Act. At the time 
"To gxtcnd }j'edcrnl Flnnnclni Asslstnnce" wns publlshed. however, the npproprilltions 
(.Tunc 20, 1075) mnde for llrogrnms under the .Tuyenlle Justice Act, hlHI just recently 
hecome Inw nnd were not tnkcnunder consideration. 
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to assure equal opportunity for beneficiaries. Although providing employment is 
not frequently a primary object of LEAA aSHistance, there is u clear relationship 
between equal employment opportunity and equal opportunity in LEAA-funded 
program benefits; therefore, Title VI would prohibit most racial and ethnic em­
ployment discrimination. Moreover, unlike Title VI, the Crime Control Act's 
prohibition against discrimination contains no limitations in the areas of employ­
ment.2 The Crime Control Act, thus, prohibits all employment discrimination 
based on sex, race, and ethnic origin in LEAA-funded programR, including racial 
and ethnic discrimination which might not be proscribed by Title VI. 

It is important to emphasize, howcver, that one of the most serious deficiencies 
in the LEANs compliance review program is its emphasis on discriminatory 
employment issues to thc detriment of monitoring discriminntion in the provision 
of services. As the members of this Committee know, the principal purpose of 
Title VI is to eliminate discrimination in services receiving federal financial 
assistance. 

The Commission made several findings in its review of the LEAA and came to 
several conclusions in "To Extend Federal Financial Assistance". Some of these 
issues were addressed in regulu.tions proposed by LEAA on December 3, 1975. The 
remainder of my testimony this morning will be devoted to the problems cited 
by the Commission in its report and what response, if any, the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administrution has made. 

lmFORCING NONDIScnrMINATIO~\f PROVISIONS 

I 

In October 1973 LEAA commenced tt program of onsite pre-llward compliance 
reviews of all discretionary grunts of $750,000 or more, but this pre-award com­
pliance progntm does not cover general purpose grnnts to State Planning agen­
cies-which comprise the overwhelming number of gmnts by LEAA. For example, 
during the last three fiscal years, the percentage of discrctionary grunts has 
amounted to no more than 10-25% of aU grants made to State and local 
governments.3 

Pre-award compliance rcviews offer the best way of ensuring that the Federal 
government is not funding state or local entities which discriminate in the pro­
vision of servico" (and would be likely to use federal funds in the same way), or 
who discriminatc in employment against minorities and women. Since the current 
LEAA pre-award program hns such a limited scope, i.e. it is applicable to IIdis­
cretionary" grants only, the agency has no way of knowing, in advance of block 
grant awards to the State Planning Agencies, whether or not fedeml funds may 
be used in !1 discriminatory waJr, A llumber of reasons for LEAA's restricted 
review policy have been offered by the agency: (1) Pre-award reviews might 
interfere with the "delicate balance between Federal/State relations"; (2) '(lack 
of staff" i and (3) LEANs inability to determine in advance of funding, which 
State Ol' local law enforcement agencies will receive Federal dollars from the 
State Planning Agency und how those dollars will be spent. In June 1975 LEAA 
indicated that the pre-award compliance responsibility might be assigned to State 
Planning Agencies. This proposed resolution of the problem of pre-award reviews 
would eliminate the rea~ons offered by LEAA for not conducting them on all block 
grant awards. Such a delegation of compliance responsibility, however, would 
not relieve LBAA of its duty to secure compliance and ensure nondiscrimination 
in fundod programs and nctivities. 

II 

LEAA is one of t\ number of Federal agencies with responsibility for enforcing 
civil rights statllte~ which has permitted negotiations for oompliance to continue 
indellnitcly. The vommission has recommended, with respect to each of these 
agencies, that "sixty clays after the l'ecipient has received notification of noncom­
IJliance, but has failed to pl'ovidc a report on its implementation of the required 

o Title VI HtntC8: Nothing contllinecl In this (title) shnll be constrnccl to nuthorlze nctlon 
untler this (tltIo) by /lny department or ngency with respect to nny employment prnctlcc oC 
nny elllployer, elllLlloynll'nt IIgonoy, 01' Inbor o1'g'llnlzution exccpt where Il. primary objective 
of the l!'cderul finllnclal nsslstnncc Is to llrovhle employmcnt. 42 U.S.C. § 2000d-3 (1070). 

Scctlon 37(l(l(c) (l) of tho Crlllll.' Control >\ct I'tlltcS: No lletson In /lny Stlltc sl1nll on 
the ground oC l'nC(l, color, nntlonnl origin, or sel( bll excludotl from pnrtlcllliltlon in, be 
(lenied tho benefits oj', 01' hc subjected to (llscrimlulltion under nny progVtllll or Ilctlvlty 
Cundccl In whole or In pnrt with funds IllIHle ilv!ltlllble ullder this clHlptCr, 42 U.S,C. 
§ 3700(c) (1) (SuPP. nI, 1073). 

• Sec l~Y 1074 roport of the Departmcnt of Jllstlcc (.LEAA) nt 202 nnd Sixth Anuual 
Report of LEAA Jlp. 208-210. Spc also Budget of the Unltc(1 Stntcs for FY :J.07!l (Appcndlx) 
!It G10 nnd for FY 1071 (Appendix) Itt rilO. 
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activities 30 days after the recipient has provided an inadequate report, the grnnt­
making agency should be required to commence enforcement proceedings." 
LEAA has proposed in its December 3, 1975 regulations that "(O)rdinarily a 
reasono,ble time (for permitting a sto,te's ehief exeeutive to secure the compliance 
of [1 recipient) should not exceed 60 days from the date of the Administration's 
request (that the chief executive secure compliance)" (40 Fed. Reg. 56454). The 
Commission believes that the term "ordinarily" leaves too much discretion to 
LEAA. Such discretion may lead to protracted negotio,tions and continuing non­
compliance by the offending recipient. It also tends to encourage noncompliance 
by other recipients.4 Because LEAA has been reluctant to defer funding to jurisdic­
tions when there is evidence of prima facie civil rights violations and has avoided 
use of administrative proceedings to terminate financial assistance when viola­
tions are found, the Commission believes that enforcement notion, following a 
reasonable time period for securing compliance should be made mandatory. To 
the extent that the proposed regulations continue the LEAA policy of permitting 
continuing negotiations for compliance and do not require enforcement action [Lt 
the conclusion of a reasonable time period-they will be ineffective in securing 
compliance with the law. 

III 

LEAA believes that goals and timetables should be required only when it h[LS 
determined that [L recipient has engaged in discriminatory ,employment practices. 
The Commission contends that goals and timetables should be required in reCip­
ients' affirmative action plans (Equal Employment Opportunity Programs) which 
demonstr[Lte an underutilization of minorities or women. LEAA's procedures are 
especially inadequate since LEAA does not review all Equal Employment Oppor­
tunity Plo,ns and thus will not be o,ware of all instances of underutilization. 

This fundamental disngreement regarding the appropriateness of requiring all 
recipients to include goals and timetables in their Bqual Employment Opportunity 
Programs is reflected in LEANs proposed guidelines. 'rhe Commission believes 
that its view on the question is adequately supported by the case law in this area 
and by administrative practice pursuant to Revised Order No.4, which requires 
employers, that are government contractors, and are underutilizing minorities or 
women to correct underlying causes of discrimination and to adopt goals and 
timetables. With respect to requiring goals and timetables LEAA has stated: 

It has been our experience that the whole concept of goals and timetables 
is misunderstood outside the bureaucratic circles of Washington and, in many 
instances, is looked upon as a permanent cure rather than a temporary 
measure to overcome the effects of past unlawfully discriminatory practices. 
June 27, 197.5 letter from Richard W. Velde. 

The Commission has noted that Revised Order No.4 has required goals and 
timetables from nonconstruction Government contractors sincc 1970 and that such 
contractors employ more than 30 percent of the Nation's total civilian work force. 
The goals and timetables requirement is not unusual. 

LgAA's basic position-that the agency may require goals and timet[Lbles only 
when it recipient has engaged in unlawful discriminatory practices is far too no,T­
row, partiCUlarly since the agency does not review the plnns of most recipients 
and, therefore, is not in a position to determine whether or not underutilization 
exists or persists in the workforce of many of its recipients. LEAA does not even 
require recipients to submit their J'~qual Employment Opportunity Plans to State 
Planning Agencies or LEAA fol' review. Furth(.'r, although plans thnt are sub­
mitted are checked to (.'nsure thltt they contain the required components, they 
are not reviewed for adequncy. The Commission did note in its report that State 
Planning Agencies are b(.'ginning to review the plnns of agencies to which they 
pass on money, and in some instances have not pnsscd on money until plans have 
bcen completed; but this is not done by all State Planning Agencies and uniforml)' 
high standards are not applied by all of them. 

In conclUSion, thE' Commission does wish to note several positive steps taken 
by the Law Bnforcement Assistance Administration in issuing the proposed 
regUlations implementing the Crime Control Act of 1973 and the Juvenile Justice 
Act of 1974 which prohibit LEAA recipients from discriminating in employment 
or denying program benefits to nny person based on race, color, national origin 
or sex. 

The CommiSSion, is supportive of LEANs proposal to give State Planning 
Agencies a more significant role-particularly, in conducting pre-award [Lnd post­
award civil rights complinnce reviews of recipients and the audit of recipient 

4 'rile Federnl Civil Rights Elnforcement Effort-lOU Vol. VI. To Extend FedCl'al Finan­
cIal Assistance (Nov., 1075) at 3G4-3G7, 382-380. 

69-5670 - 76 - pt.2 - 42 
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Equal Employment Opportunit:r Programs (see LEAA's Proposed RegUlations 
40 Fed. Reg. 56454). LEAA should, however, monitor State Planning Agency 
compliance mechanisms to ensure that State agencies secure compliance and 
ensure nondiscrimination from all grantees. 

LEA A has also sought to incorporate the Guidelines on Discrimination because 
of Sex, Guidelines on Discrimination Because of National Origin, Guidelines on 
Religious Discrimination and Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures of 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). ThesB EEOC guide­
lines would become applicable to all recipients upon final adoption of the LEAA's 
proposed rules. The Commission has written to the Administrator of LEAA 
commending LEAA's proposed adoption of these EEOC Guidelines. Tile adop­
tion of these guidelines by all grant-malting agencies, we feel, would establish a 
consistent standard for equal employment in the Federal government. 
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ApPENDIX E!-3 
EXCERPTS FROM REPORT OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE ON s, 2278 

[COMMITTEE l'nINT] 

Calendar No. 
SENATE H·j'fH C(l:\(;I:Ef;~ } 

:!d S(lMio/l 
.... - ==~==--===== 

{ H ":1'(1/:'[' 

l\'o,91--

CIVIL HIGHTS ATTOHXEYS' FEES AW..-\HDS ACT 

)(ARCH -, lOj'6,-Ordered to I>e Ill'intt'd 

Mr, TUlX:\EY, from the Committee on the Judicit\t'Y, 
submitted the following' 

REPon~p 

(To :Iccomp:my S, 2278] 

The Committt'c on the Juc1i<:iuI'Y, to whi(:h wn:; l'ef!:'I'I'cd the bill 
(S. 227~) to ulllencl Hc\\·i"ed ~tntute:; scetioll 722 (42 U,S,C. § Hl88) 
to allow (1. tOlll't, in it:; di~(;rction, t.o UWtll'c! nttol'\leys' fpe,; to !l. pl'e­
"ailillg pHrt:.' ill :;uit:; bl'oug!lt to cnfol'{'e eCl'tnin ddl right,; 1lC:t..~, !In \'ing 

. con:;idcrl'(l thc :;[lIlIe, rcpol't:i {,n·Ot'll}»)Y thereon uncll'eCOllllllet1C),; tltnL 
tho bill do pn,;;;, 

'fhe text of S. 227S is liS follows: 

s: 2278 

R('Yi,;C'(1 Sto.tl1t('.; s('etion 722 (42 U,S,C. S('c, 19SR) is 
nmcndcd by nddillg the following: 11TH ilny 1I('tiOIl 01' pro, 
ceeding to enforce n pro \'i"ion of ,;eetions 1977, l07.-;, H179, 
19~O lind J 9tH of tit" H('\'i.,ec! Statute.;, 01' Til!e \"1 of tlw Cidl 
Hights A(:t of 196-1:, tht' COllrt, in its disc'/'ction, IlIH\, nUo\\" tht' 
pre\'uiling party, othel' thl\n the Unlte't\ State . .;, It'rc"sonllble 

. attorney',; fee Hi; port of the C():lt.;,", 

PURPOSE 

Thi:l nmenlllllent to the Civil Ri~ht:; Act of 1866, Rcwi:it,(t Stntllt~;.; 
Section 722, f,!'iv(':; the Fcdcml court:.,; di:-l(Tetion to IlWtll'<! attorney:" 
fees to pt'e\·:tilillg Illll'tif's itt :lllits IlI'ought to enfol'ce the ch'i1 l'if,!'hts 
nets which Congl'c:-l:l hn:l pa:-;.;(!tl :-;ince lSuli, The 'purpose of this nlllt'11.(1-
ment i::; to l'cmedy 1ll1Olllltloll':; gltP'; ill 0111' civilt'igliti; In\\":> crC\lttcd b.\" 
tho UnitNI SLale..; SlIllt't'm!:' COlIl't':;rt'c('nt (!c-ci"ioll ill.'l/yeska [)ipelille 
Se/'vicl! (.'0, v, Jl"if,/fI'Iil'."1; SlIcipl!I, ,12l U,S, 2'10 (1975), and to nellie'v!! 
consi:-;tenr.,r in ow' tidirights Itlwd. 
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2 

, '. IIt:-;1'OllY OF 'I'll}!; L":n\:-;I"VflO:\ 

Tho bill g/'O\\":.: ouL or ~ix cln,-:; of henl'ill:':'; Oil {(':.:al rel'''; ltt'.l(! ht'fm'c 
the SlIbc:orlllllitlc'!: 0/\ tlte i{Cj;I'l!..;enlntioll ~,f CiLix'l'lI TlItt'I'l' . ..;t,.; oC Uli:; 
COllJll1ittPll ill 107:], Tlwl'c Wi.'I'l' 1lI01'~ than thirty '\'itllc:-;..;e.-i, int:lllllin~ 
Fecl('/"HI and Stalo pli hlie: uffic'ial:i, "thol:II· . ..;, p;'lle:til'illg' ntLoi'lwY,-i flOill 
JIlUIIY' urea" of l'xppl'ti:;e, nnd priv,lte citi%l'Il-\. Tlw..;C' who di;l nol 
nppenl' wel'e ginn the: oppol·ttlnit.,- to :illbillit 1ll1ltL'l'i i tl fol' the I'ceD.·d, 
lind man.r cli:l :iO. indlldillg thc I'c[ll'e.~cnt;ltj\"P-i of t.hc A:ncl'i(':\I\ H:I!' 
Association nlld the Hal' ;\.";30ciution..; of 22 StfLll'."; HIt!l tlw Di,;tric:t. 
of Oolllm!>i'l. The 1t(),ll'in>!':i, whelt jJtloli..;h!:)li. inc:ltdet! not 6ah- tile 
tf:,;tilllcln.,- nnel exhibits, b[lt 1l1l1ll{'1'01l:i :;tatlltOI',r pl'o\'i"iol\";, pl'ojlOsn:1 
JCf',islntion, <:11:;0 I'Oj)(1I:t...; and :i<:hol:li'!Y 111·tiele,;, . 

In 1975, the pl·o,-i..;ioIlS of S 2278 wOl'e inc()f'porlttell in It pl'opose!l 
Ilmendm(,llt to S, 1270, ex:tclllling tlte Y()ti!l~ Hi~ht,; Ac:t of IOG5, 

The SlIhcorn·ll1it.tce on Con ... titutiorl.al Hights ~jJt'cifkl\lIy Hjl"l'{)v(".1 
the tllllendmcilt on June 11, 1975,. by It yotc of 8-2, nrl'! the (ull 
Comillittee fnyomhly I'Cpol'tcll i~ 011 JltI.I' lS, 19i5, ll:; p:u'C of S. 1270, 
Bcc:ulI"e of time pI'C.~:;lII'C to PHS:'; tlte Voting Hi~ht:-; Alllt·ntl.OIpnt .... thc 
SClwt(l took nction on the lIou3c-jJ(t,;.:;e(1 "('t'sion of t.he ll'gi.-;I:ltioll. 
S. 1270 WIl3 not taken up on the Senate (Joor; hcnce, the ut.tm·llc'-s' 
r~1C" nJnl'ndrnent. WHo; ncycl' cOIl,.;illcr('(1. • 
. OIL July :31, 1975, tJenlltol' TUlllley intl'O(hwcd S. 2278, ,,·lti(:h j" 
i,\C'nticn\ to the 'lJ1l('l\<\menL to S. 1279 which Wit,.; I'cpCl''tctl f:lyombly 
b,- this COll1mittee \'l~t. SUIHIllCI', 
• Shortly thcl·ellft.Clt·, ~il1lillll' 1('~i . .;llltion wac; intl'otltwcll in tho HO\J";c 

. oC RcpJ'c,wn tIl th'c,,;, including ILK 0552, whieh is identical to S. 2278 
except fOI' one miHI)l' tcchnical\ difft'!·crH.:e. The Subcol!lmittee on 
COUI't.;;, Cidl Lincl'tics 1l11d the Adlllini,;tl'lltion of Ju~tit.:e of the 
Hou:'1:l .Judieitll'Y COIHllliLtee hI\:'; c0l1tlucte!1 thl'c~ day:; of hearings fit 
which the witncsses hn,ye g'cnel'lllly confirmed the record ])I·ci.;ent.<:tl to 
thh; Comll\ittc~ in 19n. ILK 9552, the COllntel'plll·t of S. 227S, lin ... 
reechoed \villc:;jll·t!,l'.! support by the \vitnesses aplleal'ing before the 
IIoui-ie Subcommittee. 

STA'rE~IEXT 

'l'he pllrpo,.;e find efTC{:t of S, 2278 nrc ~jmple-it i.:; c\e.;;ignl'd to fillo,,' 
COllI'ts to provide tlte fnilliliar remedy of rCIl:;onnhle CO'tIllSel fces to 
provniling pill·tie . ..; ill "lIits to ellfol'ce the civill'ight,; neb wIdell COllgl'O';;:; 
hm; pnssccl :-:illce J80G. S. 2278 follo',,-;; the Innglltlge of 'riile;:; II and VlI 
of the Civit m~ht,.; A(;t of 1904, 4:2 U.S.C, §§ 20001HI(b) Hud 2000c­
'5(k), nncl R('(:tioll -102 of the Voting lUght" Aet AllI(,lIdmt!nt.;; of 1075, 
42.U.S.C, § H173/(e), All of the:-:e c:i\'iil'iglit:; luws depend be'l\-i1.r upon 
'p'rlynte E:'UfOI'c:NlIcnt, uneL fee IIwnl'c1s have pl'cH'eeL un e:iscntil1lrr.mecly 
1f pl'i\rnte citir.enil /\1'0 to have n Illelllliugflii opportunity to vindicate 
the important COl1gro:;sionnl polidC':> which thc:;e Inw;; contnin. 
" In mnny cniles nri:iing' lIllcle,' Olli' ch-il l'ights lnw:-;. the citi;.:en who 
mu:,;t ~lIe to enfor'co tile law htl,; little Ot· HO monoy with which to hil'e II 
lawver, Jf pl'i\"ntc eit.l7.cn:-; tll'O to he able to fi-;:,et'b theil' ddt rip'ht~, nnd 
if triose who "iolnt!! the X:ttion'~ fllndamelltalln",;; 111'0 not to'Jlt'oeced 

.. with impunity, tl\('n citizen::; mtl:,t hftve the OpPol'tllnit\- to I'CCO\'el' 
what it co~t::; thcm to vindicnte these rights in COlll't. • 
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CUl1gn".;s J'f'I'O;!llizrd tlli·; IIrl'el ")11'11 it II lllll <' ~PI'I'i(j('. jll'ovi.;ion for 
!'1I('h f('(, :-hirlill~ in Tillr:; J [ IIlld \,11 of the Ciyil j{j~hts Ad of HlO4: 

"'hl'1I1l plain/ill' 1)J'ill~s nn ne:tiOllttllclt,1' ITille' 11] he' (:ulIlloL 
I'c('oyrr tl:llllll~("';, If lit, obtains 1111 injl11l r:tioll, 11(.' does ~o not 
Cor Jlilll,.;elf nlolle bilt :tlso I1S II "pri\'nte l1t.tot'l)ey ;!Pll(!I'III," 

. vinclieating :t JloliG,Y tllnt COII~l'eS~i con,.:i<lcrl'cl of the llighcst 
priority, H slll!ee,;sful plaintiffs wel'e J'otttindy foreNl to benl' 

,I their oWIllltlornry,;' ft,p . ..;, few n~gricyecl plll'ti(~s wOlild he in n ." 
po"ition to a<ln\lICC the pllhlic inll'l'l',;t, by jll\'okin~ the 
injllndi\'(l powers of the 1- cderal c'nlll'ts, COII~re,;s therefol'e 
cn:wtecl the pl'm-j,.;ion for ('ounsel fec~-* * * to rncolll'ilge 
inclh"idll:lls inj IIft,1! by l'Il('ial discrimination to ~eek jttdicial 
relief under Title 11." Nfll-'mcm y, Piuyie Park Enterprises, 
Inc" ::l90 U,S, 400, 402 (1 ()fiS). , , 

The iclr:t. of the "pl'iYa te l!-tlomey gencml" i,; not (L ne',v one, ·nol' 
arc attol'J1eys' fees u new l'ell1('(ly, Con~l'c;,;:> ha..; cOllllllonly :lllthOl'izcd 
attol'll(,,\":-;' feElS in Itn.,.,; ttnclel' whic'h "private Iltlornp.ys gelleral" piny a 
signifiC:llilt. rolc in cnforc;ing OUI' Jlolicie,;, We hnve, ~ince 1870,'lllltllOl'­
izcd fcc shifting U11<1(,I' 1I1()I'C tlulIl 50 la\\':;, includil\~, umollg othcr:.:, the 
Secllrities Exeltnngn Aet of ] D:l4, 15 U,S,O, §§ 7Si(c:) Ul\c[ 7Sr(n), the 
SCl'\'icelllcn'=, Rcndjl\,.;lIllPlIt Ad of ]fl 5!) , 3::; U,S,U, § 1822(b), tho 
COIl1lllnnient.ions Ac:t of 10::)4, 42 U,S,O, § 20G, und the Ol'ganized 
Crimc COlltl'O} Act of.l970, IS U,S,C, § lOG4(c), In Cll,;e..; uucler thc,;e 
law,;, fee . .; IlI'C nn iutcogrtll Pill't of the 1'<!1lled,\' ne(;C,;';Hi'Y to uchicye 
cOlllplinll(;C wilh OUI' statutory politic . .;, As fOl'llIer .TlIstiee Tom Clnrk 
found, ill n nnion democl'l1ey suit. undel' the Lnbol'-:'.Innngelllent 
Rcp0l'ting Hnrl DisclosUl'c Act (Lnllclnun-Ul'iffill), 

Not to nwnl'CI coull:;r} fee;; in CIl";C:; such n::; this would be 
tnntnmoullt to repenling the Act it:!clC by fl'u,;tmting its ba:,i'c 
pu:'po~(', * * ljc \\Tithollt ('ounscl fecs thc' gl'!1nt of Federnl 
jlll'i~tlicti()n is but an elllpt,\' gc:;t.u1'e * * *, IIall \" Cule, 412 
U,S, 1 (1on), quoting 4G2 F, 2<1 7i7, 780-81 (2d Oil', 1(72). 

The rcmcdy of attorneys' fcc:; hns nlway,; been recognized o.S Plll'­
ticulnrly nPPl'opl'inte in the ch'il right;; U1't't\, nnd civil rights uncI 
nUqrllcys' fcc:; huv~ 111\\"n)'s br(,11 clo,:rly intcl'\voven, In the civil rights. 
urea, Oongre;:;; hn;; llIstl'uetcd t.he courts to U>ie lhe broudest nnd mo:;L 
effective. l'Cl1lt'<lics nyniluble to achieve the gonl:; of our civil right.s 
laws,' The VCI',\' fil'st nttol'llcy:-;' fee stntute wns n civil right:; law, the 
EnCol'c'cmrnt Act of 1870, 10 Stnt. 140, wltith pl'ovided for Ilttol'lle,Ys' 
fecs in tlm'e sepnl'llte pl'oyisions pl'otecting voting right:;,2,. , 

:Modern civil ri~ht:; ll'gi:;lntion reflect:; It heay,)' l:Clinnee on IlLtol'lleys' 
fce=l n.,; wrll. In 19G·l, sceking to n~SU1'C full compliance with the Chon 
Right..; Act of thnt yenl', we authorized fee !.'hifting fol' pl'iYllte :;lIit.s 
estahlislling violntiollo.; of the public nceollllllodntiol1'i un(t equal 
employment pI'ovisions, 42 U,S,C, §§ 2000u-:Hb) nne! 2000e·-5(k), 
Since 19U4, eye!',\' mnjol' civill'ight.:; ltLw pn"scd by the Congl'e:,s hns 
included, 01' hag bcen ulllcIHled to inelllde, one 01' more fee P!'ovi:;ions. 

, , 
I ~'or r~;\III\1II" Ihr ch·n l:I~hU .~('lllr l:'llUlliT,'rtrlll'·'·lh'r.lll!oU\'ls'lo"u'" Ihnl rO;lllolllntloll or Frd~fI\l hw. 

(00111"111 IIIW ll!l'l ~lnll' luw u~ \1 ill I., t.c~t ~(\"pt!'(1 10 lit" ohJrct or Iho 1,1\'11 ri~hls lall"~.'· lIro/l'/I v, cu·, nf 
.\I'rl~/n/l. ,lIi,.d""I,,,i, ~:Mi F, ~II ro~, G')."' (,jIll (;Ir, BIOI.l, Sl'p.JJ V,S,U, ~ 1:1:':>; M/loll \', Cil{lloj I/alll,~""ru • 
• \II,x/"/ppi, 3~3 F, 211 :1,>0 l,jlh n,·. \'.II~\I, ' 

I The cnnSC5 or l\Ctlon csttLh!i~hcd uy 111l'5l' llro\'lslQns wern ellmln~ted III lSlJ.l, :!$ Stat, 36, ." 
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]~.~., Tille VIII (If 1111' Ci\'il W~ltl..; AI'! of lUGS, 4:! U.S.C.' § ~Gt2«(:); 
the EIIIC'I'g't'llcy S(:hool Aid Ad or JII7:!, 20 U.t:.C. § tci17; tho Equal 
BlIljllo.l'llH'lIf, AIIII'IIIIIIIl'11(..; of 1072, tl2 U.S.C. § 2000e-J(i(!J); nnd the 
Voting lti~lrf..; Ad, li~xtt'n,ioll of HJ7~, ·f::! U.S.C, § HJ7:{/(e). 

The,;c f('e !-ihi fl ill~ pl'(lvisiulls hn \'(, b('1'1I :illC(·('~~,;f ul in ellabling 
vigOl'oll"; t'l\foI'C,t'lllcnt of IllOdel'll civil rigllt,; ll'gi,;lutioll, while at, tlw 
sllme limp lillliting lilt' growth of tIre! l'llfOl'l'C/llCII!, Illll'OnU(~I·a('y. Brforc 
~In.y 12, l1l75, when LIre SUjll'('llH' COli!'!' Irandc'e! clOWIl it,.; dt'c:i..;ioll ill 
,ill!/eska J1ijlPlille Sf'I'L'ia ('r). v. Wildrl'l£(!S~ 1.",'ociely. 421 U.S. 240 (1!)/5), 
lIlany lower FedC'ral court-; throughollt tlte Sat ion had dl':lwll tire o!J\'i­
()ll~ 11Ilulogy bc,twcen the HCt'onstnrelioli Civil Higlll.'; Acts nllt! thl'';C 
modern civil rights aet:i, HIIlI, following CongrC'ssiollltf I'cC'ognition in 
the newcl' sttltute:i of tire "private attorney gcncml" concept, were 
cxcl'ei~ing th£'ir tmclitiollal equit,\' powel'S to !l\vard Il.ttOl'llc.)'s' fces 
uncleI' cudy civil rip;lrts laws us wpll.3 

These prc-.'tlYf8Ka. dl'ci:iiolls l't'nrediE'd It ~up in the :ipcc:ilie statutol'Y 
pl'Ovisions nne! restored :In illlpOl'tnnt lri:itOrlC remE:'dy for civil rights 
violntions. However, jn Alyeska, thc Ullited States SlIpreme COUI't, 
while rerelTing to tire desil'llbility of feeil ill n. VlIll('ty of c:irCUlnl;tn.nces, 
ruled tllnt only Congre,.;~, nlld not the COLIlts, could :-pecify which Inws 
\\'(,1'0 jmport:mt cnough to IlH'I'it fee slliftillg under the "privt1te 
ItttOl'lWY gener.ll" theol',),. Tire COIII't expJ'(,s~ccl tll(' view, in dictulII, 
that,the RCC'Ollstl'lletioll Ads did llOt. ('ontain the llN.'CSSlll'j" <:OllgI'P";­
~jonnl nllthori~ntioll. Thi,; (l!'cision nnd dieturl1 eretltC'cl nnomalou,; gnps 
in OUl' civilrigh ts Inws whereby ltWlH'Cls of fN!:; Ilre, !l('(.'oI'<Iing to ..:llyes/.:a.. 
stldth\nly \IHu\'uihtble ill the lnO:4t flllldlUl1pntnl ('ivil right,,; cnsp:,. FOl' 
in:;tnnce, fpes arc now Htltlrori7.Nl in nn employmE'nt, discl'iminnticrll 
suit uncleI' Title VJl of thu 19f)4 Civil Right,,, Aet, btlt, not in the ~ume 
!omit brought uncleI' 42 U.S.C~ § 19~1, wllich pl'Oteet:; siJl1iIr~r rights but 
im'oh'c;; Cewer teclll1ir.l\! PI'C'I'cqllj..-ite:; to thl' filin~ of an adion, Fee:; lll'e 
nllowccl in a hou,;i rig cii:i('ri mi/1a tion !>u i t, bl'OLlglr L tlIldC'i' Title VI fI of the 
Civil Rights Act. of 1068, b\lt not in the R!Une :mit brought. untlol' 42 
U.S.C. § 1982, n He('ol1strtletioll Act pl'ot('eting thc SHme ri;;ht.s. Like­
\\:ise, fees nrc allowed in a ;:;uit under Title II of the 1964 Civil Right:i 
Aet. chnllellging di:4erirninntion in iI privnte restnurant, hut not in :::uits 
under 42 U.S,C. § 1083 redressing violnLiomi of the Federal Const.itu­
tion or laws by official,.:; sworn to uphold the Jaws. 

'fIti..; bill, S. 2278, is fin npproprinte re:iponse to the Alyeska decision: 
it l'C1IlC'dies the,;c gnp-: in the ::;taiutory language by prodding the 
specifir. nuthori7.ntioll requil'ed by tho Comt in 'Alyeska, nnd make::; 
Ollr cid! right:> laws con:;i::itent. ' 

] t i:; intendcd that the :'ltnndnnr's fOl' awnr'ding ft,!?,..; be grllemlly the 
~mllC as Ul.Hl('r tftc fC'c pl'o\;,;io/1s of the 1904 Ch'il Hight,; Act. A party 
sc('kin~ to ('ufuJ'cc the I·j~hts protected by the sbltutC:'i noYm'etl by 
S. 22iS, if succe:i:iful, ":;Ilotrld ordinal'ify l'eeo\'('l' nn nt,tol'llcy':-; fee 
unless special eil'cum:-;tul1ecs would I'endel' snch an ttwnl'c1 unjust." 
,Nelcin'a,n Y. Pi{][Jie, l>ark Enterprises, Inc., aoo U,S. 400, 402 (19GR).4 

.. I Thp~p civil lil'ht~ rn~"~ arr \00 nlllnern\J~ to dlr hpl'"_ Rpp. r,~ .. ."I;",. \", Amn. 3-10 F, SUPTl. 0(11 (~r.D: 
Ala.l!Ji~), hrT'd, Hi" 11.:;, UI2 (H'i~); 81.,11.,,, lIail,u ,'. :1l1rcl,'r, 3Hrj 1',1:'11[1[1. IS ().I.Il.Cul. IlIi3): Ullrll'asl's 
dIed In Alvokrs I'if'e/inr, ,1111''", ar 11. 4H. ~llIay of Ih" 1'('le"UI'I,rn,,'s arc eollprlN) In "I[m'itl~s 011111. Elfrct 
(If I'PR"I Frr$ 01\ lhp .\d"lunl·Y o( H\'I'rp~fnr:.!I"11 Il.Cure I hr SlIhl",I\lI, 011 1\"lln'.rllhl\\!lII of ('111'"11 hlll'rrstS 
ofth,' Sellalr Cnmm, "'llhpJII(IIC'inr~'," ('311 Cnll~ .. I~r S":"~ .. fir, 1(1, nt I'P. S~IO!I, I1l1d 100;O·r.~, 
,C filII'" Inr~I' n1aJtlrlty of ("LS'~'IIII' pnrt)' or p:lrril'~ s"pklll~ to ('"forrP'slll,1I rI~hlS will h",tilp IIlnlnti'!! 

anellor IIlullllI/T,itllJ'rwnnrs. lIoII'r"'rr, in I hp pr(l('l·durul po'l II !'. of ';tHne Cllses, the purl I", SN'klll1t to "lIror~e 
~lch ti~hts Illuy hr tile u(·I\·lIdanl, nnd/or tl(,r~ndallt,lllrpI'Wllor.:. HI'\'. ~.g •• Sh,U.V v. [(rQrmrr, 234 r: .5. 
1 (194S). . 
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!"H('" "p:'i\ 11(1' III IOI'lIl'.\''; ~I'lI(,I':tI" ,.;IIOlild IIIIl hI' dl'll'ITI'c1 fl'lIll1 hl'ill"'il\~ 
m('l'illlriOlh 1l('linll'; lo \'i!ldic'llll' 111I~ rlllldnllll'lltnl ri: . .dll,.; .hcn'p ill\'llf\'('d 
by I Ill' (l1'O"pvd of Itn \"ill:~ t n pay I Iteir OPJIIlIH'1l t'" C'ollllo.;l'l fec'" "ltollld 
tbey lo,;C' , J.'iclrt/l'l{sClIl Y. 1/01(/ CrIl'jlIlI'lIli(l1t (!f .\mrr;rrt, :{:l~ I". ~lIpp. 
5H) (K[), Lil. ](171)"llfl"d, '1li~ It'. ~d g,)1 (:itlt ('iI', 1!17~). llo\V(!V('I',' 
~u('h n pu 1'1,\', if Illl,IlCTl'",..fIlI, ('ollid bc Ih"l\~,;('r1 I:i" OppOIll'll L'" fcc 
w\tpre it i,; ,;llOWII thnl hi,; "llit. WH,; fl'h'ololl:-:, \'('slttioll';, 01' broll~hL fOl' 
ltiU'Il!"~lllellt plIl'pO-I':i. Vlliler! ,<';/ull's St!'i!i ('orp. Y. Uflil((/. Slnl(.'~, :{,')[i 

F, t)uJlP, :{4(i (W,D.l>ll. I071),llfl"d, fl KP.D. ~; 10,225 C:)d ('il'. H)75). 
Tlti:-: bill lIlll"; d0.lel'''; fri,'ololl-; sllils by illlth()l'i;-:in~ an Itw:lrd <If 
U!tOI'IJeY';' ft!c,; agnill..;t. It party :-:IIOWll to Itn"c litif!atrd ill "bad failh" 
undcr tho ~iri,;l' of IIlLelllptin~ to enforce the FCllt-ral rights r:r('utl'd 
hv the stlltlltC',,,; li.;tC'd ill S, 22,S, Silllilar ..;ta lIti a I,d..; han' beel\ rollowl'd 
not, oldy in (fIE' Ci"il Ri::,:lthAr:t (If lOra, butin othel',.;tlltut('..; pl'odding; 
fol' uLtorneys' fee.;, Kg" lite \Yntl'I' lJol!ution CO!ltl'ol Ar:t, H>72 U.~. 
(Jode COli;!:. & Adm. News 3747; thc ~ral'jnc Proteetion Ad, I.d, at 
42,10-50; nnd tIle Clean Air Act, S('Il11le R(,po, t ~o. OJ-lIOG, 9ht 
Cong" 2d Sc,;:;" p. 48~ (HJ70). ~ce tllso 11111c1iiTl8vn v. William Barr?!, 
Inc., 50 F. Supp, :,HJ2, 20S (D. ~ltbs. 194'3) (Fuil' Lnbor Stnllclanb 
Act,). ' :: 

In nppropriat.e c:il'cuJn,.;tnnce:;, cOlm,C'1 fee:; l11H1e1' S. 2278 mllY be 
\\\\'tmled pcmlenlc lill', Sec Bradlf.Y Y. 8ch()(ll jJo(lrrl (!f the Oily oj 
Richl,WIIlZ, 4lG U.~, GnG (l974), Su(:ll (lwttl'cl;-, arc ~l,:pr.(;ially IlIJ]JI'opl'intc 
where It palty lin,; pl'cYailed 011 all illlj10l'tallt mllttCI' in the (;(JUl'S(l of 
litigation, C'\'cn ",11(;11 he ultimately do(~,; Hot pl'enlil 011 ntl i:;SIW";. 
oec Bradley, ~;lIJlr(C.; ~lIill8 v, I!:lf.('lric ..:llllo-Lilt: Cv" :'~9U U,S. :~75 
(1970). },fOI'COVCI', fol' p"l'po;:;e" of the award of (;ollll'iC'1 fep,.;, pilrtics 
may be cOllsidered i:O hu\'c prevailed Wh(,ll they vindiente rights 
through II conscnt. judgment 01' without formally obt:lining 1'C'licf. 
[{opel Y. Esquire Really (,'0" 52::! F. 2cl 1005 (2<.1 CiL'. ]975), and case:> 
cited thcrC'in j Parham v. 8uIlthwe,stern Bell Telephone Co" 4~3 F, 2d 
421 (Slit Cir. ] 970); Ilic1wJ'cl,~ Y. GJ'(fjith Rl(bbcr Mills, :300 F. Bupp. 
3~S (D. Ore. 19G9); Tlwmas y, llollfybrool,; ilI/nes, inc., 428 F, 2d 
981 (:~d Cil'. 1970) j ASjlira, oJ Np.w Yor/.:, Inc. v. Roanl oj l'.'dllcalion 
oj tlu; Oity of New Yorl.:, G5 F,R.D. 541 (S,D.K. Y. 1975), 

In !:;evcl'l1! hearing,:,; held OVCI' It pcriod of ,YellL'S, thq Oommittee hUti 
found that fcc uWtti'cl;; Ul'C c:-i,;entin! if the Fcdcrnl stntutes to \\'I\ic:h 
S. 2278 uppliE':'; nl'o to be fully ellforccd," We fine! that thc effect.s of 
illch fcc !lWtll'(l~ nrc nnc:illury nnd incident to scc:ul'ing compliunce 
,vit,1t t}w,.;c lnws, und tlttlt fcc nwnl'ds HI'<! nn intC'~I'ul part of thc 
l'l'mccli('s JlC'CC'';Stll',)' to ohtnin :;IICIt c0l\1p1innc'o. 'Fec :tw!lnb; nt'C there­
{orc !l['o\"iclNl in CIl:-iC:i covel'C'Ct hy S, 2278 in aC;(;OrdnIlC'O with Ccmgl'e,;~' 
power;,; uncleI', inte[' ulin, the Fourteenth Amellrinwnt, Scct.ion 5. 'As 
wHit CIISC,,; bl'ought unciC'I' 20 U,S,O, § IUti, the JtJlllC'l'gcIlCY ~chool 
Ai<.1 Act of 19i2, (!c'f'l'nc!nllt:; in thc>'c CtL;-;CS nl'C sometime:> Stntc 01' 
locnl botlip,; 01' Stute (l['loc'tt! offic!in,b. In such L'll:,C:; it is intendcd that 
the nttol'llcy,,;' fcC':;, like other itC'll1s of C();;t;-;,~ will be eollectcdC'ithf'r 
db'cetly frollt tlte of!idttl, in hi:> oni<:inl (;upnf:iI,y,7 from ftl1\d~ of hi:; 
agcne." 01' llntlm' hi:-i <!ontrol, 01' from thE' t-itatc 01' loc:!l govemment 
(whether 01' not the ngc[wy 01' ~overnment. i:; tl nnllwct pal'ty). ' 

, i,", :". 

I ~rpi r.~ •• "I (~I"'I1H:::; Hli thjlo F. it,':-t or LI'~ml Fl"'cS,'t '::UI)rII. 
" I"(rl",loIII l'rtfWUf/, ('0, v • • l!.IUlPf','". ~i.i l: .H. HV5 (W2;). • 
I Proor 111:11 "ll olii,'IIII 11;\11 "d,'.1 11110.,.1 (,I!l1I mlll,1 nl"" ,'rllll"'r hllllli-lhir tur Ir~~ III hi,: 111'11\'1,111,11 C/ltlnl'ily. 

nlldr·r th~ tnulitiollnl 1I'ul (;\irh ~aulCl:l1'(J li'('O':l1i/l'O hy til·, ::upr"tl\" ('ourt in ..tlt/I'N!:". ~l'c" (,'/0.':- \' • • '\'9r/oll, 
6<J,) ):'. ~t11~3 (~u l'lr, 1~,4); D,.t \" )'ull/:rr. 5[,; 1', ~u 5~1 (,srh Cit', Wi,;), . 
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1l j.:. intl'lIc!,'d lllal· lltl: 1::I'P\lllt fir rl'l'': tl\\'nrdl'd l!lldl'I' E-;. 2278 })(' 
l!OYI'l'nl'd hy I lit' ~ n Ill'.' "I :llldll:·d.: wld,·lI !')'('\'nil ill ul hpj' t ypP" of ('rpl\I JJ.r 
~'()llIpl('x Jo'pdl'l'1I11it.i::ati'1I1, "llI'h ti" Illlliil'll,:t C~tl·.;I''; nllc! lIoL I)(~ I'rdlwt'cI 
Ill'rn.Il:'1' thc' rights ill\·o!\'l.'d ill:1Y II" lIUllpt'C!lllliai',\' iil rlt~1 lIl'e. The 
lipprnill'i,d(~ stnlldnr<i", Sl'p J"!Wf:,)I/ y, (;/-{lI'Y;a. l/;yf.II'(l.!/ l~'.rjll'(,.S<·, 

. ·HiS F. 2d i 14 (;ith ('il·. IOi'1), ure cOI'I'C,!'!I,\' n.]>pli;'" ill SHch CIl=,e3 n" 
'1~/(l.}(!(}l'd lJa.il!/ v. /'/I/'chpr, fl-i F.RD. ().'-iO (:"\.1). CIiI. H)74); LJal'ig v. 
('~HI Illy of J~I),~ iln;!d"'~' 3 KP. \). (. 9·i-11 (C. D. C:,j. J g/·n ; nllt! Swal/ II- v. 
·Char/o(f(-JI.'c!.·!ellbl/I'!I Hoard nf Edilcalillll, CHi F.RD. ,11':'; ('\r.D . .:\.C. 
197[,). 1n COlilIJlllill~ the fc'!:, ·r:olln ... d fOl' Jli'l'\,l1.ilill~ plll'ti!':'; SllOlIld be 
p;litl, as is tnu!itiollnI witlt attol'1lcy-,; COll1jlP1\";n.!l':! h;r :l f()e-p:l\'in~ 
diC'lIt, "fol' oJl limp l'ea,;rmnlJlv e.xptllHled Oil 11 muUer·." Daris, 81;]1"(;; 
Slal~!()I'(llJa.ibl, 811Jll'a, at (lS4: 

This bill ('('calf'." no :.;t:~!·llill~ new J'(,llIedy-it olll.\' mert::; :llc 
t('dlllic'.ld l'('ql1il'elllE.'nt,.; that the i)uprC'llIe (JOtl!'t hi1.~ I;tid down ir thC' 
FeJc\(, 1'11.1 r.Ollt·t~ :\1'0 to ('oatinlle the pmc·.tic:{'. of IL\\'ltrdill~ l~tt.Ol'1l(,'.r,.;' 
fells whieh hl~cl b(len gOifl~ 011 fo\' \'l'IU·."; priol' to the COItJ't.',.; )'!tly 
dec:h:ion. It doC's not· c:hnr;:ze the :·i'Ltulor.'" Pl'0i'i..,ions rC'g;Ll'clin~ tIle 
protention of C'.i\·il l'ii!,ItLs except us it pl'oyidos the fee I\wil.rd~ which 
ur~ T\('CC'.';"U·I'Y if cili:~pn..; 111'(' tl) bo ;ttlle to (l{ft,c:ti\'rJ~" ~c('.\l\'(~ cOIopli­
ane!' with these t\Xi:'ling ,.;t;itlltC';:;, '1'h£':'o nrc wry fe·, .... provision:,; in ollr 
li'erlernI !;t\vs'whil!h :11'(' ~:clf-rxl?c:\llill~. Enrol·cement. of the l:tws depC'nds 
Oil gOH't·lllllcnt::.l ;l.C'tioil and, in :,owe rm..;c,.;, on pri'l;tto action through 
the comts, If the GOiit of pl'imtc ellforeel1lt'llt. i~f;tion::; hecomes too 
groat, tllt'l'e wi.1I ue no primle C'lIfOI'Cel1lOlit. If 0111' civil rights ltLws 
are not to b()(:ollll" mere hollow i'1'()1I011n()rlllC'llt~: whieh the o.\'crago 
citizen CltIlHOt. C'nfol'ce, we Il\tl~t m:tintt'l.in the tl'l~ditiurllLlly ofFccti\-e 
remedy of fee ::;hifting in .thl".~o C:l.:';C'S. 

CHANGE;) IX EXISTIXG L.-\w )'IADE BY THy.; BILL ARE ITALICTlEt> 

REnSED STATUTES § 722, 42 '(j'.r~.c. ~ ]988 

liThe j\ll'isdic:tioll in cidl III It I tl'irnillnl Ill:tttt';':; conCe!Ted on I.lie 
district C01lrts hy the !J"o\'i"iolls of (hi;; (:hupu'r :\\leI Title IS, foJ' the 
pl'Otf'ctioll of nil pm''';Oll" in the Ullilt~(l St:t(t':.; in theil' eh-i1l'ight,;, :lilt! 
(or their vinllication, :ohnll be exerci:5NI nnd '2tifc/l'ced ill <:ollfot'!I1ity 
with thE' laws of the UnitNl Stntr.:5, ~() f;w as suc'h la\\":; nrc :mitnbJo 
t.o cal'ry tho sarno into efl'cc;tj hut in all cn.':'·~'i \\'!rel'(! t.hey nre lIoL 
aduptE:'t1 to tho ()bj~ct, 01' Ill'O dofleient· in the PI'o\'j,;ion::; lIt'ce~snl'y to 
fUl'Ilislt i-;uitllble renweIie:.; nIHl pUllish offense.;; ()~Ili!l,;c In\l-, the COIIHlIOll 
In\\', u"; Tllodified nnd chullf':ecl by the cOll-;titutiml lind Htntute:; of tl)(\ 
Stntc "'''!'/'oin the comt h:tYin~ jllli.;diction of :5l1Gh ci\"iJ Ot· criminlll 
(:IlU,;t' i" helel, so fnt' r.s tho ~am(l is not. inc:on:;!:;tcllt \I'ith the Consti­
t.ution nnd 111m.; of the United Stttf.e:i, shall u':J extended t() nnc! gove/'/\ 
the f:Htid couds in the tl'i;\1 IllHl clis[lo,.;itioll of tho CltU:-iC, and, ir it. is 
of It l'l'iminlLI IllttUl'C, in thl" infliction or pttni"lllnent on the PIlI'!.,Y found 
gl\iI ty." In. all y acl ion or pl'oceedino to enJorce a provision of Sf'r:/ iom: 
1977, 1D78, U){,D, 1.?80 and 1.')81 oj lhe RelJi,~!?(l Statlltes, '01' Tille VI oj Ihe 
Oi.l!illligh.t8 Act II! J.l)04-, tIle cOl/rt, in. ,its d;8crel.ion, mn!l allow the l,/'e­
roilill!/ porly, olh'er titan the Unite,l States, a reasonable attorney's fee 
(Z.S :part oj lhe cosis. 
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CO.;;'l' OF Lr:mHJ.A'I'IOX .1 :' .•• ,. ,-

'fll(l C'OIl!.!.'J'(',;:-.iolt II 1 ]!.lId~!'l ()flier, ill n lrlll'l'.(lnll.:d :\iill'l'h '(, 'i'bi(;', 
lin..; add..;(·d t.he .Jlldil'inl'\' ('(}l1\lllitl~e Ihnt.: "Pl1I'.-Hlnllt III :Scl:li(lIl>W:; 
of the. COIlgl'csSjoil:t1 151l·d:.';(.'!. J\('t or 1 !li4, tlw COlll!l:e,;:;inllni BIIIlgeL 
Olliec h1l:; I'('\'i~\\'('d :-;. ~27S, u llill to ItwHnluUI,!'noY:-i' fee:-i.lc, pr<"'ailulg 
pal'tie,; in ch'ill'ight:-i ~llit,;. ' .• , I 

"B;lSCll on tllis J'l'\'ir\\', it npIWIlI':-i tlllli llOIHlditionnl (;Il~t,;'lo~ tho 
gOY('l'll1l1Cllt \\'ollld Lt· intUITed as n 1'0:<ult of the Cll:tc~llll'tlt or l.lli." 
bill, " 
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ApPENDIX E:""!4 

HOW FEDERAL LARGESSE SUSTAINS DISCRIMINATION, HON. ROBERT F. DRINAN 

PolIce [610 ] 
Drin~n, Rob~rt F. 

How Fed~=al lar0~sse sust~i~s discrimipation. 
civil lihertiG~ r~vi~w, v. 2, fall 1975: 82-85. 

Outlires t~~ s1tua~ion in the Chicaqo folicp 
d~oartmpnt where LEAA h~d de~prmined thd~ ~he 
ae~ar+ment was qUil~r of discrimination Rnd 
therofare not eliqib e for Fed0=al funds hut 
th~t they cont~~uEd to receive rever-up sharina 
funds. 

F~deral aid to law enforcement agenci0s-­
[~hi~aqoJ / ,eqro Fcligeroe~-:[Ch~caaQJ / gevenue 
snar1nl--rCrlcagol/ Dlscrlm1natlon ll'. 
empl?yrnp.nt--[ClucaqcJ / U. S. Off.ice of Rp,venue . 
Shi'lrlnq. 

fjV ~WOO A 

MAR 2 5 1976 

N.1\D/U H,}I 3L 1617 6 
LFS75-21162 
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C \ V \ \ \ \:;.U{, e s rev,etA.l 

~ovlJ. \ '1. t)"' 
v 

How Federal Largr:sse 
Sttstatizs D£~Clil1ZiJzatioJz 

API{ 51S1f> 

Robert Ii'Dril/o//. 

W hen Renault Robinson joined the Cpicago Police Department in 
1964, he quickly discovered that he could not expect to advance 
simply on the basis of his merit as a police oflicer. In the eyes of 

the department, the way he conducted himself in uniform did not matter as 
much as the fact that he was black. 

In 1970 he became executive director of the Afro-American Patrolmen's 
League, an organization of black Chicago police oflicers seeking to improve 
police services to the city-and their own treatment Within the force. In . 
Sept7mber 1973 Robinson, the lec;tgue, and the NAACP filed an administrative 
complaint with the Office of Revenue Sharing. The complaint asked that the 
ORS defer or terminate revenue sharing funds to the Chicago Police 
Department because of its discrimination in employment against blacks, 
women, and Spanish-surnamed persons. 

The Office of Revenue Sharing is an arm of the U.S. Department of Treasury 
that administers a program under which federally collected tax funds are­
returned to units of state and local governments. Since its inception in late 
1972, the ORS hat; returned $18 billion to 39,000 units-such as police 
departments, for example. One of the few requirements imposed by Congress 
for revenue sharing is that no person may be excluded from the benefits of 
the program receiving funds on the basis of race, color, nalidnal origin, 
or sex. 

The Chicago Police Department dip not meet this condition. Even before 
Robinson's complaint, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, an 
~gency of the Justice Department that is hardly known as a civil rights 
watchdog, had already decided that the Chicago Police Department was 
guilty of discrimination in its employment practices. For its part, the police 

Roborl r. Drlnan, a Congressman from Mas.achusalls, Is a mamber of Iho Houso Judi lary 
Subcommilleo on Civil and Can.muHonal Righls. ~ra is an ordained pries I In Iho Socioty of lesus, 
a formor doan of tho Doslon Collogo Law Sehoul, and a membar of tho CLn editorial commit too. 
His mosl racont book is tho oloquont call for po ace, Vie/nom and Armageddon (1970). 
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department had solved its problem of bad rating with the LEA A by not 
applying for additional ORS grants. Instead. it received funds from the city 
of Chicago-which obligingly channeled 75% of its revenue sharing funds 
10 the police department. What was the ORS going to do about this blatant 
attempt at sidestepping the law? 

At the same lime that Robinson filed his complaint with the ORS. the House 
Judiciary Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights. of which I am a 
member. was holding a hearing on the civil rights aspects of general revenue 
sharing. Graham Walt. then director of the oaS. testified that his agency did 
not have the authority to defer payment of revenue sharing funds because of 
civil rights violations. The ORS could hold up payments if a government 
failed to submit its necessary reports-but not if it failed to comply with the 
equal opportunity proscriptions. In lelters to Robinson. the ORS explained 
"that governments are entitled to revenue sharing money until a court finds 
they have indeed practical discrimination. 

So Robinson took his case to the courts. In separate lawsuits. he sued the ORS 
and lhe Chicago Police Department. In April 1974 a federal judge in 
Washington held that the ORS had the authority to defer payments for civil 
rights violations. The following November the district judge in Chicago 
enjoined the discriminatory practices of the city's police department. The 
follOWing month the district court in Washington ordered the ORS to postpone 
sending money to Chicago until the police department corrected its 
exclusionary practices based on race. color. or sex. Revenue sharing money 
finally stopped flOWing to Chicago. 

T he Robinson case graphically illustrates the fundamental inadequacy 
of the ORS civil rights compliance program. The ORS has not acted 
effectively against discriminatory practices in any of the state and 

local government programs which it funds. It has refused to require minority 
statistics and other data that would indicate whether or not there was 
compliance. It has refused to defer or terminate payments even where there 
was evidence of discrimination. 

The ORS says that it has Ihe legal aulhority to recoup any money that is 
spent in violation of the revenue sharing law. However. the fact is lhat the 
ORS has not recommended any recoupment actions. nor has it invoked any 
remedies against anybody for a civil rights violation. The recoupment 
approach, in my judgment, is not nearly as good a remedy as preaward 
reviews combined with deferral of funds until compliance is achieved. 
Getting the money back (if, indeed. it can be obtained) does not guarantee an 
end to the discriminatory practices. Furthermore. the money goes back into 
the general treasury. not to the revenue sharing trust fund. Thus. recouped 
money is lost forever 10 the program. 

The ORS mcrlntains that primary reliance for enforcement has been delegated 
to olher federal agencies and 10 state and local human rights organizations. 
In the Robinson case. for example. the ORS says it was relying on the 
Justice Department to correct the discrimination through legal action. This is 
simply passing the buck. Other agencies cannot be counted on to do the job. 
The U.S. Civil Rights Commission has repeatedly exposed the lack of 
vigorous enforcement of antidiscrimination laws among federal agencies. The 
ACLU currently is suing the LEAA to force it to stop funding police 
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Here, in part, is a statement by Penelope Brace, one of the. plaintiffs in a 
national class action suit the ACLU filed in September against the U.S. 
Department of Justice and its Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
charging employment discrimination against women and blacks: 

I am a police officer with the Philadelphia Police Department, where only 
four out of the nineteen job classifications for sworn officers are open to 
women. There are 8,362 sworn· officer jobs in the Philadelphia Police 
Department, Of these, only 86 (or 1.03%) are authorized for female 
employees. No female sworn officer, regardless of rank, is permitted to 
supervise any male sworn officers on a permanent basis, even if the males 
are beneath her in rank .... 

Philadelphia Police Commissioner Joseph O'Neill has made public statements 
saying that "there are, in fact, certain times of the month when a woman is 
emotionally and physically incapable of doing her work." Irispector Thomas 
Roselli, who commands all Philadelphia policewomen, has publicly said he is 
convinced that "opening all the police department jobs to women would be 
an open invitation to rampant lesbianism within the department." I wonder 
if Inspector Roselli is likewise implying that there are 8,276 homosexuals 
among the male police officers in Philadelphia. 

I have been classified "policewoman" in rank since 1965. But I cannot get 
promoted, because ram a woman. When I applied for "corporal" and 
"detective" classification, the department turned me down, 'saying that I did 
not meet the requirements for those positions. I asked them which 
requlrements I didn't meet. Their answer : "You are not a policeman." 

I have, over the years, received "superior" and "outstanding" performance 
evaluations. Until I filed a charge of discrimination with LEAA, I never 
received a reprimand. Feeling that other women officers and I are being 
discriminated against, I filed charges with both LEAA and the EEOC in 1973. 
Since that time I have been continually harassed by the Philadelphia 
Police Department .... 

In response to the charge I filed, the LEAA began to investigate my case. 
TJ:ough they have found discrimination, they continue to give the Philadelphia 
Police Department money: over $8 million to date, with another $1 million 
pending. 

In 1974 I filed a complaint in District Court under Title VII of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 against the city 6f Philadelphia and its oflicials, charging sex 
discrimination in the police department. Three days later I was fired. I 
appealed to the city Civil Service Commission and was reinstated .... After 
I filed my Title VII suit, the Justice Department also filed a complaint against 
the city police department. Trying to stave off court action, the police 
department announced a "pilot program" to test women's ability in all facets 
of police work. They never implemented it .... 

'. ti!; , ,. I I , ••••• ,' , ••••• I •• '" • , ••••• " ••••••••••• 
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. departments that practice discrimination. (See the accompanying statement 
by a woman police ollicer from Philadclphia.) 

State and local human rights organizations have an even poorer record than 
federal agencies. The ORS. in its report of October 1973. stated that local 
officials wlHaadminister revenue sharing funds are not even clear as to what 
constitutes a civil rights enforcement agency. Most local agencies. ollen 
underfunded and understaffed. are notoriously ineffectual in investigating 
and taking remedial action against other agencies of government. 

Considering the millions of lives that are affected by the billions of dollars 
disposed by the ORS each year. the potential for advancing equal 
opportunity is enormous. But those advances'will never be made ilthe present 

. policies and practices of the ORS continue. I suggest that. af a minimum. the 
following steps be taken administratively or. where necessary. by an act 
of Congress: 

• The number of persons employed in ORS compliance activities must be 
substantially increased. The 200 figure suggested by the Civil Rights 
Commission would be a good beginning. 
• The ORS must abandon its present practice of relying exclusively on 
complaints to identify problem areas. Recently it began to change that 
practice by initiating 26 compliance reviews; that approach must be 
continued and expanded. 
• The ORS must reqUire recipients to furnish sulficient data. in addition to 
an assurance form. so that civil rights compliance may be adequately 
reviewed in advance of payment. 
• The OTIS must adopt the practice. uniformly followed by other federal 
agencies. of deferring payment of funds where it has reasonable cause to 
believe the-civil rights proscriptions are not being followed. 
• The OTIS must enter into cooperative agreements with other federal 
agencies to increase its effectiveness and to reduce duplication in civil 
rights enforcement activities. 

Until these changes and others are made and the results evaluated. revenUe 
sharing-at least from a civil rights perspective-must be considered an 
abject failure. ¢ 
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ApPENDIX F 

COMMUNITY ANTI-CRIME PROGRAMS 

ApPENDIX F-1 

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION, AARON LOWERY 

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION 

PROBLEM 

At the end of 1975, the United States prison population had increased 11 %. 
More than a quarter of a million people are incarcerated. This is more people 
in prison than ever before in the history of this country. And yet in 1974 reported 
crime increased by 18% nationally and 20% in both the suburbs and rural areas. 
(Official crime statistics for 1975 have not been released.) 

It is no wonder that crime and the fear of crime is a major and growing concern 
of all Americans: urban, suburban, and rural dwellers; blacks, whites, browns, 
reds and yellows; low, middle, and poor income. Americans from all walks of 
life, because of personal or closely related crime experiences, or their perceptions 
of crime conditions, are fleeing their homes in search of safety. Many who are 
staying are arming themselve3 for so-called protection or are afraid to travel in 
their localities other than to and from their place of employment. Private guards 
and burglar alarms are becoming the order of the day. For the first time in our 
history, Americans are locking themselves in, instead of out. Crime has become 
a part of life. 

Although this problem affects all people, a national Law Enforcement Assist­
ance Administration survey showed that poor people, young people and especially 
young black males, are most likely to become victims of violent crime than are 
others. The 1973 survey revealed that 85 out of every 1,000 black males and 58 
out of every 1,000 black females are victims of personal crimes. For whites, 74 
out of every 1,000 males and 54 out of every 1,000 females are victims of personal 
crimes. 

In addition, a national LEAA survey of local jails revealed that the inmates 
are predominately male, typically young, and generally poor and under educated. 
Blacks comprised 41 % of the jail population in comparison to their 12% repre­
sentation in the U.S. population. Forty-seven percent of those blacks in jail had 
been charged with violent crimes. This means that crime affects blacks in dispro­
portion to their percentage of the population and therefore blacks have a special 
interest in crime reduction. 

The major approach to the reduction of crime to date has been through the 
criminal justice system. Approximately $4 billion in federal (LEAA) funds have 
been channeled to the criminal justice system in an attempt to apprehend, try, 
convict and incarcerate criminals. Most of the funds have gone to law enforcement 
agencies to increase their capability to make an arrest. Other funds have gone to 
the judicial system (courts and prosecutors offices) to streamline those institutions 
to achieve speedy trials and better prepared cases. Limited funds have gone to 
the correctional system for pre-trial diversion and community based programs. 
In other words, the major thrust to reduce crime has been, and still is, one of 
apprehension and conviction-not prevention or rehabilitation. 

The so-called war on crime has been a miserable failure for two reasons. 
First, the law enforcement agencies are oriented to apprehending criminals, 

not preventing crime. In spite of their orientation, they are only apprehending 
approximately 20 % of the reported perpetrators of crime. This means that if all 
of those apprehended we:re convicted and sentenced to confinement, 80% of the 
perpetrators would still be at large to commit crimes. In other words, there is an 
80% probability that a person committing a crime in America today will not be 
caught by law enforcement agencies. 

Citizens would like most not to become victims of crimes, but that if they are 
victimized, that the perpetrator be apprehended, given u fair und speedy trial, 
and un uppropriute penulty if convicted. 

In order to apprehend criminals, law enforcement agencies need the confidence 
and support of the community. Apprehensions normully result from community 
information und cooperation, not good law enforcement work. 
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Second, the criminal justice system bas failed to use the special knowledge and 
points of view of those outside of it. The criminal justice system, in its development 
and implementation of its plans to reduce crime, has closed its doors and ears to 
total community involvement and participation. This means that many of those 
who historically have been denied a voice in problems that affect them the most, 
and those who have a relation to or an interest in the problems of crime, have 
been left out of the efforts to reduce crime. This is especinlly true of minorities 
who are absent from leadership positions in the planning and implementation of 
crime reduction efforts. 

Business, industry, social agencies and private organizations have resources 
that are essential to the prevention of crime and the rehabilitation of offenders. 
The churches, schools, ex-offenders and grass roots organizations have great 
insights and personal experiences in terms of the historical habits and needs of 
potential offenders and what is required to make their streets, homes and other 
institutions safe. They can tell you what is needed and workable in their respec­
tive communities, thus eliminating mltny pilot programs that are not feasible. 

The miserable failure of the criminal justice system, despite substantial federal 
assistance, to reduce crime through apprehension and the unwillingness to involve 
the community suggests that a new strategy is needed. 

The new strategy should be one of prevention first and apprehension second. To 
be successful the strategy requires the formation of a partnership betwe_n the 
community and the criminal justice system. This is especially true between the 
first line of contact, the police and the community. 

In order to form a partnership the police must gain the necessary trust, respect, 
and confidence of the community. This can be accomplished by the police pro­
viding equal and professional services to the total community and being account­
able for their actions to the community they serve. 

To become a member of the police-community team, the community must be 
willing to report crimes or potential crimes, come forward with information on 
criminal activities, testify as witnesses in court cases and serve on juries. 
Need for community involvement 

There is a need for the total community to become directly involved in crime 
prevention: first, by promoting and participating in specific joint community 
crime prevention programs; second, by identifying weaknesses in the criminal 
justice system and assisting in the elimination of such weaknesses; third, by 
identifying public policy issues that contribute to the increase in crime and 
assisting in bringing about public policy change. 
Solutions 

To insure that the total community becomes directly involved in crime preven­
tion efforts, the following steps should be taken at the various levels of government. 
A. Nationally 

1. Strong leadership from the President and Congress must be asserted. 
2. Community crime prevention should be made a national priority. 
3. A National Community Crime Prevention Advisory Council should be 

established to advise the President and Congress 011 community crime prevention 
efforts. The council would recommend two nationa, .. ommunity crime prevention 
goals. The membership of such a council must include broad citizen representation 
such as community organizations, business, labor as well us representatives from 
the criminal justice system. The majority of the membership should be other than 
elected or appointed officials. 

4. A National Community Crime Prevention Information Center should be 
established to provide local communities with information on community programs 
in which citizens and the criminal justice system have worked successfully together. 

5. The necessary funds should be made available directly to cities, public 
agencies, non-profit organizations, private organizations, and other local groups to 
implement joint community crime prevention programs and activities to reduce 
crime. 

6. A national conference should be hosted annually to bring together com­
munity groups and oriminal justioe agencies that are involved in community crime 
prevention efforts to exchange dialogue and collectively seek solutions to crime 
prevention. 

7. Blacks and other minorities must be insured membership on the oouncil and 
employed at all leadership levels created for the purpose of fostering the com­
munity crime prevention efforts. 
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B. State Level 
1. Strong leadership from the governor 'and legislature must be asserted. 

Community crime prevention should be declared a state priority. 
2. State Community Crime Prevention Advisory Councils should be estab­

lished to advise the governors and state legislators on community crime prevention 
efforts. The membership of such councils should include broad citizen representa­
tion such as community organizations, business, labor as well as representation 
from the criminal justice system. 

3. State Community Crime Prevention Information Centers should be estab­
lished in each state as a resource center for communities desiring information on 
crime prevention efforts that have proven successful in other areas. 

O. Local Areas 
1. Strong leadership from the mayor and legislative branches of local munici­

palities must be asserted. 
2. Local Community Crime Prevention Advisory Councils should be established 

to advise the mayors and legislative branches of the municipalities on community 
crime prevention efforts. The membership of such councils should include broad 
citizen representation such as community organizations, business, labor as well as 
representation from the criminal justice system. The majority of the membership 
should be other than elected or appointed officials. 

3. Local Community Crime Prevention Resource Centers should be established 
where requested. The purposes of the centers would be to provide local citizens 
with information on crime prevention efforts and to assist them in developing, 
implementing and evaluating local crime prevention programs and activities to 
reduce crime. 

History has proven that apprehension is not the key to the prevention of crime. 
It has also proven that government alone cannot make our streets and homes safe. 

Therefore, it is suggested that we seek an alternative approach to the reduction 
of crime: one that seeks the cooperation and commitment of all of a community's 
resources, both public and private, one that includes crime prevention as well as 
apprehension of criminals. 

ApPENDIX F-2 

STATEMENT BY NETWORK CONCERNING COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN PLANNING 
FOR CRIME REDUCTION 

NETWORK, 
Washington, D.O., March 24-, 1976. 

Representative JOHN CONYERS Jr., 
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CONYERS: I am writing in regard to Network's testimony 
concerning citizen participation in the state planning process of LEAA. As you 
know from speaking at our 1975 Seminar, Network has been concerned with the 
operation and evaluation of LEAA for the past several years. In preparing for the 
House hearings on LEAA, we put together a "Citizens' Questionnaire on LEAN' 
and invited citizens to investigate citizen participation on the SPA and RPU 
Supervisory Boards. The results of that questionnaire make up the core of our 
testimony. 

We regret not having our data completed in time for the actual hearings, but 
are grateful for the opportunity to submit written testimony into the official 
record. From following both the Senate and House hearings, we feel our testimony 
is unique. 

If you would have any questions about the testimony or would like to talk 
further about our views on citizen participation, we would be happy to meet with 
you. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Sister SALLY THOMAS, S.P. 

69-587 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 43 
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TESTIMONY OF THE NETWORK, BEFORE THE HOUSE JUDICIARY SUBCOI,a,UTTEE ON 
CRIME ON REAUTHORIZATION OF THE LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMIN­
ISTRATION 

(Presented by Sister Sally Thomas, SP) 

NETWORK is grateful to the House Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime for the 
opportunity to submit testimony concerning citizen participation on the Super­
visory Boards of the State Planning Agencies and the Regional Planning Units 
as defined by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. From its inception 
in 1971, NETWORK has worked for social justice through legislation. Our con­
cern for legislative issues which affect the powerless-the poor, the imprisoned, the 
sick, the hungry has made us gravely aware of the importance in achieving and the 
difficulty in attaining systems' change. 

The passage of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 and the 
initiation of LEAA was such an attempt to strengthen and improve the criminal 
justice system in our country. At the same time, in the years since its passage, 
Americans in general have experienced a deepening concern over the presence and 
nature of crime. NETWORK shares this concern. As the American Catholic 
Bishops' Statement of 1973 on the Reform of Correctional Institutions stated: 
"Fully adequate law enforcement and protection of law-abiding citizens are clear 
but unmet needs." Our desire is for a criminal justice system that is both reflective 
of and responsible to the people that it serves. 

For the above reasons NETWORK has conducted a random survey of citizen 
participation on various State Planning Agencies' Supervisory Boards and Re­
gional Planning Units' Supervisory Boards. NETWORK's "Citizens' Question­
naire on LEAA" was never intended to be a formal scientific tool, but rather a 
guide to investigate the role of citizens in defining, planning and evaluating the 
criminal justice system established to serve them. 

Before citing the actual results of NETWORK's Citizens' Questionnaire, it is 
important to state the sources used that determined the tone and spirit of the 
questions asked about citizen participation. As background for our questionnaire 
we relied on pertinent sections of "A National Strategy to Reduce Crime," pub­
lished by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, January 23,1973; PL 93-83 as amended by PL 93-415, September 7,1974; 
and the Guideline Manual for State Planning Agency Grants, March 21, 1975. The 
following quotations in regard to citizen participation are cited as points of 
reference: 

From a National Strategy to Reduce Crime.-"Criminal justice planning must 
reach beyond traditional police, courts, and corrections processes. Crime control 
requires participation by persons who are not criminal justice practitioners. It is 
important to have the involvement of locally elected officials, non-criminal justice 
public agencies, labor unions, business associations, and citizen groups. 

The participation of minority members on planning agency supervisory boards 
and councils is also critical. Boards that wish to concentrate efforts on urban street 
crime cannot afford noninvolvement or mere token involvement of minority 
populations, since these groups contribute disproportionately to both offender and 
victim statistics. 

The Commission recommends that at least one-third of the membership of 
State and local planning agency supervisory boards and councils be from officials 
of non-criminal justice agencies aud from private citizens." (p. 35) 

From Public Law 93-83 as amended by Public Law 93-415, Part B Section 203 
(a) .-"The State Planning Agency and any Regional Planning Units within the 
State shall, within their respective jurisdictions, be representative of the law 
enforcement and criminal justice agencies including agencies directly related to 
the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency, units of general local govern­
ment, and public agencies maintaining programs to reduce and control crime, and 
shall include representatives of citizens, professional, and community organiza­
tions directly related to delinquency prevention." 

The Guideline Manual for State Planning Agency Grants restates verbatim 
Part B section 203(a) concerning the representative character of the supervisory 
boards. The Manual, however, further illustrates what "citizens, professional, and 
community organizations including organizations directly related to delinquency 
prevention" may include: 

(1) Organizations concerned with neglected children; 
(2) Organizations whose members are primarily concerned with the welfare 

of children; 
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(3) Youth organizations j and 
(4) Organizations utilizing volunteers to work with delinquents or potential 

delinquents. 
These examples are by no means exhaustive. 
Presentation of data.-Citizens of ten states responded to questions concerning 

the representation of public servants as opposed to private sector representation 
on the SPA Supervisory Boards. In addition, citizens of four states responded to 
the S:Lme questions about their Regional Planning Unit Supervisory Boards. Fl'Om 
the following results it is clear that the above guidelines and recommendations are 
not being met. The private sector is grossly unrepresented, and coming nowhere 
near the one-third recommendation in most cases. Representative from community 
organizations-where minorities, who are often the main victims of crime, have 
the most amount of influence-were extremely lacking. Of the fourteen states in 
our sl!,mple, only California and 'Vest Virginia showed any representation of 
community orgnnizations. All other states could report not,hing. 

CALIFORNIA SPA-27 MEMBER BOARD 

81 perc.~nt (22) public servants-18.5 percent (5) private sector (of these-1 
"general citizen", 3 professional organizations, and 1 community organization). 

COLORADO SPA-23 MEMBER B0,;.nD 

87 percent (20) public servants-13 percent (3) privll.te sector (of these-3 
"general citizens," no professional organizations, and no corr.munity organizations). 

ILLINOIS SPA-23 MEMBER BOARD 

52.1 percent (12) public servants-47.8 percent (11) private sector (of these-3 
"general citizens," 8 professional organizations, and no community organizations). 

KANSAS SPA-17 MEMBER BOARD 

88 percent (15) public servants-12 percent (2) private sector (of these-no 
"general citizens, 2 professional organizations, and no community organizations). 

MASSACHUSETTS SPA-41 MEMBER BOARD 

80 percent (33) public servants-17 percent (7) private sector (of these-7 
"general citizens," no professional organizations, and no community organizations). 

MISSOURI SPA-20 MEMBER BOARD 

65 percent (13) public servants-35 percent (7) private sector (of these-1 
"general citzen", 6 professional organizations, and no community organizations). 

MONTANA SPA-16 MEMBER BOARD 

87.5 percent (14) public servants-12.5 percent (2) private sector (of these-2 
"general citizens", no professional organizations, and no community organizations). 

NEW YORK SPA-29 MEMBER BOARD 

86 percent (25) public servants-13.8 percent (4) private sector (of these-no 
breakdown given by public information person). 

VERMONT SPA-20 MEMBER BOARD 

70 percent (14) public servants-25 percent (5) private sector (of these-5 "gen­
eral citizens", no professional citizens, and no community organizations). 

WEST VIRGINIA SPA-31 MEMBER BOARD 

80.6 percent (25) public servants-19.3 percent (6) private sector (of these-no 
"general citizens", 4 professional organizations, and 2 community organizations). 

CALIFORNIA RPU-27 MEMBER BOARD (CONTRA COSTA COUNTY) 

85.2 percent (23) public servants-14.8 percent (4) private sector (of these-1 
"general citizen," 3 professional organizations, and no community organizations). 
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MISSOURI RPU-19 MEMBER BOARD (BUCHANAN, DE KALB, ANDREW AND CLINTON 
COUNTIES) 

63 percent (12) public servants-37 percent (7) private sector (of these-5 
"general citizens," 2 professional organizations, and no community organizations). 

MISSOURI RPU-15 MEMB.ER BOARD (ST. LOUIS AND FOUR ADJACENT COUNTIES) 

87 percent (13) public servants-13 percent (2) private sector (of these-2 "gen­
eral citizens," no professional organizations, and no community organizations). 

PENNSYLVANIA RPU-50 MEMBER BOARD (BEAVER COUNTY/ROCHESTER, PAl 

48 percent (24) public servants-46 percent (23) private sector (of these-no 
breakdown recorded by person filling out the questionnaire). 

NEW YORK (REGIONAL ADVISORY BOARD)-51 MEMBER BOARD (GENESEE, LIVINGSTON, 
hlONROE, ONTARIO, ORLEANS, SENECA, WAYNE, YATES CO.) 

61 percent (31) public servants-30 percent (20) private sector of these-
2 "general citizens," 14 professional organizations, and 4 community organi­
zations. 

Citizens were also asked to give the percent of women and minority group 
members of the SPA and RPU Supervisory Boards. Where possible, the percent 
of minority groups existing in the general population was also requested as weU 
as the percent of these same minorities actually adjudicated in a single year. The 
results of these questions sl;low that women are consistently underrepresented and 
minority representation is pitifully inadequate. Thirteen dt,izens of nine states 
were able to supply the following information: 

CALH'ORNfA SPA-27 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 7.4 percent. Blacks, 7.4: percent. Oriental, 7.4 percent. Chicano, 7.4 
percent. Of the total population-Blacks, 7 percent. American Indian, 5 percent. 
Spanish-speaking, 15.5 percent. Asian, 2.9 percent. 

For 1972 the California criminal justice system, according to the population 
actually adjudicated, was broken down according to women and the above minori­
ties: Blacks, 27.3 percent. Spanish-speaking, 14 percent. Women (all ethnic 
origins) 11.4 percent. 

COLORADO SPA-23 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 8.7 perccnt. Spanish-speaking, 4.3 percent. Of the total population­
Spanish-speaking, 13 percent. Blacks, 3 percent. American Indian, .4. percent. 

For 1074, the State Correctional Institutions intake: Spanish-speaking, 24.9 
percent. Blacks, 18.8 percent. Women, 5.8 percent. 

ILLINOIS SPA-23 MEM,UER IlOARD 

Women, 41.3 percent. Blacks, 17.3 percent. Spanish-speaking, 4.3 percent. 
Of the total popUlation-Blacks, 13 percent (Chicago 40 percent). Spanish~ 
speaking, 4.3 percent (Ohicago 12 percent). 

MASSACHUSETTS SPA-41 MEMBEU l30ARD 

Women, 12 percent. Blacks, 12 percent. Spanish-speaking, 5 percent. 

MONTA1'lA SPA-I6 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 12 percent'. No other breakdown available. 

NEW YOR;!\: SPA-29 MEMBER IlOAUD 

Women, 18 percent. The public information person felt the question of minori­
ties on the boards was out of line. No other information was available. 

MISSOURI SPA-20 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 5 percent. Blacks, 5 percent. Of the total population-Blacks, 10.7 
percent. Others negligible. 
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VERMONT SPA-20 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 25 percent. Other minorities, none. Of the total population all minorI­
ties are less than .5 percent. 

CALIFORNIA RPU-27 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 18.5 percent. Chicano, 11.1 percent. Blacks, 7.4 percent. 

MISSOURI RPU-19 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 5 percent. Other minorities, none. Minorities actually adjudicated in 
a single year-women 6 percent. Blacks, 14.6 percent. 

MISSOURI (ST. LOUIS) RPU-15 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 7 percent. Blacks, 7 percent. Of the total population-Blacks, 16.5 
percent. The estimate of minorities actually adjudicated in a single year-Blacks, 
80 percent. Women, 3 percent. 

PENNSYLVANIA RPU-50 MEMBER BOARD 

Women, 18 percent. Blacks, 12 percent. 

NEW YORK RPU ADVISORY BOARD-51 MEMBERS 

Women, 10 percent. Blacks, 2 percent. Spanish-speaking, 2 percent. American 
Indian, 2 percent. Of the total population-Blacks, 6 percent. Spanish-speaking, 
2 percent. American Indian, less than 1 percent. 

Questions testing open meetings, public notification, and meeting frequency 
revealed that citizens of eleven states' SPA's publicly advertised the meetings 
in the newspaper. Open meetings varied in frequency from state to state. Georgia, 
Missouri and Colorado hold monthly meetings. Kansas and West Virginia hold 
public meetings every six weeks. Vermont, Montana, Massachusetts, Illinois 
and California hold their public meetings six to ten times a year. Once again, the 
citizen researching the N ew York SPA could not get this information from the 
public information person. Those citizens researching the open meetings, public 
notification and meeting frequency of the RPU Supervisory Boards also found 
that most public meetings are held monthly with newspaper notices alerting the 
public prior to the meetings. 

Recommendations.-It is obvious, even from such a scattered sampling_ of the 
State Planning Agencies' and Regional Planning Units' Supervisory Boards, 
that general citizen participation in the planning process is extremely weak. In 
addition, minority representation on the boards-especiolly, representation of the 
minorities most involved in the criminal justice process-is at best token repre­
sentation. It is also disappointing to realize how few women are board participants. 

In 1973, testimony on citizen participation before this same committee urged 
that the planning process be opened up beyond those with a vested intere"i; in 
the criminal justice system. It was recommended that representatives from such 
groups as civil rights groups, welfare rights organiZations, religious organizations, 
poverty groups and private citizens belong to the Supervisory Boards. This still 
does not seem to be the case in the representative character of the Supervisory 
Boards we tested. 

Three years later, in 1976, NETWORK maintains that nonprofessional involve­
ment on the Supervisory Boards in defining, planning and evaluating criminal 
justice priorities and programs is essential for a truly representative and account­
able criminal justice system. 'rhe fact that the stream of witnesses before the 
Senate and House Committees representing police, corrections and courts have 
urged the continuation of LEAA with almost no substantial structural changes 
(except to request more funds and fewer strings attached) gives further weight 
to our position. The fact that LEAA has failed in accounting for its $4 billion in 
expenditures, failed in evaluating most of its 80,000 programs and failed in 
impacting the serious rise in crime, received mostly lame and defensive explana­
tions from the professional criminal justice community. 

If it is the intent of Congress to reauthoriZe LEAA, NETWORK recommends 
that reauthorization be extended for one year with a strong provision in the law 
mandating the states to follow the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
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Justice Standards and Goals' recommendation to have one-third of the member­
ship on Supervisory Boards be from officials on non-criminal justicc agencies and 
from private citizens. NETWORK also recommends that minority representation 
be more equitable. 

ApPENDIX F-3 

CORRESPONDENCE AND PAMPHLET FROM MS. STEPHANm L. MANN CONCERNING 
GUIDELINES FOR sAFlm NEIGHBORHOODS AND CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH 
NEIGHBORHOOD INVoLVEllumT 

3 DARNBY CT., ORINDA, CALIF., March 19, 1976. 
Congressman JOHN CONYERS, JR., 
Subcommittee on Crime, Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CONYERS: In March of 1975, the booldet Alternative to 
Fear was sent to scvcral informed and responsible people. We had hoped to learn 
how we could reach citizens with the book and help them to get started in their 
own areas on crime prevcntion programs. The conscnsus of opinion was, that we 
should contact LEAA Washington and specifically, Citizens Initiative. Here is the 
response we encountered. 

April 7-Letter to us from Mrs. Gerald Ford suggesting we contact LEAA. 
April ll-Letter from Attorney General Levi-Sent your material over to 

LEAA. 
April 25-Ms. Henkc and I sent letter and book to LEAA (no response). 
July 17-Congressman Ron Dellums set up appOintment for me with LEAA­

Talked to Jean Neidermeyer and Ellen Jasper-Left booklet and information with 
secretaries of: Mr. Richard Velde, Mr. Charles Work, and Mr. Michael Dana. 

August 4-Letter from Mr. Dana stating he would contact us, "within a week or 
two." 

September 15-Letter to Jean Neidermeyer (no response). 
October 22-Letter to Mr. Dana (no response). 
November 15-Letter to Mr. Velde. 
November 24-Telephone call from Mr. Dana stating, "I will get back to you 

in a couplc of days. 
January 10-Letter to Mr. Dana asking for a reply before Jan. 26th. 
January 27-Lettcr from Mr. Dana stating, Alternative to Fear is under rc­

view-"decision in this regard within a couplc of weeks." 
March 3-Drove to Burlingame, CA to sce Ms. Gwen Monroe of LEAA­

asked her to check with LEAA, Washington. 
March 12-Letter enclosed. 
Their decision about the book docs not bother me but the cavalicr attitude, lack 

of responsiveness and unwillingness to share information bothers me a great dcal. 
How many other citi:.ens have been ignored? 
Why didn't I ~et an honest letter from LEAA, before I flew to Washington? 

(my own expensc). 
Has LEAA forgotten who they are supposed to serve? 
What does the title "Citizen Initiative" mean? 
I cannot think of a better way to destroy citizen initiative than this type of 

treatment. Government should be a helping hand not a major stumbling block. 
We wrote the book for citizens, as they need encouragement, ideas and a plan. 

'rhey arc not apathetic, but how do we reach them without some backing or support? 
Part of the crime problem are the police They are self-serving, out of touch 

with community needs and they too have forgotten that they work for the people 
(see enclosed articles). The police approach is narrow and one dimensional, short 
range. Crime will never be reduced unless the responsibility goes back to the com­
munity. (Please read pages 6 through 17 of Alternative to Fear.) 

It's distressing to see that the sheriff can run to Washington and pick up $98,000 
and it takes us a year to get a letter. 

I know for a [act, that other areas are having the same problems. 
Sincerely, 

STEPHANIE L. MANN. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

Mrs. STEPHAINE L. MANN, 
Orinda, Calif. 

Washington, D.C., March 9, 1976. 

DEAR MRS. MANN: Your crime prevention booklet, "Alternative to Fear," 
has been reviewed by several persons here at I"EAA. Although the booklet is 
seen as a very useful tool for citizens interested in developing a neighborhood 
crime prevention program, it would be inappropriate for LEAA to buy the booklet 
for wide distribution. This would show preference for your publication over the 
publications of other similar groups and organizations. 

However because the book would obviously be of interest to many citizen 
groups, and units of local government, we are sending a copy of the booklet to 
the Acquisitions Department of the National Criminal Justice Reference Service. 
In addition, I am enclosing the names and addresses of the following groups who 
you may want to contact directly regarding your publication: 

1. All LEAA Regional Offices and State Planning Agencies; 
2. LEAA Citizens' Initiative grantees involved in crime prevention; 
3. Other national organizations involved in crime prevention activities. 
I wish you much success, and hope that the enclosed mailing list will be of 

value to you in your efforts to promote more citizen involvement and responsibility 
in crime prevention. 

Best wishes, 
MICHAEL G. DANAI 

Director, Citizens' Init~ative. 
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Preface 

This is a handbook for citizens who want 
w uo something constructive about crime and 
don't know' where to begin. It is not a scholarly 
treatise on crime, its control, or the causes of 
criminality. 

The book grows OUt of a successful citizens' 
crime prevention effort that reduced burglary by 
48% in one community, and has since served as 
a pilot program in other areaS. 

We found that both crime and the fear of 
crime have become elements of our everyday 
lives. (In some places there is more fear than 
actual crime.) More and more people seem to be 
turning to these "solutions" to their situations: 

-a gun under the pillow 
-a vicious dog at the gate 
-a television monitor at the street 

corner 
-a beefed-up police force, at consid­

erable cost to the taxpayer 

The vision of a return to the early Middle 
Ages is repugnant, and yet we see desperate citi­
zens turning their homes into fortified castles, 
with the modern equivalents of moat and draw 
bridge. Alienation and isolation become the 
undesired consequence of mutual suspicion and 
hostility. Fr.eedom and privacy become restrfcted 
as a result of technological attempts to re­
establish security. 

This book offers an alternative to fear­
borne solutions-an alternative that strengthens 
and protects cherished social values as it works 
to prevent crime. The program presented here 
is based on cooperative work to implement im­
mediate and long-lasting solutions to social prob­
lems. It holds the promise that American citizens 
are not powerless. The individual has the power 
to change his neighborhood, but it requires 

5 

making a decision-the decision to begin. As we 
will show, initiative at the neighborhood level can 
deal successfully with neighborhood problems. 

This, then, is a manual for neighborhood 
action, divided into three sections: 

'Part One explains the concepts which pro­
vide the framework and context forthe program; 

Part Two is a brief history of the program 
as it was adapted to the needs of a suburban 
community; 

Part Three and the Appendices are a de­
tailed manual for application anywhere. 

For many of the ideas expressed here we 
are indebted to the fellow-citizens of the Orinda 
Association Crime Prevention Committee who, 
since its foundation in 1970, have conceived and 
conducted this program. We wimt to express 
gratitude on behalf of the Committee to the 
Contra Costa County Sheriff and sergeant­
investigators for their interested cooperation; to 
the Directors and members of the Orinda Asso­
ciation for their continued encouragement; to 
the local Bay Area news media for their timely i 
accurate, and generous coverage; to the· Rotary 
Club, Miramonte High School Classes of '72 and 
'74, and individual citizens who participated in 
various ways; and to the residents of Orinda who 
joined us in the experiment. Finally, we are per­
sonally indebted to certain individuals whose help 
and advice bore directly on the pUblication of 
the book: California State Senator John Nejedly; 
Mrs. Nancy Reagan; Mrs. Nancy Reynolds, Spe­
cial Advisor to Governor Reagan; and Harold 
Keenan, Charter member of our Committee and 
cherished friend. Special thanks to Allen F. Breed, 
Director, California Department of Youth 
Authority. 

Stephanie Mann 

Shirley Henke 

Orinda, Califomia 
Febmary 1975 
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Part One 

Reviving 
the 

Neighborhood 

The chosen site for this program is the geo­
graphical area you conceive of as your neighbor­
hood-the space you identify as your community 
living space, whether it is a block of houses, an 
apartment building, or an entire subdivision. 
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In no sector of community life are aliena­
tion and isolation more apparent than in the 
neighborhood. Most of us don't know our neigh­
bors and don't know how to make contact with 
them. We cling to our shrinking privacy. Auto­
mobiles and air travel allow us to pursue our 
friendships, our work, and our recreation in 
an ever-growing community-at-Iarge. Often we 
wouldn't know a stranger from a neighbor even 
if we were at home to see him enter the neigh­
borhood. 

This is partly the result of accelerating 
changes in social forms. We make frequent moves 
and avoid putting down roots. Family life is of­
ten strained, with families breaking at an increas­
ing rate. Youth have their own sub-culture that 
adults either deny or distrust. Many of us have 
lost the sense of responsibility we once felt for 
children growing up in our neighborhoods .. 

People are IIot powerless if tbey call be perstladed 
to refoctls Oil Ibe problems Ibey bave 

tbe power to solve. 
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Given the negative aspects of contemporary 
events, the security of neighborhoods has, of 
course, changed. Police, patrolling in cars, are 
personally unknown to the people they serve; 
they are seen as television super-heroes or as an 
everpresent threat. It is sometimes evident in the 
way crimes are handled that the police are out of 
touch with the community. 

Most of us would not want to return ro the 
neighborhood of the past where everyone knew 
everyone else and ·what they were doing. Modern 
transportation has freed us from such social con­
straint on our behavior. But this change has COSt 
us the traditional sanction against criminal be­
havior once provided by neighborhoods. 

'Super cop' docsn ~ e:~ist. 

Modern concepts of planning, whether for 
city or suburb, have weakened the neighborhood 
by dividing communities into functional seg­
ments: residences in one area, parks in another, 
and commercial establishments in another. Often 
neighborhoods are no longer places where people 
who live together interact while working, shop­
ping, and playing. Jane Jacobs, in her book Death 
and Life of Great American Cities, deplores the 
loss of the casual, almost unconscious, poncing 
that ordinary citizens can perform for themselves 
in neighborhoods where residences, stores, and 
sidewalk activity coexist. 

All of these conditions have made our neigh­
borhoods both vulnerable to crime and produc­
tive of it. A burglar, who may well be a local 
resident, can enter a home today fairly confident 
that the neighbors, even if they see him, will do 
nothing. 

We cannot restructure our neighborhoods 
overnight any more easily than we can dispense 
with the automobile or jet aircraft. We cannot 
change the facts of our transiency and the pres­
sures created by global mass information and ra­
pidly accelerating social change. But this book 
will not dwell on what we are unable to do; 

/11 addition to atbeT 'activhies I •• 

••• get to k"ow your "eigbbors better. 

o 
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HOW CLOS[ DO 'TI1 E. Y I HAV[ TO Gt.T? 

rather, it wiII concentrate on what individuals 
can do to make a difference, no matter where 
they live or for how long. 

The program presented here focuses on one 
problem that affects neighborhoods nationwide: 
residential burglary. This crime was selected for 
several reasons. Most people have had some ex­
perience with burglary, either as a victim or as a 
neighbor or friend of a victim. California con­
tinues to lead the nation in burglaries, and the 
rate is still rising, especially in residential areas. 
In 1973, California had a rate of 1979.6 incidents 
per 100,000 population. Only 17.6 per cent were 
being cleared,! 

Because burglary is a crime of stealth, and 
there are few if any clues, the police, even more 
police, can do little more than they are already 
doing. But the neighborhood can dramatically 
reduce the incidence of burglary and, by working 
for its prevention, can strengthen its sense 'Of 
community. 

We should emphasize here, however, that 
the program should be focused on whatever is 
the chief crime concern of the majority of the 
people. Practically speaking, it is easiest to begin 
a program with few, accessible goals that are of 
importance to the community, then allow the 
program to take its own direction toward more 
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comprehensive goals. For example, one of the 
myths that will be shattered during the course of 
a burglary prevention program is the one that 
claims the burglar is most often a hard-core crim­
inal from OUt of town. In most communities 
roughly half the burglaries are committed by lo­
cal juveniles. As the program for burglary preven­
tion matures and actively involves more of the 
community, one can expect offshoots to develop 
that deal directly and basically with the local 
juveniles and their problems. Some examples of 
these are peer councils, drug-abuse bureaus, em­
ployment bureaus, career education programs, 
and recreational programs. 2 

What begins as a community neighborhood 
program for reducing a specific crime can well be 
an enlightening first step toward community re-

cognition of its total grass-ruots responsibility 
and opportunity. Participation in problem-orient­
ed programs such as the one described in the fol­
lowing pages can be an avenue to learning, with 
important tangible and intangible benefits to the 
individual and the community: how opportun­
ities and temptations for cl'ime are created; how 
we share our living space; how to assist troubled 
families and children living in our midst; how to 
perform our role in the criminal justice system 
more effectively. 

A change in attitudes specifically related to 
crime can carry over to individual altitudes on 
the whole spectrum of human and p~tsonal prob­
lems. This may lead ultimately to a healthier, 
more positive view of oneself as an individual 
capable of translating concern into constructive 
activity. The important move is to take that first 
step, and don't make it too large. 

1 Reference: en'me ;11 tbe United States 1973, Uniform Crime 
Reports. (ssued by: Clarence M. Kelley, Director FBr. 

2 For examples of the many varieties of crime prevention pro· 
gums a\ready initiated by cith.ens, the reader can consult the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standardsltnd 
Goals, volume entitled Conmlllnity Crime Prelle7llion, January 
1973. For sale by Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Govern· 
mt!nt Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. Price $3.75. Stoek 
Number 2700O(]0181. 

You calf it cbange tlJC world but 
you can cballge your connmmity. 



10 

1675 

o ALTERNATIVE TO FEAR 

Attitude Barometer 

"I make time for my community." 

"Help is available." 

"POSITIVE ACTION 
STARTS WITH ME" 

"\ juSt hope for the best. " 

"I'm toO busy. " 

"We'l always have these problems." 

"My actions make the difference." 

"I care." 

"Responsibility starts with me." 

"\ can't expect others to 
solve my problems." 

"We don't have that problem." 

"That doesn't affect me. " 

"That's the way the system is." 

"This problem is just too complicated." 

"They should do something." 

"I just don't care. 'I 

"I'm helpless." 

69-567 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 44 
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The purpose of our Neighborhood Respon­
sibility Program was to persuade residents that 
5200 households watching out for each other 
was far more effective than any amount of police 
patro!. 

Residents were very unhappy about their 
burglary problem in 1969. On a community-wide 
questionnaire they put additional police protec­
tion at the top of their list of priorities. Yet it 
was clear that local government was unable to 
deliver the extra services they wanted. It was 
also clear to a handful of citizens talking with 
our Sheriff's Department that additional patrol­
men would not alleviate our problem. 

We were well aware that burglary was be­
coming an all too frequent occurrence in our 
own neighborhoods and community. What really 
bothered us was that while fear and anxiety 
aboUt crime were Deing expressed on all sides by 
ordinary citizens, the)' seemed unable or unwill­
ing to translate their concern into constructive 
activiry. "Why don't 'they' do something about 
it?" people would ask. 'They' meant the govern­
ment-especially the police. 

III km'Jw J should do sometbillg, but wbat?" 
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We decided to find out why citizens were in­
active. These were the attitudes we encountered: 

"Why don't you try to do something about 
crime?" 

-"What call be done about it? I would­
n't know wbat to do. " 

-"It wouldn't make any difference 
anyway. " 

-"We need more police." 
-"Nobody else does allytbing. " 
- "We tried to get a program goil/g, 

but nobody was interested. " 
-"I've never been robbed; I don't 

tbirlk it will happen now. " 
-"I don't want to become involved 

in it; Imigbt become a target. " 
-"I keep a gun for protection. " 
-"Tbe courts are too lax. Tbere's 1lOtb-

ing I CQ/I do about it." 

"You'll always be safe with me. II 

"Why didn't you report the suspicious ac­
tivity to the police?" 

- "I didn't want to be nosy. " 
-"I tbougbt it would tum Ollt to be 

IIOtbillg and I'd look stupid, " 
- ''Tbe police couldn't do allytbing 

abollt it anyway. " 
- "I didn't want to botber the police. " 

UWbat we ueed is 
more police .. i 

- "T didn't wmtt to bave to give mJ' 
name and get involved. " 

- "T didn't tbink tbe activity was SllS­

piciolls. " 
We could see that popular attitudes would 

have to be a major target in our citizens' pro­
gram against crime. In addition, we were going 
to have to show people that neither the police 
nor government could do the job alone and that 
they were heavily dependent on the public to 
carry their share of the responsibility. We were 
also going to have to show citizens exactly what 
and how much they could do. 

. .:!(~~Jj;:binM~Jq~pi~;i!ig;~~p¥A::::;:·, 
'. ~Miit;izJli(~1)t~9ig ~#:4I/d. "11l.~~trijJl!¢4:b,a.q,/, 
J~;r'~kii11,~M '·'t~~~tfe#P1l4ii!t,Q:~jti'::f.;,; 'i 
'."::/:fI, Mlo.'1p~f.8~~Je)~ ",':: ",.':;t 
' .. ';T:Il~.i1qigkiiQr~af,''!/;fI~djlli;i!lQe.''(l'imitirY.;,i;:~ 
. ::.',' #.·Cr4mb,.li~th.:i:?#$,~1lIlf tl,"~ J/!." ';ef$j.)~~e.","#,.:.~ftY' 
: ..•. : .}e~tt~{p.l!?$~(1iJ1s,;~*~Il·~~~R.~f~~lr!lt!;:,i';' 
" \R,91,·~Ftf(4~~d '~fc,l I?r;".~<?Q~j'lII~at:i,"~ 
:.'i:YJ~~·li6:do;;i.(q~~~ P!fJjii~~~~l/: :;~~; 
·:"~i~~·:'?~.~~,:~,:~;;:·~] ~)!;; '-:~ ~~J,~f9ff!!!Y:.:J:;I~ ',:: ~t; ~';,:::~-,/' l;~~::~:':;:,!, '/g 
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A small, ad-hoc committee envisioned a 
two-fold program of grass-roots action to deal 
with the situation: 

• An education program based in the 
neighborhoods and depending on 
citizen initiative. 

• A program to develop more intensive 
police response. 

At this early stage, the committee presented 
its innovative concepts to the sheriff, who re­
sponded with encouragement and professional 
assistance. A small portion of police time was 
committed to one or tw,) meetings in each neigh­
borhood of the community, Two burglary spe­
cialists were assigned to participate in these 
neighborhood meetings. 

The earliest work of the committee was to 
convince the police that creating a neighborhood 
base was a worthwhile experiment. Establishing 

relationships to small neighborhood groups would 
reach a level of effectiveness historically not pos­
sible through attempts at mass-education. But 
more than that, citizen involvement in planning 
and organization was needed to move neighbor­
hoods to action. It was this new perspective on 
the meaning of citizen participation that became 
the heart of the program. 

Trust and confidence had to be developed 
between the committee and the police. The com­
mitment and reliability of the citizens convinced 
the police that they were dealing with a respon­
sible volunteer organization that was both de­
manding and effective, 

To encourage maSs involvement, neighbor­
hood meetings were scheduled all over the com­
munity. This gave neighbors the opportunity to 
meet each other and get better acquainted in 
order to catalyze neighborly concern for each 
other. These meetings also provided an informal 

Keep Ibe reiatiollsbiP ill balallce. 
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give-and-take session between the police officers 
and the residents on the subject of home security 
and the specific ways in which neighbors could 
help protect each other against burglary. 

We deliberately chose the small group meet­
ing in a private home over larger meetings in less 
personal places such as churches and schools. In 
the first place, the gesture of hospitality on the 
part of a neighborhood hostess was the first step 
toward building the neighborliness we were after. 
It was also rewarding to find that about 50% of 
the people invited would accept their neighbor's 
invitation, if she invited them in person and ex­
plained the purpose of the program. Larger com­
munity meetings often result in a much poorer 
turnout. Finally, a private home was the appro­
priate setting for learning exactly and graphically 
what could be done to secure a residence. Most 
of our meetings were at night so that working 
people and teenagers could be present. 

The people who attended the meetings 
were always asked to take the materials and in­
formation gathered to their absent neighbors. In 
this way we reached everyone in a neighborhood, 

which is necessary for an effective Neighborhood 
Responsibility Program. 

The meetings served as a distribution center 
for materials such as reverse directories of the 
neighborhood to help residents report suspicious 
activity, a list of local agencies concerned with 
crime-related problems such as alcoholism, drug 
abuse, and parent education. One of the most 
popular demonstrations was the use :>f etching 
pens to mark valuables with a driver's license 
number to deter burglary or to aid in the re­
covery of stolen property. 

Some of the less obvious results were 
fostering an understanding between citizens (es­
pecially' teenagers) and the police in a non-crisis 
situation; stimulating communication and inter­
action in the neighborhood as a foundation for 
future cooperation in dealing with common 
problems; a new look at our responsibility to 
teach our children and our neighbor's children 
the social necessity of a system of law; an op­
portunity for citizens to air their views and make 
suggestions in an intimate group. Some of our 
best ideas have been born at these grass-roots 
meetings. 

An opporlllllity 10 know YOllr neigbbors' .lId co,mmmilY ,better. 
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We had hurdles to overcome. [n the first 
place, people didn't volunteer-they had to be 

invited, in fact personally recruited. We've had 
over 100 host families as of this writing, and 
we've really had to do a sales job on some of 
them! We also had to provide help and encourage­
ment to the hosts all through the planning of 
their meetings. We often heard, "Well, that's a 
good idea, but it'll never work here in my neigh­
borhood. People don't even know each other." 
We kllew it would work anywhere. We had 
learned that cenain steN would guarantee a suc­
cessful meeting. We had committed ourselves to 
making our part of the program work, just as our 
police officers had committed themselves, We 
provided a committee member to work with each 
hostlor hostess. This member helped to define 
the neighborhood, provide information on the 
purposes and accomplishments of the program, 
and suggest ways to sell the program on an in­
dividual basis. (We had lang since learned that 
reliance on a printed invitation resulted in about 
5% response!) 

Persona! cOl/tact has been the keynote to 
the success of this program in all phases of its 
development. Many times it would have been 
easy to say. "The people here are just too apathet­
ic, II and quit. Instead, we tried a little harder, 
tried another way to reach them. We had to 
repeatedly explain that we were not encouraging 
a neighborhood intelligence network or asking 
them to help the police. Rather, we wanted them 
to do for each other what they would want done 
for themselves. 

These extra efforts were always rewarding. 
Dubious neighbors were gratified at the interest 
and participation at meetings and were invariably 
glad they had come. Neighbors expressed their 
appreciation for the opportunity to get together 
and talk out their shared worries and grievances 
with the officers. Our Crime Prevention Com­
mittee has sometimes been requested to schedule 
a second meeting in a ndghborhood when there 

Personal comact is the foundation of tlu program, 

have been more burglaries or a high turnover in 
residents. Interestingly, people who attended be­
fore came again. 

The program has been amazingly successful 
in reducing burglaries. Between 1966 and 1969, 
burglaries in our community jumped more than 
100%, for a total of nearly 400 per year. At the 
end of 1972, after the program had been estab­
lished for two and a half years, burglaries had 
been reduced by nearly 50% and stayed down 
throughout 1974. Moreover, we are enjoying our 
lowest statistics in the last seven years. It's not 
just a coincidence that we developed a permanent 
community structure for conduct of the program, 
nor is it a coincidence that well over half the 
papulation have been involved in neighborhood 
meetings. Information furnished by residents as 
a sequel to these meetings has resul ted in some 
dramatic chases and arrests. When you under­
stand that often one burglar is responsible for a 
number of burglaries, you can comprehend how 
effective JUSt one tip can be in preventing future 
crimes. 

In the last two years new ideas for 
community-based alternatives have been born as 
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Benefits of a Neighborhood Responsibility Meeting 
I.,.=~ L. I .===,,~J 
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Encourage lJeigbbors to know and tllik witb 
the rbi/dre" around tbcm. 

a result of the initial burglary prevention program. 
A pilot project in law and criminal justice educa­
tion, presented by local non-uniformed police, 
probation and judicial professionals, in coopera­
tion with faculty, was conducted in the school 
district. 

A youth council is now being developed 
which will require a juvenile offender to make 
appropriate restitution to the victim. The council 
will be composed of a rotating group of peers, 
and will provide big sisters and brothers to assist 
and supervise these transactions. 

Dozens of inquiries have been received 
about the program. They came from community 
groups and individuals in nearby counties, as well 
as from residents of neighboring towns. All the 
requests were for help and advice on how to 
st~rt similar programs. Several other successful 
programs are underway using the rough guide­
lines we have provided. These inquiries hinted 
at a much larger, unexpressed need. This hand­
book is our attempt to meet that need. 

--~-, - .. ~-........ ~''''''l 

FROM FEAR TO ACTIoN 
'j 
1 

EVer since the W0.1"all .next door 
had been held up by ""hed robbers, i 

• Marie'rllfe at !JO/ne :uJas fil/ed wit" I 
dread. " , . j 
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Marie fmd a neigbbor visited tblt 

Crime:Prevelit;o71 ,Committee tf} press'. '11 
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listened as tbe watnell, e.~presse.d'tbeir . i 
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plltrdl ~ar, going 24- !JOilr.s.a tlay, '7 ,.'1 
rJays' Ii' w~e,k, .. required 11lore:I'I//l7/ ani!. .! 
money than sbeimagi,ted.Mqrie and' 
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poi71t ofv;ew-.tbat,a neigbborhQod of . 
alert c;tiz!!.ll!; is far more effective tha,l' 

· extrapo!ice"-Ql1ri de.fdeti to,tr:i: it"" " _:_'[ 
Malic: dgree'dta. bost ameetlng' I 
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Part Three 

Neighborhood Responsibility-

How to Build Your Program 

Citizens need ro build mutual concern in 
their neighborhoods and new habits of working 
together to solve their common problems before 
they will Wa/lt to watch their neighborhoods and 
report suspicious activity. This sense of com­
munity cannot be imposed by police, but will 
evolve internally within the neighborhood when 
stimulated by neighborhood leaders. 

Active and aggressive participation by citi­
zens in crime prevention planning is necessaty. 
Police agencies initiating projects are tempted to 
take full responsibility for planning, organizing, 
and motivating the community, in the interests 
of efficiency and control. The public is cast in a 
passive role. Without a citizen base, cooperation 
is spotty, sporadic, and tends to die out. Crime 
mayor may not be reduced, but at best, results 
are temporary and costly. What is missing from 
most police programs is citizen-staffed structures 
to promote and conduct the program during and 
beyond the life of the police project. 

The manual that follows is a guide to ac­
complishing the two necessary phases in creating 
a citizen-based program; 

-The first set is for a citizens' planning 
group, whether a few citizens or an 
existing organization. 

-The second set is addressed to the 
community organizers who will struc­
ture and implement the plan. 

The program is based on scheduled, but in­
formal, social contacts and can be implemented 
by one person in a limited area or in larger 
community-wide projects. Take the parts of the 
program that match your own specific situa­
tions. It can be shaped ro the community's 
unique requirements by the people who best 
know the full range of its concerns, and how to 
appeal to its diverse elements. Cost can be mini­
mal, with the added benefit of freein'g expensive 
police time. 
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A. Planning the Program 

I. MENTAL PREPARATION OF THE COMMUNITY 

Motivatioll for general participation and for community leadership should begin at the outset and con­
tinue for the duration of the program. Be prepared to present ideas many times, and in various ways, 
in order [0 impress the people and to move them to action. This is such an important step that neglect 
of it could undermine the whole program. If the people aren't ready [0 act, there is little chance of 
success. 

A. Tile first step is to make an appointment 
with the Chief of Police. Discuss your concerns 
with him and solicit his support and advice for 
the community crime prevention program you 
want to plan. Convince him that you are a re­
sponsible citizen and that a cooperative police­
citizen partnership for crime prevention is your 
goal. Your first specific need is for statistical 
data on crime and its ramifications for educating 
and motivating the community. 

B. With the police as your partner and resource, 
educate the community on their burglary prob­
lem. Provide statistics showing crime trends, com­
parisons with other areas, dollar losses; describe 
what the police are already doing; present your 
interest in forming a communiry-based program. 
Don't resort to scare tactics. Emphasize the need 
for a citizen·police partnership for planning and 
implementing an attack on burglary. Wayno do 
this include: 

1. Meetings with community leaders (local 
government offi~ials, ministers, civic and 
recreation club officers, prominent citizens, 
high school student leaders, etc.) 

2. Information released through the news 
media. Include all media-newspapers,radio, 
and television. Use media with a broad reach 
as well as those more locally oriented. A 
sure tip for good publicity is to take mated-

al to key media people in persoll, and in 
writing. Discuss it with them, impress upon 
them your need to get information to all 
the people as an essential foundation for 
your program. 

C. Shortly after your information has been pub­
lished, request community leaders to conduct a 
simple survey of the community's attitude to­
ward the burglary problem to ascertain the level 
of concern. Don't take one person's word; often 

YOlir progra", mllst sotllld important 
if YOII wallt participatioll. 
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Collect facts all local crime problems. 

the leader who says he "speaks for the commu­
nity" has been talking to the same small circle 
of citizens for years. 

The survey could be accomplished through a ran­
dom or total distribution of questionnaires (mail, 
local stores, club meetings) or through interviews 
with community organization presidents, high 
school and college leaders, and residents influen­
tial in their neighborhoods. The survey could be 
planned as a basis for comparison after the project 

has been in operation for a year or two. The 
questions could be as few as these: 

Have you been burglarized within the 
last tive years? 
Do you think you might be burglarized 
in the next tive years? 
What problem in your community 
concerns you the most? 
What crime problem in your commu­
nity concerns you the most? 

11. WHATTO DO IF THE COMMUNITY IS SPLIT IN ITS 
CONCERN ABOUT BURGLARY 

You will need universal interest and support to succeed. If your community divides heterogeneously, 
this need not extend to the entire community, but may be confined to one geographical area. 

A. Examine the results of the survey by geo­
graphical sub-divisions, if you suspect marked 
differences. A high incidence of burglary con­
centrated in one sector might suggest a corre­
spondingly high level of concern. 

B. If your examination shows that one or more 
sectors tbut not the entire community) considers 

burglaty a top problem, start a pilot program 
restricted to that area. This will assure you of 
some measurable success which will sell the pro­
gram to the rest of the community. 

Even if the community is united, don't bite off 
more than you can chew. Start a pilot program 
in an area you can handle. 
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III. WHAT TO DO IF THE COMMUNITY SHOWS MORE 
CONCERN FOR OTHER PROBLEMS 

This program precludes the imposition of your ideas upon the general public. It docs give the oppor­
tunity of developing a working relationship with people around their particular needs as perceived 
by them. 

A. What if the survey reveals a greater public 
concern for a crime problem other than burglary; 
e.g., juvenile delinquency, narcotics, or another 
police problem such as traffic safety? 

1. Consider yourself lucky and plan the 
community involvement program around 
the top-priority problem. Established rela­
tionships built on respect, trust, and suc­
cess will open avenues of communication 
through which you can reintroduce your 
burglary prevention objective at a later, 
more propitious time. 

2. If feasible, deal with the burglaty prob­
lem simuftaneously; i.e .. juvenile delinquen­
cy or drug abuse might be linked to burglaty 
in a combined program. 

Build 011 local cOllccms. 

B. Suppose the community, or a sector of the 
community, places a higher priority on a prob­
lem outside the police jurisdiction but within a 
sphere of related interests; e.g., unemployment. 

There are examples of high-welfare commu­
nities whose citizens were sufficiently con­
cerned about their victimization by burglary 

• Tbillk of differellt ways 
to involve your c011lmlmity 

to work with police to combat it. You and 
the police will have to make a judgement 
as to the advisability of attempting an anti­
burglary program in the area based on your 
assessment of other factors. In addition to 
an absorption with poverty, factors miti­
gating against your program could be a 
tradition of hostility to police, or a poor 
record in community organization for other 
purposes. These might present too many 
hurdles to be overcome at once. A program 
directed to the toral social problem would 
be a wiser course. 

In one community, representatives of vari­
ous public service agencies in the fields of 
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public health, mental health, probation, 
social services, and police presented brief 
talks and maintained booths during open 
house at the public schools. After several 
presentations, residents were able to focus 
on a common need and to organize so as to 
see their goal realized-in this case, a public 
park. A joint program similar to this could 
be equally well presented through neighbor­
hood meetings, which are an effective mech­
anism for informing large numbers of people. 

C. It is unlikely that dismal prospects for a bur­
glary pre' 1tion program will prevail in an en­
tire commuility or a whole sector. However, if 
this should be the case, or if the community 
decides that some totally unrelated matter is of 
uppermost concern: 

1. Go back to Step l-B and continue your 
information program. 

2. Develop liaison with other private groups 
already in the anti-crime field. 

IV. STEPS TO TAKE WHEN YOU AND THE COMMUNITY 
(OR SUB-COMMUNITY) HAVE AGREED UPON 
AN ANTI-BURGLARY CAMPAIGN 

A Citizen Coordinator (or two) will be required to help develop the program and to build a volunteer 
community organization to conduct it. 

A. Consider the possibility of paying the Citizen 
Coordinator. Any volunteer organization is only· 
as durable as its leadership .. Even if reimburse­
ment is limited to personal expenses such as child 
care, materials costS and transportation require­
ments, it will strengthen the likelihood of continu­
ity and efficiency. It would be better to finance 
a full or parttime job depending on the volume of 
work you expect. You may be able to persuade 
a private or local organization to provide the 
funds. 

B. Determine the qualifications you want in a 
Citizen Coordinator. Look for these desirable 
attributes: 

-established residence in the commu­
nity 

-mature, stable, and reliable 
-friends and acquaintances on whom 

to depend for support 
-the personal attributes of effective 

salesperson, such as enthusiasm, tact, 
and persistence 

-able to commit a substantial amount 
of time regularly, for at least a year, 
to the program 

-experience in community organiza­
tion and leadership, or the talent for 
it: (There is a natural leader in nearly 
evety neighborhood.) 

C. Identify and keep a list of individuals who 
potentially fulfill your requirements. 

1. Get leads from broad-based and repu­
table organizations, not necessarily involved 
in anti-crime activities. Ask them to recom­
mend people whom they know, in or out 
of their organizations, who might fulfill 
your requirements. 

Make it clear that you are not attempting to 
recruit citizen leaders who are well known 
for their volunteer activities of highl)! visible 
and varied kinds. It will not be advanta­
geous to you to work with citizens who are 
inclined to assume many responsibilities at 
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the same time, or who shift from one short­
term intensive involvement to another. Yet 
these individuals might lead you to able 
persons who could make a long-term com­
mitment to your program. Some organiza­
tions to call on are: 

League of Women Voters 
Federation of Women's Clubs 
Men's Civic Clubs: Kiwanis, Rotary 
Junior League 
Parent Teachers A~sociations 
Model Cities Agencies 
Offices of Economic Opportunity 
Political organizations 
Homeowners' associations 
Chariry fund-raising organizations 

2. In the same way, solicit recommenda­
tions from local newspaper reporte:rs, and 
television and radio show personnel. 

3. If you can pay your Citizen Coordinator, 
your job will be easier. Advertise the posi­
tion (in more than one medium, please) and 
request resumes. 

4. Don't rely on a random call for volun­
teers, 

-since people rarely volunteer, and 
-those who do migh t lack the skills 

and qualities needed. 

D. Select and motivate your Citizen Coordinator. 
Since you have chosen candidates primarily for 
their qualifications, and not for their involve­
ment in anti-crime activities, be prepared to do a 
selling job. This should be easy if you have laid a 
solid foundation of information within the com­
munity about the problem. Arrange a meeting 
with each candidate to: 

1. Describe the problem in depth: trends 
over previous decades, dollar losses, profiles 
of typical burglars, attitudes and other 
characteristics of the community contribut­
ing to the problem. 

2. Sketch the program of community in­
volvement you envision and why it is neces­
sary to burglary prevention. 

3. Explain the citizen leader's roles as a 
partner to the police in program develop­
ment and publicity, and as a fully respon­
sible coordinator of the community organi­
zational effort. 

4. Outline the police manpower that has 
been made available to the program by the 
Ch ief of Police. 

S. Elicit a commitment from the candidate 
of your choice for at least a year. 

Don't wait for people 10 call! 
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V. MEASURING PROGRAM IMPACT 

Correlation between program activity and the incidence of burglaries will be found useful in later years. 
Evaluation should be planned from the outset in complete cooperation with the police. The obvious 
question to be asked a year or two after the program's implementation is whether or not burglary 
has been reduced. 

A. Appendix B includes a possible scheme for 
collecting data to analyze changes in crime pat­
ternS. The responsibility for collecting this addi­
tional data can be shared by the police and the 
citizens' committee. 

B. Another good measure of the impact of the 
program is the citizens' attitude. The preliminary 
survey you took can be compared to a subsequent 
survey to show whether or not the citizens' sense 
of security has improved. 

C. The committee will also want to assess the 

impact of the program in terms of the extent 
and quality of community involvement. A con­
tinuing analysis of the effectiveness of techniques 
will allow productive modifications along the 
way. 

The relationship between the program and rate 
of burglaries can only be drawn by inference. 
What's actually been prevent~d will necessarily 
be unknown, but it will be useful to be able to 
show that program activities and rate of burglaries 
are correlated. 

Keep track of data on arrests. 
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B. Organizing the Community 

I. iHE CITIZEN COORDINATOR 

A. The duties of the Citizen Coordinator include: 

1. Building a volunteer staff from the com­
munity to cany out the program. 

2. Organizing neighborhood meetings to 
focus on the problem of burglary in a broad 
framework of related goals. 

3. Continually promoting the program 
jointly with police through news, TV, and 
radio media, and searching for new channels 
to all households in the community. 

4. Artunging orientation , training, and coor­
dinating sessions with workers and police. 

5. Acting as a buffer and line of communi­
cation between the police and the commu­
nity. 

6. Collecting data in accordance with evalu­
ation objectives. 

7. Assisting in the development of materials 
for use in the program. 

B. The first step in organizing the volunteer staff 
is to put together a Steering Committee. 

1. J)raw upon friends and colleagues first, 
people with whom you can work, and whom 
you can motivate. 

2. Keep the Steering Committee small. 

Draw first (rom (rier,us alld col/eaglles. 

3. Include at least one teenager and one 
young adult. 

4 Make a record of the experience and 
interests of each committee member to 
guide you in delegating responsibilities. 

II. FIRST TASKS FOR THE STEERING COMMITTEE 

A, Find out what other community groups in 
crime prevention or related activities are doing 
and how successful they have been. This will 
help you to develop realistic goals, lay the foun-

dation for communication and coordination be­
tween your committee and other organizations, 
anll avoid stumbling blocks they have already 
encountrred. 
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Some examples of crime prevention actlvlt1es 
that might already be going on under the spon­
sorship of police, local service clubs, homeowners' 
groups, schools, churches, and private industries 
are: 

1. Operation Identification-the etching of 
valuables with a driver's license number to 
deter burglary and aid in the identification 
of stolen property. 

2. Campaigns against alcohol and drug a­
buse, child abuse, shoplifting, bicycle theft, 
juvenile delinquency. 

3. Police sponsored public seminars on 
crime prevention. 

4. Private (security) and citizen neighbor­
hood patrols. 

5. Publication of crime prevention bro­
chures. 

6. Police ride-along and youth athletic 
programs. 

B. Locate potential donors of funds and mate­
rials. 

1. Estimate expenses for materials, printing, 
postage, phone calls, etching pens and 
warning decals. 

2. Banks, insurance, lock and alarm com­
panies sometimes publish anti-crime litera­
ture that might be incorporated into your 
program. 

3. A reverse telephone directory of your 
community will be an essential planning aid, 
but very costly. It should be revised twice a 
year. The local fire department or police 
department can probably be persuaded to 

donate a new copy to the committee every 
six months for this civic project. 

C. Outline goals that allow a broad social ap­
proach to the burglary problem and encourage 
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maximum citizen participation. Minimally, goals 
might be: 

1. Burglary reduction and prevention. 

2. Responsible citizen-police cooperation. 

3. Improved sense of community in the 
neighborhoods of people working together 
to solve shared problems. 

4. Juvenile delinquency prevention. 

5. Dissemination of information on the 
location of local public and private agencies 
where citizens can seek help for personal 
problems. Check periodically on their con­
tinuing effectiveness. 

6. Increased citizen participation in the 
criminal justice system and in all community 
affairs including the formulation of police 
policies. 

D. Draft specific objectives. 

1. Optimally, each neighborhood meeting 
should be held in a private home or apart­
ment, where the host's gesture of hospitality 
is the first step toward pulling the neighbor­
hood together. Experience has shown that 
the proportion of those invited who attend 
meetings in schools or neighborhood centers 
other thun residences falls short by compar­
ison. 

(( 

Don't attempt more tban you caT' accomplisb. 
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2. Set a goal to have at least one meeting 
in each neighborhood within one or two 
years. Bear in mind that if the community 
is large, a program restricted to one geo­
graphical sector would be more attainable 
and more effective. Answering the following 
questions will help. 

a. How many meetings can be held in 
a year based on available police and 
citizen manpower? 

b. How many families per meeting can 
be accommodated in typical resi­
dences? Twice that number should be 
invited. 

c. Are there sufficient manpower re­
sources to conduct several programs 
simultaneously in different sectors? 

3. Plan to saturate each neighborhood. The 
advantage of the neighborhood program is 
that burglary is discussed where it occurs­
in a private home, in the presence of people 
in a position to help each other. For the 
program to be effective, all people in the 
neighborhood must be drawn in to some 
degree. 

a. Design the program to encompass 
all economic groups, ages, races, sexes, 
and political persuasions. Emphasize 
what is universal or binding in the 
community. Encourage hosts to draw 
in problem families whenever possible. 

b. Choose a program title true to the 
context of the program such as Neigh­
borhood Responsibility; avoid terms 
like Home Alert or Neighborhood 
Watch that might have restricted or 
unpleasant connotations. 

c. Personal contact will be required to 
assure an average attendance of SO per­
cent at each meeting. Plan on investing 
the necessary dOle to explain the pur-

fTlelude everyoTlc ill your Neigbborhood 
RespoTlsibility program. 

pose of the meeting to each family 
personally. 

d. Those people unable to attend 
meetings can be reached through those 
who do attend. 

e. Schedule night meetings so that 
working people and school-age children 
can attend, 

4. Outline the format for the Neighborhood 
Meeting. Each meeting is staffed by a com­
mittee member and appropriate police offi­
cer. The committee member acts as chairman 
following an agenda that generally includes: 

a. A social period to allow late-comers 
to arrive and new neighbors to meet 
(important). 

b. Brief opening remarks by the chair­
man that: 

-set the tone for an informal dis­
cussion, encouraging active par­
ticipation by citizens 

-provide background 011 the 
problem and program 

-present broad goals, especially 
neighborhood cooperation. 
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c. Police officer's remarks to include: 

-definition of burglary and crim­
inal penalties (many people con­
fuse burglary and robbery ) 

-home protection against bur­
glary-locks, alarms, vacation 
maintenance, lighting 

-neighborhood securiry, especial­
ly reporting suspicious activity 
and looking after each other's 
residences during absences 

-assistance to police 
-self-protection against any other 

crime that might be of special 
concern 

d. Demonstration of engraving pen 
and instructions for circulation in the 
neighborhood. 

e. Distribution of literature or com­
mittee newsletter. 

f. Distribution of a reverse telephone 
directory of the neighborhood, if de­
sired (See Appendix AS). 

g. Encouragement of residents to ac­
cept responsibility for their influence 
on children in the neighborhood. 

h. Questions, answers, and suggestions 
(some of the most useful ideas have 
come from these grass-roots meetings.) 

i. Request that attendees call on ab­
sent neighbors with literature to ex­
plain the program. (Some people need 
an excuse to call on a neighbor they 
hardly know.) 

j. In addition, the meeting can be used 
to distribute information about local 
agencies, both voluntary and govern­
ment; obtain help with personal prob­
lems such as drug abuse; volunteer 
services in the solution of crime-related 
problems. This could be in the form of 

a local directory. The agencies listed 
should be checked periodically as to 
their effectiveness. 

E. Sell the program to the public. 

1. Related Organizations 

a. Inform them of your program and 
invite feedback. 

b. Arrange for continuing coordination 
and communication with these groups 
through all or some of the following 
devices: think-tank sessions, shared 
mailing lists for reports, and invitations 
to committee meetings. 

2. The Community 

a. Work in conjunction with the police 
through the media, and also through 
community meetings, if they are usual­
ly well attended. 

Design tbe program to cwpbasi'1.c cmmno" concems. 

b. Arouse interest with an updated 
background on the prol:lem and a brief 
outline of your program. 

c. Introduce the members of the com­
mittee and cooperating police officers. 
Invite volunteers. (Be surprised if you 
get any this way.) 
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III. COMMITTEE STRUCTURE FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

A. To be effective, a Citizen Coordinator needs 
a staff to perform other functions: 

1. Neighborhood Meeting Arranger 
The Meeting Arranger secures hosts and sets 
dates for neighborhood meetings. To get 
started, the first Meeting Arranger should 
be an established resident with many com­
munity acquaintances. A full-time Citizen 
Coordinator could assume this function. 
(See Appendix AL) 

2. Neighborhood Meeting Planner 
One Planner meets with each host to work 
out the details of the neighborhood meeting 
and assure its success. Each meeting requires 
two visits and two hours planning time. 
Planners should be sensitive people who re­
late well to others on a one-to-one basis. 
(See Appendix A2.) 

3. Publicizer 
One person continually publicizes the pro­
~ram in various ways, seeJdng innovation 
and breadth of circulation. The Publicizer 
should have enthusiasm, imagination, and 
persistence. Additional help is very useful 
in this function. (See Appendix A3.) 

4. Neighborhood Meeting Chairperson 
One committee member chairs each neigh­
borhood meeting, following a prescribed 
agenda. All committee members should be 
encouraged to take a turn, thereby en­
hancing their involvement and keeping up 
to date. (See Appendix A4.) 

S. Materials Manager 
One person keeps materials and Operation 
Identification kits (engraving pens, rubber 
stamps, other markers) in working order 
and good supply for distribution at meetings. 
(See Appendix AS.) 

6. Operation Identification Promoter 
One person continually thinks of new ways 
to promote Operation Identification to 
maintain public interest and participation. 
(See Appendix A6.) 

B. Match committee members to jobs according 
to interests and abilities. If no one is equipped 
to fill a particular slot, recruit someone who 
is, drawing from other organizations and 
acquaintances. 

IV. SPECIAL TIPS 

A. Negative Attitudes and Suggested Answers. 

1. "That's a great idea, but it'll never work 
in my neighborhood. The neighbors don't 
even know each other." 

a. That's the problem and the solu­
tion. How can they prevent burglary 
if they don't know their neighbors 
well enough, or care enough, to report 
suspicious activity? 

b. Some people ne~d an excuse to get 
to know each other. 

c. Experience has shown that residents 
re5pond to their neighbors' hospitality. 

2. "Why don't the police do something 
about it?" 

a. Even if there were a police officer 
on every corner, and even if you were 
willing to pay for their services, they 
would be unlikely to be as effective as 
alert neighbors. 

b. In order to apprehend criminals, 
police need dues and information. 
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Burglars leave few clues. Alert neigh­
bors can make notes describing suspi­
cious actions and license numbers. 

3. "I don't want teenagers at the meeting; 
they're the ones who are ripping us off." 

a. The vast majority of teenagers are 
as law-abiding as you are. 

b. Teenagers are very alert and knowl­
edgeable about vehicles. They can be 
very helpful in providing accurate in­
formation. 

"[ do,,·t needyour meeting, I bave an 
aJarm and a big dog." 

4. "I hav.e a burglar alarm and a big dog. I 
don't need to come to your meeting." 

a. Who's going to report your alarm 
if you're not home? 

b. Dogs can often be distracted with 
food. 

c. What about your neighbors who 
don't have alarms? There's a lot you 
can do to help them. 

.' 

Be prepared to deal witl} a varietjl 
of excUses and negative attitudes. 

5. "We already cooperate with our neigh­
bors to look after each other's property." 

a. Do you know the extent of the 
problem? Do you know who the typi­
cal burglar is, and what he takes, and 
when, and how? Do you know how to 
protect your home? What information 
is needed by the police? 

b. This is your chance to meet your 
local police, help them to become fa­
miliar with your neighborhood, and 
learn what more you can do. 

6. "The police take too long to come and 
then they don't care." 

a. Here is your chance to air your 
complaints. 

b. Here is an opportunity to learn how 
the police function and what their 
problems are. 

7. "I don't want to be associated with any­
thing to do with the police. 

a. You want police to b~ associated 
with you, however, if you're the victim 
of a crime. 
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b. This program is being conducted in 
cooperation with your police, but not 
by them. A community-based volun­
teer organization plans and conducts 
the neighborhood program. 

B. Typical Questions That Arise At Neighborhood 
Meetings 

'''Do I have the right to shoot the burglar?" 
"How effective arc private patrol and guard 
services? " 
"Is a dog a good form of protection?" 
"Should I install a burglar alarm?" 

"Do you sUppose tbose people are IIID~illg?" 

"When should I call the police?" 

Your police officer should be trained to 
respond to the legal and technical aspects 
of these questions. 

Be sure the police officer discusses thoroughly 
the procedures outlined by his department for 
reporting crimes in progress, or suspicious activ­
ity. He should provide examples of suspicious 
activity: unmarked vans loading items from a 
house, a slow car cruising about rhe neighbor­
hood, people ringing doorbells inquiring about 
fictitious names and addresses. He should assure 
the residents that they will not be inconvenienc-
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ing the police if they report activity that turns 
oUt to be innocent. Police would rather respond 
to 99 false alarms than miss one burglary. It is 
astonishing how effectively this uncertainty keeps 
people from reporting crime. 

Next, the officer should furnish the police emer­
gency telephone number, perhaps in the form of 
a sticker for the phone. Everyone should be in­
structed to give calmly and completely the in­
formation requested by the dispatcher. They 
should be instructed in how to give a personal 
description, i.e., race, color, eyes, hair, height, 
weight, and identifying marks; or how to describe 
a vehicle, e.g., make, model, color, and vitally 
important, the license number. A birdwatcher 
who jotted down a license number seen through 
her binoculars telephoned it in to the police, and 
thereby led to the apprehension of burglars who 
had accounted for a number of ripoffs in her 
neighborhood. (She had attended a Neighbor­
hood Responsibility meeting the night before.) 

It is not essential to furnish one's own name and 
address unless the caller chooses, but it could 
prove useful later on if a checkback is needed, 
Residents should be advised not to hang up hasti­
ly. Often in their excitement, callers forget to 
give the location of the crime I Sometimes the 
dispatcher will attempt to keep the caller on the 
line, if the activity is within his view, for a play­
by-play description while a police car is on its 
way, 

A citizen chairman should cite, if the police 
officer does not, recent statistics on the great 
number of accidental deaths and woundings due 
to handguns, the high cost and inferior standards 
of many private patrols, and the problems that 
uncontrolled dogs can cause between neighbors. 

To people who persist in wanting to shoot the 
burglar, there is a further word of warning. The 
burglar is just as likely to be a neighborhood 
youth, as an adult from out of town. 

C. How to Motivate People and Keep Your Com­
mittee Working Together: 

For experienced community organizers this 
section will be unnecessary. It is primarily 
common sense. It is included here for the 
inexperienced who have not yet discovered 
the basic importance of sound human rela­
tions to any program. 

1. Be friendly and enthusiastic. 

2. Be interesting, brief, and to the point. 

3. Encourage others to express their ideas 
and opinions; everyone has something to 
give. 

4. Listen to other ideas and respect them. 

S. Be straightforward; don't bluff or mani­
pulate. 

6. Give credit, appreClUtlOn, and praise 
freely and sincerely, whenever it is deserved. 

7. Be democratic, not autocratic. 

8. Cultivate a genuine interest in people; 
help them match their talents and interest 
to the jobs that need to be done. 

9. Be tactful. 

10. Encourage people to develop new skills; 
e.g., public speaking, preparing news re­
leases, appearing on TV and radio. 
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M.tch tbe persoll ."d tbe job. 

11. Cultivate patience; changing attitudes 
is a slow process. 

12. Be positive. Collect examples of suc­
cessful citizen efforts and use them for in­
spiration. 

B. Create opportunities for interaction 
among the members of your committee. 

14. Above all, be worthy of trust. 

D. How to Keep the Program Going 

1. Repeat the program in neighborhoods a 
year later, if there has been considerable 
turnover or new crimes. Some will request 
you to come back. A questionnaire sent to 
former hosts will help you decide which 
neighborhoods need a second meeting. A 
sample questionnaire is included in Appen­
dix B. 

2. Add a new dimension or new emphasis 
if there is interest. For example, take ex­
perts in the areas of drugs, probation, em­
ployment, etc. to the mepting. 

3. Publicize continuously. 

E. Frivolous Note: How to Fail '" This Program 

1. Jump right into the scheduling of neigh­
borhood meetings without developing goals 
and a committee structure. 

2. Quit after a few poorly attended meet­
ings and blame public apathy. 

3. Wait for somebody to volunteer. 

4. Be impersonal-rely on printed invita­
tions and newspaper ads to draw out the 
people. 

S. Hold neighborhood meetings in public 
buildings. 

6. Don't bother to thank the host or to 
recognize people who help. 

V. SPINOFF, 

This book would be incomplete if it failed to 
point out rhe personal growth and rewards that 
can be yours in the course of implementing the 
Neighborhood Responsibility Program. You will 
have the opportunity to: 

-meet new people and make new friends 
-do something constructive 
-help people to re-examine their priorities 
-expand your own horizons, raise your own 

consciousness 
-improve your ability to organize and lead 

groups 
-improve your understanding of, and ability 

to get along with, other people 
-increase your job opportunities and job 

potential 
-have a significant influence on the life in 

your community 
-have the satisfaction of improving the 

quality of your own life. 
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Organization Chart 

1 or More Concerned Citizens 

Research Your Crime Problem 
Get Backing of Local Government and Police Department 

Contact Local Organizations 
.... __ ...... to Send Representatives 

I Chairperson 

I \ 

Form Citizens Crime 
Prevention Committee 

I I 
r 

Secretary 1 Publicizer 1 [ 

Publicize 

Assistant Chairperson 

I 
Coordinator 

I 

J 

I High School Rep. ( Neighborhood Meeting Arranger 

School Publicity 
J 

& Involvement [ Planner 

7 1 I 

] 

] 

J 

l Operation 1.0. Promoter Meeting Chairperson II Materials Manager 1 

Combine functions according to size of your program. 

Essential Steps 

Form small committee 
Establish partnership with police 
Research and publicize crime facts 
Find out community concerns 
Learn about rel.ted programs underway 
Sketch broad goals 
PUBLICIZE 
Recruit a citizen coordinator 

Build volunteer staff as nceded 
Outline specific objectives 
Define program area of manageable size 
PUBLICIZE 
Locate potential donors 
Recruit host families for neighborhood meetings 
Schedule meetings and coordinate dates with police 
Assist hosts with meeting plans 
Be sure hosts contact neighbors PERSONALLY 
Prepare materials 
PUBLICIZE 
Express appreciation for contributions of labor and funds 
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Job Descriptions 

1. DUTIES OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING ARRANGER 

1. Maintains a list of potential hosts. 

a. Compiles a list of volunteers from all 
sources. 

b. Actively solicits among friends and ac­
quaintances. 

2. Schedules meetings at the rate set by the 
committee. 

a. Avoiding conflicts with major commu­
nity meetings. 

b. Avoiding conflicts with neighborhood 
eventS such as school programs or home­
owners' association meetings. 

c. Clearing dates with participating police 
officers. 

3. Plans coverage of the community, using a re­
verse telephone directory of the entire commu­
nity, a map, and police information on currently 
hard-hit neighborhoods. 

4. Arranges for a committee member to chair 
each meeting. 

S. Keeps logs of meetings as to dates and places. 

6. Keeps invitation list for each me, dng, names 
checked for those who attended. 

7. Mails follow-up questionnaire to hosts. 

2. DUTIES OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING PLANNER 

1. Meet with hosts two or three weeks ahead of 
the meeting date: 

a. Explain the goals of the meeting. 

b. Leave a kit of background material and 
fact sheets for use in selling the program to 
the neighbors. (This can be a brief history 
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of the program, its philosophy, and statistics 
on crime trends.) 

c. Define a neighborhood for invitation to 

the meeting, with the aid of a map and re­
verse directory, remembering that twice as 
many should be invited as desired. 

d. Furnish printed invitations, if they are 
used at all, to be distributed to all neighbors 
about ten days before the meeting (earlier 
invitations encourage dropouts due to con­
flicts that arise in the meantime). 

Rene}; Ollt to evcryo"e. 

e. Advise the host that a complete follow­
up by telephone should De made two or 
three days before the meeting, perhaps with 
the aid of a friend, as: 

-few people will respond to the print­
ed invitations 

-some neighbors will require further 
explanation and encouragement 

2. This is the single, most critically important 
step the planner can perform. Advise the host to 
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press for firm commitments and to take a head 
count. Allowing for a few to drop out at the last 
minute, if the number is less than desired, resi­
dents from the fringe of the neighborhood or 
friends from other areas who might host meetings 
of their own can be added. 

3. Persuade the host to plan simple hospitality; 
the crucial need is to get the neighbors there. 

4. Ask the host to correct and complete the 
neighborhood list so that an up-to·date roster 
can be prepared for distribution at the meeting. 
(Reverse directories rapidly become obsolete.) 

5. Encourage the host, assuring that the meeting 
will be a success if these few instructions are 
followed. 

6. Suggest the use of name tags and an attend­
ance roster for committee records. 

7. Check with the host two or three days ahead 
of the meeting for a head count and the corrected 
invitation list. 

8. Deliver in time for the meeting, enough ma­
terials for distribution to evetyone invited, such 
materials to be determined by the committee 
might include: 

-a roster of the neighborhood in reverse 
form to help neighbors remember whom 
they have met and to facilitate their check­
ing on suspicious activity 

-committee or Police Department news­
letters 

-a directory of local organizations where 
residents can both secure and volunteer 
help for related problems 

-an Operation Identification kit for circu­
lation in the neighborhood 

9. Write a thank-you letter to the host on be­
half of the committee and invite feedback at 
that time. 

flold Ollt for firm commitments 
to make your meeting a slIccess. 

3. DUTIES OF THE 
PUBLlClZER 

1. Establishes appropriate and continuing per­
sonal contacts within each news medium to 
facilitate timely and accurate news coverage. 

2. Keeps community informed of progress of 
program in a variety of ways: 

a. Joint press release with police or other 
organizations. 

b. Regular column in local newspaper. 

c. Feature stories occasionally in news­
papers of broader coverage. 

d. Regular appearance on local radio and 
television programs. 

e. Committee newsletters distributed via 
mail, grocery stores, schools, civic clubs, 
Scout drives, etc. 

3. Clears all fact sheets and news releases with 
police. 

4. Takes every opportunity to publicize alert 
citizen action that leads to an arrest. 
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4. DUTIES OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 

CHAIRPERSON 

1. Participates in the drafting of guidelines for 
chairing neighborhood meetings. 

2. Acts as chairm.an of a neighborhood meeting, 
followIng format suggested on page 27. 

3. Picks up the attendance roster for committee 
records. 

4. Selects a resident in the neighborhood to be 
responsible for: 

-circulating Operation ID kit 
-distribution of future newsletters 
-keeping neighborhood informed of crime 

occurrences 
-anything else the group agrees on 

5. DUTIES OF THE 
MATERIALS MANAGER 

1, Finds a central and accessible place in the 
community for storage of materials used and dis­
tributed by the committee. 

2. Keeps materials and equipment up co date 
and in working order. 

3. Keeps materials in adequate supply for hosts 
and meeting distribution. 

4. Establishes a system for keeping track of Op­
eration Identification pencils or kits. 

5. Builds a library of reference materials as de· 
sired by the committee. 

6. OPERATION IDENTIfiCATION 
PROMOTER 

1. Devises different programs for promoting Op' 
eration Identification: 

a. Adding an ink pad and rubber stamp co 
the engraving kit for marking non.engravable 
items like rugs, furs, musical instruments, 
art works. 

b. Encouraging a high school class or Scout 
,group to organize a door-co-door service for 
homeowners who don't do their own mark­
ing. The high school students might charge 
a small fee for their class fund. 

c. Persuading local merchants to buy etch­
ing pens and keep them on hand for public 
use. 

d. Asking local newspapers to contribute 
free advertising. 

2. Collects data according to evaluation plan 
requirements. 

3. In cooperation with police, provides training 
for students, merchants, and other Operation 
Identification program leaders. 

The Neigbborhood Meeting Chairpersoll 
conducts a seminar, 1I0t a lecture. 
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AppendixB 

Forms and Data Collection 

SAMPLE REVERSE DIRECTORY OF A NEIGHBORHOOD 

KNOW YOUR NEIGHBORS 
Keep This List by Your Telephone 

Downhill Drive 

3 Parks, Keith E. 
4 Carli, Peter M. 
5 Kleeck, Ed 
7 Raita, O. 
8 Crawley, Paul P. 
9 Tebb, Sidney J. 

11 Plass, Hubert M. 
15 Pilson, Richard S. 
18 Milton, James T. 
19 Santil, Hugo 
23 Crow, Isaac 
26 Batt, John 
27 Fuzzo, B. W. 
30 Ducci, Geno X. 
31 Moppe, Wm. G. 
35 Berg, Walter 
38 Lanty, Harry 
39 Hirst, Robert K. 
42 Zinger, John R. 
43 Canister, John J. 

Catherine Court 

1 Diller, H. Haydon 
3 Luven, Paul B. 
4 Creary, Ed J. 
5 Estery, William 

11 I-luff, Ralph F. 
12 All, Sam Lloyd 

SHERIFF 454-2475 

FIRE 454-4334 

454-2568 
-0141 
-5724 
-3967 
-9736 
-7562 
-5720 
-2681 
-9876 
-2345 
-5364 
-1750 
-4987 
-0780 
-1998 
-7420 
-9357 
-1297 
-4100 
-5759 

454-5849 
-6216 
-4235 
-4380 
-5852 
-3412 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 

You hosted a meeting on _________ at _______ _ 
date time 

1. As a result of the meeting 

a. How many neighbors improved locks and other home protection techniques? 

b. How many neighbors requested police to make security checks of their homes? 

c. Have neighbors reported suspicious activity? 

2. If nnswers to any of the above were "no", why? 

3. If attendance was below SO% of those invited, to what do you attribute that fact? 

4. What lasting effects has the program had? 

S. If your neighborhood has organized again for any purpose, please describe. 

6. ))0 you feel safer now in your neighborhood than you did before the program? 

7. Do your neighbors feel safer in your neighborhood now than before? Why? 

8. Do you think your neighborhood should have a second meeting? If yes, why? (new neighbors, 

more crime in area, poor attendance before, or other reason?) 

9. If you want a second meeting, shOl:ld it be of the same type or with a different focus? Explain. 

10. What are your criticisms of the program at this time? 

11. What suggestions do you have for improving the program? 
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DATA COLLECTION 

1. Data should be collected on a regular basis 
to show trends as to: 

-total number of burglaries 
• number residential 
• number vehicular 
• number commercial 

-number of forcible entries 
. -number of non force or minor force entries 
-total dollar losses 
-number of businesses and homes decting 

Operati')I1 I.D. coverage 
-number of businesses and homes checked 

for security 
-t.' mber of businesses and homes electing 

other protection measures as result of 
neighborhood meetings 

-number of neighborhood meetings held 
-for each meeting 

• number of families invited 
• number of families attended 
• date and time 

-number of calls from public on suspicious 
activity 

-number of reports of crime from non­
victims 

-recovery of stolen ptoperty by $ value, 
by marking or non-marking 

2. Data should be compiled :IS a basis for com­
parative ratios. For example: 

-number of burglaries in areas where meet­
ings were held 

-number of burglaries in areas where meet­
ings were not held 

-number of burglaries in security-checked 
homes 

·-number of burglaries in nonsecurity­
checked homes 

-number of burglaries in Operation 1.0.­
covered buildings 

-number of burglaries in noncovered build­
ings 

-dollar value of etched goods taken from 
Operation LD.-covered buildings 

-dollar value of nonetched goods taken 
from same Operation LD.-covered build­
ings 

-percentage of recovered marked property 
that had been successfully fenced 

3. Figures should be kept as to, 

-number of local adults arrested 
-number of outsid~ adults arrested 
-number of local juveniles arrested 
-number of outside juveniles arrested 
-any other variables such as ethnics, eco-

nomic factors, as desired 

4. Program development would be assisted by 
collection of additional data such as: 

-number of volunteers by source 
-number of positive responses to request 

to host neighborhood meetings 
-number of negative responses to request 

to host neighborhood ml:etings 

5. Some data should be kept on burglary occur­
ring in surrounding communities for comparison. 

Citizens ,'lid police-partners 
for better //Cigbborboads. 
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ApPENDIX F-4 

MINUTES OF IImETINGS BETWEEN UEPUESENTATIVI~S OF COMPTON JUDICIAL 
DISTIUCT AND LEAA 

MUNICIPAL COUHT-COMPTON JUDICIAL DISTHICT 

Huey P. Shepard, Judge 

NOTICE aI!' MEETING 

You are invited to attend a meeting on March 22,1974,1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m., 
Compton City Hall, Council Chambers, 600 North Alameda Street, Compton, 
California 1)0220. 

The Law Enforcement _1..ssistance Administration (LEAA) will present to the 
city of Compton and the Compton municipal court a proposed priority program 
strategy designed to reduce crime in the city of Compton and the judicial district. 
Many elected officials and community leaders, along with representatives of the 
criminal justice system in the Compton judicial district will be in attendance. 

Your participation will be greatly appreciated. 

LEAA NATIONAL PmoRI'!'Y PUOGUAM INITIATIVES 

A. Criminal Justice Planning and Research Initiatives. 
B. Court Initiative (Citizen-Victims). 

AGENDA 
Speakers 

Honorable Huey P. Shepard, Presiding Judge, Municipal Court, Compton 
Judicial District: Opening Remarks and Introductions. 

Doris A. Davis, Mayor, City of Compton: Welcome Address. 
Thomas A. Cochee, Chief of Police, Compton Police Department: Crime and 

Juvenile Delinquency in the City of Compton. 
Cornelius Cooper, Western Regional Administrator, Law Enforcement As­

sistance Administratilln (LEAA): Current and proposed planning initiatives and 
technical assistance in the Compton Judicial District-Introductions. 

Charles Work, Deputy Administrator, LEAA Department of Justice: National 
Strategy for Crime Reduction. National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals Report. 

LEAA NATIONAL PmOUITY PUOGUAMS INITIATIV1~S (Continued) 

AGENDA 

Paul Haynes, Director, Office of National Priority Programs, Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) 

A. Compton, an L1DAA Impact City. 
1. Criminal Justice Planning and Research Initiatives. 

B. Municipal Court, Compton Judicial District 
1. Citizens initiative (witnesses-victims and jurors). 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCl~ ADMINISTRATION, NATIONAL PuronrTY PROGRA}' 
CONFEUENCE 

HEfJD IN ClTY COUNCIL CHAMDEUS, COMPTON CITY HALL, 000 NORTH ALAMEDA 
STREE'!', COMPTON, cALIF., MAUCH 22, 1074 

Judge Huey P. Shepard, Chairman 

Reported by: Mildred J. Thornton 

PARTICIPANTS 

Thomas A. Cochee, Chief of Police, City of Compton. 
Cornelius Cooper, Western Regional Administrator, LEAA, Burlingame, Calif. 
Han. Doris A. Davis, Mayor, Oity of Com~ton, Compton, Calif. 
Puul Haynes, Director, Office of National lriority Program, WashingtoIl, D.C. 
Han. Uuey P. Shepard.J.,.Presiding Judge, Compton MuniciplLl Court. 
R. C. Walker, OCJP, LJeputy Director, Sacramento Calif. 
ROMld Weber, Executive Directorl.-,Los Angeles R,O.J.P.B. 
Charles Work, Deputy Director, L.l!;AA, Washington, D.C. 
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FOREWORD 

On March 22, 1974, in the City Council Chambers of the Ci\iY of Compton a 
historic meeting was held with various representatives of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, including the Deputy Administrator, Mr. Charles 
Work; the Western Regional Administrator, Mr. Cornelius Cooper; the Dirr.ctor, 
Office of National Priority Program, Mr. Paul Haynes; the Executive Director of 
the Regional Office, Office of Crininal Justice Planning, Mr. Ronald Weber; 
Mr. R. C. Walker from the Office of Criminal Justice Planning in Sacramento, 
and various City Officials including Mayor Doris A. Davis; City Manager, Mr. 
James Wilson; Chief of Police, Thomas A. Cochee; Judges of the Compton Court­
Presiding Judge, Huey P. Shepard; Assistant Presiding Judge Everett E. Ricks; 
and Judges Joseph Armijo, Homer Garrott and Harry Shafer. 

This meeting was a culmination of a series of smaller meetings wherein pre­
liminary discussions had been held regarding the initiation of the National Priority 
Program. Specifically, the Citizens' Initiatives and the Courts' Initiatives aspects 
of the said program in both the City of Compton and in the Compton Judicial 
District which includes the Cities of Compton, Lynwood, Paramount, Carson 
and some unincorporated territory. 

The Deputy Administrator, Mr. Charles Work and the National Director of 
the Priority Program, Mr. Paul Haynes, outlined the Courts' and Citizens' 
Initiatives as it was viewed by LEAA. The Mayor of the City, Chief of Police and 
the Judges of the Court indicated that they felt that the goals outlined were 
realistic aspirations for the criminal justice system in this community provided 
that all of the governmental agI:Jncies worked cooperatively in a spirit of 
partnership. 

The following transcript sets forth in detail the statements of Mayor Davis, 
Chief of Police Cochee, Deputy Administrator LEAA, Mr. Charles Work, and 
also includes the graphic outlines presented and discussed by Mr. Paul Haynes, 
Director of the Office of National Priority Program. 

On behalf of the Judges of the Municipal Court and as Presiding Judge, I can 
assure you that we are each committed to full participation by the Court in 
cooperation with all of the local elected and community leadership to an early 
implementation of this program in this Judicial District. 

'.rhe LEAA National Priority Program Initiatives conference was called to 
order at 1 :15 P.M. by Honorable Huey P. Shepard. The Honorable Doris A. 
Davis, Mayor, City of Compton was introduced to the assembly. The following 
are some introductory comments by the Mayor: 

"Thank you for coming out to be with us this afternoon. We feel that the City 
of Compton and the City Council in its many efforts have now, finally, come t') a 
point that in our growth and development; that this can be one of the turning 
points in the future of this community. Tho project that we are here to discuss 
is one which coincides with the goals of the City of Compton-the resolution of 
the problem of law enforcement and criminal activity in the Compton area as our 
top priority. 

The City of Compton has been known since its inception in 1888 as the HUB 
City, and as the Hub City we have held the position of leadership in the surround­
ing community of the South Central area. We are pleased as we resume our position 
of leadership in this area. We feel it is crucial that communities such as ours who 
have varying degrees of the same problem that exist herein be given a chance to 
participate in the resolution of these problems. In coming together with LEAA, 
California Council of Criminal Justice and other related agencies we can demon­
strate to the nation a SUCCESS-PARTNERSHIP MODEL. We believe that 
this program is far reaching beyond law enforcement; that by using all contributing 
agencies and applying our coordinated effort to those major problems which very 
often cause criminal activity, such as housing, transportation, manpower utiliza­
tion-we feel that we will attack the problems of criminal justice planning in such 
a meaningful way that we will point the way in the future of what must be done 
to resolve this problem." 

The Mayor then introduced many of the local dignitaries present at the con­
ference, and presented a Commendation to Cornelius Cooper, Regional Director 
of LEAA. 

Mr. Cooper made a brief statement in which he thanked the Mayor and the 
City Officials for the Commendation. 

A presentation was also made to Mr. Charles Work, Deputy Administrator, 
LEAA, Department of Justice. This presentation was made by Mr. John Lyons, 
Captain of Police, City of Glendale. 

69-587 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 46 
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Judge Huey P. Shepard introduced Oompton's newly selected Police Ohief, 
Mr. Thomas A. Oochee, who made the following remarks: 
Thomas A. Cochee, Chief of Police 

Thank you Judge Shepard, Mayor Davis, distinguil<hed personages present 
in the building. I would say that this should be a day marked in Oompton'S 
history. It marks a coopemtive effort on the part of the Oity of Oompton and 
this nation. Orime is a very, very complex and involved social problem, and 
today's audience is a reflection of those forces which have to be brought to bear 
on crime. For a few minutes I will share statistics and observations and suggestions 
on when we are funded how we plan to disseminatc pcrsons and supplies to 
assault crime in this community. 

The Oity of Oompton and the Police Department facc a series of crises as we 
confront an enormously continuing crime problem, a changing commercial 
and residential environment and critical managerial problems in city government. 
The pressures from thesc problems produce a need for an expanded police service 
which requires efficient, creative and professional police management. 

According to the 1970 U.S. Oensus Report, Oompton had 78,611 peoplc living 
within the boundary of an area 10.5 square miles. During the past two decades, 
Oompton's popUlation and economic atmosphere has undergone a significant 
transition from a self-supporting economically sound middle class white com­
munity, to an economically weak lower middle class predominately black and 
brown co'Umunity. The 1970 demographic description of Oompton's population 
indicated an enthic composition of 71 % Black, 14% Ohicano, 13% White and 
3 % other, which is still in transition. Of its total population, 50 % are youths 
with a median age of 19.7. Its unemployment mte is 10.8% compared to 6.0% 
for the entire nation. 

The Oity's total population had been increasing sharply, from 47,991 in 1950, 
to 71,812 in 1960, to 78,611 in 1970. Increasing even more sharply has been 
the percentage of minorities and youth in an expanding population. In 1974, it 
is suspected that we have lost, 4,000 or 5,000 population since the 1970 census 
which speaks to another kind of problem. It is to this age group that the majority 
of our Criminal Justice Progmms will be directed. 

Oompton's Orime Problem is hardly surprising when the Oity's other major 
social problems are taken into consideration. The adverse conditions of un­
employment, poverty and minority youth population has produced a life style 
conducive to criminal activity which has contributed to the development of an 
extremely high crime rate in our cit,y. 

Economic and employmcnt trends in Oompton have steadily worsened. Retail 
sales in thc central business district have declined; the Oity's unemployment rate 
is nearly 11 % ovemll, but for some age groups in the Black and Brown community 
the unemployment rate soars 35, 40 even 50%. Approximately 35% of the Oity's 
residents receive some form of welfare assistance. Skills and formal educational 
level of most of the population are generally low. Over 60% of the Oity's work 
force work outside the city and are mainly dependent on an inadequate system of 
public transportation. 

Educational achievement levels in the Oompton School district arc also dis­
tressing. Statewide tests in 1968, for instance, found that 84% of Oompton's 
fifth grade students were in the lowest quartile. Oompton's third grade scores 
were the second lowest in the county, and the third lowest in the State. Tenth 
grade scores were the lowest in the State. The high school dropout rate was 23.4 %. 
The Junior High drop out rate was 6.4%, more than twice the rate for the county. 

Oompton's crime rate hus been going down steadily for the past two yenrs, 
but Oompton still has one of the highest incidents of part-I crimes per 100,000 
population in the nation. There were 250 arrests of juveniles per month in Oompton 
last year which is close to 9 per day for a total of over 2,000 per year. These 
palt-I offenses are made up of seven serious felonies: 

(a) Murder. 
(b) Robbery. 
(c) Burglary. 
(d) Rape. 
(c) Aggravated assault. 
(f) Larceny. 
(g) Auto theft. 
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In 1972 the Compton Police Department reported the following number of 
Part-I offenses: 
~urder__________________________________________________________ 46 
Robbery_________________________________________________________ 873 

it~~~~~~~=======:================================================ 4, 3~~ Aggravated assault _ _ __ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ ____ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ 1, 062 
Theft over $50 ____________________________________________________ 2,919 
Auto theft ________________________________________________________ 2, 293 

In 1973 the Compton Police Department reported 29 murders, a reduction 
of 17 from the previous year. These have been broken down by kinds of ac­
tivity-Seven were robbery related; 10 family or friend related; five causes 
unknown; three possible gang related. Of the 29 victims, there were six under the 
agc of 20; 19 between 20 to 50; four victims were over 50. In the suspect column. 
as many as 13 under age 18; an additional 17 under age 25. 

Compton's crime rate has been going down steadily for the past year and we 
expect that trend to continue. There are some kinds of crimes which increased 
police patrol can prevent and there are some which it cannot prevent. Therefore, 
the Police Department needs personnel and equipment for increased law enforce­
ment capability and crime prevention capability. Some of the plans are to redo and 
relocate the Communications Center; to redo the Records Bureau and establish a 
Youth Services Bureau. The Youth Services Bureau will be for a gang street­
counseling situation which is to include a remedial education component as well as 
job counseling. Some of our other desires are to enlarge The Community Service 
Officer Program, the Service Center, increase our traffic enforcement efforts; 
Start a School Resource Officer Program, expand the task force, expand burglary 
prevention and the narcotics prevention detail. An anti-gang car has been estab­
lished; the Explorer Scout Program is now 4 months old. We have a police athletic 
program going, and an officer assigned to community relations. Recently we have 
joined with the School District on something called operation clcan sweep to clean 
the streets of delinquent and school truant youth. We have many short and long 
range plans. We feel that we have the expertise and human capability, so that with 
the additional counselling and economic means to move ahead in assaulting crime 
in the community. 

I would like to personally recognize and acknowledge on behalf of myself and 
the men and women who work in the Police Department the efforts of ~r. Cor­
nelius Cooper, as well as acknowledge a number of years of personal and pro­
fessional friendship. 
Charles Work, Deputy Administrator, LEAA, Department of Justice 

"We from LEAA are delighted to be here today on this important. occasion. I 
want to say that we havo felt that over a SUbstantial period of time that LEAA 
has been vcry well represented here at Compton, and throughout the West Coast, 
by our very able Regional Administrator, ~r. Cornelius Cooper, and we take 
pride in the reflected glory that you have bestowed upon him today. 

I can't tell you how delighted I am that you feel that things have gone well 
because of him to this point. I can assure you that this kind of cooperation and 
leadership will continue. Cornelius Cooper is a valuable person in our operation 
and we are pleased that he has been able to serve you here and the entire West 
Coast. 

I want to talk about the notion that the Administrator, Don Santarelli, and I 
have been talking about all across the country. Our tenure is not great, but both 
~r. Santarelli and I grew up with this program and I will talk a bit about that in a 
moment. The notion I want to have you take with you, and the notion I don't 
want anyone to forget, is the notion that is central to what we are kicking off 
today; that is the notion of PARTNERSHIP. At this table is a truly symbolic 
gathering of those concerned with criminul justice problems nationally, regionally, 
within the State, within the region of the state, and within the City of Compton. 
This kind of partnership is what is going to make this particular idea here in 
Compton a success without this kind of partnership it will not work. This partner­
ship is essential und crucial to what we ut National Headquarters hope to accom­
plish. So if you remember nothing else said by me this afternoon remember that it is 
this notion that interests us in this project. 
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An ordinary federal grant program, in the past, has often descended upon the 
community, said here is some bucks and here is what we want you to do with it. 
That is not the style of this administration at LEAA and our mandate is to try to 
bring about the kind of cooperation that is going to make a lasting affect. We are 
not interested in temporary ideas or notions or distributions; we are interested in 
a lasting commitment to improvement1 and we think it is this partnership notion 
that is going to affectu.ate that. We are not here today to announce any kind of 
dollar amount of federal commitment. That is important, and it is done with a 
certain amount of design. Because we would hope that instead of leaving with a 
certain dollar amount ringing in your mind that you will remember what is said 
because what is said represents a different kind of Federal, National, State and 
Local cooperation commitment and attack on a very serious problem. 

Now you may ask, why Compton? There are two reasons: One is that the 
problem here is a very serious problem indeed, let no one mistake that. If there are 
to be any improvements, it will take very, very hard work and it will take a 
SUbstantial period of time. We are here to say, quite simply, that we want to take 
part in that process and we want to be part of that hard working team that is 
going to attack it, and we want to do it on a partnership basis. The second reason 
for Compton is much more important than the firstj that is that we sense here a 
spirit and a commitment to doing something about these very serious problem. 
When I first met Mayor Davis, and the Judge, I could not help but be completely 
taken by a sense of direction, the sense of mission, and I contin'ue to be deeply 
impressed with this sense of direction; this sense of commitment. It is a spirit that 
is, indeed, contagious. I hope that each one of you have that spirit; that each 
person here in Compton will get that spirit, because it is only with that kind of 
spirit that you will accomplish what reaJIy needs to be accomplished in this city. 

Now the prospective we take on this process, I think, is important for you to 
understand. Both the Administrator and I come from the front line of criminal 
justice. Both of us cut our teeth on the problems of criminal justice in the District 
of Columbia. Both of us were there and helped to take part in the rather substantial 
improvements. IVe believe to have been wrought in that process there, that both 
of us have been where you are now. Both of us know what it is like to be there 
fighting impossible kinds of problems against what seems to be overwhelming 
kinds of odds. We don't mean to say that the District of Columbia has accom­
plished any miracle, but we mean to communicate that we know what it is going 
to take from each and everyone of you, and we can feel with you as you go through 
that process. So we do come from that front line. I, before I went to LEAA, was a 
grantee of the agency. I have had to wade through the red tape of the agency that 
I am now one of the administrators of. r have had to sit and wait and try to learn 
whether or hot some federal funds were going to come my way. We have been 
there. I can remember who was responsive and who wasn't responsive. I can 
remember sitting down with the Police Chief and Judges; I know what kinds of 
changes that are needed here and in every metropolitan area in this country. So 
we have a commitment to that process of sitting down around the table working 
with the kinds of problems that you are presently grappling with. 

So our thinking about where we ought to go nationallYi where we ought to put 
resources, we have thought quite seriously about this kind of process that we !1re 
recommending and advocating that you go through here at Compton, and that 
kind of process is terribly important, and it is that process that we are here to talk 
about today. It is that process that we are here to pledge support to in its initial 
phases. What we are here to say and olrer to the City of Compton is support for a 
detailed planning effort. So that each one of the participants in the front line of 
criminfil justice can sit down with the affected agencies-The Regional California 
Office, the Stfite California Office, our Federal Regional Office and the National 
Office-eneh one of these participfints can sit down and not only work among 
themselves, but work with other agencies-the schools, health & welfare, com­
munity services-we are want to pull together in a planning effort to mUster and 
marshal the resources and set goals and object:ves so that crime can be attacked 
in this city. What we are here to support today is fin attfiCk on crime through 
sophisitC''lted, well thought out planning efforts. We will sit down and work out a 
time-tabl with respect to other goals and objectives so we can time each item 
step by 1': .'p and work on other armngements which will also involve LEAA funds 
and att!l~k not only the specific symptoms of crime, but also the causes of crime. 
This is part of a nfitional effort find I want to take a few moments to put this 
effort into that perspective. 
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It is our deep concern that law enforcement has not done enough for the citizen. 
That law enforcement has forgotten that it is only and simply a service organiza­
tionj that the only reason for the criminal justice system is to give service to the 
pUblic. It is not difficult to forget that notion, and I know that because I have 
been there before, because faced with overwhelming odds and no resources, faced 
with the most difficult kinds of escalating statistics and demands from the public, 
it is easy to become callous. We understand thatj we are sympathetic with you, 
but we have to bring the public back on to our side, and what we see here in 
Compton is the beginning of that. The public is becoming interested; the public 
wanting to support this effort, and we want to capture thatj we want to be part 
of that grand kind of experiment because we think there is an awful lot the public 
can do to help this problem, and we think there is a lot the criminal justice com­
munity can do to return to their original service representation. We are saying 
to the criminal justice community, you have got to remember that victim, that 
witness, you have got to stop calling them to court five or six times before that 
case is disposed of. You have got to be able to give them information when they 
ask what the status of the case is. You have got to stop calling five times as many 
jurors as can hear the cases. 

At the same time we have announced two other initiatives nationally; each one 
has ideas for Compton. We are eager to talk to you about our standards and goals 
program as we have been talking about it all over the country. The Mayor has a 
volume here-Standards and Goals Process-it was initiated two years ago at 
the State and Local level by criminal justice professionals who got together and 
said what our field needs are, standards, directions and goals, and we are asking 
that each community, state and locality, address these standards and goals in 
some manner. \Ve do not mandate themj we are not saying these are the gospel, 
but it is a worthwhile exercise and they are going to be very important in our 
national approach to the crime problem. 

Finally, with respect to the prospective, we will be concentrating to a great 
degree on juvenile justice initiative, and this initiative, of course, that we hope 
will have long term kinds of payoff. Statistics are not easy to come by, but most 
experts state that 50% of the crime is caused by persons under 18. Persons who 
cannot come under the adult system. We hope to help the juvenile system through­
out the country do more for itself. Just as we hope to help the adult system do the 
very same thing. 

One other thing I want to mention in connection with the national program. 
We are not starting a national program of Compton throughout the country. 
We are not interested in taking a particular judicial element and spotting different 
ones throughout the country and giving them all the same kinds of services. What 
Compton is for us is an experiment in intergovernmental relationSj an experiment 
with extraordinarily difficult crime problems, and an attempt to bring several 
agencies to bear in one area. We are deeply committed to making this work, to 
coming out here and rolling up our shirtsleeves ourselves. We did not bring the 
checkbook today because we wanted to do the front-end work and planning work 
before we decided what kind of monetary resources should be applied to this 
program. We will support this program for the planning effort, then we will sit 
down with the State Regional Planning Unit, Federal Regiol1!tl Planning Unit, 
we will decide what the priorities are here and the funding problems and move 
forward. 

You will hear next from Mr. Paul Haynes, Assistant Administrator, Office of 
National Priorities Program. He will now go into the detail of what we hope to 
take part in here in Compton. 

The thought I want to leave with you is the one I started with. What is unusual 
about this gathering is the application of teamwork, of people at all these levels 
who are going to address the problem at the shirtsleeves level and come out with a 
plan-the Keyword is Partnership. 
Paul Haynes Director, National Priority Program 

The following pages are reproductions of outlines of the areas of priority as 
presented by Mr. I-Iaynes. 

Each slide was diseussed thoroughly by Mr. Haynes, and at the conclusion of 
his presentation the floor was opened for questions. 

There being no questions regarding this presentation, this portion of the con­
ferenee was closed. 
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Name and title 
Richard J. Tobey, retired judge_~ __________ _ 
John L. Jones, assistant planner ____________ _ 
Mary D. Bullen, parole agent, California Youth 

Authority. 
Cleo Brown, regional administrator _________ _ 
LeRoy Pullum, vice president ______________ _ 
John Corcoran, manager ___________________ _ 

Eddie Cano, Los Angeles representative, HEW_ 
Alex Castro, policeman ____________________ _ 
G. R. Gaskerville ________________________ _ 
S. J. Campbell, parole officer _______________ _ 
Huey T. Shafer, judge ______ - _____________ _ 
Fletcher J. Brown, governor's representative __ 
Lawrence Cooper, metro director ___________ _ 

James H. Wilson, city councilman __________ _ 
John Brooks, CCJP _______________________ _ 
Saul Lankster, detective ___________________ _ 
Shirley L. Ross, director _____ - _____________ _ 

Leroy Parks, director _____________________ _ 
Andrew Erskine, reporter __________________ _ 
Lonnie Bunkley, probation director _________ _ 
Henry A. Nodiel, administrative assistanL __ _ 
Ben Jenkins, director _____________________ _ 
T. Armstrong, police officer ________________ _ 
Charles Davis, city clerk __________________ _ 
Southey Johnson, real estate broker _________ _ 
Tom D. Mary, 2d vice chairman ___________ _ 

Terry Hatter, criminal justice planner _______ _ 

Mitchell S. June, youth counselor ___________ _ 

Burton Powell, community services director __ _ 

Phil Wax, chairman _______________________ _ 

Barbara Spears, parole agent IL ___________ _ 
Jake Jacobs, news reporter _________________ _ 
Ron Berryman, executive vice president _____ _ 
George Gent, project manager _____________ _ 
Curtis Kennedy, superintendent ____________ _ 

Homer Garrott, judge _____________________ _ 
James Jackson, deputy probation officer _____ _ 
M. Thomas Clark, deputy probation officer __ _ 
A. M. Thomas, captain ____________________ _ 
Homer Johnson, manager __________________ _ 
M. Correra, captain _______________________ _ 
Michael Logue, captain ____________________ _ 
Ed Broesel, lieutenant _____________________ _ 
Joseph R. Jansen ________________ ~ ________ _ 

Able Everette ____________________________ _ 
Richard Green, chief of security ____________ _ 
Buford E; Smith, IieutenanL ______________ _ 
Hilliard Hamm, publisher _________________ _ 
Erskine McCarthy, board of directors _______ _ D. Burns ______________ -- ________________ _ 
M. D. Bunton, sergeant ___________________ _ 
Donald L. Carlson, deputy district attorney __ _ 

Age/tey 
Compton municipal court. 
Los Angeles municipal court. 
Planning and research. 

California Youth Authority. 
Innercity challenge. 
Compton Chamber of Com­

merce. 
Department of HE W. 

Police commission. 
California Youth Authority. 
Compton municipal court. 
Los Angeles. 
National Alliance of Business-

men. 
Los Angeles regional CCJ. 
Sacramento. 
Compton Police Department. 
Compton Neighborhood Service 

Center. 
Southeast planning council. 
Los Angeles DaHy Journal. 
Los Angeles county probat!on. 
City of Compton. 
Model Cities. 
Compton Police Department. 
Compton city hall. 
Own office. 
Los Angeles Delinquency and 

Crime Commission. 
Los Angeles Regional Planning 

Board. 
California Youth Authority 

(Nelles School). 
Department of community serv­

ices. 
Delinquency and crime commis-

sion. 
California Youth Authority. 
KNX-CBS news. 
C/S/B Inc. 

Do. 
Compton Unified School Dis-

trict. 
Compton municipal court. 
Probation department. 
California Youth Authority. 
Compton Police Department. 
Compton E.D.D. 
Compton Police Department. 
Los Angeles County Sheriff. 
Lynwood Police Department. 
Brotherhood Education Council 

of Los Angeles. 
Do. 

Los Angeles Board of Educat~on. 
Los Angeles Sheriff Department. 
Metropolitan Gazette. 
Chamber of commeroe. 
Herald American. 
Compton Police Department. 
Compton branch. 
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At tencZees-Con tinued 
NamB and titla 

Earl D. Johnson __________________________ _ 
Frank Mason, southern California arel\ repre-

sentative. 
Maxcy D. Filer, building services ___________ _ 
Lt. Art Taylor, police lieutenant ____________ _ 
Pat Cole, evaluation specialist ______________ _ 
Candace Smith, creator of art show _________ _ 
Larry Lynch, reporter _____________________ _ 
Rick Berman, law enforcement assistance 

Avenell 

Compton Police Department. 
HEW. 

Compton Police Department. 
Model Cities. 

Press-Telegram. 
Narcotic Specialist 

authority. 
[Compton, Callf., Monday, May 6, 1974] 

PLANNING MEETING OF LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRA'l'ION-NATIONAL PRIORITY PROJECT 

(Reported by: Pamela Kirknef, C.S.R.) 
I. Introduction and Opening Remarks: Hon. Huey P. Shepard, Presiding Judge, 

Compton Municipal Court, Compton Judicial District. 
II. Speaker: Richard Jacobsen, Special Assistant to the Administrator of Law 

Enforcement Assistant Administration. 
III. Discussion. 
Appearances: Hon. Huey P. Shepard, Hon. Joan D. Klein, Hon. Homer 

Garrott, Hon. H. T. Shafer, Hon. Joseph Armijo, Jr., Richard Jacobsen, and 
Hon. Roy Brown. 

Judge SHEPARD. Ladies and gentlemen, if I may have your attention. We are 
going to commence the program. We are requesting that the mayors and city 
managers, if they would like to sit here in the jury box, if there are any in the 
audience who will come forward at this time, we would appreciate it. 

We have had a number of meetings prior to this one in which we have discussed 
with L.A. officials the establishment of a national priority program here in the 
City of Compton and in the entire judicial district. Even though it is called the 
Compton Municipal Court, people somehow frequently forget that there are three 
other cities, the largest of which is Carson and also the City of Lynwood, the City 
of Paramount and some County area, comprising approximately 300,000 persons. 

We have indicated leadership, not only of the Court, but of the elected and 
other leaders of the judicial district in a March 22nd meeting at the Compton 
City Hall, that we were interested in proceeding with the implementation and 
development of the National Priority Program here. Mr. Charles Work, who is 
the Deputy Administrator, was here and explained what they had in mind for 
us and this is the follow-up meeting in which the consultants who have been 
chosen will start to meet with you and interview you and develop a plan and 
program of action for the next several months. 

Mr. Jacobsen will explain this to you in some detail later on, so I won't go into 
it any further at this time. I would like to suggest to each of you present that if 
you have not signed our roster and registered with your names, address and phone 
numbers as to where you might be reached, please do so before you leave. We 
will be contacting you again in the future. 

We are projectihg another meeting on the 16th of May at 1:00 o'clock. The site 
is yet to be chosen. You will be notified but you might calendar that for l\ follow-up 
meeting after the pre-survey team has just about completed their work. 

I would like to introduce the persons at the head tablei and after that, I would 
like for each of you to stand and introduce yourselves. We would like to know who 
you aro-I think we can do it very briefly-and the organization you are with. 

On my extreme right we are very pleased to have the presiding judge of the 
Municip_al Court, Los Angeles Municipal Court Judicial District, Joan Dempsey 
Klein. Next to her is Judge Garrott of our court. Harry Shafer is next. to him. 
Judge Armijo is next to him. Judge Ricks, our assistant presiding judg~ appar­
ently has got tied up. We expect him momentarily. I will introduce Mr. Jacobsen 
later. We are very pleased to have Judge Roy Brown who is supervising judge 
of the Superior Court for the South District of which we are a part until such time 
as they build our new court facility here and we are anticipating groundbreaking 
on that within a couple months, hopefully. 

Could I ask you to be so kind, if you will stand, tell us your name and position, 
organiZation you are with, please. 

Bill Coburn, Assistant City Manager of Paramount. 
Maureen Cassingham, City of Lynwood. 
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Freel Bien, City Administrator, the City of Carson. 
James Wilson, City of Compton. 
John Calas, Mayor pro-tern, City of Carson. 
Lt. Webb, Compton P.D. 
Lt. Taylor, Compton P.D. 
George Canton, Cunningham, Short & Berryman. 
Peter Dunn, Municipal Court Planning and Research. 
John Jones, Municipal Court Planning and Research. 
Bill Stewart, Office of Criminal Justice and Planning, Compton. 
Beverly Williams, Office of Criminal Justice, Compton. 
Earl Johnson, Office of Criminal Justice, Compton. 
Eugene Perchonok Aerospace Corporation. 
Hayden Gregory, bommunity Relations with L.E.A.A. 
Tony Pascuito, Impact Program, part of the team. 
Harry Mear, Firestone Sheriff. 
Gary Colbath, California State College, Dominguez Hills. 
Leo Cain, California State College, Dominguez Hills. 
Pat Mortonson L.E.A.A. group. 
John Bonner, New York City Police, with L.E.A.A. group. 
Renee Walker, National Institute of Drug Abuse. 
Fred Rias, Mexican Art Foundation. 
Joe Ochoa, Chairman of Mexican-American Political Association here in 

Compton. 
Lt. Marshall Trout, Marshall's office. 
Art Thomas, Compton P.D. 
Captain Short, Compton Police. 
Jerry Leavitt, Director, Probation, South Central Office. 
Gordon Donald, South Bay University. 
Morita, Department of Corrections, Assistant Supervisor. 
Wally Henche, ex-F.B.I. agent. 
Rick Berman, L.E.A.A. 
Ken Cable, Lakewood Sheriff. 
Sechon, Coordinator, Southeast Mental Health. 
John Paul, Chief Probation Officer, Detroit, Michigan. 
George Corbin, Judicial Council, California, with the team. 
Mary A1bras~ L.E.A.A., Washington. 
John Green, uffice of Criminal Justice, Planning, Sacramento. 
Bill Mayer, Los Angeles Regional Planning Board. 
Peter Gaines, Evaluator of the Project, from USC. 
Donald Carlson, District Attorney, Compton. 
James McCarthy California Youth Authority. 
Robert Dotson, Court Liason Officer, Highway Patrol. 
Bill Roemer, Highway Patrol, Lieutenant. 
Judge SHEPARD. There were a couple gentlemen who came in late. 
Jim Wilson, Councilman from Long Beach. 
Robert Price, Long Beach Criminal Justice Planner. 
Judge SHEPARD. We thank each of you for taking the time from what is obviously 

a busy schedule to come and be with us. Without any further comments of my 
own, I will now turn the program over to Mr. Richard Jacobsen. He is a native 
of Los Angeles. He once took his undergraduate course, I think, at USC; then he 
saw the error of his ways. Then he went to UCLA and got his masters in business 
administration. 

He is presently Special Assistant to the Administrator of Law Enforcement 
Assistant, Mr. Snntorelli. Navy veteran for one and one-half years. I think 
immediately prior to his present position, he worked at the White House in the 
Special Action Office of Drug Abuse. 

Without anything further, I give you Mr. Richard Jacobsen. 
Mr. JACOBSEN. Thank you, Judge Shepard. I must apologize, every time I 

come out to my home, I seem to get sick and I did yesterday. So if my voice 
sounds a little bad, I hope you will please excuse me. . 

The purpose of this meeting is baSically to refamiliarize aU of you with the 
meeting that Mr. Work hosted here approximately a month ago, to tell you what 
we are going to be doing over the next two-weele period of time and what you 
can expect from L.E.A.A. over the next year. 

This two-week phase or the pre-start survey phase is the first phase of what we 
are calling this new long term technical assistance ooncept. Every governmental 
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bureaucracy seems to have a four-letter acronym. Ours is IOTA-Initiative 
Oriented Technical Assistance. 

Before the two weeks are up, each one of you will receive a copy of this theo­
retical handbook which explains the what and the why but not the how of how we 
go about starting with the pre-start survey and what a long-term income technical 
integration of survey means internally in the Criminal Justice, externally between 
the Criminal Justice system and what I call the Human Services Delivery system. 

You will also receive a copy of the site evaluation guide which is basically how 
we are going to proceed in this two-week survey. And I would like to define that a 
little more sharply. Basically, we will be doing four things during this two-week 
period of time . 
. Number one, is conducting a series of interviews with as many people as we can 
talk to during the two-week period of time, to get your definition or perception of 
what the gross problem areas are in the Criminal Justice system and in related 
areas to the Criminal Justice system; what you perceive as the solutions to those 
problems, and what you perceive as your agency's or your role in solving those 
problems are. In other words, are you part of the problem or are you part of the 
solution? 

We will also be taking a look at the data that is available in the community; 
what is available and what are the gaps. We will not analyze the data. At this time 
we are merely interested in knowing what data is available in order to make some 
decision. 

Thirdly, we will take a look at our own observations as we go around as a team 
and we observe serious things, we will be marking those areas down for 
consideration. 

And lastly, we will be taking a look at the process and the flow within the 
Criminal Justice system, itself, and how it interphases with the ancillary or 
human service in the community. 

I would like to reintroduce the team members. If they would please stand and 
just give n. couple of minutes background on each one of them individually. 

My Deputy Team Leader is Mr. Rick Berman from the L.E.A.A. Regional 
Office in Burlingame. 

Mr. BERMAN. Just briefly, we became involved in Compton about a year ago 
when. Mr. Cornelius Cooper recognized there was a problem working with the 
elected officials and the police department. We decided we could be of some 
assistance in evaluo.ting the Criminal Justice system and maybe leading to a 
program that would rejuvenate citizens participation in government in Compton 
and develop a system that would not only help the community but serve the 
citizen. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Next member, Peter Haynes of the University of Southern 
California. Mr. Haynes' principal job during the entire length of the project will 
be to chronicle and develop a how-to manual at the end of the project that will 
document all we do from start to finish and why we did it. Mr. Haynes. 

Mr. HAYNES. Jake, you just took away the thing I was going to say. History is, 
was Director of the University of Southern California. As Jake says, the prime 
goal here is to capture the process so we understand what is really necessary to 
assist jurisdiction in dealing with a specific problcm, so we hope that the process 
will be a benefit, not only to you, but will be a benefit to other jurisdictions across 
the country, which indeed will put Compton very much on the map. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. John Paul. 
Mr. PAUL. I am Director of Probation from Wayne County in Detroit, 

Michigan. My background is, I spent about ten years with the California Youth 
Authority here and have worked in a citizens' program for about three years, ·and 
I did work in court administration and work with L.E.A.A. in doing a similar 
study of the Federal District Court in Washington, D.C. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Mr. George Holmes. 
Mr. HOLMES. I am with the Judicial Council on the Calendar Management 

Technical Assistance team, and I believe apparently what I will be doing here is 
tryin g to take a look at courts and related agencies who are involved with it. 

Mr. ,JACOBSEN. Miss Patricia Mortonson. 
Miss MOHTONSON. I am with the Political Studies of Washington. We assist 

local elected/appointed officials in the area of City Management and Planning. 
Before that, I was working with youth programs in Baltimore and pertrial divorce­
type programs. I am mostly interested in the community aspect and phasing it 
with the courts. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Mr. Tony Pascuito. 
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Mr. PASCUITO. I am from the Denver Anti-Crime Council, which is a special 
program funded by L.E.A.A. You may have heard of it. It is the seven specialized 
cities and also Denver. The eight that were selected were to reduce crime through 
a number of means. Some of them, crime prevention, citizen involvement, divorce 
court improvements, law envorcement techniques and correctional improvement 
and treatment. I am the Assistant Director of the program. It is only two years 
old. I am an appointee of the mayor. The involvement of community groups, 
myself and a number of other staff have been trying to get crime prevention pro­
grams off the ground. 

L.E.A.A. found it necessary and felt that I was the best person to come here for 
a coordinated type of effort in dealing with that, working with the other gentlemen. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Hayden Gregory. 
Mr. GREGORY. Community Relations Service, Department of Justice. You 

cancelled the agency. I am a lawyer by training as our title suggests. The area we 
are concerned with to assist L.E.A.A. on this program is citizen initiative or the 
involvement of the total community in the program. In that connection, I pre­
viously served as an Assistant Staff Director for the National Advisory Criminal 
Justice Standards; and the goal which I am sure you are familiar with, worked 
on the community crime prevention aspect for that. Prior to that I had our own 
agency's community criminal justice program. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Mr. Eugene Perchonok. 
Mr. PERCHONOE:. I am with the Aerospace Corporation. I am actually an 

engineer and we have been working with the research arm for law enforcement for 
transferring technology from space and from the defense to law enforcement 
equipment. Part of that goal involves some planning for the institute. I have been 
asked to represent that program in providing assistance for systems to deal with 
the problem at hand. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. John Bonner. 
Mr. BONNER. I have been with the New York City Police Department for 20 

years. I have a couple degrees in Criminal Justice. I was the Director of Crime 
Analysis in New York City for awhile. 

I have worked with some programs in a cooperative effort between the New 
York City Police Department and some of our college and universities in New 
York City. My role here will be to interview various people in the police areas of 
this jurisdiction. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. With that background, I would like to quickly go over the pres­
entation that was made per Charles Work, and Mr Paul Haynes of our office last 
month to kind of bring everybody back up at the satisfactory level, and then 
proceed into a short discussion of where we go from here, and then take any 
questions that you may have afterwards. 

Very briefly, this particular effort is being operated out of our office of National 
Priority Programs which is basically concerned with four major areas. Mr. Santa­
relli has announced a Citizens' Criminal Justice Initiative, Juvenile Justice Ini­
tiative and the implementation process of National Advisory Commissions' 
standards and goals. 

What makes this program a little different from other projects that L.E.A.A. has 
been involved in, L.E.A.A. in the past has always been reactive. L.E.A.A. waS the 
first of the new Federulism Agencies which exposed revenue sharing which was 
given out of the state in the form of blank grants. They were to make the local 
decision as to how the money was to be spent. 

L.E.A.A. basically sat back and waited for grants to be produced or generated 
at t,he local and state level and then funded them. In this case here, we are rec­
ognizing two things: one is that L.E.A.A. can playa leadership role in the com­
munity; and two, that the causes of crime do not just deal with the Criminal Justice 
system, but the causes of crime are social, economic conditions as well as Criminal 
Justice factors. 

We have in Compton, as you know, a high percentage of youthful offenders, 
and Compton rates rather high on the crime per capita index in what they call 
Part I crimes. Additionally, it has one of the highest Juvenile Justice Crime rates 
in the country. 

Just briefly, let's review the situation as was described to us. There is in Comp­
ton almost a 11 percent overall unemployment rate in the Compton Municipal 
Court District; low family income where the avemge in the state is $10,900 a year; 
and in Compton, $4,700. School drop out rates of 23 percent; low levels of educa­
tional skills; sub-standard housing; where 25 percent of the population is on Wel­
fare. The problem of broken homes and a youthful population of 50 percent or 
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more under the age of 21; and a severe drug abuse problem within the community. 
All factors of the general population leading to the creation of crime. 

The intent here then is to study the system from a system-wide perspective, 
taking these other social and economic factors into consideration, when analyzing 
the Criminal Justice system and how it operates, what can be done to improve the 
coordination within the Criminal Justice system and how the Criminal Justice 
system than can team up with these other human service delivery systems that 
can get at basic cause of problem. 

This can involve all kinds of things which we will go into as suggested as poten-. 
tial programs that could be implemented within the community. 

Now, here is one way of looking at the problem: one, we have the L.E.A.A. 
priorities and working with the California Office of Criminal Justice, planning the 
leadership of the Criminal Justice communities here in the criminal or in the Com­
pton MuniCipal Court District and Compton Regional Planning Unit. We can 
reduce crime and delinquency by increasing the citizen participation in the com­
munity, with the Criminal Justice system and increasing the Criminal Justice sys­
tem to the citizen. 

These can take, again, many types of programs that can be used, such as witness 
coordinators, juror coordinators, et cetera. 

Now, what makes this effort a little bit unique is we are going to be working 
with all agencies. We are going to be working with other California and other 
Federal agencies; such as HUD, the Department of Labor, HEW, et cetera. And 
we are going to be working through L.E.A.A. in Washington, the Regional Office 
in Burlingame, the State Planning Agency in California with the assistant team 
and the Regional and Compton Regional Planning units to try to make a dent on 
this crime problem in the Compton Municipal Court nistrict. 

Now, these next series of slides will highlight some types of activity that can be 
done in terms of major goals and major solutions or suggestions in terms of projects 
that can be implemented within the community to try to reduce crime. 

The first is crime prevention; by increasing public awareness of crime, by re­
ducing opportunities for crime, by alleviating social and economic conditions that 
promote crime. This means working, not just with the Criminal Justice system, 
bifurcating the system, criminal system, unified to act as lobbyists or take a leader­
ship role in its inter-phase of these other agencies, who try to get at the root causes 
of crimes and prevent it before it becomes a major problem. 

As you can see, there are a number of suggested projects. Those are only sug­
gested acti vi ties. Again, in crime con trol, reducing juvenile gang acti vi ties, increasing 
Criminal Justice coordination, are two possible goals. Reducing obstacles to citizen 
support, the rehabilitation of the victim are other goals of the project. 

Now, our time frame as we now perceive it, is as follows: the two-week survey is 
commencing today and will end on May the 17th, I guess, or Friday; at which time 
we will take the information that we have collected and we will synthesize that 
information back into Washington into a manageable document. The document 
then will be sent back out here for you folks, for your review and comment as to 
whether or not we are talking about the same cities or whether or not we really ball 
it all up and need to start all over with it. That paper will highlight the concensus 
of the preliminary areus, the concensus of solution areas. It will highlight the type 
of people we think should go into a long-term technical assistance team that would 
come out here approximate in mid-June and work with you for approximately 
nine to 12 months. The chronicler is already on board as far as the internal evalua­
tion of it; and during that nine-month period of time, we would attempt to imple­
ment projects that will make a major dent on the crime problem with the Criminal 
Justice system and work with other agencies to attempt to establish major project 
areas that they can accomplish that will also have a bearing on the crime problem. 

For example, if our study shows that one of the reasons people don't report 
crime is because they have no way of getting to the local Criminal Justice agency, 
then one of the rules that we would like the Criminal Justice system to consider is 
to lobby with the local transit authority to make sure that all of the Criminal 
Justice agencies are on the bus routes or rapid transit routes in your particular 
area. 

If it is a question of new housing going in, we would like the housing authOl·l·Ues 
to take into consideration the concepts of defensible space that have been learned 
by our research arm, which have been demonstrated to reduce crime into an area 
by taking into consideration architectural principles. You have already started 
working on your task programs which integrates the health agencies with the 
Criminal Justice agencies to identify and refer arrestees into a program, to re-
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habilitate drug offenders so they don't commit future crimes. Those are just some 
examples of the type of projects that possibly could be initiated during this time 
frame. 

The two-week effort, as I said, is commencing today, will produce the kind of 
grass roots or first sketch, if you will, of what the major problem in areas and 
solution areas are. In the long-term diagnosis, which will be composed of a team of 
approximately four to six members, will actually refine the analysis suggestion 
projects to you that can be funded by L.E.A.A.; and with your approval, we will 
attempt, and I think that we can deliver on this. 

From the time that the grant is started to be put down on paper, we will insure 
that that grant is finished and funded and the dollar in your hands within 60 days. 
The team then will start the implementation of the project and help you elect or 
select local hires to actually run the project. The team will train those people 
on the job in running the project; and when the people are trained, to run the 
project, then the team will go on to another activity. 

'We will, in addition, supplement the team at various times on an as-needed 
basis with additional conSUltants who will come in and provide their particular 
expertise that the team does not have towards the problem area. This may mean 
that we have a team of four to six people, for example, that understand community 
relations, that understand community organization, systems analysis, et cetera. 
If what we need for a short period of time, for example, is an expert in Police 
Administration, well then, we would attempt to get an expert in Police Admin­
istration, for example, to come in, or Court Administration, or whatever it may 
be, down the line to supplement the team, to give you a quality project on which 
you can make a decision as to which way you want to go, given a certain problem 
and given various openings to solve that problem. 

Briefly, what that looks like then, is the problem diagnosis that the team will 
do in the long term, a project work plan, actual project implementation and con­
tin·lous project evaluation, all in partnership with you at the Federal, State and 
local level. 

Now, in proving the Crime Justice system, we are right now at the pre-start 
survey. Once the pre-start survey is finalized and finished, then we will go into the 
more refined system diagnosis phase, which will be this long term technical assist­
ance. Then we will test selected projects that you have decided upon on a 90-10 
funding split. We will be looking for institutionalization of tho.se improvements. 
In other words, there is no point in putting money into the community if in fact 
at the end of the three-year funding cycle, you cannot in effect take tho.se projects 
over and continue them. 

Lastly, what we are calling this is our success partnership model. You have 
demonstrated to us your commitment for improvement. You have agreed to elimi­
nate a certain amount of red tape. You have agreed to try to institutionalize the 
projects in the process, and you have given us your cooperation today. vVe will 
provide that to you at 100 percent funding, program development; program tests 
on a 90-10 funding ratio and program evaluation. So in essence, we have the Fed­
eral funding assistance commitment partnership in planning and partnership in 
decision making. That is basically the model that was presented out here approxi­
mately a mouth ago by Mr. Work. 

We are now ready to implement that partnership model. In these next two 
wceks, we will be interviewing and talking to most of you here in the room, if not 
all of you. We will come back to you towards the end of the second week. We will 
let you know where we sit, what we have found, what we think the gaps are, ask 
you if we have gotten everything straight. We will ask you, should we interview 
somebody else or touch base with somebody else, et cetera, so we can fill in the 
gaps and do really a decent job for you. And then we will take that material back 
to Washington. We will synthesize it into a readable, workable paper, send that 
back out to you for your comments. Then we will select a team. We will propose to 
you a set of consultants that we think might be applicable. We will ask you for 
your comments on those team members, and with your concurrence, we will select 
a team of four to six people. Those people will be deployed in June, approximately 
towards the later part. They will be here in your community for apprOXimately 
nine months. They will refine the analysis, propose to you a work plan, a series of 
projects for your approval. 

They will help you write the grant. They will help you get the funding into the 
community. They will help you implement the projects; and probably more im­
portantly, they will work with you to train a group of people here that can con­
tinue this process in the long run. And we will work with you and the people in 
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Washington and other Federal agencies to try to get a comprehensive effort of 
dealing with the problem of crime, not only from the Criminal Justice system but 
also human delivery system, which ultimately is more responsible for crime or at 
least the environment of crime than the Criminal Justice system would be. 

The easy example on that-1 don't want to harp on this point, but the Criminal 
Justice system cannot do anything about high unemployment. The Criminal 
Justice system cannot do anything about a twelfth grader who can only read at 
the fifth grade level. The Criminal Justice system cannot do anything about sub­
standard housing and on and on and on. But if we can get these agencies to work 
in partnership, have the Criminal Justice system, and we can get some joint plan­
ning between those agenCies, then I think we can go a long way towards reducing 
crime in this community. 

And if it works here, then it will work anywhere in the United States. So that 
is where we are. We are at the start of this thing right nowi and hopefully at the 
end of this two-week period of time, we will have a document for you that I think 
will not be a study, because I think this community hus probably been studied to 
death. I think what you are ready for is some action. 

What we want to do is take all these studies that have been done by the various 
academiCians, if you will, I guess, and other types of consulting firms, et cetera, 
get our own personal observation on the matter, come up with a document that 
makes some sense, offer it up to you and say okay. 

N ow, here is your alternatives as we see them. Are you ready to go into the 
next phase? If you are, then we will stand by our bargain and put the team in 
around the middle of June of this year and we will try to get something going. 
That is basically it. 

Any questions? 
Judge SHEPARD. Yes, sir. 
Joe OCHOA. I am from the Compton Mexican-American Association. I am very 

concerned about your staff. Do any of you speak Spanish? This is why I am 
concerned. Very fortunate to be invited at the last meeting here. You are dealing 
with a community where there is a lot of Chicanos, Spanish-speaking Nationals 
in this community, in Compton, Paramount and Carson and Lynwood. Yet 
outside of one gentleman here-1 don't know if you work with the Chicanos or 
Spanish-speaking people throughout the County. Right here we are concerned 
and hopefully we will be able to deal or work together on these problems because 
our problems are not similar as other groups. ,Ve have different problems. 

One is the Spanish-speaking thing. Parents. Young people going to school. 
They may speak English. Parents don't. So if you are going to interview people, 
going to interview parents, how are you going to do it? 

Judge ARMIJO. L()t me answer that question. We have already solved that. 
Judge SHEPARD. I think your point is well taken. We have discussed that. I 

think one of the things that L.E.A.A. learned when we did a breakdown of the 
ethnic groups in the community, the Spanish-speaking population is much higher 
than-I think even those of you who sat on the bench, saw increasing all the time. 
We are well aware of that problem in terms of the permanent team. We have 
already discussed having adequate Spanish-speaking staff to deal with that, so 
it hasn't been overlooked. 

Judge ARMIJO. We have two consultants who ar" also Spanish speaking already. 
Judge SHEPARD. The exact number hasn't been determined but I think at 

least that many. 
Mr. JACOBSEN. Our understanding of the community breakdown was not as 

refined as what we know now. "Ve intend to make sure there is a representing 
body for each particular minority or majority individual on the eventual con­
sulting team that comes in. Recognize that pre-start surveys merely to define the 
perimeters. We will be trying to talk to as many people as possible. Of course, 
we want to get to 0,11 of them. That we would like to do. But during the nine 
months that the actual team is deployed, we will be in a position to be able to 
refine that and get into the more in-depth problems, if you will, that surface in 
the various communities. 

I understand you have a big Samoanpopulation, now, that is being developed 
here, American Indians, besides the Caucasians and black population in the 
community. We want to work with all of them because it really isn't a black, 
white, brown, yellow problem. It is a community problem that the whole com­
munity has to be involved with to reduce crime. It doesn~t belong to anyone 
ethnic or minority. . 

Judge ARMIJO. I think I will withdraw my statement. At least we have addressed 
ourselves to the problem. 
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Judge SHEPARD. Are there other questions at this time, 
Mr. Jacobsen is going to be the team leader. As I indicated to you, I think in 

my opening remarks, we are going to put together the entire Criminal Justice 
planning group. I will be calling on you to serve on that and meet with us from 
time to time. But I think the partnership idea, the idea that we have been able 
to get all the representatives from the various agencies and cities together is 
extremely important because we see the crime problem coming before us daily, 
and we make decisions because that is our job. We have to make decisions but 
we recognize that frequently the solutions to the problems are not in the decisions 
that we make and that the community is going to have to get involved in the 
Criminal Justice system. That is the only way we are going to effectively attack 
and deal with the problem. 

Before our next question, there aTe several people that came in late. I would 
like to introduce the Mayor of the City of Compton, Doris Davis. From Compton 
Police Department, Tom Cochee, also came in late. And Mr. Gordon Jacobsen 
from the District Attorney's Office is also here. 

There might have been some others whose names I don't know. Everyone 
introduced themselves earlier. If someone did corne in, if you would like to stand 
and tell us who you are. 

Levan Bell, California Youth Authority. 
Bob Smith, Adult Paroles. 
Julie Sgarzi, Southern California Associatiun of Government. 
Judge SHEPARD. In the presentation, Mr. Jacobsen talked about the juvenile 

problem. It is one of the great. . Isis problems facing this community. People 
frequently don't realize that in the Municipal Court we don't have jurisdiction 
over juveniles; but fortunately, the County- has agreed to establish a Juvenile 
Court which I understand will be operatiollltl in appr.oximately July of this year. 
And I think that will be a great aid to a very responsive juvenile system, more 
responsive than it has been in the past. Then the study team will be in a position 
to talk with and deal with them. 

We have talked with Judge McCourtney, the Presiding Judge of the Superior 
Court; Judge Hogoboom, who is the Presiding Judge of Juvenile of the Superior 
Court. They have indicated they will be cooperative. Judge Brown, as I indicated, 
is the Supervising Judge of the South District of which we are a part. I am sure 
we will have his cooperation. 

Back to any questions that others might have that have not been clarified or 
raised at this time? 

Judge KLEIN. Has this been tried anywhere or tried on-­
Mr. JACOBSEN. We are going to try it out on Compton. 
Judge KLEIN. That is why you say if it works here, it is going to work anywhere. 
Mr. JACOBSEN. There has been a lot of attempts by the Federal Government 

and by State and local governments, for that matter, to try to do something like 
this. Model cities, I think, was an example structure like this. The L.E.A.A. 
Impact City Structure program was an example program called Planning Varia­
tions, run out of HUD. It was somewhat of an example of this. All of them, they 
had varying degrees of success. 

One of the principal problems with all of the programs was that they didn't 
provide one qualified staff to help develop programs, to get community partici­
pation in the development of those programs in a way in which was meaningful, 
and which then could be presented to the elected or to the people that had to make 
decisions on various programs in an organized and proper manncr, if you will. 
They took into consideration fiscal constraints. For example, if I dump $40,000,000 
into the conlmunity, can the community actually absorb that or am I just wasting 
money that just has to go in the bank. 

There was a problem in terms of fund flow. In other words, a community would 
get all excited about a program and then they would have to wait nine months 
to receive their first check. There was a problem in terms of implementation of 
the projects. 

In otl"er words, the money would get there and because of local bureaucratise 
of VlLIIJUS kinds, it took three to six months to get the projects off the groundj 
and by the time they got off the ground people forgot what the project was 
intended to do and things went nowhere. Projects were consi'hred in their own 
microcosm and didn't realize they wcre part of a bigger systen,. 

I think some classic examples have occurred in the Criminal .Tustice system 
where the District Attorney's Officc has done something and it made the District 
Attorney's Office more effective but it put a bigger work burden on the police 
and the courts. In the area of housing, I think, the most classic example is the 
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Pruitt-igoe, St. Louis highrise effort in which no one took into considemtion the 
concept of a defcnsible phasej and what in essence they created there was a six­
block area that had the highest crime rate in the City of St. Louis. 

Finally, they had to destroy the entire complex of buildings, which cost the 
Federal Government and the State, locnl government a considerable amount 
of money. We think that if we just sit down and we get some good perceptions of 
what the Criminal Justice system looks like and how it inter-phases internally 
amongst itself, et cetera, and we look at how the Criminttl Justice system can 
better inter-phase with these other delivery systems, and if we can then sit down 
fmd work out a detailed plan of action, that we can make some dramatic steps 
towards reducing the problem of crime and delinquency in this particular 
community. 

If we do it well here, then we can do it in other communities as well across 
the country. We cah have a blueprint, if you will, of getting people together. 

I used to run the TASK program for the Special Action Office and one of the 
things that we found was that we were bringing together the entire Criminal 
Justice system and these other ancillary support systems. This was for many the 
first time those individuals had ever sat dovm in the same room together. I remem­
ber one case in the Midwest where a police chief was on record against the chief 
judge because he accused the chief judge of being too light on sentencing. When 
they sat down in a room with the District Attorney and the Public Defender 
and all the people of the Criminal Justice system, the police chief finally got up 
at the meeting, quote, "Judge, I war. wrong. I didn't understand your problems." 
Unquote. And I think that is pretty true across the country. 

I think that can be taken one step further in terms of the human delivery system. 
If the schools know they have an opportunity and responsibility to work with 
the police and help the police in terms of juvenile delinquency, I think we can 
go a long way helping the police and court system, prob~.tion authority system, 
in stopping juvenile-yes, sir? 

Mr. MOIUTA. Department of Corrections. What about long-term financing'? 
You said after the third year it has ten percent funding. Have you had any com­
mitments from, say, the City of Compton to take over funding of the program 
over a prolonged period ot time? 

Mr. JACOBSEN. We will design the project and the alternative will be suggested 
to you about the ability of either the Cities of Compton, Lynwood, Paramount 
and Carson and the County of Los Angeles institutionalizing the projects after. 
the Federal funding ceases. 

If it is determined that there is no way this thing can be institutionalized, 
if it is a success, then they are going to have to make n. very hard decision as to 
whether or not they n.re going to punme the project. Now, that will be one of con­
siderations in choosing n. project. In other words, our Federal funding only lasts 
for three years and that is unfortunate but that is the wn.y Congress established us 
and thn.t is the way most programs run at the Federal level. That is one of the 
problems that we are trying to n.ttack by considering the physical capability of a 
community to take over an institutionalized program. We will be working with 
several people down here in the area to develop an econometric mode of the 
model-what the costs of an Ilrrest is, and process one offender through the system. 

So if we are talking about pretrial diverSion, we will be able to estimate what the 
savings are to the courts, and then we can use that information to give to the Crimi­
nal Justice system so it cnn be lobbied with the people in the fiscal offices, and 
they will say it is going to sewe you this exact amount of dollars in the long run, 
even though it is going to cost you a few bucks in the short run. It is worthy of our 
taking over at the end of the three-yenr period of--

Mr. COBURN. I am a representative from the City of Paramount. Is this mt-ney 
you are talking about at this time going to spill into the other communities, 
Lynwood, Carson, Paramounb, or is this going to be spent here in the City? 

Mr. JACOBSFoN. No. The geographical confines of this are the Compton Municipal 
Court District, which is the City of Lynwood, Paramount, Carson, Compton and 
the County of Los Angeles. So it is all. 

Judge SHFoPARD. There is some County terdtory within the Judicial District. 
Another question? 

Mr. JIM WILSON. I am from Long Beach, Have you considered what kind of 
impact it will have, if this project works, OIl the surrounding cities? Usually 
criminals go from city to city. 

Mr. JAcoBsmN. Mr. Mayer of the Regional Planning Unit here-Bill, would 
you like to stand up-brought this problem to our focus. He is preparing some 
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letters from the Regional Planning Unit to the surrounding jurisdictions to 
explain to the mayors and councilmen in the surrounding districts what is going 
to go on in this Compton Municipal Court District and what the possibilities are 
of representation of surrounding areas might be and awareness. If it is successful, 
it may be that some of the criminals find their communities more inticing than the 
Compton Municipal Court District. 

What we are hoping is that that can be minimized as we go along, that the 
other communities will see the process and it is not an expensive process to go 
through and will take steps to learn from what has gone on here nnd be able to 
implement so that maybe we will drive all the criminals out to San Bernardino or 
out into the desert, Death Valley, maybe. 

Judge SHl'lPARD. I think one of the important reasons we have invited such a 
broad cross section of individuals is that I am personally sure the judges of the 
court and on the L.RA.A. team doesn't look upon this as a Compton guinea pig­
type project. We look upon this as a tremendous opportunity to really do an in­
depth analysis of what is going on in the Criminal Justice system and some 
processed reasonable solutions to those problems. 

And this is why we are willing to invest the time and effort and make the 
commitment to participate in it. We can very quickly see how we could use the 
planning unit that is in Los Angeles Municipal Court to work with us and develop 
ideas and any other surrounding courts or jurisdictions, Superior Court as well, 
including the TASK project, which is going to start here and hopefully spread out 
throughout the County. It has County-wide ramifications, because even though 
Compton has a very high crime rate and so forth, people when they give you those 
stats and you see those defendants come to the court, they don't tell you they are 
from South L.A., they are from Long Beach, and they are from somewhere else. 
The stats get attached to Compton. And if Compton were not in its pt1rticulal' 
location in terms of some other adjacent cities with their own crime problems, 
Compton wouldn't have the crime problem it has. 

In any event, what I am saying is I think we have got to stop looking at our 
own little individual problems and realize that in this County, individuals are 
very mobile und we are gOing to have to attack the problem generally County­
wide. That is hopefully what we will evolve out of this and we will learn something 
from this experience. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Again, we are looking for something manageable geographically 
in terms of numbers. To go into for example, the whole County uf Los Angeles 
it would just be impossible at this point in time to do something like that or to 
g.o into any other major city to do that. And here there was a commitment by aU 
invol ved in the MuniCipal Court District and it scemed likc an idcal place to go 
ahead and try it. And it has a significant crime problem, too, that we feel we 
could get ahold of or at least try Lu get ahold of. 

Judge SHEPARD. Aru there any other questions at this tip'" ~ 
Mr. J AconSEN. I would like to say just one other thing. r; hi kind of a demon-

stration. We are going to ma,ke some mistakes. I have no \.>uuot about that. We 
probably have already made some mistakes, the fact that we don't have a Spanish­
speaking membur on the initial team but that will be corrected in the long-range 
team that goes in here. But we would like to have your criticism of our effort. 
This, nobody has ever done before, and it is kind of a new thing for all of us. It 
will be [1 new experience for you as we go through this process. 

I hope by our mistakes, by our recognizing of our mistakes, that we cun learn 
and correct those mistakes before they become a complete mess. 

So we are going to be asking you for your input at our next get together, In the 
second week of this thing, we are going to ask for your views of how well we did i 
and when the paper is completed, we are going to begin asking for your views. We 
are not going to come from on high because the intellectual capacity of this country 
does not reside on the left bank of the Potomic River. Please feel free to call us 
up to criticize us, to provide some constructivu alternatives to what we are doing, 
because that is the only way we can do a better job for you, and you can help us 
do a better job for you. 

So I hope that the spirit of cooperation and partnership will exist during, not 
only this two-week effort, but will then spm over with what we do in the long 
rnnge T.A. thing. And to make this thing a real success, we can only do it by co"' 
operating as n, group. 

Judge ARMIJO, I like that. 
Judge SHEPARD, The site of the Ivlay 16th meeting has not been chosen. We had 

a tentative site which we have changed our minds, but you will be notified with 
regards to that. But it will be at 1 :00 o'clocJ{ on May 16th. 
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Mr. WILSON. Where can we call the team? 
Mr. JACOBSEN. We are located in the Rcsearch Officer's room of the Compton 

Police Department. At the Holiday Inn Convention Center I am available 24 
hours a day at any time. You have my time and all the fine consultants that I 
have out here. You have got them 24 hours a day, also. 

Judge SHEPARD. We have made up an appointment list for them. Most of you, 
or at least a lot of you who are present, and others who are not, if you are not 
appointment scheduled, and you would like to give some input to this, get in touch 
with me here at the Court, either by a phone call or a note. We will arrange, if 
scheduling permits, to have you on the interview schedule for the consultants. 

Immediately following the meeting, Mr. Jacobsen would just like to have a few 
minutes with the City Managers or City Managers' representatives. Mayors who 
are present, if you would wait a few minutes. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Our phone number at the Holiday Inn is 748-1291. 
Judge SHEPARD. That is Richard Jacobsen, the Holiday Inn. If you can't 

locate him or get in touch with him, you can call us here at the court and we will 
relay any messages. 

Thank you very much for coming. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Los Angeles, ss: 
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PLANNING MEETING OF LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION­
N A.TIONAL PRIORITY PROJECT 

(Reported by: M. Virginia Dalton, C.S.R.) 

I. Introduction and Opening Remarks: Hon. Huey P. Shepard, Presiding 
Judge, Compton Municipal Court, Compton Judicial District. 

II. Speaker: Richard Jacobsen, Special Assistant to the Administrator of Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

III. Discussion. 
Judge SHEPARD. Ladies and gentlemen, can we ask you to be seated, please? 
We would like to thank the Oity of Paramount for making this lovely facility 

available to us today. Our previous meetings have been at the courthouse and 
city hall in Compton and we wanted to move the meeting around into other areas 
of the judicial district so we could get those of you to see there are in fact four 
cities in the judicial district. 

It looks like we lost a few people in the process of the move. Some people called 
and said they just could not make it here today bccause of other commitments 
and so forth but are very supportive of the program. We got no negatives from 
the participants in our regional conference. 

I think it would be good for us as we did before just to briefly stand and indicate; 
maybe we can omit that, we havc taken the roll. I think the young lady in the back 
took all your names and titles and most of you have bem at the previous meetings. 
If you have not registered with the young lady in the baok give her your name, 
title and address so we can get in touch with you in future mailings. 

The Pre-Start Survey Team has been with us for almost two weeks. I guess 
they al'e going to wind up tomorrow or the next day at the latest and they bad 
wanted to have a subscquent meeting to kind of give us their tentative findings 
and tentativc problcm identification areas for Us to rcact to, as I understand, 
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prior to their preparing their final report and recommendations, giving them any 
further input and ideas and criticisms or critiques of this tentative report which 
they have prepared and which I trust has been and will be distributed to each 
of you. 

Without anything further we will turn the meeting over to Mr. Jacobsen, the 
team leader. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Thank you, Judge Shepard. 
I would first like to start out by kind of reminding you why we are here, basically 

because of two problems, the high crime and delinquency problem in the area, one 
of the highest in the country in the judicial district; and two, a commitment by 
officials of the cities, counties, regions in the State of California to work towards 
solutions to the crime and delinquency problem and to institute that change, and 
this is probably the key reason why this judicial district was selected. 

The approach is a partnership model: federal, state region, local decision making 
and planning done jointly during the process. This is phase one of the Pm-Start 
Survey which is to do nothing more than to define the pl',rameters of future activi­
ties and to get your perceptions on the problems, solutions and what role you feel 
your agencies can play in working towards those slutions. 

At this time LEAA has not made a commitment in terms of dollars or to any 
individuals and will not do so until we all sit down and agree upon, sometime in the 
future, a plan of action and course that we wish to follow that brings in federal 
state, regional and local governmental entities to decide what is best to be done in 
the area. 

In terms of the team, you have met the team. Most of you have been inter­
viewed by the team. We feel the team put together out here is probably the most 
compctent we could find, and in terms of the amount of work accomplished to date 
we have made a start and there will be not any more than what you give us at this 
point in time. We would like to continue to have your input in terms of this partic­
ular first package. 

Today's mceting will basically present some of the raw data and system flow 
charts that have not bcen analyzed or refined, nor were they drawn by us but they 
are what people told us you were dOing out here. 

The same way in terms of problems and solution arcas, these are not our observa­
tions of what your problems and solutions are. These are what you have told us you 
think your problems and solutions are. 

The ultimate goal will be to provide the long term technical assistance with the 
hope of institutionalizing the capabilities to get a handle on crime and juvenile 
delinquency in the district. 

Before we pass out the material what we would like from you because I am not 
going to go through each individual graph in here in any kind of detail, is for you to 
look at the material, study it tonight and tomorrow and before the close of business 
tomorrow if you could get that material back to us with your comments in terms of 
additions, deletion:; corrections, recommendations and prioritization of problems 
and solutions then we will come back to you when all that is compiled and that 
will be part of our so-called completion of the Pre-Start Survey, ready to define 
what directions we should go in the future. 

So with that in mind I would like to pass out the following material. The first 
thing you will get is a copy of all the graphs that will be shown here today that com­
prise the Pre-Start Survey as it is today. 

The second thing that you will get is a eopy of the IOTA Handbook which ex­
plains the philosophical premise of what we are doing. This document is a living 
document, it is not a final document. We have not followed this thing to the 
letter of the law. It is a flexible working doument that is acting as a general guide 
to the way we are proeeeding in this activity. 

The third thing you will get is a copy of the Site Evaluation Guide which gives 
you an idea of the types of direction we are looking at in terms of the problem 
as it pertains to the total community area, We still have another day and a half 
to go. What you see in this document is not the final document by any stretch 
of the imagination. 

My schedule is filled for most of the afternoon and evening and I am booked all 
day tomorrow. So, we still have a lot of people to see. We have already seen 133 
people and we will show some lists of people we are scheduled to see this afternoon 
and tomorrow, and we will ask you today before we leave if there are any other 
individuals we ought to see this afternoon or tomorrow before we leave. 

So, with that in mind, if I could ask a couple of folks up here to start passing this 
stuff out we will start through it. 
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All right, has everyone got a copy that has on the title Compton Judicial 
District? 

Now, quickly, slide No.2 is a map of the Compton Judicial District, courtesy of 
Los Angeles County. I don!t know who made that, courtesy of Mary Baker. It 
shows the Cities of Carson, Lynwood, Paramount and Compton and the unincor­
porated strip in the area that belongs to the County. 

The next slide is a list of the individuals contacted and I will not run through 
everyone of these but it shows the people have contacted 133 individuals at the 
state, county and region and city level as well as private organizations and 
citizens. 

You might want to just quickly review that and we will skip to the last slide 
which says individuals to be contacted after 1:00 P.M. On May 16 and continuing 
until tomorrow: . 

Dr. Palmer Campen, Superintendent, Paramount Unified School District. 
Mr. Glen Smith, Regional Directol). State Department of Corrections. 
Mr. Harold Voegelint."Los Angeles uhamber of Commerce. 
Mr. Hillard Hamm, .t'ublisher, Metro Gazette. 
Mr. Ray Watkins, Publisher, The Bulletin. 
Mr. Stan Lepke, Merchants and Manufacturers Assoc., L.A. County. 
Mr. Richard Green, Chief of Security, Los Angeles City Schools. 
Captain, Los Angeles Police Department-Juvenile Gangs. 
Lieutenant, Los Angeles fJheriff's Department-Juvenile Gangs. 
Mexican-American Community Organizations/Residents, meeting tonight. 
Are there any other individuals, having looked over that thing, or by the end of 

the presentation if you have some additional names if you will submit those to 
Mary Ellen over here she will take those names down and attempt to contact them 
and set up an appointment to see them either later this afternoon or sometime 
tomorrow. If we don't get to see them and there are people you want me to see, I 
will be available sometime on Saturday all day long. I do have some appointments 
but I will see anybody else you f(;lel I ought to see on Saturday. And I will be 
available to see anybody up until about noon on Sunday before I have to catch a 
flight back to Washington. 

Now, I would like to show you an example. I told you we were not interested in 
restudying the whole problem again and going through another think process but 
we would take a look at what had been done . 
. This is an example of an organization and management study done by Marquette 

University of the Compton Police Department. 
You will see a breakout of a study done by Farr Company and one done by 

Arthur Young & Company. We have n. whole stack of those things. We are going 
to go through, cull them out and get down to basic problems and recommenda­
tions. You see problems and recommendations based on that study, team members 
observations that will give you a dooument that oan identify what the problems 
are, what tho solutions are, and so forth down the line. 

We have also attempted to define interfaces. What you see here are in the 
Compton Judioial Distriot, the polioe/sheriff agenoy interfaoes i sheriff/polioe 
department interfaoes with state in terms of how they operate. 

We also have in regard to this, interfaoes with the county and with the municipal 
oourt or judioial seotion, what area it oovers and what functions. Again these are 
things that were given to us. If these peroeptions are not oorrect, if the interfaoes 
are not oorreot, note it on the dooument, send it baok to us by the close of business 
tomorrow so we can inoorporato those ohanges. 

Also, if you will, sign your name to the dooument in terms of these perceptions 
so we will know if it is a change in the flow prooess, we willimow it is ooming from 
somebodY who knows what he is doing and we can get back to him and ask him 
whether or not or what the reason was we could not understand it. 

We have gone through the adult arrest process and juvenile arrest prooess that 
you see, going through again the same kind of thing: Report of suspected or com­
mitted crime, response by patrol officer, what the options are as you go all the 
way through the systems here until the individual in a juvenile case is transferred 
to Juvenile Hall or a decision is made to me at that point in time. It covers the 
arrest process and polioe/sheriff functions. 

Over here you see it in regards to the adult arrest process. 
The next graphs uhow you how the juvenile system takes that from police 

arrest and what the option:! are as was told to us in handling the processing of 
juveniles. Again, this is what we were told so if you have changes on this please 
feed it in and make notes on them. 
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The same thing is true here with adult felony and adult misdemeanor flow 
process and the options that are possiblc in those two flow processes. And we also 
did a flow of the Compton Municipal Court District in terms of civil cases. 

Now these next series of slides are the compilation and they are not in any 
particular order in many cases and that is the reason why we would like you to 
prioritize these. 

The policing problems as perceived by; and as you see we have got four 
categories: sheriff and or police; the court, which includes the district attorney and 
public defender as well as judges and people that work in the court system; 
probation and parole; and community. 

If there is a check there it means they perceived the area was a problem, as you 
see in the slide on your left. First is Equipment-no helicopter to police burglaries; 
that was a perception by the sheriff, police and somebody in the community who 
thought it was a problem aren. in terms of law enforcement. 

On your righthand side you see some more as we follow on down and you will 
see as you continue to flip the pages more problem areas as given, and then we 
come up to this thing that we call perceived policing solutions n.nd/or remedial 
action, and again the same process. 

Now, these have not been collated with the problems at this point in time. 
Okay. So we have not been thl1t finely tuned and lined up but that is what we will 
do when we have all the material collected and input. We will take problem areas 
and match them up with solution areas. But Unfortunately our time period is so 
short we did not have time to complete that last night. 

The next area we move into is problems in the court area. Here again we follow 
the same process of taking opinions from the four areas: sheriff and/or police; 
court; probation and or parole; and community and put them together as you see 
them. Again, as you follow through this you will note there are perceived solu­
tions again in the court area, going all the way through. 

The next area is in the area of probation and parole, I1nd again on yoUi' left are 
the problem areas, on your right are the perceived probation/parole solutions 
and/or remedial actions as again stated to us. 

1Ve have also, if you will continue through, you will l;iee a post prevention 
human services delivery system interface with criminal justice system but also 
it could be used in terms of prevention programs, pre-prevention programs of how 
human services delivery system interface can link up with the criminal justice 
system. That is there is not a formal link between t. given system be it private or 
government. The only formal link is in some areas of the sentencing. 

I might explain the terms here. 
Response means the officer, when the officer goes out or receives a call for 

service, arrives on the scene and does not arrest the individun.\ but refers him to 
n.n agency without going through arrest or booking process. 

Arrest and booking is pretty self-explanatory. 
Adjudication is the whole process. 
And sentencing is the judicial st.ate after the individual has been convicted 

whether he be incarcerated, put on probation with conditions and how the pro­
bation department links itself up with l'Jeivices within the community. 

This is not in any great detail but merely gives you what it looks right now in 
terms of formal and informal linkages. 

The next two are in the area of Community Problem Areas and Community 
Services Solutions and/or Remedial Action, again with comments from the 
citizenry, private citizens, or in some cases the Sheriff, Court, Probation and 
Parole whether or not they perceive these as problems. 

The next area that we went into was in terms of grantsmanshii), fiscal problems, 
and you see on your left the problems and on your right the fiscal perceived solu­
tions, again as espoused by the people we talked to, 

In this case you see i.t broken out by county, cities, communityl-" and others. 
And note that others may be police, courts, corrections, SCAG, R.t'U, which is 
your region here, or SPA. 

I will not go through cach one of these here but for each one of the areas in 
terms of how money comes in or how you go about applying for LEAA grant, be 
it either block grant or discretionary for SCAG, Southern California Association 
of Governments, I believe Los Angeles County and for the four cities: Carson, 
Compton, :Lynwood and Paramount, there is a flow there of how you go about in 
the process of applying for funds and recei ving funds and what the time schedules 
arc as you go through in each side. 
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Now, to take an example here in terms of cities. This is the one of Carson. As 
you notice the proponent prepares the applieation, the sponsoring agency approves 
the application, matching funds are assured, it goes to the city manager for review, 
then the city council for review and approval. If it is rejected it is returned to the 
proponent. 

However, upon approval it goes to Region R for staff review, next to Region R 
board review where it can be either kicked out and returned back to the city or 
approved and goes on to the SPA staff review, and beard review where, if it is re­
jected it is returned to Region R Staff or Carson, if approved Carson is notified 
and it comes back down to the city, the city manager receives the award, reviews 
it with the city attorney who o.ccepts it and it goes to the city treasurer who 
deposits the check, the city fiscal office records and posts the award. 

It then goes to the city council for final review and approval and you start 
project operation. But you also have to simultaneously go back and work with 
SP A in terms of state fiscal review and state general services department review. 

Now, we have done it for each of the cities and we would like your comments on 
whether this flow process we have described here is in effect correct. 

I thought this was going to take much longer but that is it. Most of it is just a 
question of going through it and if there are things here that catch your eye and 
you would like to ask questions about that are not clear, we can open the floor up 
to discussion in terms of what you have before you. 

'rVe would be happy to take recommendations in terms of team performance, 
how you viewed the team, they are all here. But we are open to constructive 
criticism because this is the first time that we have done this. 

I would say I think we have got excellent cooperation from everybody we have 
talked to. There have been some communications and mixed appointments here 
and there but I suppose when one considers we have seen 133 people in a little less 
than seven or so days since we started, we have done pretty well. 

Again, I would like to have your comments here either orally in this forum or 
if you would like put them down on the back of this thing as to what you think 
could be done to improve the Pre-Start Survey and its operation. 

Are there any questions? None? There have to be some questions. Yes. 
Question. Basically, I am curious to know how you arrived at the four areas of 

Sheriff/Police, Court, Probation/Parole and Community. I think many of the 
people who are represented here are from other. For instance you talked to the 
CAO, his office; what categories would you relate to? 

Mr. JACOBSEN. In a lot of cases, like if we talked to the CAO's Office and it was 
a criminal justice matter or something like that we would attempt to try to put 
that into one of many criminal justice boxes. Generally, it might get stuck in 
court. They perceive that has probation, the probation department had that prob­
lem, we would stick it in there. If it is an undefined problem we couldn't do that, it 
went into the community, trying to come up in terms of something that would 
make sense as we went around interviewing the various people. 

The same way with newspapers I have interviewed and tried to plug them and 
they come in as community across the board. City managers to some extent may 
come in as part of community, again depending on whether or not they are speak­
ing as city managers in the interview or whether or not there they are saying, no, 
this is my own personal opinion. 

Judge SHEPARD. When can we expect and how soon additional documentation 
refining whatever additional systems you get as well as this document? 

Mr. ,JACOBSEN. Two to three weeks, I hope. I can't promise that but it looks 
like, again depending on your feedback to us tomorrow, it should not take more 
than two to three weeks to put this thing altogether into a package that we can 
then send back out to you for your comments which will, bascd on your prioritiza­
tion and our observations, be clearly differentiated so you will know what is what. 

We will then be in a position to say how we want to proceed in the next phase 
and we will ask you the same and then come back out here and have some meet­
ings with key people and decide which direction we want to go in, how we want to 
procecd, who to bring on board, what problems to be tackled first, et cetera down 
the line. 

Th It is why it is critical that we get your input as to or whether not the param­
eters we have defincd here are in effect correct, beeause if they are not correct we 
will be operating on some false assumptions both in terms of t,he di~grams you 
saw up there and perceptions of the problems and solutions. 

Judge SHEPARD. I think one of the problems, of course, we have just been 
prcsented the documents. 

69-587 0 - 70 - pt.2 - 46 

'I 
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Mr. JACOBSElN. It is a typical 'Washington trick, it drowns you in paperwork and 
says are there any questions and nobody can read a document that fast. But I 
wanted you to at least see some of the material and give you a chance and I did 
not want to spend any time because we could probably go through each graph 
and spend an awful lot of time in terms of perception and I would like to keep the 
meeting at an hour or so and just solicit any comments you may have just off the 
top of your head in terms of what has been happening here during the two weeks 
and where you think you are going, and any questions in terms of the whole 
process down ,the line. 

Judge SHEPARD. I would be interested if there are any observations any of you 
consultants had not specifically included in here that you would like to leave with 
us. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. That will come back to you. You will get the observations. With 
this piece here there will be a third chapter of the observations in each individual 
area of each individual consultant. 

Question. 'Vhen we have completed our review of this document, you suggest 
that it be returned to you not later than tomorrow at the end of the business day? 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Yes. 
Question. Where can we deliver this? 
Mr. JACOBSEN. Why not to our command post in Compton. 
Judge SHEPARD. How about the courthouse, Judge Shepard's chambers. 
Mr. JACOBSEN. Okay, we can do that. Will somebody be there until five o'clock? 
Judge SHEPARD. We will see that somebody is. 
Mr. JACOBSEN. That is Judge Shepard's Chambers, 212 South Acacia, Compton. 
Judge SHEPARD. If some people cannot completely review it and get it to you 

by the close of business tomorrow, where should they mail you any comments or 
observations? 

Mr. JACOBSEN. If they desire they can drop them at 600 Avenue of Champions, 
Room 202 or you can leave them at the desk there if I am not in my room, up 
until Sunday morning. I will be checking out Sunday morning. That is the Hyatt 
House. 

If you want to mail these things to me, it is Richard W. Jacobsen, Special 
Assistant to the Administrator LEAA, Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 
20350 and I would appreciate if you would attempt to send that air mail. I recog­
nize LEAA does not have money for stamps yet but we would like to get your 
comments back as soon as possible because we will commence work on this 
document on Monday and again try to refine'it and polish it up. 

As soon as we get your input we will be in a position to take in everybody's 
opinion down the line and hopefully turn back a program reflective of community 
desires and wishes. 

Are there any other questions? 
Mr, HAYNES. Perhaps if you know of others who are interested and have not 

had an opportunity to attend the session, if you make the copy available to them 
and solicit their input it will be appreciated. 

Mr. JACOBSEN. Certainly. We cannot contact everybody in the community 
but over the next day and a half or so if you have some other people and would 
like to sit down with them and go over the document together, that is find. Give 
us 'your comments and we will take the ball from there. 

(,!uestion. How about people not able to make today's meeting? 
Mr. JACOBSEN. That will be a problem. I don't know how to hl1,ndle that one. 
Judge Shepard will handle that one. We will get copies to as many people as 

we can. 
Well, if that is it, Mayor, I thank you very much for your hospitality. 
Judge Shepard. 
Judge SHEPARD. I would like to thank the consultants and Mr. Jacobsen for 

their interest and efforts in our judicial district. I am very excited about this 
program. I think the entire leadership of all the cities involved are excited about 
it. I think it has some real substantial potential for improving the criminal justice 
system and quality of life generally in the judicial district. 

I think, as Mr. Jacobsen has cautioned us before, we can't have our expectations 
too high but if we can really begin to cooperatively work together in a partnership 
and realizing that we do have to work together to achieve the long range goals we 
want to achieve, and hopefully some short range goals, I think 11 year from now 
we will all be very pleased we have been a part of this process. 
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So, you certainly have my continued cooperation and if there are things that 
we at the court can do to assist all of you from time to time, if there are problem 
areas that we don't get the feedback on, we are so busy in court there frequently 
in putting this together and past projects; we probably have come in contact with 
more community leaders and elected officials than we have in the whole three 
years I have been on the bench and I think it is a good by-product of what we are 
attempting to do. 

By the way, while I am thinking of it the probation team and CAO's Office who 
are putting together the drug diversionary program, the final draft of that has 
been completed llnd distributed to appropriate organizations, we would like those 
organizations involved to give us a letter of endorsement as soon as possible so we 
can get that problem moving also because it has some very substantial benefits 
for the community. 

And with that we again thank the Mayor and the City of Paramount for their 
hospitality and the meeting will be adjourned. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Los Angeles, ss: 

CrmTIFICATE 

I, the undersigned Official Reporter for the within hearing, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing pages 1 through 18, inclusive, comprise a full, true and correct 
transcript of the proceedings held before the named Committee, on the within­
named date. 

Dated this 28th day of l\iay, 1974. 
M. VIRGINIA DALTON. 

LAW 

HUEY SHEPARD 
212 South Aracia Street, 
Compton, Calif. 
(Attention: Reginald Cobb). 

; 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., btly 5,1974. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) recently completed 
the "pre-start" phase of the National Priority Programs review of the criminal 
and juvenilc justice systems of the Compton Judicial District. 

In order the share the data generated from this effort ~\nd proceed to Phase II, 
LEAA would like to conduct de-briefing sessions with you and other members 
of the criminal justice community from July 15 to July 19, 1974. It is anticipated 
that these de-briefing interviews will result in a refinement of this data as well as 
the identification of programs that will help the Compton Judicial District 
effectively Qombat its criminal and juvenile delinquency problems on both a short 
and long term basis. 

Additionally, a conference is planned, at a site yet to be determined, for July 
26, 27, and 28. The conference participants are to be the criminal and juvenile 
justire leaders of the Compton Judicial District. The purpose of the conference 
is 1;0 discuss the nature and scope of the criminal and juvenile delinquency issues 
of the Compton Judicial District and the approaches, people, and resources re­
quired in resolving these issues. The findings of the "pre-start survey" will be 
utilized as reference material. 

It is to be hoped that this conference will result in a consolidated strategy 
regarding the diagnostic and program development phases of the Compton Ju­
dicial District initiative. 

I would like to invite you to participate in this conference and I would ap­
preciate rour contacting the criminal justice leaders of the Compton Judicial 
District (see attached list) and inviting them to attend. Mr. Michael G. Dana, 
Director of Field Services, Office of National Priority Planning, will be in touch 
with you shortly. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 

H. PAUL HAYNES, 
Act1:ng Assistant Administrator, 

Office of National Priority Planning. 
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CONFERENCE INVITEES 
Police 

Compton Chief-Thomas Cochee. 
Lynwood Chief-Ralph E. Darton. 
Los Angeles Sheriff-Peter Pitchness. 

Courts 
Presiding Judge of Compton Judicial District-Huey Shepard. 
Public Defender-Glen Mowrer. 
District Attorney-Joseph Bush. 
Presiding Judge of Los Angeles Superior Court-Alfred J. McCourtney. 
Presiding Judge, Los Angeles Juvenile Court-William P. Hogoboom. 
Compton City Attorney-Clarence Blair. 

Corrections 
Chief Los Angeles Probation Officer-Kenneth E. Kirkpatrick. 
Area Supervisor, California Youth Authority-Robert C. Dunn. 
Area Supervisor, California Adult Authority-Clifford R. Cova. 

ApPENDIX F-5 

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION CONCERNING TESTIMONY OF MR. ART NICOLETTI 
REPRESENTING AMERICANS UNITED AGAINST CRIMg 

Congressman JOHN CONygRS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Crime, 
House Judiciary Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

MARCH 29, 1976. 

D1MR CONGRESSMAN CONYEUS: I would like to thank you for your attention and 
concern during our presentation before your committee on Thursday, March 25, 
1976. 

In accordance with your request, I have enclosed a copy of the summary of 
AUAC's proposal now under consideration by LEAA Washington, and the pro­
posal itself. 

I have also enclosed some materials that I would like entered into the record as 
documentation supporting our testimony. 

Mr. Conyers, I sincerely believe that once you have had an opportunity to re­
view our materials, you will better understand why AUAC has decided to appeal 
directly to the Administrator of LEAA, Mr. Richard Velde, relevant to the abuses 
inflicted upon AUAC by those persons who have authority over LEAA funding 
in Philadelphia and Harrisburg, Pa. I believe that the reasons behind the abuses 
can be easily ascertained by the contents of the materials. 

Mr. Conyers, we at AUAC understand that we are only one community based 
organization seeking your assistance in matters associated with LEAA. However 
we are attempting to obtain a meeting with Mr. Velde, and would greatly appre­
ciate any help from you in arranging such a meeting. 

Please don t forget to notify me when you come into Philadelphia. If there is 
anything that I can do for you during your stay, please don t hesitate to let me 
know. 

Sincerely yours, 
ART NroOLETTI, 

Executive Director, AUAC. 

AMERlCANS UNITED AGA1NST CRIME (ADDENDUM: TO LNAA GRANT) 

(Submitted by: Art Nicoletti, chairman, AUAC) 

I. BACKGROUND ON AUAC ACTIVITIES 

From September 1973 to .Tuno 1975, AUAC was awarded two grants from 
the Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commission. Both grants totaled some 
$58,000. These monies were used for a full time Director, three part-time com­
munity workers, one part-time secretary, administration, office rentals, etc. 

\ 
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It should be noted here, however, that AUAC had to operate twelve of its 
first twenty months without any drawdowns from the Penna. Governor's Justice 
Commission. In order to function, AUAC's Director had to take out personal 
loans and use them for the day-to-day cost of the organization. 

Wherever necessary additional information relevant to obstacles placed before 
AUAC's efforts shall be spelled out within this addendum. 
A. Gang warfare 

AUAC was successful in removing three different gangs from three different 
geographic areas in Philadelphia. In all three cases AUAC applied the same 
process, and realized the same results. The three communities differed in that 
one was all white in population, one was all black, and one was a black/white 
community. 

The process was as follows: 
Once AUAC was made aware of the gang activity, it would encourage citizens 

within that community to call the police department as soon as they saw the youth 
beginning to gather. The citizens were also encouraged to take careful note 
of the police response. 

The responses varied from no response at all, responded within an hour, police 
arrived and drove slowly pass the youths,· and in some cases, pausing to talk 
with the youth before driving off. At no time did any of the policemen get out 
of the car,' disburse the crowd, and come back at a later time to check the area for 
additional troubles. 

After giving the police department ample opportunity to resolve the problem, 
representatives from AUAC met with the individual captain responsible for the 
district and area in question, presented our findings to him, and asked him to 
personally look into the matter. 

Shortly after this meeting, AUAC, in conjunction with local community 
leaders, called for a community meeting and all present decided that AUAC 
should send a formal letter to the captain in charge of the district, with a copy 
going to his inspector, requesting that the current laws governing curfew violations 
and loitering in the City of Philadelphia be enforced on the following days, at 
the following times, and at the following locations. 

In each instance it took two full week ends to remove the youths from the 
area in question. It is the opinion of AUAC that the success of these cndeavors 
centers around the fact that the police department is capable fo doing the job 
when it has to. Another major factor is the ruling that a uniform policeman can 
bring a youth into a police station, but only a juvenile aid division officer can 
actually arrest a youth. Therefore, when the youths were brought into the station 
during the week ends for either cmrew or lOitering violations, they had to sit 
there for hours before a JAD offic"r could be found and assigned to their case. 
It became obvious to all concerned that the youths would rather find other things 
to do with their week ends than sit for hours in a police station. 

It should be understood here that we are not talking about young people who 
were gathering on week ends for the purpose of enjoying each others company, 
but rather, these were youths who were sitting on the lawns and front steps of 
privately owned homes drinking, fighting, and in some locations even performir.g 
sexual acts, 

To accomplish this endeavor, AUAC set up three goals: 
(a) Establish a means by which the police and community could work 

together to enforce the law. 
(b) Develop a monitoring system to check any recurrences of such activities. 
(c) Immediately reverse the atmosphere of tolerance permeating the 

community, and replace it with one of it gentle but firm commitment to put 
an end to any further such aetivities. 

CONCLUSION 

Throughout this entire experience, it was very apparent to AUAC that there 
was a great deal of genuine concern on the part of many citizens and police persons 
to handle these gang problems as fairly and as justly as possible. 

It was also apparent to AUAC that the police department was willing to get 
involved only after it saw that the community meant business, and knew the law. 

Although it would be practically impossible to prove, there were times during 
these days that certain levels of the police department were not looking forward 
to the department being placed in a position whereby it would have an informed, 
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organized citizenry making formal requests that would clearly illu'3trate that 
crime in the streets wa'3 being perpetuated because the police were not enforcing 
the law. 

There is also the fact of life that Philadelphia spends millions of dollars every 
year to fight gang activity. Sad as it may seem, gangs represent a lot of money and 
a lot of jobs for the City and the police department. 

A closer analysis of the gang problem led AUAC to begin to examine the use of 
the police manpower in the city, and how much it wa, cO'3ting the citizens. Our 
findings were not too encouraging. 

For example: 
The Philadelphia Police Department list some 8,000 persons on the payroll. 

Out of the 8,000 there are actually some 4,500 who are assigned to patrol 
the streets. This number is broken down into three different shift3 to take 
care of twenty-two police districts. 

Therefore, theoretically there should be some 1,500 persons covering 
twenty-two districts (approximatelY 68 or 69 persons per district) at any 
given time throughout the day. 

The fact of the matter is that there is more like some 500 to 700 persons 
covering the city at maximum protection. This is mainly caused by persons 
calling in sick, days off, vacation time, cara and wagons out of commission, 
etc. 

rt was also disclosed that better than 80% of the puliceman's time is spent 
on minor disturbances. 

Last year's budget for the Philadelphia Police Department was over 
$300,000,000 from city wage taxes alone. 

For additional information relevant to the use of police manpower, refer to 
attached material Summary of Police Services. 
B. Part I crimes and other offenses 

After a relatively short period of time it became extremely evident that there 
was not only a need for AUAC to understand and deal with police services from a 
standpoint of the uniform 'policeman, but also how citizens were being serviced 
by the police department after the victim had reported a crime. 

Equipped with the daily occurrences of crime sent to AU AC directly from 
police headquarters in Philadelphia AUAC began contacting victims of crimes 
and asking them if a detective had come out to investigate the criminal offense. 

Persons contacted ranged from victims of crimes that took place over a year 
prior to the survey, and as recent as a month. Nearly 40% of those contacted 
had not yet been contacted by a detective. All those contacted were victims of 
Part I crimes. 

The survey dealt with victims of crimes that occurred 1974-1975. The victims 
response varied from delight that someone had finally taken the time to do some­
thing for them, to suspicion that anyone would call them. 

However, when representatives of AUAC dealt with the victim on a first hand 
personal basis the responsp. was always the same, positive. For instance, A UAC 
had direct contact with victims of robbery, false arrest, burglary, shake down, 
narcotics pushers etc., and in some instances, AUAO's intervention led to arrest 
and convictions. 

The method by which AUAC realized any degree of success in its dealings with 
the Philadelphia Detective Bureaus can be traced back to the fact that every re­
ported crime is assigned to n, detective, a fact few Philadelphians know. Therefore, 
whenever AUAC became interested in 11 particular case, the first step was always 
to find out who was assigned to the case, contact the getective and ask about the 
status of the case, casually drop in or call the captain of the division and ask about 
the case, and then wait two or three days to contact the victim to see if anyone had 
gotten back to him or her. 

In practically all cases the victim would receive some kind of response. Again, 
the Philadelphia Police Department, by way of its detective bureau, illustrated 
concern and ability once the person or persons within the department became aware 
of the fact that the citizen understood the rules of the game. 

CONCLUSION 

The Philadelphia Police Department recorded some 190,000 crimcs committed 
in Philadelphia during the calendar year of 1975. Nearly 80,000 of those crimes 
were major Pr~rt I crimes. 
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These figures led AUAC to take a closer look at. the nUMber of detectives as­
signed to the cases, and the types of obstacles facing them in their job. 

According to the 1975 City Budget the Philadelphia Police Department had 
some 587 detectives listed. These detectives are assigned to nine detective divisions 
across the city. 

Sources within the police department have told representatives of AUAC that 
there are actually only 285 detectives that investigate crimes. With these figures 
available to AUAC, the statistic that 69% of persons that committed a crime in the 
city went without being arrested, suddenly became self-evident. 

Compounding the problem manpower shortage within the detective bureaus is 
the fact that nearly 20 percent of the detective's time is spent on reports and the 
typing of the same. 

AUAC representatives have been told by reliable police persons that there are 
times when a detective can not go out on an investigation because there is no car 
available. Even worse than that representatives of A UAC have actually been told 
by detecLives aSSigned to a case that they know who the criminal is, and where he 
lives, but do not have the time to wait outside the house to catch him/her. 
e Senior citizen escort 

Assaults on senior citizens in Philadelphia have reached epidemic proportions. 
Concerned with this fact, AU AC attempted to develop a design capable of reducing 
the rate of such crimes. 

Again, AUAC turned to the available statistic provided by the Philadelphia 
Police Department to study more thoroughly possible ways to prevent such acts. 
AUAC was looking for constants, patterns to examine which could lead to pre­
ventative measures. 

The facts were clear. Nearly 95 percent of the victims were over 65 years old. The 
assailants ranged from 14-17 years on the average. The crime almost always 
occurred when the victim,.;as going to or from 1 bank, public transportation, or a 
food market. With the exception of very few instances, the victim was always 
alone. 

To develop an escort program for the senior citizen AUAC needed the senior 
citizen and the teen-age escort. To notify senior citizens of the program AUAC 
sent out a press release to all community newspapers, as well as major media. In 
addition to the oommunity new!'paper coverage, AUAC had coverage from the 
Philadelphia Daily News on the program. Out of this coverage AUAC received 
two telephone calls requesting more information. 

AUAC then tried contacting local nursing homes. It would have been easier to 
break into the bank of England. It was AU AC's hope that the escort program could 
help those senior citizens who were able to get out by themselves. The officials of 
the nursing homes would not even come to the telephone. 

While attempting to stimulate interest from the senior citizen level, A UAC 
was able to obtain a $5,000 grant from the Negro Trade Union which was used to 
hire high school students that would eventually become the senior citizen's escort. 

The escort program had to be temporarily postponed once it was discovered that 
some of the youth workers were actually gang members themselves, or were 
friendly with persons who made it a practice to beat up and rob senior citizens. 

By the time that AU AC was able to screen the youth workers and find a senior 
citizen retirement home to cooperate with the program, the City of Philadelphia 
cut its grant. 

D. Narcotics 
One of the most dangerous crimes to combat, for police and citizens alike, is 

narcotics. Cognizant of this fact, AUAC has takeD every precaution to study, 
and when called upon to become actively involved in a specific instance, has dealt 
with the problem in the most discreet manner. To safeguard the identity of persons 
with whom AUAC has worked on breaking up narcotics traffic, specific names and 
locations will be left out of this addendum. 

After a community meeting a resident of the area personally contacted the 
Director of AUAC, and asr,ed for help with what he termed 11 "narcotics problem 
in the community." 

It turned out that the narcotics problem was actually a major drug pusher 
living right next door to the resident who lodged the complaint. The pusher lived 
on a one way street. By means of a first hand observl1tion on the part of an A UAC 
representative, it was varified that the house in which the pusher lived, had cars 
driving up to his house at interva,ls of fifteen to twenty minutes. The cars had 
license plates from Penna., New York, New Jersey, and Delaware. 
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The drivers of the cars would simply get out of their cars, go up to the door, 
wait at the door until the occupant brought a package back to the door, return to 
the car, and pull away. This went on from approximately 10 :30 am to nearly 11 pm 
the same night. 

It took AUAC six different attempts to get the Philadelphia Police Department 
to look into the matter, and this was only accomplished after AUAO threaten to 
take the matter up with the Police Oommissioner. 

Inside of twenty-four hours after the Oommissioner name entered into the case, 
the house was raided, three persons were arrested, and the same were released 
and back horne within the next twenty-four hours. 

Some weeks later, as a result of another arrest, the drug pusher in question was 
identified as being part of a $1 million operation. 

A businessman in the northwest section of Philadelphia contacted AUAO and 
expressed a serious concern over a zoning change that one of his nearby com­
petitors was attempting to get passed by the Philadelphia Oity Oouncil. An AU AO 
representative went out to see the gentleman, and to get a clearer understanding 
of the situation. 

It turned out tlUtt the competitor was trying to set up a pool room in the base­
ment of his store, and in fact, had already brought the pool tables in. It was 
later learned that the pool room was actually to be used as a front for the sale 
and distribution of narcotics. 

Further investigation into the case disclosed the fact that the persons involved 
in the pool room had backgrounds that were commonly known as violent. At that 
pOint, it was determined that the narcotics problem should not be shared with the 
community, but rather, encourage the community to concentrate their efforts 
on stopping the zoning change. 

AUAO then went to work drumming up people to speak against the zoning 
change at the zoning hearing. Due to the hidden factors surrounding this case, 
A UAO maintained a very low key role. 

The zoning change was subsequently rejected. The business in question closed 
and moved out of the neighborhood. 

CONCLUSION 

It was generally concluded that it seemed practicltlly impossible thltt persons 
living in a given community could know of the whereabouts and activities of a 
drug pusher in their community, ltnd police ltuthorities claim that they had no 
idea or information of any such drug activity. 

Gmnted, there's no place for irresponsible citizens behavior when it comes to 
dealing with offenses against narcotics. However, AUAO has to conclude that a 
great deal more must and can be done to fight narcotics in Philadelphia by au­
thorities in the city. 
E. Court observation project 

After several years of working with community based efforts and police authori­
ties, AUAO developed a court observation project designed to begin a study of 
how narcotic offenders were being dealt with by the Philudelphilt court system. 

The purpose of this observation project was to afford the average citizen the 
opportunity to sit in on courtroom 285, the courtroom th:tt handles narcotics 
cases, and begin to observe first hand all facets of the triul. From this observation 
project AUAC members were able to understand that there is much more thut 
goes into a trial than the judge's decision. 

To assist our court observers in this endeavor, AUAO obtained permission 
from President Judge of Municipal Oourt, Judge Joseph Glancey,that allowed 
the observers to sit right in the jury box, and were also given print outs of the 
cases to bo heard during that day, 

The project callcd for a three fold operation: 
Citizens' Oourt Observation 
Oompile report on project 
Distributc findings to citizens across the city 

CITIZENS' COURT OBSERVATION 

This phase of the project concerned itself with selecting the observers, putting 
them through an orientation period, and finally placing them into a courtroom. 

Selection.-AUAO initially began its selection process with eighteen volunteers. 
Each volunteer was personally interviewed to determine the reasons behind the 
persons interest in the project. 
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From these interviews it was concluded that more could be determined about 
the motivations of these persons once they were placed in an actual setting of a 
courtroom, and after they had a chance to meet with representatives of the court 
system. 

When the observations began 011 eighteen were given an opportunity to share 
a place in the project. 

Orientation.-The orientation hegan by having the volunteers go tl-:ough an 
on-site examination of the courtrooms in Gity Hall. AUAO then established 
meetings between the volunteers and representatives of the judicial system. 
Included at these meetings were Mr. Vincent Zaccardi, Head of the Public Defend­
ers' Association, Mr. Richard Sprugue, Assistant District Attorney, Mr. Gerald 
Prior, Assistant Oourt Administrator, and others. 

Subsequent meetings brought the observers into meetings with District Attorney 
F. Emmett Fitzpatrick, and Judge Joseph Glancey, president Judge of Municipal 
Oourt. 

Placement.-In order to reduce the degree of difficulty for the observers who 
had never had to deal with the overwhelming confusion of some of the Philadelphia 
courtroom activities, incredibly poor acoustics, and the very natural awkwardness 
of just being in the courtroom as an observer, AUAO decided that the observers 
~hould observe from in only one courtroom and from only one location. 

The courtroom chosen was Oourtroom 285, and the location was the jury box. 
This courtroom, with very few exceptions, hears only cases dealing with offenscs 
against narcotics laws. 

The observcrs sat in this courtroom for better than six months, and observed 
over two thousand cases. 

COMPILE REPORT ON PROJECT 

To accomplish this phase of the project AUAO requested three students from 
LaSalle Oollege field placement office. This request was granted. In addition to 
the three students, AU AO was a1so promised assistance in compiling the report by 
two professors of criminology at LaSalle college, as well as, a graduate student 
from the University of Pennsylvania. 

The sources of information to be used for this report were to be observers 
themselves and a printout obtained by AUAO from Judge D. Donald Jamison, 
president Judge of Common Pleas Oourt, consisting of every narcotics case listed 
for 1974. In fact, the report was to be entitled, "Narcotics in Philadelphia, 1974." 

DISTRIDUTE FINDINGS TO CITIZENS ACROSS THE CITY 

The report was due on May 5, 1975. On that evening, the Director of AUAO 
was informed by one of the professors at LaSalle college who was supposed to be 
assisting in compiling the report that he had no idea what I was talking about, 
he had no knowledge of any narcotics report. 

At a series of meetings following that telephone conversation, the same professor 
confessed to burning the coded sheet that came along with the print-out of the 
1974 narcotics cases which identified the individual jusges with individual cases 
listed on the print-out. 

However, at other meetings the some professor denied ever burning anything. 
The matter was then turned over to the Pennsylvania Attorney General's office 
for criminal investigation. Although the professor in question formally confessed 
to the investigator that he had burned the coded sheet which identified the 
judges in each case, it was determined that no criminal act was committed. 
AUAO has decided to have this ruling re-examined. 

CONCLUSION 

AUAO spent nearly a year developing and implementing this project. Although 
the final report was somehow and in someway viewed as too sensitive for public 
consumption, AU AO was still able to compile a tremendous amount of information 
relevant to the operutions, cost, and daily pructices that have caused the Phila­
delphia Judicial System to function as it does. For instance: 

There are some ninety courtrooms available in the city. However, only 
fifty of them are in use daily at a cost of nearly $1,000 a day per courtroom 
($50,000 a day to operate our courts). 

Approximately 8,000 new cases enter into the Philadelphia court system 
each month. All 8,000 are prosecuted by the District Attorney's office. To 
handle the case load is some 125 Assistant D.A.'s. 
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Eighty percent of these 8,000 cases will be assigned to the Publie De­
fenders office, and will be handled by some 85 P.D/s. 

The figures listed are startling enough without realizing that the total 
number of cases that are waiting to be heard in our courtrooms far exceed 
the 8,000 number given the fact that there are thousands of cases labeled 
"continuance" . 

In Philadelphia last year there were over 100,000 subpoenas issued, and 
only nine persons assigned to serve them. 

Out of the 90,000 persons asked to Serve on jury duty almost 60,000 were 
able to get themselves dismissed. 

In practically every courtroom in the city, a number of police persons 
were observed sitting and waiting for their turn on the stand. 

Between the courts, District Attorney's office, and Public Defender's 
office the cost out of city wage taxes exceeds $20,000,000. (Courts-$15 
million, D.A.-$4 million, P.D.-$2 million) 

F Paramedics program for ex-offenders 
Given the current mentality of the average Philadelphian concerning the plight 

of the ex-offender, AUAC is convinced that this is one endeavor that is second 
to none in complexities. 

On one hand you have the enormous fears and anxietie~ of the communities, and 
on the other hand you have the prison and city officials seeking out solutions, fear­
ful of public opinion and personal political mmifications, and equally fearful that 
someone ot:t of government may come up with some pORsible alternatives that are 
more effective and less expensive than the millions that are currently being spent 
on rehabilitation. 

Cognizant of this dilemma AUAC set out to examine the total problcm including 
the concerns listed above. AUAC decided to focus in on Philadelphia Holmesburg 
prison to evaluate existing rehabilitation programs being offered by the prison. 
We also considered why some inmates would select one opportunity as opposed to 
another, and what the job market looked like for ex-offenders once they were 
released. Quite frankly, the picture looked somewhat dim. 

It was obvious that after a person entered Holmesburg, he or she wa" given an 
opportunity to work in order to keep occupied, or to learn a skill or trade. 

It is interesting to notc that some prison authorities told us privately that they 
believed the only reason that some inmates selected one trade as opposed to another 
was simply because certain training programs gave the inmate more time away 
from the cell block, or even time away from the prison itself. The authorities 
were convinced that there was little, if any, serious commitment to learn 
a trade in order to reform and begin a new life out in the world. 

In all fairness, however, it should be said here that the authorities referred to 
were genuinely concerned about this problem, and were equally concerned that 
the public would become aware of it. 

After a series of meetings and dis'cussions with prison authorities, city Officials, 
judges, community persons, representatives of industry, unions, and business, 
AUAC determined that any effective rehabilitation program needed at lea~t the 
following components if it were to realize any degree of success: 

(1) An offender would have to be given a selection for a career that matched 
up with his/her motivations, and not merely something to make life more 
tolerable for a limited period of time. 

(2) A job market should be opened up to the ex-offender that would not 
only be respectable but also acceptable to himself and the community in 
which he lives. 

(3) Industry, business, unions, and communities should begin to be brought 
together to establish a means by which they can assist in all aspects of 
rehabilitation. 

(4) A careful examination should be made of existing laws that strip the 
ex-offender of the very tools necessary to live in society, such as laws effecting 
hOUsing, jobs, etc. 

It was at this point that AUAC began to explore the possibilities of developing 
0. career opportunity for the ex-offender in the field of paramedics. AUAC then 
met with officials of Hahnemo.nn Medical College and Holmesburg to discuss the 
feasibility of such an endeavor. After receiving a favorable response from all 
persons concerned, AUAC set out to design a program that will place ten ex­
offenders at Hahnemann Hospital as student/workers studying for a degree in a 
wide range of careers available for paramedics. If all works out well, this progr!1.m 
will begin at H!1.hnemann Medical College this summer. 
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CONCLUSION 

It took AUAC innumerable repeated attempts to surface contacts at Homes­
burg prison, Hahnemann Hospital, community, union, business, and industry 
before this endeavor got to its current status. 

While developing this program, AUAC was also able to get a closer insight into 
many other aspects of the obstacles facing rehabilitation programs: 

On an average Homlesburg prison has some 2,400 inmates. AUAC has been 
told that some 2,100 of the 2,400 are being held up at the prison and are not 
serving a sentence. 

It cost approximately $18 per day per inmate. 
The citizens of Philadelphia are spending over $37,000 per day to care for some 

2,100 persons at Holmesburg who are there not serving a sentence, but rather, too 
poor to raise bail, or waiting for a trial or sentence. 

Approximately 80% of the $12 million budget goes for salaries, and about $1.17 
is spent on food per person per day. 

When an individual is charged with a crime, he/she can be released if ten percent 
of the bail is paid. After a person comes to trial, and a verdict is rendered, the City 
of Philadelphia keeps 20 % of the money raised for bail. Therefore, if someone has 
a bail amounting to $10,000, he/she must produce $1,000, and the city will keep 
$200. 

A thousand dollars is a great deal of money for most people to raise. However, 
automatically losing $200, particularly if you are poor, may prove to be the decid­
ing factor that keeps someone in jail. 
G. AUAC manual 

To assist community efforts in orpanizing their communities, AUAC has 
developed a 45 page manual entitled, ' Americans United Against Crime." 

U. SECTOR AND SECTOR STEERING COMMITTEE 

In Philadelphia there are twenty-two police districts each of which is divided 
into areas known as sectors. These sectors are the geographic areas in which a 
police person or car is assigned to patrol. 

In many cities across the country sectors are known as grids, zones, patrolling 
areas, etc. For the sake of continuity the word sector will be used throughout this 
addendum. 

AUAC views the sector as the nucleus for citizens' initiative. Within the frame­
work of a sector citizens can b0gin to study and understand the anatomy of crime 
as it relates to them. 

It is a sad fact of life that most citizens have come to believe that the solution to 
crime centers around more police, harder sentencing, and bigger prisons. 

AUAC, by way of the Sector Steering Committee, intends to expand the 
average citizen's scope on matters relevant to crime and the factors contributing 
to it in their own neighborhood, community, and city. 

For this endeavor to be effective citizens are going to have to be well informed, 
well organized, and committed to well defined issues. 

This is where the Sector Steering Committee can be invaluable to the citizen. 
Composed of citizens living within the boundaries of a given sector who have 
accepted a leadership role as either a sector membership, telephone, or issues 
chairman, the Sector Steering Committee, along with membership within that 
sector, can begin to look and think more deeply about specific buglary, robbery, 
larceny, rape, car theft, etc. trends that are actually occurring within their own 
sector. 

Equipped with an adequate number of members who are part of a telephone 
chain, citizens can also begin to deal with issues that may be deteriorating their 
sector just as much as any series of crime patterns occurring. D'lapidating housing, 
questionable zoning changes, gang activity within schools, or even poorly lighted 
streets have unquestionably been categorized as serious factors contributing to 
crime. Unfortunately, citizens are not organized to the point where they can pre­
vent or reduce the occurrences of crime or factors contributing to it. 

Citizens are aware of the fact that they are not getting the kinds of services from 
their police department, courts, prisons, etc. that they want and expect. However, 
when asked why they are not, few can answer in an informed fashion. 

AU AC maintains that citizens are more than capable of dealing with all of these 
problems, but that they will need help. The Sector Steering Committee is AUAC's 
answer to the first step in this very difficult task before us all. 
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III. CRIMINAL JUSTIC1, COMMUNITY COORDINATORS-TEAM WORKERS 

AUAO is embarking on developing a new career opportunity for citizens within 
the criminal justice system. Persons being selected for this position will be known 
as Oriminal Justice Oommunity Ooordinators (OJO Ooordinators). 

AUAO plans to fill eleven such positions and assign each OJO Ooordinator to 
work with citizens living in ten different sectors. 

The OJO Ooordinators will be a resident of one of the two police districts in 
which he/she is assigned, will be put through an initial formal training program 
that will continue throughout the entire year, be assigned ten specific sectors, and 
will work for AU AO for one year after which he/she will be kept on at AU AO or be 
placed within the criminal justice system, private agency, community organization, 
civil service, etc. 

It shall be the function of the OJO Ooordinator to surface, train, and work 
along with ten sector steering committees. The Coordinator shall instruct the 
sector steering committees on various methods and techniques of developing a 
membership, telephone pyramid system, identifying and accomplishing immediate, 
short range, and long rangc goals. 

For instance, AUAC members will novel' be asked to go out and confront the 
criminal per se, but rather, will be instructed and informed as to how they can 
serve as an impetus to bring better police service to their own community, more 
police investigations, etc. These methods will also include ways for citizens to 
begin monitoring housing problems, zoning changes, overall city services. 

To assist the CJC Coordinator and the sector steering committees a Team 
Worker will work along side the Ooordinator as a supplement to the sector steering 
committee's efforts. An important role for the Coordinator shall be to keep the 
sector steering committees well informed on the existing lu,ws governing the issue 
at hand. The Coordinator shall be capable of doing this by way of the information 
given to him by the Legal Committee of AUAO, 

One means of instructing the membership on the methods of developing issues 
will be by a series of seminars wherein members will have a first hand opportunity 
to meet with persons who are decision makers relative to the issue of concern. 

IV. PEOPLE'S FORUM 

AU AO intends the seminars on the sector level to serve as think tanks for future 
meetings thu,t AU AO will sponsor on a city-wide scale. While the sector seminars 
will bring neighbors together to meet their city councilman, district policy captain, 
representative of the zoning board, or a representative from the school board 
district in which their sector boundaries fall, these seminars will deal solely with 
problems germane to their own sector. 

AUAO plans to sponsor a five part series on crime entitled, "Crime in Phila­
delphia." Since the series is meant to supplement the efforts and concerns of the 
sector members, AUAC will be sending out the following list of suggestions for the 
city-wide forums: 

The Philadelphia Police Department,-Is it doing all that it can to make Phila­
delphia a safer place in which to live, or is it being asked to do too much? 

The Philadelphia Court System.-Is it really so outdated that it is incapable of 
meeting the demands of the 1970's and 80's? 

The Philadelphia Prisons.-Are they rehabilitating the offenders, or are they 
actually academies of crime? 

The Philadelphia District Atlorney.-Other than: prosecute cases, what othel 
duties and functions does this office have and perform? 

The Philadelphia Public Dejender.-Is the entire purpose of this office to get 
the accused his or her ·freedom regardless of the individual's guilt or innocence'? 

The Philadelphia Probation Department.-Does this department ever realize any 
regular concrete results? 

The Philadelphia Schools.-Are our students really being taught, or are they 
only being passed on from one grade to another? Is discipline a forgotten word 
in our schools? 

Dilapidating Housing.-Oan anything be done to reverse the current condition, 
or has it gone too far? How does this problem contribute to crime in Philadelphia? 

The Philadelphia Zoning Board.-What does this board do on a day-to-day 
basis that effects the lives of thousands of Philadelphians without their knowing it? 

The Plight oj the Victim and Witness.-What is being done to help these people, 
and by whom'? 

The Philadelphia Senior Citizen.-What is lire like for the senior citizen? Oan life 
be made any safer for them? 
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The Philadelphia City Council.-What can City Council do to reduce crime in 
Philadelphia? 

The Philadelphia City Comptroller.-What can the Comptroller tell Phila­
delphians about the actual cost to fight crime in the City of Philadelphia? 

The PhiladelpMa Parole Board.-What does this board do? Who are its mem­
bers? How do their decisions effect Philadelphians? 

AUAC members will be asked. to select five topics from this list, or submit other 
suggestions that they believe n,eed to be openly discussed. 

The information coming out of the sector seminars and People's Forums will 
take on the form of city-wide efforts to examine more closely and regularly the 
issues most sensitive to Philadelphians. 

For instance, if AUAC members select the Philadelphia Parole Board as a 
People's Forum, then a Consortium on the Philadelphia Parole Board will be 
established composed of citizens from all over the city. 

v. AN~'ICIPATED GOALS 

AUAC intends to fulfill the following goals: 
1. AUAC will hire, train, and find employment for eleven CJC Coordina­

tors after they complete their year of training. 
2. AUAC will surface, train, and work with 110 Sector Steering Commit­

tees. 
3. AUAC will have its Sector Steering Committees work on two issues 

each. One will deal with a pattern of Part I crimes occurring in their sectors, 
and the other will deal with an issue considered by the sector members as a 
factor contributing to crime in their sector. 

4. A UAC will assist the Sector Steering Committees in developing sector 
seminars. 

5. AU AC will sponsor a five part series on Crime In Philadelphia. 
6. AUAC, in conjunction with Hahnemann Medical Hospital, will surface 

ten ex-offenders and place them into a work/study program that will earn 
them a career as a paramedic. 

7. AUAC intends to come into contact with some ten thousand Philadel­
phians its first year. 

S. AUAC will establish the "Consortium" as a major means of following-up 
on issues of concern for AUAC members. 

The eight goals listed above are indeed complex, and will in fact be difficult to 
accomplish. However, AUAC maintains that although they may be difficult and 
complex, they are, nevertheless, more than attainable. 

Han. ROBERT P. KANE, 
Attorney General, Capitol Annex, 
Harrisburg, Pa. 

AMERICANS UNITED AGAINST CRIME, 
Philadelphia, Pa., February 18, 1976. 

DEAR MR. KANE: In light of the fact that Americans United Againt Crime has 
been scheduled to present its proposal before the Supervisory Board of the Gov­
ernor's Justice Commission on March I, 1976, the Board of Directors of our Or­
ganization have instructed me to compile a brief summary detailing a series of 
statements, events, and facts that we hold to be accurate, true, and essential if 
one is to understand the background, and real circumstances thD t led up to the 
recent negative> recommendation passed down onto AUAC by the Philadelphia 
Regional Council. 

I feel certain that after you have had an opportunity to read the enclosed in­
formation, you will find it to be, as all of us have, a conspicuous attempt to totally 
ignore the merits of the program, and an obvious endeavor to discredit AUAC and 
persons associated with it. 

What still remains a very serious question in many of our minds is the over­
whelming willingness on the part of the members of the Community Crime Pre­
vention Task Force, and the Philadelphia Regional Council, who, to a man, eagerly 
cooperated with and encouraged non-members of the Task Force to make formal 
motions, sat back and allowed the chairman of the Philadelphia Regional Council 
to call for a vote without even hearing a comment concerning our proposal, and 
worst of all were the misleading and deliberate lies that were not only not chal­
lenged but applauded. 

When the average citizen who is being asked to support the efforts of the police 
department, court legal profession, prisons, probation department, etc., has 
occasion to sit in the same room with representatives of those different bodies, and 
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those representatives act more like members of a kangaroo court than they do a 
revered body assembled to promote and develop a legitimate role for sincere, 
honest, and serious persons in the fight against crime, what are those same citizens 
to think about those representatives? 

What are the members of Americans United Against Crime to think '''hen their 
representatives are told that the only way to get monies out of the Philadelphia 
Regional Council of of the Goveror's Justice Commission is to politically align 
your organization with some person or segment of the Council, or "play ball", 
"you know what I mean." 

Yes, we know what that statement means. However, we also know that we want 
no parts of any such arrangement. 

Mr. Kane, at no time was any person involved with Americans United Against 
Crime surprised or shocked by the variety or persons or methods used to prevent 
us from obtaining funds. 'What was, and still is, a tremendous source difficult to 
understand and explain is the very unhealthy absence of persons within the crim­
inal justice system who have come to recognize and know the methods used to pre­
vent us from obtaining funds, and have not demonstrated the integrity or courage 
to put a stop to it. 

However, we are encourage by those who have faced up to their responsibilities 
in this matter, and have come to our assistance. Some of that encouragement can 
easily be identified in the enclosed letters of support. 

As I am sure that you know, sir, the U.S. C:mstitution allows all citizens the 
right to liberty, freedom, and the pursuit of happiness. To date, our liberty and 
freedom have been violated. These violations have taken the form of abuses 
from the Internal Revenue Service, Philadt::lphia police surveillance, and a full 
scale investigation of Americans United Against Crime and Mr. Art Nicoletti 
to mention just a few. Needless to S11y, we at AUAC found all of this curiously 
related to the same time frame during which Mr. Nicoletti was receiving enormous 
partisan political pressure to use A UAC members for the mayoral election. It 
should be noted here that the full scale investigation referred to was initiated by 
Mr. Hillel Levison, managing director of the City of Philadelphia. 

It shOUld also be noted here that a report, issued by the managing director's 
office, which stated that, "In only a few instances of the persons contacted was 
there any question of the project director's responsibility and sincerity. He was 
considered by many to be determined, articulate, sincere, and honest." It is our 
understanding that this report was based on the findings shared by the Internal 
Revenue Service, Philadelphia police department, and the managing director's 
office. 

I am sure that I speak for every member of the Board of Directors of Americans 
United Against Crime when I say that we are all ready, willing, and able to 
forget the past, and do all within our power to continue to work with anyone, in 
any way, that will make Philadelphia a safer place in which to live. If what we 
have had to live through for the past three years has brought our city closer to 
this goal, then I can say with happiness, that it was well worth it. 

Nevertheless, the future is still ahead of us, and March 1, 1978, is getting closer 
and closer. Therc is also one last Constitutional right that I would like to have 
yOll consider, namely, the pursuit of happiness. 

Without the right to pursue happiness, there is no hope. There is no hope for 
you, for me, for any of us. Over the course of our history, we Americans have 
had our liberty and freedom violated many times, but the one thing that gave us 
strength is our ability to hope in the future. 

We at Americans United Against Crime are hoping that we are received on 
March 1, in a professional atmosphere, and given ample time to speak and be 
listened to. ThiS, of course, will be experience that we have not as yet becn exposed 
to here in Philadelphia. In all honesty I must say that it has been our experience 
that Harrisburg has repeatedly handled AUAC, and itself, in a most professional 
manner. 

In conclusion, Mr. Kane, I sincerely hope that this letter and the enclosed 
materials will clearly illustrate some of what AUAC has had to deal and live 
with for the past three years in order to put a citizen crime prevention organization 
togethcr. 

I would like to thank you before March 1, for your interest, concern, and time. 
Looking forward to our meeting, I remain. 

Sincerely yours, 
ART NICOLETTI, 

Chairman, Board of Directors, 
Americans United Against Crime. 
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Mr. ARTHUR NICOLETTI, 
156 West Chelten Avenue, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

U.S. POSTAL SERVICE, 
Philadelphia, Pa., June 19, 1974-. 

DEAR MR. NICOLETTI: Relative to your complaint of someone intercepting 
your mail at the Wadsworth Post Office Station, Philadelphia, Pa. 19150, it was 
determined that on May 22, 1974, a man asked the window clerk for mail being 
held for Arthur Nicoletti. Identification was requested and a Pennsylvania 
driver's license and credit card in the name of Arthur Nicoletti was presented. 

The clerk gave this individual two (2) letters from P.O. Box 20290. This indi­
vidual was described by the postal clerk as being a white male, 25 to 30 years of 
age, 1:35 pounds, dark brown hair and 5'7/1 in height. 

This matter was discussed with Mr. John Drumm, Manager, Wadsworth Post 
Office Station to preclude a future similar incident. 

Sincerely, 
P. J. MADDEN, Postal Inspector. 

JULY 11, 1975. 
DEAR MR. NICOLETTI: In reference to an inquiry made to the Police Depart­

ment, it is necessary that I speak to you at your earliest convenience. 
Please call MU-6-3326 or MU-6-7642, and ask for Detective James J. Cam­

pana. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

Statement and CVellt 

1. July 24, 1975-Philadelphia Re­
gional Council Meeting: 

(a) Mr. Louis J. Goffman, Esq.-· 
Presided over the meeting. Mr. Goff­
man allowed three persons to speak 
against AUAC. 

(b) Mrs. Marie Jones stated at this 
meeting, "Mr. Nicoletti claims that his 
mail was robbed, this simply is not so." 

2. January 16, 1976-Task Force 
Meeting of Philadelphia Regional Coun­
cil: 

(a) Mrs. Jone~ stated that I'Mr. 
Nicoletti claims that AUAC received 
more than $4,000 in donations from 
the Negro Trade Union. However, I 
interviewed Mr. Robinson, executive 
director of the Negro Trade Union, and 
he told me (Mrs. Jones) that the Trade 
Union has never given AUAC any cash, 
or any other kind of donation." 

3. January 22, 1976-Philadelphia 
Regional Council Meeting: 

(a) Mrs. Jones stated that, "Mr. 
Nicoletti has Mrs. Sigrid Craig listed 
in the_proposal as someone in support of 
AUAO. However, I interviewed Mrs. 
Craig, and she told me that she never 
even knew that her name was listed." 

(b) Mrs. Jones stated that, "I inter­
viewed Judge Joseph Glancey concern­
ing AUAC and the Judge toid me that 
he had assisted AUAC in its Court 
watch program, had never seen much 
come of it, or anything else." 

JAMES J. CAMPANA. 

Fact 
1. (a) Although there were citizens 

from all over the City present at this 
meeting who wanted to speak on behalf 
uf AUAC, Mr. Goffman allow only Mr. 
Nicoletti to speak. 

(b) Mrs. Jones said this two days after 
she personally interviewed Mr. Patrick 
Madden, postal inspector, U.S. Post 
Office. (See attached leller dated June 19, 
1974.) Mr. Nicoletti is 6'1", 215 lbs., 
and 35 yrs. old. 

2. (a) Mr. Nicoletti told the Task 
Force that the statement was ridiculous, 
and a deliberate attempt to discredit 
him. (See at/ached material dated Febru­
ary 1, 1976-List of Donations.) 

3. (a) Mr. Nicoletti told the Council 
this statement was outrageous, and a 
deliberate attempt to discredit him. 
The Council ignored Mr. Nicoletti 
again. (See attached letter dated Febru­
ary 3, 1977 from Mrs. Sigrid Craig.) 

(b) Mr. Nicoletti told the Council 
that he was sure that Judge Glancey's 
remarks were being stated out of con­
text. Mr. Nicoletti again was ignored. 
(See attached letter dated February -6, 
1976, from Judge Joseph Glancey.) 
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Statement and event 
4. January 16, 1976-Task Force 

Meeting of the Philadelphia Regional 
Council: 

(a) Mr. Kenneth Shear, representing 
the Philadelphia Crime Commission, 
made the formal motion to recommend 
a "no" vote to the Philadelphia Re­
gional Council against AUAC. 

(b) lvIr. Shear stated that he had 
spoken to Mr. Edward Flood Chief of 
Administration, District Attorney's 
office, who told Mr. Shear that Mr. 
Fitzpatrick wanted nothing to do with 
AUAC. 

(c) Mrs. Haskins, Regional Director 
of the Philadelphia Regional Council, 
personally invited Mr. Shear to sit at 
the front table at this meeting. 

(d) Mrs. Haskins introduced a totally 
unexpected statement from Dr. Seymore 
Wolfbein, Dean of the School of Business, 
Temple University. 

5. January 22, 1976-Philadelphin. 
Regional Council Meeting: 

(a) Judge Paul Chalfin, Chairman 
of the Philadelphia Regional Council, 
stated that, "vVe have one more 
application to vote on this evening, and 
that is Americans United Against 
Crime." 

At that point someone made the 
motion to vote "no" on the proposal, 
someone else voiced a second, and 
then Judge Chalfin called for a vote. 

6. January 31, 1976-Philadelphia 
Tribune-editorial endorsement. 

Fact 
4. (a) Mr. Shear is not even a member 

of the Task Force. 

(b) Mr. Flood has denied ever making 
such a statement. (&e attached letter 
frefn Mr. Fitzpatrick.) 

(c) Upon being invited to sit at the 
front table Mr. Shear mentioned to 
Mrs. Haskins that he was not a member 
of the Task Force. Mrs. Haskins then 
told Mr. Shear, "That's OK, you can 
vote by proxy." 

AU AC finds it difficult to under­
stand how Mrs. Haskins could have 
allowed a nonmember of the Task 
Force to make a motion, and in turn, 
cast a vote. 

AUAC has been advised that the 
PhiladelphhL Council and its Task 
Force meetings do not allow proxy 
votes. If this is true, isn't Mrs. Haskins 
aware of this rule? 

Cd) It should be noted here that the 
regional staff had a copy of the proposal 
in its possession for more than a month, 
and that this statement was not taken 
until one hour before the meeting. 
(See attached material-Dean Wolfbein's 
recorded statement dated 1/16/76, and 
Dr. Haakenson's lelter to Judge Paul 
Chalfin.) Additional information on 
this matter is available. 

5. (a) Mr. Nicoletti then addressed 
the chair and said, "Mr. Chairman, I 
am sure that I speak for the twenty or 
thirty members of AUAC here tonight 
from all over Philadelphia when I say 
that I deeply resent that you would 
even acknowledge such a motion with­
out giving us the opportunity to discuss 
the merits of the proposal. 

The Chairman then said, "I suppose 
that we ought to have some discussion." 

A brief discussion ensued, a vote was 
called for, and Rep. Rappaport, and a 
second was given by Mr. Edward Lee. 

It should be noted here that AUAC 
members sat at that meeting for more 
than three hours before this fiasco took 
place. 

6. (a) See altached article. 

FEBRUARY 1, 1976. 
The following is a list of the donations given to Americans United Against 

Crime by the Negro Trade Union. The checks listed below were issued out of 
Girard Bank !tnd Trust. 
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Check No. Date of check 
Amount of 

donation 

$750.00 
1,058.40 

850.00 
831.60 
~60. 70 
283.50 
812.70 

Total _________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
5,146.90 

I would like the above to be considered a formal presentation of the facts 
concerning this matter. 

Thank you, 
ART NICOLETTI, Chairman, AUAC. 

NEGRO TRADE UNION LrJADERSHIP COUNCIL, 
Mr. WILLIE H. MADDOX, Jr. 
Program Director 
Phila. Pa. 

JUNE 16, 1975. 

DEAR MR. MADDOX: I wanted you to know how impressed all of us at Americans 
United Against Crime were with the students that we had worldng for us this 
past year. Your agency can feel very proud of them, for most assuredly, we are. 

Currently, we are seeking funds from the U.S. Department of Justice in 
Washington, D.C., in order to assist us in our expansion plans for next year. 

I would, therefore, appreciate it if you were to consider this letter as a formal 
request for ten additional students. However, at this time we are unable to give 
you a starting date for these students due to the fact that we are waiting for the 
same information. 

Our Washington contact person has advised us that a grant of this type can be 
processed in as short of time as a month, or it could go into months. I believe 
that it is only fair that you, and any students that you may have in mind, under­
stand the parameters in which we are operating. 

I promise you that as soon as I have any additional information on our starliing 
date, I will personally get back to you. 

However, in the meantime, if for any reason your program is not functioning the 
next calendar year, please notify me as soon as possible. 

I have greatly enjoyed working with you and your students in the past, and very 
much look forward to working with you in the future. 

Sincerely yours, 

Hon. ROBERT P. Kane, 
Attorney General, 
Capitol Annex 
Harrisburg, Pa. 

ART NICOLETTI, 
Executive Director, AUAO. 

FEBRUARY 3, 1976. 

DEAR SIR: It has recently come to my attention that my name was mentioned 
at the January 22, 1976 Philadelphia Regional Council meeting by way of a 
public statement given by Mrs. Marie Jones, co-editor of the Chestnul Hill Local 
newspaper. 

I have been told that Mrs. Jones stated that she had interviewed me, and that 
I told her that "I had no idea that my name was on the list of the proposal sub­
mitted to the Governor's Justice Commission by Americans United Against 
Crime." 

I can only say that that statement is totally untrue. I not only lmew that it was 
listed, but was proud when Mr. Art Nicoletti asked my permission to do so. 

I have been a member of this organization practically from it's inception. 
Very truly yours, 

Mrs. WALTER A. CRAIG. 

69-597 0 - 79 - pl.2 - 49 
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THE PUII,ADELPHIA MUNICIPAL COURT, 
Philadelphia, Pa., February 6, 1976. 

DEAR MR. NICOLETTI: I understand that you have made application for an 
LEAA Discretionary Grunt for the purpose of setting up a city-wide network of 
neighborhood crime prevention units. I further understand this application will 
be before the Governor's Justice Commission on March I, 1976. 

As you know, I am convinced that the haphazard funding of neighborhood 
crime prevention groups should logically be replaced by a more organized city-wide 
neighborhood effort. Your application is in accordance with my thinking and I 
certainly approve the idea of such a city· wide organization. 

Very truly yours, 
JO.,EPH R. GLANCEY. 

DISTRWT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE, 
Philadelphia, Pa., February 18, 1976. 

Mr. ART NICOLETTI, 
Americans United Against Crime, 
236 W. Schoolhouse Lane, 

DEAR MR. NICOLETTI: It is my understanding that Americans United AgaInst 
Crime has made application for a LEAA Discretionary Grant that will be bef(jre 
the Governor's Justice Commission on March 1, 1976. 

I believe that this proposal would be of great value not only to the justice 
system but more importantly to the people of Philadelphia. It is with this in mind 
that I wholeheartedly endorse this proposal and will lend my support in any way 
necessary. 

It is worthwhile citizen action organizations such as AUAC that will make 
Philadelphia a better place for all. 

Sincerely, 
F. EMMETT FITZPATRICK. 

GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION, 
PHILADELPHIA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL, 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 
January 16, 1976. 

To: Hon. Havery N. Schmidt, Chairman, Community Crime Prevention Com­
mittee. 

From: Yvonne B. Haskins, Regional Director. 
Subject: Application by Americans United Against Crime. 

On this date at 3:00 PM I held a conference call with Dean Seymour Wolfbein, 
Richard Moore and Mary Jondreau, secretary to the Regional Director. Dean 
Wolfbein made the following statement recorded verbatim by Mary Jondreau: 
"I have never seen this proposal that's been submitted and if my name was put 
down, then it was done without my knowledge or approval." 

"The proposal for training of the B1lrea1l of Business and Government Services 
I have never seen, and the University has nevel' seen, and does not have official 
status until signed by me and the Vice-President of the University. 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY, 
SCHOOL OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, 

Philadelphia, Pa., January 26, 1976. 
Hon. PAUL CHALFIN, 
Chairman, Philadelphia Committee, Governor's Justice Commission, c/o Court of 

Common Pleas, Ct'ty Hall, PMladelpMa, Pa. 
DEAR JUDGE CHALFIN: On January 22, I vi"ited your office to explain that I 

would not be able to be present at that evening's meeting of the Philadelphia 
Committee for the Governor's Justice Commission. My understanding was 
that the meeting was scheduled for 5:30 p.m. and I had a standing commitment 
to speak to the West Norriton Lions at the "restover Country Club in Mont­
gomery County. 
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I wished to be present at the meeting to offer to respond to any inquiries which 
might arise regarding n Bureau of Business and Government Services, Temple 
University School of Business Administration, subcontracting proposnl in the 
grant applicntion proposal of Americans United Against Crime, Inc. 

Ironically, I could have been prcsent when this item came up. I had learned it 
W,lS scheduled as thn last of five or six items on the evening's agendum. ·When the 
·West Norriton Lion,,' mecting concluded around 9 p.m., I phoned the vVarwick 
Hotel to learn if the proposal had yet been discussed. Repeated calls to the Adams 
and Madison rooms gained no response and the staff could not tell me whether the 
Committee was still in session. In retrospcct, if I had driven directly to the 
Warwick I believe I could have been there by 10:15 when I understand, this 
proposal came before you. I have not yet learned whether Committee members 
had questions regarding the Bureau of Business and Government Services 
proposal 

May I say please, Judge Chalfin, your staff rcpresentative, Mrs. Harmon, I 
believe, was most cordial and cooperative. 

Yours sincerely, 

Mr. ART NrcOLETTf, 
Director, A UAC, 
236 West Schoolhouse Lane, 
Phila. Pa. 

ROBERT HAAKENSON, Associate Dean 

THOMAS KARTER, 
Wheaton, Md., February 22, 1976. 

DEAR ART: In view of the many allegation" made ae~.inst you and AUAC, 
some of which involve me, I thought it best to give yuu a statement of my role 
that you may use us you see fit. As I said to yCiU in the past on numerous occasions, 
I was deeply impressed with the AUAC goals, programs, and accomplishments, 
and also with your integrity, commitment, and understanding of the criminal 
justice system. Consequently, I was pleased to be associated with you and AUAC. 

Dec. 1974; I met with Mr. Nicoletti in Phila. and agreed to prepare a manpower 
proposal to be submitted to the U.S. Dcpt. of Labor. He was referred to me by a 
mutual friend. Because of limited resources he could only commit $1,000 to the 
total program effort, which I accepted because I was interested in the type of 
agency he uperated and the nature of the proposal he wanted developed. We 
discussed some of the program and political problems that we would face in trying 
to get funded. Unfortunately, the political opposition that we anticipated became 
a reality. 

Jan. 1975; I met with Mr. Nicoletti, Dr. Seymour Wolfbein and his assistant 
Father Quinn, at Temple to discuss Temple participation in the project. I sug­
gested that we meet with Dr. Wolfbein because of his national recognition as a 
manpower expert. Dr. vVolfbein agreed to become involved and suggested that 
he would be pleased to meet with Labor Dept. officials and recommend that the 
project be funded. As a former top official in the Labor Dept., his recommendation 
was important. I also met on several occasions with Mr. Nicoletti and members of 
his staff, board, and consultants. 

Feb. 1975; Met with Mr. Nicolletti in Wash. and in Phila. and submitted a 
draft proposal for his review. 

Mar. 1975; I met with Mr. Nicoletti and Dr. Wolfbein in Wash. in my office 
where we discussed the proposal and the strategy to use. Dr. Wolfbein mentioned 
that he would meet with Dr. Rosen of the Labor Dept. whose office was to receive 
the proposal. 

Mar. to May 1975; I met with Mr. Nicoletti on at lcast 6 occasions and talked 
by phone nt least 20 times regarding the Labor Dept. proposal and the discussions 
that he was having with staff members in Dr. Rosen's office which had been set 
up following Dr. Wolfbein's mcetings with Dr. Rosen. We were informed that the 
project would not be funded because of lack of funds. 

June 1975; I met with Mr. Nicoletti who informed me that he had no more 
funds to employ me as consultant, but that hc would like to revise the Labor 
Dept. proposal for submittal to LEAA. I agreed to participate in this effort 
without additional fees or expenses. 

Sept. 1975; Mr. Nicolleti and I met at Temple with Dr. Saul Leshner and 
Dr. Bob Haakenson to discuss the sub-contractual role of Temple in the AUAC 
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program that was to be sent to LEAA. This meeting was arranged by Dr. Wolfbein. 
We agreed on the role of Temple, operating procedures and on the Temple Budget 
proposal to be included in the final A UAC proposal. It was agreed that following 
discussions with Dr. Wolfbein as to the specific school in Temple to submit the 
proposal, Dr. Haakenson would inform Mr. Nicoletti and would assume responsi­
~i1ity for transmitting the Temple proposal to AUAC. 

vet. 1975 to present; I met or talked by phone to Mr. Nicoletti more than 30 
times. He informed me of the progress being made in preparing the application, 
the problems that were being encountered at the City review level, and the 
procedures that were being followed in gaining national, regional and State 
approval. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS KARTER. 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY, 
SCHOOL OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, 

Philadelphia, Pa., February 26, 1976. 
MR. NICOLETTI: This is in response t.o your inquiry concerning the training 

component of your LEAA proposal. 
The Bureau of Business and Government Services of the School of Business 

Administration conducts a wide variety of training programi:l for an equully wide 
variety of community organizations. If your proposal should be funded, the Bureau 
will consider the feasibility of conducting such training, conditioned on its assess­
ment of the resources available to perform the task, its other commitments, and its 
judgment of the potential contributions of such a program to the community. 

Sincerely yours, 
SEYMOUR L. WOLF13EIN, Dean. 

[From the Phlladelpbla Dally News, Feb. 26, 1976] 

ONE MAN'S FIGHT AGAINST CRIME 

(By Chuck Stone) 

Peck's Bad Boy of bOXing, Rocky Graziano, wallowed in so much trouble, he 
soon figured that divine intercession must have been the only thing keeping him 
from sinking deeper • 

.In the movie on his life there's that lovely moment at the end when Graziano 
(played by Paul Newman) looks up during a parade in his honor, grins and tells 
his wife: "Hey, somebody up there likes me." 

Somebody "up there" apparently doesn't like Art Nicoletti, and the dedicated 
crime fighter can't figure out why. 

The husky, 35-year-old Nicoletti looks as if he should be crashing through the 
front battalions of a football defense. 

Instead, he has spent the last three years trying to crash his organization, 
Americans United Against Crime (AUAC), through the front battalions of 
politics. 

Yardage against Pittsburgh's front line would have been casier. 
A.s anti-crime crusades go, Nicoletti's AUAC was a good idea cxtended by a 

promise of results. It included a courtwatch program to monitor thc sentencing of 
dope pushers, citizens' anti-crime patrols, escort programs for the elderly while 
shopping and working with the police to break up hard core crime activity in 
neighborhoods. 

A $53,000 grant from the Governor's Justicc Commission via its Philadelphia 
ReRional Planning Council put him in business. He began recruiting mem bers. 

, I was dOing fine for n. while," says the La Salle College graduate who once 
studied for the priesthood. "Then, my troubles began last February when Rizzo 
su?,porters stn.rted calling me for help. 

'On April 28, I met with (Deputy Mayor) Tony Zecca and n.sked him to set up 
n. meeting with Hillel Levinson before May 1 to discuss my proposal for refunding. 
Zecca told me he WOUld, but to speak frankly wi·th Levinson and tell him where I 
could help Rizzo in the Northeast. 

When Nicoletti replied hc wns only interested in discussing Al1AC with Levin­
son, Nicoletti maintains that Zecca said he would IIget back to me." Four months 
later, on Aug. 4, 1975, Levinson resigned I1S a sponsor of AUAC. 

"My staff contacted community or~allizations in the 14th and 35th Police 
Districts," Levinson wrote Nicoletti, 'and fOllnd that those who were aware of 
your program were convinced it had little impact and was ineffectual!' 

Furthermore, concluded Levinson, it's poorly administered. 
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Levinson's assessment, which Nicoletti insists was motivated by political con­
siderations, was nonetheless supported by four members of AUAO's advisory 
board. 

One of them, Marie Jones, editor of the Ohestnut Hill Local, says the program 
was not only ineffective, "you couldn't pin Art down on how many people were 
working on it." 

Another resigned advisory board member, La Salle Oollege assistant professor 
Finn Hornum, said they saw no evidence of a real constituency out there. "The 
program is a good idea, but had very little substance behind it. It also seemed to 
be a one-man operation." 

Nicoletti dismisses their criticism as disgruntled advisers whose advice was 
ignored. 

Yet, an official evaluation of the program concluded it set out to do too much. 
"The problem was one of implementation," said Yvonne Haskins, regional 
director for the Philadelphia Planning Oouncil. 

Nicoletti insists AUAO's record contradicts his detractors. "We were responsible 
for the police finally raiding and putting out of business a West Oak Lane drug 
center. A number of Germantown leaders have given us credit for helping to break 
up gang activity in the area." 

In the last couple of years, however, several neighborhood anti-crime programs 
similar to AUAO have sprung up. One of the most successful in the city is the 
Oitizens Local Alliance for a Safer Philadelphia (OLASP). 

Politics or not, Nicoletti refuses to surrender his ideals. He has applied for a 
second grant-$399,OOO-to set up a city wide AUAO. 

"Your application is in accordance with my thinking and I certainly approve 
the idea of such a city wide organization," wrote Joseph R. Glancey, President 
judge of the Municipal Oourt. 

District Attorney F. Emmett Fitzpatrick let it all hang out with more effusive 
praise in a letter to Nicoletti. "I believe (it) would be of great value not only to 
the justice system, but more importantly to the people of Philadelphia. 

"I wholeheartedly endorse this proposal and will lend rp.y support in any way 
necessary. It is worthwhile organizations such as AUAC that will make Phil­
adelphia a better place for all." 

Yet, at the Jan. 16 meeting of the Philadelphia Regional Oouneil, Nicoletti's 
proposal ran into strong opposition. Somebody arose and simply said, "Mr. 
Ohairman, I move we vote 'no.' " 

No reasons were given, no discussion, the motion was seconded and the proposal 
rejected. 

On March 1, the full Governor's Justice Oommission makes a final decision on 
the application. Nicoletti is keeping his terrestrial fingers crossed that somebody 
"up there" likcs him after all. 

[From the Philadelphia Tribune, Jan. :t1, 19761 

OITIZEN INVOLVEMENT NEED~JD IN THE FIGHT AGAINST ORIMI~ 

A community-based anti-crime organization in the city's northwest section, 
Americans United Against Orime (AUAO), is currently seeking $387,440 in 
Federal funds to implement a proposal that would involve 10,000 persons in 
self-help anti-crime activities in their own neighborhoods. 'rhe group claims to 
have several thousand members, about 60 percent of whom are Black. 

We have seen AUAO's plan, which must be approved by the Governor's 
Justice Oommission before it can be funded, and it looks like a sound one. The 
plan would set up 11 coordinators in high-crime areas throughout the City, each 
one of whom is assigned to work with 25 different citizens each week in anti-crime 
education efforts. 

It has been demonstrated again and again that criminals fare best in neighbor­
hoods where people are insulated, isolated and too fearful to "get inVOlved." 
In areas where neighbors are organized to be on the lookout for unusual sights and 
sounds, however, !tnd to alert police the moment something out of the ordinary 
happens anywhere in the neighborhood, the crime rate goes down. This has 
already been demonstrated in certain parts of West Philadelphia and East Mt. 
Airy. . 

With crime, as with health an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. 
Therefore, citizen-involvement programs should be encouraged, not discouraged. 
There are not enough policemen in Philadelphia or in any other city to bc in all 
places at all times, but if ordinary citizens function as the "eyes and ears" of the 
police department, crime can be fought more effectively than if citizens never 
"get involved." 
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AUAC members have told the Tribune they fear they may not be funded be­
cause of politics. (They had a court-watch program last year which allegedly 
proved to be embarrassing to certain judges.) We hope this does not happen and 
that their proposal will be judged on its own merits. Certainly citizen involve­
ment is desperately needed in the fight against crime. 

[Fl'om tho Evening Bulletin, Feb. 12, 1976] 

PHILADELPHIA SPENDS $261 MILLION IN CRIME FIGHT--DUPLlCATED EFFORTS 
RESULT IN WASTE, STUDY SAYS 

(By Robert W. Kotzbauer) 

Philadelphians are spending over $261 million a year to cope with crime that 
keeps rising by 10 percent or more annually. 

More than 80 percent of this money, raised by taxes, is goin~ solely for catching 
and trying eriminals; 12 percent for punishing or "correcting' offenders in insti­
tutions, and only about 6 percent for supervising and helping released offenders 
to adjust in the community. 

The figures were reported today in a "Criminal Justice Guide" published by 
the Philadelphia Commission for Effeetive Criminal Justice after a year's study. 

The guide identifies more than 90 separate criminal-justice agencies and more 
than 195 distinct programs currently operating in the city, without any coordi­
nation and with very little planning or accountability, according to the commission. 

"w ASTE IS OBVIOUS" 

"The waste which results from this lack is obvious," said the commlSSlOn. 
"Duplication of effort and counter-productive activity occurs. The combined 
weight and learning of the many agencies involved in working toward similar 
ends is seldom utilized. 

"* * * The current (criminal justice) system allows and possibly encourages 
haphazard and uncoordinated attempts at addressing the problems of crime 
and justice." 

The $261 million in no way covers the total cost of crime in Philadelphia, but 
only the known costs of dealing with it. 

It does not, for example, include the earnings and property lost by victims of 
crime; property damaged by arson and vandalism; earnings lost by persons 
incarcerate...' and public welfare paid to their families; crime insurance, alarm 
systems, security guards, legal fees and unreported commercial losses through 
theft, embezzlement, forgery. 

oTHlm LOSSES 

Neither does it reflect money taken out of legitimate channels by vice, gambling 
and narcotics; the economy's loss because people are afraid to venture on the 
streets after dark; pain and suffering of victims and their families, the loss of 
human potential, or society's burden in dealing with drunkenness and addiction. 

Rather, the $261 million is money spent by those identifiable agencies with 
budgets which reported them to the commission. Actually, about one-fourth of 
those agencies listed in the guide gave no budget figures. Not all of it is tax 
money; some comes from private foundations, contributions and other sources. 

Of the total, the commission reported, about $132.3 million is spent annually 
by law-enforcement agencies in the city, about $78.5 million by courts, $15.9 
million by prisons, $15.3 miIIion for juvenile services and facilities, $5.7 million 
for probation and parole, $4 miIIion for ex-offenders, $4 million for dealing with 
drugs and alcohul, $2.5 miIIion each for system reforms and pre-trial services, 
about $335,000 for citizen education and community aciton, and $136,000 for 
women's programs. 

P AR'r IV. PROGRAM NARRATIVE 

1. OBJEOTIVES AND NEED FOR THIS ASSISTANOE 

A. Background Information on AUAC 
Amerieans United Against Crime (AUAC) is a 2-)4 year old tax exempt organiza­

tion whieh has designed a total citizens involvement and initiative program, in­
eluding the design of new eareers for citizens and community leaders, in the 
Criminal Justice System. 
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AUAC is an organization of full-time and part-time staff persons, full andpart­
time volunteers, and some 6,000 members. Through this structure, AUAC has 
been able to generate contacts with citizens and citizens' organizations, as well as 
with the Criminal Justice System in Philadelphia. 
B. Basic Goals on AUAO 

The basic goals of AUAC are: 
To raise the average citizen's level of awareness about crime, and any and all 

factors contributing to it, so that indiviuals are able to address themselves to the 
anatomy of crime. 

To allow its members to clearly understand the direct relation between the 
problems of the offender/ex-offender and those of the Criminal Justice System, 
the community, correctional institutions, job opportunities, and society as a whole. 

To act as a conduit, to train persons, and to assist them in obtaining permanent 
employment in the Criminal Justice System. 
O. Oontacts Within Oriminal Justice System 

AUAC plans to achieve these goals by actively developing and operating a 
number of programs in the broad field of Criminal Justice. Our contacts in the 
Criminal Justice System include the following agencies in Philadelphia: 

The Philadelphia Police Department. 
The District Attorney for the City of Philadelphia. 
The Office of the Public Defender. 
The President Judge of MuniCipal Court, City of Philadelphia. 
The President Judge of Common Pleas, City of Philadelphia. 
The Superintendent of Prisons. 
The Philadelphia Probation Department. 

In addition, AUAC is in contact with and establishing a working relationship 
with State and Federal Criminal Justice agencies; such as: Special Assistant for 
Criminal Justice in Pennsylvania, Office of the Governor; The Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, Regional Office in Philadelphia and Washington, D.C. 
D. Basic Program Goals 

The basic goal of this program is to increase the quantity and quality of citizenS 
involvement in unified endeavors that will afford citizens a better understanding 
of the relationship between the total problems of the offender and ex-offender 
and the community. Through this program, AUAC proposes to develop viable 
permanent citizens groups which would influence and direct citizens participation 
activities in a variety of areas. Furthermore, this project is designed to develop and 
implement a series of new programs that would reduce crime throughout Phila­
delphia. 

Many Americans are concerned about the Criminal Justice System because of 
the rapid increase in crimes, compounded by the backlog of cases before our 
court system. Recent FBI data show that crimes have increased by 13% this year. 
Compounding this problem is the growing awareness that all crimes are not 
reported to the police. Therefore, it is probable that the actual crime rates are 
much higher than the available reported rates. For example, it is estimated that 
for every reported rape there are an additional six actual unreported rapes. Of 
significance is the fact that a survey (January, 1975) conducted in Philadelphia 
showed that crime was the number one concern of the citizens interviewed, even 
higher than unemployment and inflation. 

In addition to this concern about crime, particularly in the fear expressed by 
many people, there is a growing uneasiness on the part of many regarding what 
they can or should do about the prevention of crimes. There is also uncertainty 
as to what to do when a crime has been committed, and uncertainty and unwilling­
ness to testify as a witness. Of most concern however, is a growing frustration on the 
part of many citizens regarding the ex-offender and the effectiveness of their 
correctional institutions. 

This Pilot Program has been designed to begin resolving this serious concern on 
the part of the citizen over crime. While AU AC recognizes the need to immediately 
raise the level of awareness on the part of the citizens ant;' to consequently increase 
the level of concern and action on their part, we also see the need to begin to 
better prepare citizens for the reality of life that the ex-offender will someday 
re-enter their community. 

The purpose of this pilot project is to explore the best methods of involving 
ci tizens and citizens groups in all aspects concerning the offender, the ex-offender, 
and in recruiting, training and employing community persons to serve in a new 
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position within the Criminal Justice System that we call a Criminal Justice 
Community Coordinator. 

The CJC Coordinators would be responsible for serving as a link between 
citizens, citizens groups and the total community and the Criminal Justice System. 
In that position, they would raise the level of awareness on the part of individual 
citizens and begin to stimulate changes within the system to improve the quality 
and if need be, quantity of service. 

AUAC has long since concluded that it is a total waste of time to ask citizens 
to become involved with the plight of the offender and ex-offender while they see 
no concrete evidence that their own lives and homes stand to become safer and 
more secure. 

In light of this fact, AUAC intends to have the average citizen begin to examine 
crime not from a standpoint of generalities, not from rumors, not from accusations, 
but rather from facts. This will necessitate that citizens begin to thoroughly 
examine and if need be, directly deal with the most sensitive topic within the 
criminal justice system, the offcnder, the accused of a crime. 

It is, therefore, thc intent of AUAC to break through the stereotype vicws 
concerning crime, the criminal, law enforcement agencics, and most importantly, 
the citizen's perception of what the individual is capable of doing about crime. 

In a city such as Philadelphia, where 80% of the uniform policeman's time is 
spent on minor disturbance (See attached material-Survey of Police Services, 
1973··1974, where only 305 dctectives have the responsibility of investigating 
over 200,000 reported crimes, where only fifty of its ninety court rooms open daily 
at a $1,000 per day, where there are only 125 Assistant District Attorneys re­
sponsible to prosecute nearly eight thousand cases per month, and only 85 public 
defenders who handle 80% of those eight thousand cases, where only 350 of the 
2,400 inmates are serving a sentence at Holmesburg at a cost of $18 per day (over 
$37,000 per day on persons not serving a sentence) where the case loads for the 
average probation officer is so high that he cannot reasonably monitor those as­
signed to him, unfortunately, the where's can go on endlessly. 

The fact of the matter is that some 70% of the persons who committed a crime 
in the City of Philadelphia last year were not even arrested, and the citizens of 
Philadelphia know that. 

Yet, somewhere in the midst of all this confusion, fear, and ignorance, there are 
a group of persons who have recently been arrested for committing a crime, or 
who are now serving a scntcnce, who can be reformed, who can make it in society, 
but who need the help of someonc who is probably a victim of a crime himself. 
This is the dilemma with whi'..1h we are faeed. 

To surface a sufficient amount of help with this dilemma, AUAC recognizes 
that it will take a consortium of persons from labor, business, community, criminal 
justice system, and the media to unite their efforts toward this end. 

AUAC has already begun to assemble persons from these various walks of life 
who will serve as the nucleus for such a consortium. 

AUAC maintains that for the offender or ex-offender to thave the slightest 
chance to succeed oncc he or she re-enters SOCiety, sevcral existing obstacles will 
have to be dealt with simultaneously. 

Of major importance is the need for citizens to stoR viewing the offender as the 
sole factor contributing to crime, and begin to have him/her viewed as part of a 
much bigger problem. By doing this, AUAC intends to establish an atmosphere 
wherein citizens will realize that it is in their best interest to do all within their 
power to make rehabilitation a top priority for the next decade. 

By getting the citizen to examine the needs of the criminal justice system, 
laws, policies and everyday practices that strip the ex-offenfer of respect, accept­
ance, jobs, housing, insurtlnce, the very tools that make it possible to live in so­
ciety, A UAC maintains that the issue of crime will be separated from the problems 
contributing to it, thcreby removing the offender from the spotlight. 

Once you raise the citizen's level of awareness up to the point where he or she 
is capable of separt1ting the issue from the problem, then you have laid the ground 
work for active citizen participation in pre-trial intervention programs, prison 
reform, re-entry programs, attitude change, etc. 

By means of fair, objective approach, AUAC intends to put thc plight of the 
ex-offender into focus for the average citizen. The job ahead of us all is still tre­
mendous. The necd for skilled, informed, nnd well-prepared held is sorely: needed 
throughout the entire system. AUAC bclieves that its newly-proposcd Oriminal 
Justice Community Coordinator Training Program will meet any of these out­
standing nceds. 
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2. EXPECTED RESULTS 

The major result to be expected from this program is the design and develop­
ment of a total Oitizens Involvement and Initiative Program in the Oity of Phila­
delphia for the ex-offender. The methodology and procedures to be used in this 
program are such that similar citizens initiative and involvement programs can 
then be implemented in other major metropolitan areas throughout the country. 

There are certain significant aspects of the demonstration program that AUAO 
proposes to fully design. The first is a new career in the Oriminal Justice System 
that we have called a Oriminal Justice Oommunity Ooordinator or OJO Ooor­
dinator. 

AUAO views the OJO Ooordinator as full-time persons who would bridge the 
gap between the community and the Oriminal Justice System. These are funda­
mentally neutral prsons who would not be identified as either working for the Ori­
minal Justice System for citizens organizations, even though they would definitely 
be employed by either the Oriminal Justice System or community groups. A UAO 
believes that it is important that they be identified as neutral in order to able to 
serve as an effective link between the System and the community. 

This AUAO program is designed to thoroughly involve citizens in all aspects of 
the accuseds, offender, and ex-offender in order to allow citizens to begin to put 
these persons into proper perspective within the Oriminal Justice system and 
society. At the same time, OJO Ooordinators are able to work with all agencies in 
the Oriminal Justice System to inform them of the impact of crime on the commun­
ity, and the problems that citizens and citizens groups are faced with in dealing 
with the ex-offenders' re-entry. 

Oonsequently, a major result of this program is to design, develop and imple­
ment a new employment career for OJO Ooordinators. This means developing a 
training curriculum and developing a total employment situation for such spe­
cialists in both public and private agencies. Negotiations would begin with public 
agencies to assist them in developing full-time employment positions for such 
Ooordinators. Similar negotiations would begin with private ageneies involved 
in working with the Oriminal Justice System so that they, too, would begin em­
ploying OJO Ooordinators on a full-time permanent basis. 

An additional result of this program is the design and development of Sector 
Steering Oommittees. These committees would be made up of citizens living within 
a given police sector of Philadelphia who have accepted a leadership role. In 
Philadelphia, there are 22 police districts, each of which is divided into sectors. 
These sectors are specific geographic areas in which a police car or policeperson is 
assigned to patrol. In cities across the country, these sectors are sometimes known 
as grids, zones, patrolling areas, etc. Throughout the project, for the sake of 
simpliCity, and continuity, we will refer to these geographic patrolling regions as 
sectors. In Philadelphia, there are some 450 sectors. 

AUAO views the sector as the nucleus for Oitizens Initiative and Involvement. 
Within their own sectors, citizens can better begin to study and understand speCific 
methods of streamlining the ex-offenders' re-entry into society. Also within such 
sectors, citizens can better participate more actively in community meetings di­
rected at specific problems, and meetings with persons working within the courts, 
prisons, parole, probations, sheriff's office, labor, business, media, etc. 

A total of 11 OJO Ooordinators will be trained through this pilot training pro­
gram. There are 22 Police Districts in Philadelphia and we propose to assign one 
OJO Ooordinator to two Police Districts. 

The Duties of GJG Goordinators.-The duties of OJO Ooordinators to serve as 
a liaison representative between citizens, the community, and the Oriminal Justice 
System. SpeCifically, their duties would include the following: 

1. Holding community meetings and meetings with individual citizens to ex­
plain the general roles, responsibilities, and operating procedures of Oriminal 
Justice agenciesj (Oourts, Parole, Probation, Prisons, Jury Selection, etc.). 

2. Meeting with Oriminal .Tustice agency officials to explain general and specific 
problems identified by community groups or citizens and negotiate for changes 
in operating practices to correct such problemsj 

3. Surfacing, training and coordinating Sector Steering Oommittees; 
4, Working closely with Sector Steering Oommittees to fulfill action plans 

conuluded at Temple University seminarsj 
5. Training Sector Leaders on specific crime prevention techniques; 
6. Working with area AUAO Youth Ohaptersj 
7. Bringing citizens and all segments of the community in joint efforts towards 

streamlining all segments of correctionsj 
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8. Working closely with Sector Steering Committees on the problems of housing 
for the ex-offender, job placement, alternatives to prison, etc. 

During this pilot program, program staff will develop a specific job description 
for CJC Coordinators and submit the job description to the Civil Service System 
for comment, review and approval. In addition, program staff will develop a 
training manual for CJC Coordinators describing in detail their duties, methods 
of operation, procedures for performing their tasks, and community Criminal 
Justice and other resources that they should be aware of and working with in 
performing their duties. 

Selecting CJC Coordinators and Team Workers.-All the persons selected as 
CJC Coordinators Trainees will be residents of Philadelphia. In nearly all cases, 
they will be trained to perform services in the community where they live or used 
to live. 

Both men and women will be eligible. Trainees must be mature, stable persons 
who are respected for their leadership qualities. The minimum age for Trainees 
will be 21, and many are expected to be in their 30's, 40's and 50's. 

Since many community residents are Hispanic, some Trainees will be Spanish­
speaking. Those without a High School Diploma will be assisted during this 
program to achieve a High School Equivalency. 

AUAC has been in contact with the Pennsylvania State Employment Service 
office in Philadelphia and will rely on this agency for recruitment of Trainees to 
supplement AUAC's own recruitment effort. Trainees will be approved by the 
AUAC Executive Director. 

Each Coordinator will work very closely with a Team Worker. The eleven 
Team Workers will primarily function as a city-wide telephone bank supporting 
the efforts of the Coordinators. 

By way of this city-wide telephone bank, AUAC intends to put into motion a 
communications system that will fulfill a broad range of ex-offender needs. 
B. Training Program Description 

Temple University will be responsible for the Training Program. (See attached 
materials-Proposal for Training of Criminal Justice Community Coordinators.) 

Orientation Phase.-The first week of the program will be devoted to program 
orientation. This will include: 

A description of the AUAC, its organization and management. 
The role of CJC Coordinators 
A description of the Philadelphia Civil Service System. 
A discussion of the training program, including classroom work, on-site 

experience, locations of Criminal Justice agencies and on-site assignments, 
and the persons who will be responsible for training and supervising each 
Trainee. 

Classroom Training Phase.-The second through tenth weeks will be devoted 
to an extensive period of classroom training. This training will include: 

An analysis of the managcment, financing and operation of the Criminal 
Justice System, including a review of available published information and 
reports. 

A description of Philadelphia Criminal Justice agencies and organizations, 
including a review of publications identifying and listing community resources. 

A discussion of various problems that ex-offenders have with social adjust­
ments, jobs, laws effecting them, housing, parole, the Criminal Justice 
SYstem. 

Discussions of the aged, and how to work with the aged individuals or 
aging organizations. 

Discussions of the psychology of the offender, how to counsel them. 
How to formulate an AUAC Youth Chapter. 
Discussions of human relations training. 
Instructions on planning, organizing and conducting group meetings and 

informational workshops. 
The purpose of this training period is to expose the Trainees to the broad scope 

of materials and information they will need in the future when they begin their 
on-site work experience activities. However, there will be a wcekly training session 
during their work experience phase as reinforcement training on critical subject 
areas. Also, during these weekly seminars, they will receive close supervision and 
will thus have an opportunity for considerable training discussions with their 
supervisors, group Sector Steering Committee sessions, Criminal Justice heads, 
etc. 



1765 

Work Orientation Phase. -A t t~e beginning of the eleventh week, CJ C Coordina­
tors will begin their work experience phase of tlll'l program. In nearly all cases, 
Trainees will be assigned to the community where they live. 

Trainees will report directly to the AUAC Deputy Director for Field Operations 
who will be responsible for their supervision. 

CJC Coordinators will be given specific assignments during their work orienta­
tion training. Initially, they will carry out their assignments in cooperation with 
and under close suvervision of the Deputy Director for Field Operations. The 
type of assignments will be patterned after their specific duties discussed 
previously. 

It is expected that CJC Ooordinators will need additional specialized training 
during the work orientation phase. Additional formal training sessions for Trainees 
will be structured throughout the year on such topics as: 

The accused, the offender, the ex-offender. 
AUAO policies, rules and regulations. ' 
Specific Criminal Justice problems, their causes and resolution. 
Financial resources available for Criminal Justice programs. 
Race relations, bilingual relations, and similar topics that will improve 

their contacts with citizens groups. 
In addition, the project managemen~ will be authorized to provide or arrange 

special training for individual Trainees, as needed, at colleges and universities, 
business associations, etc. 

CJC Coordinators will be encouraged and assisted in continuing their formal 
education. Trainees will be allowed four hours a week of training time to pursue 
their formal education. Trainees who have not completed high school will be 
encouraged to start or continue collegiate work. Program staff members will work 
with local colleges and universities to give credits to CJC Coordinators for success­
fully completing this pilot program. 

A major responsibility of each CJC Coordinator is to organize Sector Steering 
Committees (SSC) in their assigned Police Districts. A manual prepared by AUAC 
describes in detail how to organize and Qperate an SSC. While working closely 
with CJC Coordinators and other AUAC personnel and Board Members, each 
SSC will attempt to develop its sector into a "Local Think Tank and Citizen 
Action Arm" for citizens initiative and action in the whole area of corrections. 

Given the variety of needs across the country, the sector should maintain the 
highest degree of flexibility. However, it is hoped that each sector will be capable 
of addressing itself to some common goals. 
O. Projections of Program Activities 

This is a 16-month demonstration program. During the first month, all project 
personnel will be selected, hired, oriented and trained, except for the CJC Co­
ordinators. Program methodology and training materials will be refined and de­
veloped during the first month. Also, the staff members will begin contacting 
puhlic agencies as well as community groups and beginning explaining the project. 

During the second and third months, the eleven OJC Coordinator Trainees will 
be recruited and selected for the program. AUAC is allowing two months for this 
process because the success or failure of this program depends ultimately on the 
ability and willingness of these CJC Coordinators to plan, organize, and stimulate 
citizens' initiatives and actions. 

During the months four through fifteen, CJC Coordinators will be trained 
and organized to perform their activities and functions. AUAC expects to reach 
at least 10,000 citizens during this one year and provide them with a variety of 
information and services in the broad field of corrections. Specifically, each CJC 
Coordinator will be expected to work with approximately 1,000 citizens. This 
amounts to approximately 25 key citizens reached each week by each CJC Co­
ordinator during the approximately 40 weeks when the CJC Coordinator will be 
in the field. 

AUAC also expects that each CJC Coordinator will organize at least ten 
fully-operating/semi-independent Sector Steering Committees during the project 
period. AUAO believes this to be essential for future purposes dealing with ex­
offender housing, social acceptances, etc. 
D. Data Oollection and Evaluation 

The evaluation program that AUAC is planning will be geared to obtaining 
information and assessing results of CJC Coordinators' activities. While some of 
the data to be collected will identify work tasks or specific activities, our major 
effort will be to identify whether CJC Coordinators have been successful in per-
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forming their functions and not merely whether they made a certain number of 
visits, telephone calls, or talked with a set number of citizens. 

The goal of this program is to involve citizens effectively in all aspects of 
corrections. It is also to begin introducing changes in the administration and 
operations of Oriminal Justice agencies. Oonsequently, in our evaluation program 
we will be identifying: 

1. The number of citizens involved in program activities and the qualitative 
aspects of their involvement. 

2. The participation of Oriminal Justice agencies and the active interest and 
involvement of those agencies in the total program. 

In evaluating the qualitative participation by citizens, AUAO will be par­
ticularly interested in monitoring the ability of OJO Ooordinators to organize 
and operate Sector Steering Oommittees. Furthermore, such steering committees 
will be evaluated to determine the number of persons partiCipating, the interest 
shown by such committees in independently pursuing topiCS of interest in each 
particular sector, and in beginning to develop liaison relationships with other 
sectors or with agencies within the Oriminal Justice System. 

Another phase of the evaluation program is to examine the development of 
special programs at the community level stimulated by OJO Ooordinators or 
other program staff. An obvious benefit of this program is to improve the design 
and delivery of an overall Oriminal Justice System at the local level. This may 
take the form of better information provided to citizens, a mechanism to funnel 
community attitudes and ideas into the Oriminal Justice System, and specific 
services to reduce crime. 

In evaluating the performance of this program through an assessment of the 
Oriminal Justice System, there are several important phases of institutional 
behavior that will be examined. First of all, special attention will be given to the 
willingness and ability of agencies participating in this program to adopt the use 
of OJO Ooordinators or of methods used by these agencies to modify the func­
tions and responsibilities of current programs and staff as a means of utilizing 
some of the experience of this project. 

The project staff will be working with agencies in the Oriminal Justice System 
to encourage them to hire these OJO Ooordinators or to hire other persons to 
perform the same or similar functions. The project staff will mal;:e available all of 
the information, materials and techniques to these ageneies at no eost. The project 
staff will be asked to carefully doeument discussions with public agency offieials 
pertaining to this phase of program development. Oonsequently, the evaluation 
program will be able to examine such records to determine the degree to whieh 
AUAO has been successful in introducing institutional change into the Oriminal 
Justice System as a result of a citizens initiative effort. In addition to the use of 
OJO Ooordinators or ideas emanating from the program, the project staff will also 
be asked to document their eontacts Wit.l these agencies regarding changes in 
operating procedures recommended by individual citizens, Sector Steering 
Oommittees, or project staff. Again, through this documentation, the AUAO 
evaluation program will be able to assess an additional impact on the institutional 
change introduced by a citizens initiative program. 
E. Cooperating OrganizaUon and Persons 

AUAO has assembled an outstanding team of legal, manpower, judicifll, policel 
community organization, education, psychology and related experts to advise 
on specific programs. This Experimentnl Program, for example, will include the 
following specific advisors: 

Dr. Seymour Wolfbein, Dean, School of Business, Temple University. Dr. Wolf­
bein will participate in designing the classroom phase of the training program. 

Mrs. Sigret Oraig, Ohairman, Philadelphia More Beautiful Oommittee (which 
includes 3,000 Block Leaders and 400,000 members). Mrs. Oraig will be respon­
sible for advising staff on organizing Sector Steering Oommittees. 

Mr. Thomas Karter, Oonsultant with the National Oenter on Black Aged, 
Inc. Mr. Karter will be responsible for designing and conducting the evaluation 
phase of the program. 

AUAO has had extensive contacts with community organizations and groups 
throughout Philadelphia as a result of prior programs. In addition, AUAO has 
been in direct contact with the entire Philadelphia Oriminal .Tustice System. For 
example, working relationships have been established with the Philadelphia 
Police Department, the Philadelphht District Attorney's office, the Philadelphia 
Oourt System, the Philadelphia Probation Department, and the Philadelphia 
prisons. These contacts will be renewed and extended during the demonstrating 
program. 
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4. GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

This project is a city-wide project for Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

5. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION ON PROJECT DIRECTOR 

Attached is a biographical sketch of the AUAC Project Director, Mr. Art 
Nicoletti. 

6. AUAC ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

AUAC has been actively involved in working with the entire range of agencies 
included in the Criminal Justice System. In addition, A UAC has been communi­
cating with community organizations in many major cities across the state and the 
nation to share ideas and accomplishments. 

Consequently, while the AUAC program is based in Philadelphia, we have laid 
the groundwork for an expansion statewide and nationally for significant experi­
mental programs. The following will hopefully explain this more clearly: 

For the past 2% years AUAC has been attempting to put crime and the factors 
contributing to it into focus for the average citizen living in Philadelphia. 

Cognizant of the enormously difficult task before us, AU AC decided to approach 
this problem in the most fundamental of terms. Our commitment, therefore, was 
to the understanding of the real facts surrounding the issue, and to totally divorce 
ourselves from generalities, rumors, or accusations. 

Our approach was four-fold: 
1. Dctermine why the Criminal Justice System was not working; 
2. Determine why so many ex-offenders were returning to prison; 
3. Determine what role the average citizen could assume in the fight 

against crime; 
4. Develop a mechanism that could bridge the gap between the com­

munity and the Criminal Justice System. 
In our examination of the Criminal Justice System we began by establishing 

the following projects: 
Project Police Service.-If citizens are to become aware of specific problems, 

they must understand the inner workings of the Criminal Justice System, and 
especially the Police Department. We started a project called, "Project Police 
Service" which is directed toward a complete understanding of the workings of 
Philadelphia Police Department. Through this project, we received daily occur­
rences of reported crimes from the Central Office of the Philadelphia Police 
Department. (According to the Police Department officials, we were the only 
private agency in Philadclphia that received this information.) This provides 
information On the crimes committed, the location and time of day of the occur­
rence. A UAC staff members and volunteers analyzed this information and in­
formed citizens through a series of community-based meetings about such crimes 
how they can be avoided and how they should be reported. 

In addition, AUAC routinely followed up on many crimes by contacting the 
victims to determine the outcome of police investigations. In many cases, AUAC 
has been instrumental in encouraging police officials to stimulate investigations 
of certain crimes; these stimuli generated primarily out of our victim/witness 
survey. (See attached materials-V1:clim/W~'tness Survey). 

Our findings from this project showed us that some 80% of the uniform police­
men's time was spent on minor disturbances and hospital calls. (See attached 
material-Survey of Police Services, 1973-1974.) 

According to the 1975 Philadelphia budget, there are some 587 detectives 
assigned to nine police detective divisions. Further examinations of that figure 
brought us to understand that these were really only 285-305 detectives actually 
investigating some 180,000 reported crimes. Our victim/witness survey clearly 
indicated to us that on an average, better than 45% of those who reported a 
"major" crime did not even receive a telephone call from a detective. 

From this project AUAC was able to develop a design capable of involving 
citizens' initiative in the handling of gang activities, narcotic traffic, robbery, 
burglary, false arrest, etc. 

Project Court Watch.-Our next project was called "Project Court Watch". 
This project was funded by LEAA and the purpose was to enable AUAC, through 
its paid staff and volunteers, to observe first-hand the total operations of th~ 
Court System in Philadelphia. Specifically, AUAC staff and volunteers were 
authorized by the President Judge of the Philadelphia Municipal Court to sit 
in the jury box in Courtroom 285 (Narcotics Court), and to visit and sit in any 
other courtrooms in Philadelphia. Furthermore, AUAC received copies of their 
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Daily Trial Listings from the court which identified the specific cases that were 
introduced each day. By this daily observation, AUAC was able to provide 
direct information throughout the City of Philadelphia regarding the inner 
workings of the Court System, and specifically narcotics cases. For example, 
AUAC identified many major weaknesses. The case loads for the assistant dis­
trict attorneys and public defenders were well out of proportion to the available 
manpower operating out of those offices; great numbers of cases which continue 
from day to day because of the failure of witnesses to appear; only fifty of the 
courtrooms were used out of the available ninety on a daily basis; the accused 
not appearing because of the poor transportational facilities in use currently by 
the Sheriff; large numbers of persons being sentenced to report to a probation 
officer whose case load was already impossible. 

As 0. result of Project Court Watch, AUAC has developed a very direct, frank 
und open relationship with Judge Edward Brudley, President Judge of Oommon 
Pleus, Judge Joseph Gluncey, President Judge of l\Iunicipul Court, Mr. F. Emmett 
Fitzpatrick, District Attorney, Mr. Bernard Lerner, Head of the Public Defenders 
Office, and Mr. Fred Downs, Ohief Probation Officer. 

Project Pl'isolls.-AUAO has sturtcd ullother project called, "Project Prisons", 
which is directed toward the examination of the Prisoll System in Philadelphia 
or in Pennsylvania where people from Philadelphia muy be sent for illcurcl'ration. 
Our main concern centered around the area of rehabilitation. 

Without a doubt this project was the most depressing experience of uny in 
our uttempts to draw objective judgments on the system's operutions. 

It was during this project thut it becume totally obvious why there is such u 
high rut.; of return to our prisons. Out of the 2,400 inmates living inside Holmes­
burg Prison, approximately 350 inmutes ure serving a sentence. This means that 
more than $37,000 R day is being spent on 2,100 persons not serving u sentence 
($18 per dayX2,100). 

At the time of this examination, both the prison ::1.lld the Youth Study Center 
were classified condeml1cd. While we concluded that there certainly were indi­
viduals deserving of some form of incarcera.tion, we found it incredible that if a 
person who is paor, and most of them are, is urrested and held for a $20,000 bail, 
he not only has to raise $2,000 hut ulso loses $400 of that $2,000 for "city charges". 

Although we found prison authorities cooperutive, we were unable to conclude 
thut any serious rate of success wus possible under present rehabilitation 
conditions. 

As a result of this project AUAC was able to develop a very frank, direct, 
open relationship with Superintendent of Prisons, Mr. Louis Aytch. Also, AUAC 
is beginning to bring this information to the I1wureness level of the totul com­
munity. One speCific objective is to improve the prison rehabilitation system by 
ruising udditional funds for rehubilitation efforts in prisons. In addition, we are 
beginning a long-term program to obtain funds und other resources from private 
employers and groups to supplement public spending for prison rehabilitation. 
Finally, we are laying the groundwork for a grell-tel' citizen's uwareness of the 
need to improve pxison rehubilitution programs so thut it will be possible for 
prison officials to operate meaningful rehabilitation programs once additional 
funds are available. 

More speCifically, AUAO has been working with Superintendent Louis Aytch, 
Holmesburg Prison, Special Assistant for Oriminal Justice-Office of the Governor, 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and Hahnemunn Hospital in an uttempt to 
estl1blish 11 preliminary training course for paramedics at Holmesburg Prison 
for those persons who qualify for such 11 course of work. 

For those persons who axe interested, but do nOt qualify, Huhnemann College 
of Medicine will make available preparatory course work. Upon release from 
Holmesburg, the ex-offender will continue his course work under a Co-op program 
being offered at Hahnemann Medicl11 Oollcge and Hospital. 

Pnrticiptlnts in this program will have an opportunity to major in Medioul 
Technology, Medical Laboratory Technician, Mentl1l Health Technology, 
Nursing, Physician's Assistant, Radiologic Technology, and Respimtory Therapy. 

While it is the responsibility of Hahnemann Medical College to place their 
students into u job setting during the Co-op program (work/study progrum), and 
obtain a job placement for them after graduution, AUAC will be doing every­
thing in its power to assist in these job placements. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

After 2}'z years of examining crime and the factors contributing to it in the 
City of Philadelphia, AUAC has come to the conclusion that the most immediate 
need in the fight against crime in our city today, is an all out, comprehensive 
endeavor to reduce the flow of persons back into prison. 

To accomplish this end, AUAC believes that getting a person a jnh when he or 
she leaves prison, shaking their hand, and saying good luck, is simply not enough. 
This is a big problem that can'lOt be solved with easy answers. 

AUAC, therefore, maintains that the following elements must be established 
and operative concurrently, in order to begin to resolve it. 

1. "Ve will need citizen support, a lot of it. However, they will have to be well 
informed, and properly prepared to deal with the ex-offender's re-entry into 
society. (Sector Steering Committees, Community Meetings, Seminars at Temple 
University, working with AUAC Staff, Meeting with Prison, Probation, Parole 
and Court authorities, etc.) 

2. A well trained, well prepared Dnd motivated staff to work with and sustain 
the neees~ary community supports. (Hence, the Criminal Justice Community 
Coordinators.) 

3. A consortium of persons from business, industry, law, community, labor, 
media, etc. must be formulated for purpose8 of developing an acceptable and 
respected job market for the ex-off(~nder. Also, the consortium would be charged 
with the responsibility of developing funds for extensive rehabilitation projects. 
(Such as Hahnemann/AUAC Paramedics occupations.) 

4. While it is essential to have the cooperation of the Criminal Justice System, 
it is of equal importance for citizem, to do all within their power to support the 
legitimate needs of that system. 

5. The public must be made to view the ex-offender as a part of a bigger prob­
lem, and not the only problem. 

6. A massive public relations program will have to be launched on behalf 
of the accused, offender and ex-offender. 

AUAC maintains that crime is not an individual's problem, the system's 
problem, or a community problemj the problem belongs to all of us. If the prob­
lems of crime and the fuetors contributing to it are ever to begin to be solved, 
it will take all of us to establish a united, sustained effort. To this end, AUAC 
is pledged. 

8. SPONSORSHIP 

The Philadelphia District Attorney's Office has agreed to act as the local unit 
of government that will sponsor this project. 

A. Personnel (16 Months): 
9. Budget Narrative 

1. Staff __________________________________________________ _ 
a. Executive director __________________________________ _ 
b. Deputy director-Field 0r.erations ___________________ _ 
c. Deputy Director-Agency/Community CoordinatoL ____ _ 
d. Research analyst ___________________________________ _ 
e. Administrative assistant _____________________________ _ 
f. Executive Secretary _________________________________ _ 
g. Secretnries (3) ______________________________________ _ 

2. Trainees (12 months) a. 11 X$8,000 per year _______________ _ 
3. Consultants ____________________________________________ _ 
4. Fringe benefits (included in this figure are) _________________ _ 

a. Social security ______________________________________ _ 
b. Workman's compensation ____________________________ _ 
c. Unemployment compensation ____________________ .. ____ _ 
d. Health benefits _____________________________________ _ 

Total personnel cost. ____________________________________ _ 

$145,600 
25,600 
21,600 
21, 600 
19,600 
16,000 
12,800 
28,800 

88,000 
45,000 
30,400 
13,700 

350 
2, 550 

13,800 

309,OUO 
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9. Budget Warrative-Continueld 
B. Administratioll _____________________________________________ _ 

1. Rent (office space) ______________________________________ _ 
2. Financial services (auditing, accounting) ___________ . ________ _ 

~: ~~;~~~~~:~~============================================ 5. Printing _______________________________________________ _ 
6. Office equipment ________________________________________ _ 
7. Office furnishing ________________________________________ _ 
8. Office supplies __________________________________________ _ 

C. Program evaluation and monitoring ___________________________ _ 
]). Travel ____________________________________________________ _ 

1. Local: 
a. Staff ($60 per month times 16 months times 5) ($3.00 per diem) ______________________________________________ _ 

b. Trainees ($40 per month times 10 months times 11) ($2.50 per diem) ___________________________________________ _ 
Federal funds-grand totaL ______________________________ _ 

A. Matching funds ____________________________________________ _ 
1. Team Workers: 

a. Each CJC Coordinator will be assigned a Team Worker. 
These Team Workers will essentially function as a city-wide 
telephone bank. 

b. Each Team Worker will be paid as follows: ($100.80 per 
wk. amounting to $4 per hr. times 25.2 hrs. per day.) Total ______________________________________________ _ 

Summary of Police Services, 1978-74-Hospital cases ________________________________________________ _ 
Investigations ________________________________________________ _ 
Lost and found _______________________________________________ _ 
Minor disturbances ___________________________________________ _ 
MisceUaneous ________________________________________________ _ 
Missing persons (reported and located) __________________________ _ 
Reports affecting other city departments _________________ -- _____ _ 
Vehicular accidents ___________________________________________ _ 

$65,000 

25,000 
4,200 
8,000 
4,000 
5,000 
6,000 
6,000 
6,800 

15, 000 
10,240 

4, 800 

4,400 
399, 240 

44, 360 

443,600 

151,061 
218, 190 

3,470 
825,038 
20,141 

3, 140 
11,357 
66, 20~ 

Total _______________ - __________________________________ 1,298,601 

RESUME OF ART NICOLETTI 

EDUCATION AND ACTIVITIES 

Northeast Catholic High School.-1955-1959: During this period of time I was 
on the honor role, received honorable mention for football, was class president, 
was a member of the track team, and school play. 

Divinity Student (Priesthood).-1959-1963: While studying for the priesthood 
as an Oblate of St. Francis de Sales, I was assigned to live in Philadelphia, Pa., 
Elkton, Md., Niagara Falls, N. Y., and Toledo, Ohio. 

During this period of time my responsibilities primarily centered around living 
and learning the Oblate way of life, studying at Catholic University and Niaga.ra 
University, and teaching at St. Francis de Sales High School in Toledo, Ohio. 

La Salle College.-1963-1967: In addition to majoring in Spanish Education, I 
was actively involved in student affairs as president of Tau Kappa Epsilon fra­
ternity, and founder and president of the Interfraternity Council of La Salle 
college. 

EMPLOYMENT 

National Center on Black Aged.-As of August, 1975, I have agreed to serve as a 
consultant, and member of NCBA Adviory Committee on Crime Prevention 
Programs for the black elderly. 

Americans United Against Crimo.-1973-1975: Americans United Against 
Crime is a citizens' initiative organization that has its purposes the examination 
the evaluation of the criminal justice system, and in turn, establish a specific 
and direct role for the average citizen within that system. 

As founder and executive director of AUAC, I was charged with the respon­
sibility to oversee the total operation of the organization. 
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Common Gause.-1972-1973: Common Cause is a national citizen lobby or­
ganization based out of Washington, D.C. As State Organizer for Pennsylvania 
and New York, it was my responsibility to surface key persons living within each 
congressional district, raise their level of awareness concerning Common Cause 
issues and congressional voting records, and organize Common Cause members 
around common issues. 

Sony Corp01'ation of America.-1970-1972: Incorporating past teaching ex­
periences, my duties and responsibilities dealt with visiting and instructing all 
sales persons working for Wanamaker's, Strawbridge's, Silo's Gimbel's, Bamberg­
er's in Philadelphia and New Jersey, holding group sessions, and updating the 
sales person with regard to new items, etc. 

This called for someone capable of instilling confidence into a variety of persons 
who were responsible to move large numbers of merchandise in an atmosphere of 
great pressure and competition. 

Columbia College.-1969-1970: The position of Assistant Director of Admissions 
brought with it a great deal of travel within the country. At the point in time when 
I went to Columbia, the college was just embarking on a new endeavor to bring 
male students to the school. It was my responsibility to evaluate incoming stu­
dents, and then decide on their qualifications for entrance. 

Cardinal Dougherty High School.-1967-1969: For these two years I taught 
Spanish and English to freshman, sophomore, and junior yea.r students. 

Pennsylvania School for the Deaf.-1964-1966: While working as a live-in coun­
selor for the school, my main function was to assist, the students with their emo­
tional, psychological, and every day type problems. 

AMERICANS UNITED AGAINST CRIME 

VICTIM SURVEY 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

QUESTIONS 
1. When did the crime occur __________________ _ 
2. Where did it occur _____________________ _ 
3. Was anyone home 
4. Do you know or ha-v-e-a-n-y--:i"d'e-a-'-'1'h-o-c-o-m-m--;i7tt;-e-dT7th'e-c-rl'·m-e-------

(a) If yes, ask for name and description _____________ _ 

5. Did you or any of your ne~ghbors see or hear anything before or after the 
crime~~~._~~_;_;_--~-----___;-;-;-~-~---~------__ 

6. Is this the first time a crime was committed on the premises _____ ._. 
7. Did you or anyone else report it to the police _____________ . 
8. Did the police respond 
9. Have the Detectives co-n""7"t-a-ct;-e"""'d;-t7.h;-e-v-:"ic-Ct-:-im----------------
10. Was anyone arrested for the crime -,.-----:-::--___ .,..-__:__--::----,.-..,..,.----,. 
11. Do you know of any other persons in the area who have been victims of 

crime~------:--__:__~-----::--~-----~~---::--~~--~~-__:__-__:__-
12. Do you mind if we speak to your neighbors and ask them if they heard or 

had seen the crime . 
13. Would you be willing to take a Community Survey on your own block. 

(Explain Survey) . 
AUAC thanks you and wants you to be aware that we are trying to make your 

community a safer place for you to live. 

WITNESS SURVEY 

QUESTIONS TO ASK THE NEIGHBORS OF VICTIMS 

Read the introduction letter-.A crime (name of crime), occurred to your 
neighbor (Mr./Mrs. ) on (day . ___ ) 
(date ), time ). 

It is possible that you have heard or you have seen something that could lead 
to the apprehension of the criminal. I must impress upon you that all information 
received by me will rcmain confidential. Your name will not be mentioned unless 
you want it to be. 

1. )Yere there any strangers in the area immediately before or after the crime? 
2. l.Jid you notice any strange noises around the time of the crime? 
3. Were there any strange vehielesparked in the area the day before or the 

same day as the crime was committed? If yes, get a description. ________ , 

60-587 0 - 70 "pt.2 - 50 



4. Were there any strange vehicles cruising the area the day before or the same 
day as the crime was committed? If yes, get a description. __________ ' 

5. Did you receive a telephone call or a visit from a salesperson before the ' 
crime was committed? If yes, name of salesperson _______ _ 
Name of company 
Approx. time and da-,t-e-o-;:f,...c-a";';U,----------------------. 

6. Did a patrol officer speak with you about the crime? If yes, when? ____ _ 

7. Did a detective speak with you about the crime? If yes when? _____ _ 

8. Have you been a victim of a crime? If yes, ask the questions of the Victim 
Survey. 

PROPOSAL FOR TRAINING OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMUNITY COORDINATORS 

The expanding program of Americans United Against Crime involves the 
recruiting of individuals who possess or can acquire the abilities to understand 
the Criminal Justice system; the social, political and economic aspects of com~ 
munity organization; and the methods and skills necessary for reaching and 
moving to action the significant persons and forces in the community. 

The personnel recruited for the program will be selected on the basis of those 
personal qualities necessary to mobilize and coordinate sectors of the community 
in support of the criminal Justice system and its varied instruments and agencies, 
It is certain, however, that whatever prior knowledge and experience the personnel 
have in the area of community organization work, they will require intensive 
orien'tation to the AUAC program and its relationships to the Criminal Justice 
system and to the community, They will need to apply known tehcniques of 
organizing citizens groups and to cope with new and undefined problems emerging 
from a new and complex venture. 

Accordingly, a feasible training plan should provide for the development of 
understanding of the substantive issues and the scope of the program, the improve­
ment of practical skills in carrying out aSSigned responsibilities, and a sense of 
commitment to program purposes which flows from understanding and achieve­
ment in job performance. The model proposed for training covers a one year 
period, with concentrated classroom orientation at the beginning; planned or 
programmed work assignments that offer experiences to be coupled with theory, 
knowledge, and skill utilization and enhancement; and periodic conferences. 
seminars, workshops to review and evaluate experience, identify and resolve 
emergent operating problems, reinforce inSights and commitment to objectives. 

The combined classroom and job activity training apprvach not only accords 
with accepted learning principles, but also permits a productive contribution to 
a progressively stronger program by the trainees, Training standards and evalua~ 
tion criteria wiII be developed to estimate training effectiveness and relative 
economy, as well as to motivate trainees. 

Course subject matter, reading and supplementary materials will be prepared 
by faculty specialists in cooperation with AUAC leaders. Work assignments 
will be designed cooperatively by faculty and agency personnel so as to provide 
for incremental and relevant learning; for training and performance evaluation; 
for review, troubleshooting and individualizing training; and for enhancing 
program support and productivity. 

Although not included in this proposal, the training program outlined here can 
be tested for effectiveness, refined and "packaged" for use in other areas or to 
serve as a model for similar projects in other communities. 

The proposed training format comprises the following: 
1. Ten work-days of five classroom hours and two hours per day on site or 

field trips. 
2. One day seminars, conferences or workshops: one each week for one year 

(48 weeks). 
3. Four days per week of assigned duties in field work, for 48 wceks. 
4. Two weeks' vacation. 

Curriculum 
The course curriculum will include the following topiCS during initial classroom 

training and in subsequent seminars: 
1. Societal Context.-A review of economic, political, and social forces operating 

at national and locallevelsj current trends and influences in public, private and 
voluntary programs, with particular reference to the Criminal Justice system. 
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2. The Criminal Justice System.-Analysis of components of the broad system, 
dimensions and operative functions; interactions with the organized community; 
basic and special problems of funding methodology and practices, accountability 
and effectiveness. 

Class lecture and discussion, readings, case studies, agency visitations. 
3. Community Profiles and Dynamics.-The organization of a community; 

public, private, voluntary groups, agencies, institutions; special interest groups; 
leadership patterns; constituencies, programs, and influences. 

Classroom discussion, guest speakers, field visitations, assigned publications 
and readings. 

4. Administration, Management, Funding.-Survey of principles and methods 
of organizing, controlling and financing organizations with particular reference to 
public agencies; work planning. 

Classroom lecture, assigned readings and case problems. 
5. Community Leadership and Organization.-Qualities and styles of leaders; 

identifying, recruiting and involving leaders and community workers; effective 
speaking, writing and other communicating; program dev'elopment and im­
plementation. 

Classroom, readings, visitation, assigned projects. 
Budget.-The financial cost of the proposed program, including instruction, 

administration, materials, and indirect costs related to facilities and general 
operating expense, is based upon a rate of $150 per instructional hour. 

The total cost for the course as outlined is set forth as follows: 
Orientation and initial classroom instruction: 10 days of 5 hours per day (50 at $150) ________________________________________________ $7,500 
Job assignment planning and seminars: 5 hours per week, 50 weeks (250 hours at $150) _____________________________________________ 37,500 

Total _____________________________________________________ 45,000. 
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ApPENDIX G 

FUNDING FOR STATE COURTS 

SPECIAL STUDY TEAM REPORT ON LEAA SUPPORT OF THE STATE COURTS 

THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY 
Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project 

Institute 'or Studies In Justice and Social Behavior 
, The American University Law School 

Washington, D.C. 
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This report tl1as prepared in conjunction with 
The American University Law School Criminal 
Courts Technical Assistance Project, under a 
contract with the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration of the U.S. Department of 
Justice. 

Organizations undertaking SJlch projects 
under Federal Government sponsorship are 
encouraged to express their own judgement 
freely. Therefore, points of view or 
opinions stated in this report do not 
necessarily represent the official position 
of the Department of Justice. The American 
University is solely responsible for the 
factual accuracy ot all material presented 
in this publication. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration reserves 
the ri ght to reproduce, pub 1 ish, trans 1 ate, or otherwi se . 
use, and to authorize others to publish and use all or 
any part of the copyrighted material contained,in this 
publication. 

Copyright © 1975 by The American University, Washington, D. C. 

I 
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THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY 
WASHINGTON, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 20016 

Washington College of Law 
INSTITUTE FOR STUDIES IN JUSTICE AND SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

March 8, 1975 

Mr. Richard W. Velde, Administrator 
United States Department of Justice 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
633 Indiana Avenue N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Velde: 

Criminal Courts Technlnl Aul5tince Pro/ecl 
2139 Wisconsin Avenue 
Washlngton,D,C, 20007 

I am pleased to transmit with this letter the final report and recommen­
dations of the special study team commissioned to assess the process 
of LEAA support to the state courts. 

Although, technically, the effort this report represents is "Assignment 
Number 178" in the files of the Criminal Courts Technical Assistance 
Project, I believe that its focus on some very fundamental issues of 
federal-state and executive-judicial relationships makes it potentially 
the most significant undertaking of the LEAA technical assistance 
program. Thank you for entrusting this project with responsibility 
for the study and for according us complete independence in carrying 
it out. 

I would like to take this opportunity, also, to express the appreciation 
of the special study team and project staff for the cooperation and 
assistance rendered us in this effort by the director and the courts staff 
of LEAA's Office of National Priority Programs. 

JT/nf 

cc: Mr. Charles Work 
Mr. H. Paul Haynes 
Mr. James Swain 

Sincerely, 

d::::t{(l~rP, , 
Criminal Courts Technical 
Assistance Project 
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FOREWORD 

Separate and unequal. This is the cruel status in 1975 ~ most 

CDf the state courts in relation to the support shown by the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration. By and large, these 

courts have not received the interest, technical assistance or 

financial support from LEAA that are absolutely essential for 

sound growth and progress. In fact, since the initiation of the 

federal war on crime in 1968, many state courts have fallen 

further and further behind in their ability to relate to rising crime 

rates and to the more sophisticated police, prosecutors, defenders, 

and corrections personnel who have received generous federal 

support. 

This Report recommends immediate steps that must be taken 

for the courts to catch up, to develop an ability to plan and program 

for their future. The ramifications of these recommendations 

pervade all the courts in each state and reach into the state planning 

agencies and into the regional and main offices of LEAA. 

The initiative for such pervasive change, however, must come 

from the top, from the administrator of LEAA, himself. It must 

be more than lip service (although a major policy statement is 

required) and more than planning funds for the respective court 

systems (although planning funds are essential). It must be a total 

commitment of will, and whatever manpower and planning and 

action fUnds that can be brought to bear. 
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Certainly the courts can demand support in the national effort 

initiated by the Congress to upgrade the criminal justice system 

of this country. Among other reasons, upgrading law enforcement 

agencies and functions presents certain danger to a free society 

unless the courts keep pace. Concern about their failure to do so 

under the present federal support program has reached such serious 

proportions that it is our consensus that should the recommenda­

tions in this document be ignored, t.hen legislation for direct funding 

of the state courts appears inevitable. 

John F. X. Irving 

Peter Haynes 

Henry V. Pennington 

February 17, 1975 
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CHAPTER I 

lliTRODUCTION 

For some time, concern has been expressed by various judicial 

and court-related organizations regarding the present structure by 

which federal support is provided to the judicial components of 

state court systems. Among the specific problems suggested have 

been the relatively low percentage of federal monies go:ing to the 

courts :in comparison with those allocated to other crim:inal justice 

agencies, the role of the executive branch state plann:ing agencies 

in allocat:ing judicial funds, and the local match requirements which 

give state and county legislatures major control over judicial plann:ing 

and operations. In August 1974, the Conference of Chief Justices 

and the Conference of the State Court Administrators each issued 

resolutions specifically focusing upon the problems and possible 

inequities and deficiencies of the current system of LEAA court 
& ~( 

fundmg. Both resolutions suggested that the source of- these 

problems was lodged :in certain "structural and procedural" 

weaknesses :inherent :in the LEAA Act which could only be remedied 

by legislative or administrative action. 

In response to these concerns, LEAA requested its Crim:inal 

Courts Technical Assistance Project at The American University 

to undertake an immediate review of the present status of federal 

support to the jUdicial components of state court systems. This 

*The texts ·of these resolutions are presented in Appendix F. 

1. 
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review would neces&arily encompass the relationships between 

state planning agencies and state judicial systems and the methods 

by which the SPAs and the state court systems work - or do riot 

work - together. The objectives of this review were to describe 

and analyze the planning and allocation processes presently 

utilized under the authority of the Crime Control Act of 1973, 

to determine whether the processes established are effective or 

ineffective, and, if indicated by the findings, to make recommen­

dations for improvement of those processes. 

Under the coordination of the Technical Assistance Project, 

a three-man study team was appointed, consisting of John F. X. 

Irving, Dean of Seton Hall University Law School and formerly 

Executive Director of the illinois Law Enforcement Commission 

(SPA); Dr. Peter Haynes, formerly Director of the Judicial 

Administration Program at the University of Southern California; 

and Circuit Judge Henry V. Pennington, former Director of the 

Kentucky Model Courts Project. These team members were 

selected by The American UniverSity on the basis of their diverse 

perspectives and experiences regarding LEAA courts planning and 

funding, as well as their demonstrated ability to perform an objective 

and competent technical assistance assignment. 

To assure the study team as comprehensive a perspective as 

possible, an advisory committee was assembled composed of 

representatives of the major organizations concerned with the 

2.< 
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substance of the study. Serving on this committee have been the 

following individuals: Chief Justice Howell Heflin of Montgomery, 

Alabama, representing the Conference of State Chief Justices; 

Judge John Snodgrass of Huntsville, Alabama, representing the 

State Trial Judges Association; Marian Opala, Director of the 

Oklahoma Administrative Office of the Judiciary, representing 

the Conference of State Court Administrators; and Richard Wertz, 

Executive Director of the Maryland Governor's Commission on 

Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice and representing 

the Conference of State Planning Agency Executive Directors. 

Mr. Richard N. Harris, Director of the Virginia Division of 

Justice and Crime Prevention has alternated with Mr. Wertz as 

the representative of the Conference of State Planning Agency 

&ecutive Directors. 

On September 26, 1974, an initial planning meeting was held 

attended by the members of both the advisory committee and the 

study team as well as sey-eral other persons representiqg LEAA 

and the Technical Assistance Project. Presentations dealing with 

various problems in the area of federal funding of state court 

systems were made by individual committee members, resulting 

in an extensive discussion regarding the approach and focus which 

the study should take. Among the various issues raised were the 

constitutional problems involved in the study an::! the problems that 

might result jf it were conducted simply as a state-by-state 

3. 
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analysis of the amounts of LEAA funds going to the courts rather 

than on the basis of the complex issues involved. Of particular 

note were the administrative problems of delivering federal 

resources to a state court system, particularly in states where 

there is no existing centralized court management structure and 

the SPA must, therefore, provide the absent administrative 

mechanism. 

To assure the maximum utility of the study, therefore, it was 

urged that several states be selected for field analysis which would 

be representative :;f the various mechanisms at work through 

which planning and federal support of state court systems are 

accomplished. In each of these states, the mechanisms by which 

judicial planning and funding are accomplished would be identified 

and assessed according to their effectiveness in meeting the needs 

of the court system of that state. As a result of these discussions 

with advisory committee members and LEAA representatives, four 

states were selected for the study: Arizona, California" Georgia 

and Wisconsin. These states were selected without consideration 

of whether their mechanisms for court planning and funding were 

efficient or inefficient but, rather, on the basis of the different 

processes at work in each state. 

It was anticipated that field study and subsequent analysis of 

data from the four jurisdictions would provide a general framework 

for describing the process through which block grant funds reach 

4. 
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most state court systems and that the recommendations emanating 

from this study could have wide applicability. The potential scope 

of both the field study and subsequent recommendations would, 

therefore, be quite broad and might pertain to any or all of the 

following: structure of the state court administrative office and/or 

the state planning agency, role of the state judiciary, applicable 

federal and/or state legislation, and other matters relevant to 

the study and identified in the cours e of the field work. 

On September 27, the study team, chaired by Dean Irving, 

met to discuss the methodology for the study and the logistics and 
~, 

schedule for the site work. By the end of October, initial field 

work in the four states selected for analysis had been completed 

and preliminary observations and findings were analyzed by the 

study team during several meetings held during that month. This 

analysis was based upon interviews and odentation sessions with 

SPA officials, Supreme Court and court administration personnel 

in each jurisdiction, as well as judicial, executive and l~gislative 

branch personnel at various levels of state and local government. 

These sessions were supplemented by an extensive search and 

review of available statistics and information relating to federal 

funding of the state court systems under study, along with various 

other documents relating to LEAA policies and operations. During 

the months of November and December, the study team conducted 

* A detailed discussion of the team's methodology is presented in 
Appendix A. 

5. 
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additional field work to claruy and expand upon issues raised 

during the initial site analysis as well as to maximize the 

geographic range and planning levels incorporated into the study 

findings. 

As a result of these analyses, the team evolved ten 

recommendations which focused upon three broad areas of 

concern: (1) the locus of responsibility and the mechanism for 

courts planning in the various states; (2) the role and composition 

of the state planning agency advisory boards; and (3) the system by 

which LEAA monies are allocated to the courts community. These 

recommendations were incorporated into a briefing document 

which was presented as a progress report to the advisory 

committee and LEAA representatives during the weekend of 

December 14-15, 1974. At the conclusion of that session, the 

committee moved that the same briefing be given to Mr. Richard 

Velde, Administrator of LEAA, and that at an early date after that 

a complete report, with a suggested strategy for impleIl1enting the 

team1s recommendations, be presented to the executive committees 

of the national organizations represented on the advisory committee. 

Pursuant to these motions, a special briefing for Mr. Velde 

and key LEAA national office staff, with most advisory committee 

members present, was held in Washington on January 10, 1975. 

At that meeting it was agreed to plan for the presentation of the 

final team report and implementation strategy to a joint meeting 

6. 
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of executive committee members of the national court and 

SPA organizations and LEAA officials in early March 1975. 

The team met two more times to critique its recommen­

dations with state court system and LEAA/SPA personnel and 

to refine the mandated implementation strategy in consultation 

with outside experts. From all these work and critique sessions, 

the present Report has emerged. The final draft was prepared on 

February 15-17, 1975. 

7. 
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CHAPTER II 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The study team attempted in a short time span to study both 

the process and the flow of federal funds entering the state 

courts through the conduit of the state planning agencies. The 

charge to the team included identifying the problems that exist, 

if any, in this funding technique ani the charge to make whatever 

recommendations for change which might appear appropriate. 

Four states were identified for intensive study: Arizona, 

California, Georgia, and Wisconsin, and an assessment of the 

experiences of these states has now been concluded. Field work 

in each of the states, review of fiscal data and other documentation, 

and intensive interviews wer~ conducted with the court leadership 

and with the state planning agency personnel in each state. 

Not all of the questions raised by individual members of the 

advisory committee could be answered in the time available to the 
,,~ 

team. Additional areas of res earch and inquiry that occurred 

to the team simply could not be pursued, am are identified in 

Chapter VII. The recommendations of the team nonetheless bear 

on the key questions of concern both to the funding sources and to 

* Responses to some of the questions raised by individual members 
of the study's advisory committee are presented in Appendix D. 

8. 
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the courts. It is the team's consensus that these recommen­

dations should be implemented as a priority of the first order. 

and that the state criminal justice systems will then become 

far stronger am more effective. 

In articulating resolutions to the key issues in this study, 

the team rejected the two extreme positions: maintenance of 

the existing strategies for court planning and court funding and, 

conversely, recommending the scuttling of the present legislation 

in favor of direct or guaranteed funding. Based on its field work 

and review of available documents, the team recommends 

retaining the values inherent in the state planning agency concept, 

including its check and balance system of review by one level or 

by another branch. 

Building upon the inherent values in the planning agency 

concept, the team then recommends a strategy for court planning 

and funding which places the initiative am authority within the 

courts themselves, and simultaneously creates within th,e SPA a 

more neutral and more supportive forum for the evaluation of 

court plans. The significance of the "war on crime" and the 

importance of improving the nation's criminal justice systems 

should be sufficient to persuade the branches of government to 

deal professionally and equitably with one another. 

The team wishes to commend the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration for requesting the C,ourts Technical Assistance 

9. 
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Project to undertake the present study. The issues addressed are 

the subject of much heated controversy and constitute the basis 

for many predictions about the future of the LEAA program. 

While the following recommendations mandate present and future 

improvement of the LEAA state court support program, the team 

acknowledges that there have been success es as well as failures 

in past performance. From the interviews conducted with 

judicial and court personnel during the course of the field work 

and from the analysis of statistical and other data, there is no 

doubt that LEAA has been a major force in stimulating court 

reform in the United States and that even jf the program were 

discontinued today, it would leave a valuable legacy. 

1. FINDINGS: 

• Planning by state planning agencies for the judicial branch 

is uneven in commitment and scope and rais es constitutional 

problems caused by the SPNs responsibility to plan compre­

hensively for the total system. 

• Courts have had the lowest level of participation in the 

LEAA support program of the three crimin?-l justice 

system components. 

• In the states where there is judicial involvement in the 

planning process, court programs receive a larger 

percentage of the available funds. 

10, 
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• Concern aboo t erosion of the independent and equal status 

of the judiciary as an equal branch of Government under 

the pres ent LEAA administrative structure is reaching 

crisis proportions. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR COURT PLANNING 

SHOULD BE VESTED WITHIN THE JUDICIARY OF 

EACH STATE. 

2. FINDING: 

• Court planning in most jurisdictions is ill developed, 

Even where court systems have a planning 

capability, it is of recent origin and is generally 

embryonic in nature. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

A CONCENTRATED EFFORT SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN 

BY THE COURTS, ASSISTED BY LEAA NATIONALLY AND 

REGIONALLY, AND BY THE STATE PLANNING AGENCIES, 

TO ESTABLISH AND STRENGTHEN INDEPENDENT 

PLANNING CAPABILITY WITHIN EACH STATE JUDICIAL 

SYSTEM. THIS EFFORT SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN 

IMMEDIATELY AND SHOULD BE GIVEN HIGHEST FUNDING 

PRIORITY. THIS IMMEDIATE ACTION SHOULD BE 

SUPPORTED BY A COMMITMENT TO DEVELOP (OR 

MAINTAIN) A NATIONAL RESOURCE TO ADVANCE 

COURT PLANNING CAPABILITY ON A CONTINUING 

BASIS. 

11. 
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3. FINDING: 

• A primary need for court improvement is at the trial 

and municipal court levels, yet LEAA money is only 

trickling down to thos e courts which have the most 

serious day to day problems of cas e management. 

Even programs developed solely by the Supreme Court 

may not be responsive to local court needs. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE COURTS PLAN SHOULD 

REFLECT THE INPUT OF LOCAL AS WELL AS 

STATE COURTS AND THE PROGRAMS ARTICULATED 

SHOULD REPRESENT A BALANCE OF LOCAL AND 

STATE COURT NEEDS. 

4. FINDING: 

• The present tendency is for the courts to operate in a 

vacuum and whatever planning is done, is done "vithin 

this vacuum. Courts, however, are a segment of a 

larger process and this present tendency is therefore 

self-defeating. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

PLANNING 'BY THE STATE JUDICIARY SHOULD BE 

CONDUCTED IN COOPERATION WITH THE PLANNING 

FOR OTHER COMPONENTS OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

SYSTEM AS WELL AS WITH OTHER COMPONENTS OF 

THE COURTS COMMUNITY. 

12. 
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5. FINDING: 

• The state planning agencies have tended to superimpose 

their programming concepts on the state court systems. 

State planning agencies tend to ignore the courts or to 

give them a subordinate role in the LEAA program. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

THE COURTS PLAN PROPOSED BY THE STATE 

JUDICIARY SHOULD BE DEEMED PRIMA FACIE 

V ALID AND A PRESUMPTION SHOULD ARISE THAT 

THE PLAN WILL BE APPROVED AND FUNDED BY 

THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY. THIS PRESUMPTION 

DOES NOT DIMINISH THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE 

STATE PLANNING AGENCY TO SCRUTINIZE THE 

COURT PLAN FOR INVALIDITY, IMBALANCE, OR 

OTHER DEFICIENCIES. 

6. FINDING: 

• There is little court representation on the state and 

regional planning agency boards. Where judges ar:e appointed 

to such boards, they are often not deemed to be official 

representatives of the court system but are selected by 

the Governor without consultation with the relevant court 

leadership. In a state such as Arizona, where the courts 

have a large repres entation on the planning agency policy 

board, there is general satisfaction that the courts are 

getting fair attention and support. 

13. 



1797 

RECOMMENDA TI ON: 

IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE A NEUTRAL FORUM FOR THE 

REVIEW OF COURT PLANS, THE COURTS SHOULD 

HAVE A FAR GREATER REPRESENTATION ON THE 

VARIOUS CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING BOARDS. 

THESE REPRESENTATIVES SHOULD BE APPOINTED 

BY THE COURTS. TOGETHER WITH THE CITIZEN 

REPRESENTATIVES, THE COURT DESIGNEES SHOULD 

APPROACH ONE - THIRD OF THE TOTAL POLICY 

BOARD MEMBERSHIP. 

7. FINDING: 

• Almost universally, the study team found that judges and 

other members of the court community appeared to have 

deep resentment at so-called "interference" by those 

outside (whether the SPA or LEAA) dictating what is 

good for the courts. Court funding conditioned upon 

court unification was considered to be unacceptable 

interference with the independent state judiciary. 

There is widespread concern that a unified court 

system is fiscally penalized under the existing 

funding mechanism. This concern deserves l3eparate 

attention and further study. 

14. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

THE COURTS IN THE VARIOUS STATES SHOULD BE 

FUNDED THROUGH A PROCESS WHICH IS CONSISTENT 

WITH THE ADMINISTRATNE STRUCTURE OF THE 

COURTS OF THAT STATE, WHETHER THAT STRUCTURE 

BE A UNIFIED SYSTEM, A DECENTRALIZED SYSTEM 

OR SOME INTERMEDIATE ARRANGEMENT. 

8. FINDING: 

• Universally, courts have received considerably less 

financial support than LEAA. has claimed. In Georgia, 

for example, 13 per cent of its FY 72 block grant funds 

were attributed to the II courts ". The perc.entage actually 

spent on the courts, as narrowly defined, was 2.2 per cent. 

These funds are obviously inequitable and insufficient. Much 

of this discrepancy arises because LEAA counts grants to 

prosecution. defense. information systems, and other 

programs as grants to the courts. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

IN VIEW OF THE LOW PERCENTAGE OF LEAA MONIES 

ALLOCATED TO COURTS IN THE PAST, COURT FUNDING 

SHOULD BE RAISED TO AT LEAST THE LEVELS OF 

SUPPORT SUPPLIED BY PRESENT STATE FUNDS AND 

GUIDELINES SHOULD BE DEVELOPED TO IDENTIFY 

THOSE LEVELS MORE PRECISELY. A FIXED GENERAL 

COURTS PERCENTAGE IS NOT RECOMMENDED. 
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UNTIL THE CONGRESS, LEAA, OR SOME OTHER 

AUTHORITATNE SOURCE PRODUCES A STANDARD 

DEFINITION OF IICOURTS", A COMPLETELY VALID 

NATIONAL ANALYSIS OF FUNDING OF THE COURTS 

WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE. 

9. FINDING: 

• There is evidence that SPA funding of court systems has 

been in concert with court modernization efforts without 

going as far as to impose unification (or uniformity) as 

a condition of receiving grants. This was in contra-

distinction to the effects feared by the supporters of 

unification. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

THE FEDERAL SUPPORT PROGRAM SHOULD BE 

ENCOURAGED TO CONTINUE TO SUPPORT MODERNI­

ZATION EFFORTS WITHOUT IMPOSING ANY PARTICULAR 

ORGANIZATIONAL REQUIREMENT AS A CONDITION 

PRECEDENT TO OBTAINING FUNDS. IN ADDITION, NO 

STATE SHOULD BE PENALIZED FOR THE ADOPTION OF 

ANY PARTICULAR MODE OF ORGANIZATION (ESPECIALLY 

UNIFICATION) • 

10. FINDING: 

• From the national office of LEAA down to the lowest local 

planning board, there is a disturbing shortage of court 

specialists and few devote full-time to this responsibility. 

Similarly. the courts lack the planning staff capability which 

is absolutely essential for their evolution and growth. 

16. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

LEAA SHOULD SEE THAT FULL-TIME COURT 

SPECIALISTS WITH APPROPRIATE SUPPORT STAFF 

AND ADMINISTRATIVE INDEPENDENCE AND AUTHORITY, 

EXIST AT THE NATIONAL OFFICE OF LEAA, AT ITS 

REGIONAL OFFICES, AT THE SPAs, AND WITHIN THE 

COURT SYSTEMS. LEAA SHOULD CONSIDER DESIGNATING 

A COMPETENT LIASION PERSON TO SERVE AS AN 

OMBUDSMAN TO FACILITATE IMPLEMENTATION OF 

THESE RECOMMENDATIONS, TO STRENGTHEN THE 

ROLE OF LEAA AND THE SPAs IN UPGRADING THE 

STATE COURTS, AND IN AIDING THEm HEALTHY 

GROWTH. 

* * * * * 
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CHAPTER III 

THE LEAA LEGISLATION: A COURTS PERSPECTIVE 

IICrime is essentially a local problem 

which must be dealt with locally. " 

PREAMBLE 
OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL 
AND SAFE STREETS 
ACT OF 1968 

The arrival of the federal government into an essentially 

local "war on crime" occurred in 1968 with the enactment of 

the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. This was 

the first time in the history of the nation that significant amounts 

of federal funds were to be made available directly to urban police 

departments. corrections agencies and state court systems to 

cope with behavior that had been determined to be anti-social by 

the state legislatures. The authority of the federal government 

could constitutionally only be supportive; its role experimental 

and unprecedented. The invitation grew out of a public clamor 

in the early and mid-sixties that something be done to reduce the , 
outbreak of violent crimes and juvenile delinquency in all urban 

communities and. increasingly. in staid suburbia. 
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A year earlier, the Crime Commission, created by President 

Lyndon B. Johnson, issued a landmark report entitled The Challenge 

of Crime in a Free Society. This document not only spurred 

Congressional action but pointed out that the criminal justice 

systems in the several states were unequal to the task of coping 

with anti-social behavior. In a series of some 200 recommen­

dations the Commission indicated that more of the same would 

not do the job; more police, more jails, or more courts. What 

was required, the Commission advised, were new approaches to 

the prevention and control of anti-social behavior. A secondary 

purpose of the federal war on crime, therefore, was the upgrading 

of the criminal justice systems of the 55 jurisdictions encompassed 

by the 1968 legislation. 

Today, with the passage of seven years and the expenditure of 

more than $3 billion, crime and delinquency have not shown 

serious and continuing decline, but the criminal justice systems in 

every state have clearly been upgraded. The Conference of Chief 

Justices and the Conference of State Court Administrators contend, 

however, that the state courts have not kept pace and that the 

mechanism for planning and funding in th,e legislation work a 

disadvantage on the jUdicial branch of state govern~ent. 

In order to understand the pres ent status of the national effort 

to cope with crime, certain realities should be pointed out which 

help explain not only the lack of unqualified success in reaching 

19. 
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either of the two program goals but explain the tensions and 

dislocati.ons that have occurred at the state and local levels in 

many criminal justice systems. 

First, the goals of the legislation were unrealistice and 

blurred. The harsh fact is that the Congress has not appropriated -

and could not appropriate - sufficient funds in the "Safe Streets 

Act" to make the streets of urban America safe. What trickled 

into local communities was a small percentage of their annual 

criminal justice budget. Further, the Administrator of the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration in the ear:W years of the 

program denied that there was more than the one goal of fighting 

crime. Upgrading the system was also an illusory goal because 

there was no criminal justice system. Instead, each state had the 

initial task, still unmet, of pulling the various segments together 

into a cohesive system. The courts were especially slow to 

participate in the program and often received neither the encourage­

ment nor technical assistance that would permit a major involvement. 

Second, the legislation inflicted new theo,ries of federal-state 

relati.onships upon a program that sought to be action-oriented. 

Time was lost and tensions mounted in implementing the war on 

crime because new concepts that had to be assimilated were 

imposed on the states. The legislation required that action funds be 

processed through a state criminal justice planning agency (SPA). 
I 
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Such an entity, however sound in concept, was an artifical 

transplant in the body politic which is still struggling for 

accept.ance in many states. The block grant concept was another 

innovation that sent the cities and the courts scurrying back to 

the executive branch of state government where the block grant 

was deposited by LEAA for sub-funding. 

Further, planning is detached and slow moving, while crime 

fighting operates on prompt response. Today1s crisis, if 

unanticipated, waits nine months or longer for SPA financial 

support. 

Third, the three duties imposed on the state planning agencies 

tend to be incompatible. The federal legislation requires that the 

SPA be responsible for comprehensive planning, for funding of 

actions programs, and for pulling the fragments of criminal justice 

into a cohesive system. These awesome responsibilities were a 

staggering burden for SPA staffs that were quickly assembled and 

were often unskilled and unfamiliar with the enabling legislation. 

Compromises had to be made in order to keep the taut timetable 

mandated both for submission of annual plans to LEAA and for 

commitment of action funds. The path or least resistance was 

therefore followed. Police departments which beli,eved the program 

was primarily for their benefit, were waiting on line with easily 

perceived needs. The courts were cautious about the use of 

federal funds coming through the executive branch of state 

21. 



1805 

government and failed to receive the interest or contact from 

the SPA that was required for their participation. The 

imbalance was so great that in one year the LEAA warned 

fully two-thirds of the states that their plans would not be 

approved next time unless their state courts were more 

adequately involved. 

Finally. it can be seen that an SPA is hardly likely to be 

able to plan effectively for agencies that receive meager grants 

from it or. indeed. are denied grants entirely. as good planning 

may sometimes dictate. 

Fourth. the legislation encouraged competition at the state 

and local levels for the limited federal funds. Because criminal 

justice system needs far exceeded the size of the LEAA block 

grant awarded to each state. a built-in competition for funds 

developed. Applications were to be made to an interdisciplinary 

policy board of the SPA on which sat representatives of various 

agencies which sought special consideration for their discipline. 

The courts were nominally represented but found it demeaning 

to apply for court funds to an agency that was not always objective 

or professional and which. in some instances. viewed the availa­

bility of federal funds as an opportunity to strength,en relationships 

for the governor. 
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Fjfth, since its inception both the planning requirements 

impos ed on the states and the structure of LEAA have been in 

flux. Assessing the LEAA-SPA experience, the Columbia 

Human Rights Law Review, (Spring, 1973), concluded that 

"Comprehensive planning, in practice to date, is a myth." 

Although this may be too harsh an assessment, the fact is that 

comprehensive planning is experimental ani suffering growing 

pains, often <!:t.,the hands of inexperienced staff. In this context, 

then~ constantly changing guidelines for state planning emanating 

from LEAA have jeopardized the planning process. "Compre­

hensive planning" was changed to "crime specjfic" planning; then 

to "planning by objective"; then to "stranger to stranger crime" 

for the special, discordant funding of impact grants to eight large 

cities; and most recently, LEAA has directed that the states 

develop plans leading to "standards and goals for criminal justice." 

Aggravating these shjfts in the directions for planning has been 

the changing structure of LEAA itself. The original administration 

was a troika with each of the three administrators having equal 

authority and equal voice. This proved unworkable and after the 

demise of three administrators, the current structure has Mr. 

Richard Velde as the sole administrator with one a,ssistant or 

deputy. 

The seven regional offices were increased to ten along the 

way and decision-making was decentralized from Washington to 
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the regional offices. Nearly a year was lost in this transition 

and to this day, the relationships between the n~tiU1}.a.l a.nd tl}.<; 

regional offices are uneasy. 

Even at the state planning agency level there have been 

considerable shifts in policy and personnel. The Florida SPA 

has had 19 executive directors in the relatively short span of 

its existence. Other SPAs have experienced turmoil in relation 

to their governors, and a change of executive leadership at the 

state house has generally been followed by a revamping of the 

SPA. In this constantly changing environment, one former 

LEAA administrator, Jerris Leonard, admitted that there has 

been no opportunity to assess the strengths and weaknesses of 

the planning process in this program. 

Sixth, the federal legislation urged reform and innovation 

upon the states when many basic needs had not yet been met and 

when the local philosophy often opposed change. Over the entrance 

to the old County Court House in Hudson County, New Jersey, 

there is the inscription, "He who stands still stands well. II 

This philosophy typified the judicial branches of most state 

governments which decided present litigation on precedent and 

which had a strong common law tradition. Chang~ was difficult 

to accept. The courts were proclaiming the need for more judges, 

more staff and more facilities to cope with the increase in crime 
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and juvenile delinquency. The legislation, however; advanced 

funds for diversionary programs and court reform which might 

render additional judges unnecessary_ 

The court philosophy throughout the nation has gradually 

accommodated itself to the need for change and considerable 

experimentation is now underway; the fact remains, however, 

that many trial judges to this day are without secretades, law 

libraries and even basic office supplies. For them, compre­

hensive planning as envisioned by the Crime Control legislation, 

is unrealistic. The result is either tension and confrontation 

or withdrawal or expulsion of courts from full involvement in 

the SPA planning and programming efforts. 

Seventh, the several levels of review developed for the 

planning process produce a check and balan~e which, though 

desirable, is fraught with pitfalls. Whether intended by the 

Congress or not, the evolving SPA programs have developed a 

system of check and balance which can be demeaning for applicO.l1ts 

for funds. A program proposal prepared by a local segment of 

the criminal justice system generally is reviewed by a regional 

planning board. It then goes to a committee of the SPA or to 

its full policy board. From there, the regional of~ice of LEAA 

has an opportunity to comment when it reviews the full Plan and, 

of course, the national office has final sign-off authority. In 

this review process, a judgment is made by people who may be 

uninformed of the needs of the applicant, hostile or in competition 
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for the same funds. The hostility is especially distressing when 

the applicant is a court system. It was alleged, e. g., that one 

SPA chairman said, "When they (the Supreme Court) improve 

their opinions, they'll get more money. II 

The planning boards of many SPAs have been political allies 

of the governors or have not had the intellectual capacity to 

understand the significance of the war on crime. The courts 

in turn, like other segments of the criminal justice system, 

have had difficulty in understanding the philosophy and the 

mechanisms for funding. All of these factors have made it 

especially bristling for a branch of government, i, e., the 

judiciary, to participate in a review process of its needs before 

a tribunal that may be uninformed and biased. 

Conclusion: These seven harsh realities of the war on crime 

indicate the difficulties that applicants for funding have encountered 

in this major national program. The inconvenience, time delays, 

and political intrigue that have been reported to the stutly team 

are alleged by the Conference of Chief Justices and by others 

to cause a special dislocation to the courts. This ~llegation is 

pointed not only at the novel and experimental machinery set 

up to implement the war on crime but rests on the Constitutional 

argument that the courts, as a separate and equal branch of 

government, should do their own planning and programming. 

The following chapters attempt to address those grievances. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF COURTS FUNDING AND PLANNING MECHANISMS 

A. The State Court Systems and the Associated State 

Planning Agencies 

State court systems vary tremendously in the way they are 

organized and the state planning agencies also vary signjficantly. 

In order to understand the relationships between these djfferent 

systems, it is necessary to describe the two systems in 

parallel for the states examined. 

Caljfornia 

The Caljfornia judicial system is the largest in the 

United States. Article VI of the State Constitution vests the 

judicial power of the state in a Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal, 

Superior Courts, Municipal Courts, and Justice Courts. The 

Constitution also provides for agencies dealing with judicial 

administration, including a Judicial Council and it's staff agency, 

the administrative office of the courts. The Judicial Council is 

the chief administrative agency of the Caljfornia judicial system 

and is directed to improve the administration of justice by 

surveying judicial bus iness and making recommenaations to the 

courts. governor, and legislature. It can also adopt rules for 

court administration not inconsistent with statute. The Council 

consists of 21 members at present. They are the chief justice 

27. 
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CAliFORNIA COURT SYSTEM 

I SUPREME COURT I One Chief Justice and Six Associate Justices 

" . 
COURTS OF APPEAL 

(13 Divisions with 48 Judges) 

tirst District-San Franciscollsecond District-Los Angeles Jthird District-sacramentol 
4 Divisions with 5 Divisions with 1 Division with 

3 Judged In Each Division 4 Judges in Each Division 4 Judges 

Fourth District Fifth District-Fresno 
2 Divisions With 1 Division With 

4 Judges in San Diego 3 Judges 
5 Judges in San Bernardino 

.Il\ IT' /f\ 
I I 
I I 
I TRIAL COURTS I 
I I 
I 
I 
I SUPERIOR COURTS ·'1 
I 
I 58 (One for Each County) I 
I with Total of 477 JUdges 1 
I 
I 

Jurisdiction I 
1 
1 
1 
1 Civil-Over $5, 000 (over $1, 000 in Counties I 1 
1 Having no Municipal Court). I 
I I , 
I 

Criminal-Origillal jurisdiction in all causes 
I 

I 

.j 
I 

I except those given by statute to Minicipal or I 
I I 
I Justice Courts. I 
I I 
I Appeals - 'l'o Court of Appeal of the district. I 
I I 
I 'r \ 
I '1 I 
I I 

MUNICIPAL COURTS JUSTICE COURTS 

76 with total of 379 Judges !!!l2 with total of 222 Judges 

Juris diction Jurisdiction 

Civil - $5, 000 or less Civil - $1, 000 or less 
Small Claims - $ 500 or less Small Claims - $500 or less 
Criminal - Misdemeanors Criminal - Minor misdemeanors 
Appeals - To Appellate Depart-
ment of Superior Court. 

Appeals - To Appellate Depart-
ment of Superior Court or to 
Superior Court 

" . 

.Line of Appeal 

.Line of Discretionary Review 
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one associate justice of the supreme court, three judges of 

courts of appeal, five judges of superior courts, three judges 

of municipal courts, two judges of justice courts, four attorneys 

and one member of each house of the legislature. 

The California court system has a certain lilnount of 

structure due, amongst other things, to the ability of the Council 

to adopt rules of procedure and court administration. However, 

the courts are still substantially locally based. The trial courts 

are primarily financed at the local level in accord with the 

predominate pattern for state court systems. A number of recent 

attempts to move to state funding have not succeeded. 

The state planning agency (SPA) in California was created in 

1967 in anticipation of receipt of federal funds. In contrast to most 

other SPA's, it has been subject to substantial legislative oversight 

having been regulated by statute since it's inception. The history 

of the changes in the statutes over the years is described in 

Law and Disorder III by the Urban Coalition, and is not repeated 

here. However, the statute has been changed recently (AB1306) 

and the California Council on Criminal Justice (CCCJ) is now the 

supervisory board for an office of Criminal Justice Planning. 

This legislation also makes provision for a Judicial Criminal 

Justice Planning Committee appointed by the JUdicial Council. 
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There are presently twenty one regional planning districts 

which have substantial responsibility for the distribution of 

monies. The planning boards responsible for these decisions 

md.Y be part of a local association of governments or they may 

be completely separate and distinct (as in Los Angeles). They 

have managed to establish considerable local autonomy and 

establish their own lists of priorities which can preclude funding 

of a local project from regional monies even jf it might be 

supported at the state level. 

Arizona 

Article VI of the Arizona Constitution defines the 

organization and powers of the judicial branch of government. 

Section One vests judicial power in an integrated judicial department 

consisting of a Supreme Court, such intermediate appellate courts 

as may be provided by law, a Superior Court, such courts inferior 

to the Superior Court as may be provided by law, and justice 

courts. Section three states that the Supreme Court shall have 

administrative supervision oVer all of the courts of the state. 

Section five (Part 5) specjfically gives the Supreme Court 

authority to make rules relative to all procedural matters in 

and court. Section 11 specjfically gives the Supreme Court 

authority to appoint a presiding judge of the Superior Court for 

each county, who will exercise administrative supervision over 

the court. 

31. 



1815 

STAT!!: OF ARIZONA 

JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 
ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION 

I 

Chl.e r Jus til!u", 

--------~ 
",·,.m """' J 

ViCl' C;·d.cf Just::i.ca~·' r??J 3 ,hlsticC"R 
6 YCUL 1~CUU:---

"". '0"" .. ",. '". "". ,~ 
-----. 

Administ.:r:ttlvc llircct:.or 
Of The Courts t Ariz. COllSt.. Art. VI, Sec. 7 \ 

I \ -
I Co)L'l1S:JlO:~ ON HTATE D,\R OF A[UZONA 

JUDICIAL QUALIFICATIONS - Commi.t.cea on Examinations and 
Chairman* & 8 Hembers Admissions 
if Year Terms Chait'lllan & 6 Attorney Hembers 

!'ppointed by Supreme Court: 
7 Year 'l'arms 
Appointed by Supreme Court 

2 Judges Court of Appeals Supreme Court Rules, 28(a) 
2 Judges Superior Court 

- Grievance Committee 1 Justice of the Peace 
45 Hembers 

Appointed by State Bar: 15 Committee::; 
2 Attorneys Chairman,·,I: & 2 Hembers 

Appointed by Governor (Subject 3 Yenr Terms 
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2 CiItizens Covernors of State Bat 
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COURT 01' APPEALS j 
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Yavapal., Yuma 

AdZ. Const. Art. VI, Sac. l' , A.R.S. §12-l20 , .. 
--~ 

SUPERIOR COURT 
61 JlIdgGS - 4 YClll:' Terms 

Presiding Judge Each countY'''''* 
Mndcopa 31 Coconino 2 1 Each: Apache, Gila, 
Pima 13 Yuma 2 Graham, Greenlee, Hallave, 

yg~H~3r 2 Pi.nal 2 Navajo, Santa Cruz 
"1:17.. COl1S" • Art. VI. S~C. 11) • 11 

-. 
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Apache ./ Y~.unn G Grl:Ot,.!n1.l~c :l 22-1,03 
Y"vapni 7 Ciln 5 Sonta Cruz 2 -._-_._. 
Cochioo ~ Hohn"e 5 

/\14 i7.. COIlHI!. Art. VI, SN::. 32 

Elcc l;C'd by 'j'!1",d. r ~lcmbt.!t·s 
App<)j !lLc'd Iq Lhe I!O:ll'" ,\r r,r·\, •• rnOl:s 
"ppointed I,y the Stll'~(·'"~ Cm\):t 
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The Arizona court system has been defined as a unliied 

system on the basis of this constitutional authority. However, 

it is not presently unliied in a fiscal sense. The trial courts 

are still funded substantially at the local level. In fact, a 

recent (1972-73) analysis of the sources of funding for all 

Arizona courts showed that only 9.90/0 ($1,922,859) of the costs 

were borne at the state level. The counties carried 79.5% of the 

cost ($15,401,511), and the cities 10.6% ($2,057,237). 

There is no jUdicial council in Arizona and no standing 

committees. Power is very much centralized in the supreme 

court. 

The Arizona State Justice Planning Agency was established 

by executive order. It consists of a central governing board with 

an associated staff. These regions were as follows: 

1. Maricopa County 

2. Pima County 

3. Apache, Coconino. Navajo and Yavapain 
Counties 

4. Mohave and Yuma Counties 

5, Gila and Pinal Counties 

6. Cochise, Graham, Greenless and Santa 
Cruz Counties 

Generally these regions correspond with Councils of 

Governments (COGS); e. g •• the Maricopa County Association 

of Governments (MAG) handles Region L The agt:Ul:'y uses task 
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forces (e. g •• Courts and Prosecution. State Agency and Criminal 

Data Systems) for much decision making. Although the amount of 

delegation of responsibility to the regions has changed with time. 

the agency appears to be reasonably heavily centralized. The 

agency goes through the usual process of plan development 

followed by specjfic project submission in order to arrive at a 

final allocation. It appears that the plans developed are. in 

essence. a list of specific projects. 

Arizona has one unique aspect. The legislature supplies all 

the matching monies required for grants at both the state and 

local levels. Accordingly. no financial contribution is required 

by local government in order for a grant to be received. 

Georgia 

The Georgia Court system has only recently undergone 

substantial changes. Shortly after the study team left the state, 

a constitutional amendment was passed changing Article VI. 

which governs the judiciary. to provide for a substantially more 

unjfied system. At present. 

liThe judiCial powers of this State are vested in a 
Supreme Court, a Court of Appeals, Superior 
Courts, Courts of Ordinary. Justices of the Peace, 
Notaries Public who are ex-officio Justices of the 
Peace, and such other courts as have been or may 
be established by law. 

"For the purposes of administration, all of the courts 
of the State are a part of one unjfied judicial system. 
The administration of the unjfied judicial system 
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shall be as provided by law. As USE!d herein. 
administration does not include abolition or 
creation of courts. selection of judges. or 
jurisdictional provisions other than as otherwise 
authorized in this Constitution. The administration 
provided herein shall only be performed by the 
unified judicial system itself and shall not be 
administered to or controlled by any other 
department of Government. " 

In addition, the state has only recently created, through 

legislative action (Act No. 178 of the 1973 Session of the General 

Assembly (1973 Ga. Laws p. 288). a Judicial Council of Georgia 

and an administrative office of the courts. The present Judicial 

Council is made up of the following nine members: 

1 Supreme Court of Georgia Justice 

1 Court of Appeals of Georgia Judge 

5 Superior Courts of Georgia Judges 

1 State Court of Georgia Judge 

1 Ordinary Court of Georgia Judge 

An administrative director of the courts has recently been 

hired who assists the Georgia judges and the council in ,admini-

strative matters. 

In spite of these recent developments the funding of the state 

court system is still basically a local responsibility. 

The state planning agency. called the Georgia State Crime 

Commission. was created by Executive order in 1971, with 

changes in the order being made in 1972. In addition, regional 

planning units (18) are utilized for the distribution of regional 
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GEORGIA 

AREA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSIONS 
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monies. All these units corresponded to already existing area 

planning and development commissions (APDC). None of these 

APDC's employs a court specialist. Generally. there is only 

one individual responsible for all local criminal justice planning. 

The planning process and the application process are 

similar to those employed by other state planning agencies. A 

flow chart is included to illustrate the overall procedures. 

Wisconsin 

Article VII of the Wisconsin Constitution governs the 

judiciary. Section two states that the judicial power of the state 

is vested in a Supreme Court. Circuit Courts. and Courts of 

Probate. The legislature may also vest such jurisdiction as 

may be deemed necessary in Municipal Courts and may authorize 

establishment of inferior courts with limited jurisdiction. Section 

three established that the Supreme Court has general super­

intendive control over all inferior courts and the court has 

actively exercised this power in rule-making. 

At present. Wisconsin's court system consists of a Supreme 

Court. Circuit Courts, County Courts and Municipal Justice of 

the Peac e Courts. 

The judicial branch is headed by a Supreme Court of seven 

justices elected statewide for terms of IO years. Although 

primarily the appellate court for the state, the Supreme Court 

also has original jurisdiction for a limited number of cases of 

statewide concern. It is also the final authority on the State 

Cons itutio!l. 
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Courts of original jurisdiction in the state include the 70 

County Courts and the 26 Circuit Courts. The Circuit Courts 

are the principal trial courts. A Circuit Court district may 

comprise one county or several counties, and a Circuit Court 

may have several branches. Most counties have a County 

Court, and some County Courts have several branches. All 

County Courts have uniform jurisdiction. They have civil 

jurisdiction concurrent with the Cirquit Courts up to a specified 

amount; criminal jurisdiction similar to that of the Circuit Court 

except for treason and certain Milwaukee County matters, and 

exclusive jurisdiction in probate matters, most juvenile matters, 

and adoptions. Some cases can be appealed from a County Court 

to a Circuit Cou!'t. 

Over 200 Municipal Justice Courts have been created by 

cities, villages and towns. Their jurisdiction is limited. 

The Supreme Court appoints the administrator of courts, 

public defender, state bar commisSioners, the judicial commission 

and the judicial education committee, and constitute - along with 

the attorney general - the board of trustees for the state (law) 

library. Other agencies forming a part of the judicial branch 

include the judicial council; administrative committee for the 

court system; the jUdicial conference; the boards of Circuit 

Court judges, county judges, Criminal Court judges, and Juvenile 

Court judges; and the state bar of Wisconsin. 

39. 



Boord ot 
ClfcullJudg" 

Supt."'. Couff 
R.port., 

1823 

JUDICIAL BRANCH 

WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT 

CHIE~ JUSTlCE 
6 ASSOCIATE JUSTICES 

Judicial Ceuncll 

Board of 
County Court Judg.,. 

Judicial 
Ce",,.,I,,lon 

40, 

Slot. Library 
ILaw ) 

Boord or Criminal 
Cau,' Jud'i!" 

Supr"",e Court 
CI.rM 

Sla,e 80t ot 
~1.eo.,.ln 

Boord of Ju .... nll. 
Courl Judo •• 



1824 

Their shared primary concern is to improve the organi­

zation. operation. administration. and procedures of the state 

judicial system. other functional areas of some of these 

agencies relate to raising professional standards. judicial 

ethics. legal research and law reform. defending the indigent. 

investigation complaints and disciplining misconduct. 

The courts are aided in their function by numerous state 

agencies. composed for the most part. of judges and attorneys. 

The structure of the Wisconsin court system has been the 

subject of considerable attention during the past few years. A 

citizen's commission on jUdicial organization has studied the 

courts and made recommendations for changes. Major proposals 

for constitutional and statutory change have been made and they 

are now in various stages of process. 

At the present time. the Supreme Court operates under a 

unique system. It receives a sum sufficient budget from the 

legislature which is not subject to modification by the Governor 

or, in theory. by the legislature. This gives it considerable 

fiscal independence. This freedom is not shared by local trial 

courts which still have the majority of their funds supplied /:>y 

local units of government. 

The Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice (WCCJ) was 

created by executive order. It consists of the usual governing 

board and associated staff. There are ten regional 
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criminal justice planning councils which assist in the distribution 

of local monies. The Council. which is presently in the process 

of change. uses staff committees to develop components of the 

state plan. It reviews specllic projects through staff assessment 

and executive committee action. It does not use task forces. 

B. Court Participation in the LEAA Program 

Whenever possible. the team sought to trace the history of 

court funding in the various states visited. This information was 

obtained not only in an attempt to determine the degree of court 

participation but also because the analysis shed light upon many 

of the important relationships which existed in the various states. 

Without exception, court officials in the states examined 

acknowledged the contributions made by the LEAA program to the 

judicial branch. Even officials in those states where conflict 

existed, took pains to comment on that fact. Particular importance 

was attached to access to these monies because they mq.de innovative 

developments possible in many cases for the first time. Of course, 

applicants for money are in a dllficult position in being compl~tely 

candid in this matter but the team's judgment, based many times 

on personal knowledge of the individuals involved, was that these 

statements were genuine. 

The first two states visited (Georgia and Arizona) seemed to 

have particularly fine relations at the state level. In each state, 
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court representatives indicated that they had received all the 

money that they could use at the time and that more would have 

beeD: an embarrassment. In fact, in the early years of the 

program in Georgia, monies were allocated to the courts 

which they just could not use and which, consequently, reverted 

to the agency. In addition, the courts in question felt that the 

money had been spent in ways which corresponded with their 

priorities and that these expenditures had forwarded court 

reform and improvement and had not undermined movements 

to unification. These positive feelings were reciprocated by 

the SPAs who felt that everything was working very well. 

The team got the feeling in these states that reasonable 

people could come up with reasonable arrangements and that, 

whatever the formal structure, ways could be found to 

accommodate the courts. 

The other two states did not have the same pattern of 

consistently good relations. In previous years the Wisoonsin 

SPA had had a reputation for strong support of the judicial 

branch, btl'\:; at the time of the team's. site visit, relations 

appeared to have det~riorated significantly between the SPA 

and the courts. It was a time of considerable change in the 

SPA and the situation was in a state of flux. California had , 

experienced the reverse of this situation, having had a history 

of conflict between the SPA and the courts which was being 
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mitigated (u not resolved) by changes in statutes governing 

the SPA and by improved court participation in the program. 

Georgia 

Analysis of the amounts of money attribtued to court 

projects in Georgia is particularly informative because it 

illustrates many of the problems which the team was charged 

to examine. 

First of all, the figures show that "courts" were not allocated. 

any signuicant percentage of funds until relatively recently. The 

1969-1970 period was characterized by allocation of less than six 

percent overall. It was riot until 1972 that the allocation was 

increased to approximately 12 percent, where it has essentially 

remained since that time. Although 11 courts " increased their 

participation at both state and local levels beginning in 1972, it was 

the state court projects which were allocated the greater percentage 

""" of funds. Local court participation rose to the 12-13 percent range. 

but state level partiCipation rose to approximately 17 percent of 

the available money. 

In order to understand these figures one has to look at them 

in considerably more detail than these gross percentages allow. 

As has been pointed out by others, the LEAA "courts" claSSll!­

cation includes a number of duferent areas, including prosecution 

and defense. Accordingly, to analyze the funding pattern, the 

team broke down the "courts" section of annual plans into its 
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several component parts. This breakdown showed that actual 

judicial participation was considerably l.ess than that indicated 

by the br0ader classification. Thus. for 1971. the analysis 

showed that $158.699 was allocated to judicial. administra.tive 

and facility projects and $270. 873 was allocated to defense and 

prosecution projects. This means that only slightly over ten 

percent of all available money was allocated to judicial projects 

in 1971. This figure might be increased slightly by the incorpo­

ration of the court component of a juvenile delinquency grant but 

even that addition would not raise total participation above three 

percent. 

Application of this same formula to the expenditures in 1974. 

the year that courts officially participated to the greatest extent, 

showed that in that year 5.3 percent of the money was allocated to 

courts (rather than the 13.5 percent indicated by the broader "court" 

definition). That figure again might be increased by the addition 

of court components of II systems" projects and j11venile "delin­

quency projects but only to a maximum of approximately six 

percent. This is a rather low figure and one which wpuld seem 

to indicate that the claims of overstatement of judicial participation 

in the blook grant program can be substantiated. 

It is also important to differentiate between money allocated 

for courts projects and money actually expended. In some 

instances there are considerable differences between the two 
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figures. Analysis of the "spread sheets" obtained from the 

LEAA regional office indicated that in 1971 and 1972 the actual. 

monies expended on "court projects" were $323.722 (1971) and 

$593.423 (1972). rather than the $429.164 (1971) and $1,226.841 

(1972) originally allocated. There are considerable difficulties 

in tracking these monies in detail, but these figures appear 

accurate. Breaking down the amounts in order to remove 

prosecution and defense projects showed that in actual fact, courts, 

expended $ll8. 668 in 1971 and $186,284 in 1972. This represents 

1. 6 percent of the total state block grant in 1971 and 2. 2 percent 

of the total in 1972. These are hardly dis'tinguished figures. It 

is not possible to determine the actual record for 1973 and 1974 

because all the f~gure~ are not in. but at present. 1973 funds are 

intact as allocated. One hopes that the installation of central 

court administration will improve the record and bring expended 

amounts much closer to original amounts allocated. 

In summary, the original monies allocated to courts. broadly 

defined. in no instance exceed 14 percent of the total. If courts are 

narrowly defined to include only judges. administration and 

facilities, then in no instance de the monies allocated exceed six 

percent. In the years for which financial records, are complete, 

expenditures actually amounted to only 1. 6 percent :;md 2.2 percent 

(i. e •• 1971 and 1972). There is reason to hope that record is now 

improving. 
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It is obvious that courts, per ~ have not really participated 

financially to any signllicant degree in the crime program in Georgia. 

This, however, should not be viewed as a complete indictment of 

the state planning agency. Nothing in this fiscal analysis has 

addressed the reason for these results. Interviews with court 

personnel Blld SPA staff indicated that the reason for the short fall 

between expenditures and allocation was the inability of the court 

to use the money. They let it revert. in spite of the good intentions 

of the state planning agency. One might hazard the prediction, 

however, that as the Georgia court system develops the capacity to 

absorb and utilize well significant levels of block grant monies, the 

good relations between the courts and the SPA, alluded to earlier, 

may be placed under severe strain if the SPA is unable or unwilling 

to deliver. 

The critical questions to be faced in Georgia are, first, 

whether the courts can use the monies allocated, and second, 

whether the courts will be able to increase their participation 

above the six percent level. 

Team members interviewed the chairman of the SPA 

supervisory board on the latter point because we believed that 

fiscal and political factors might present significa;nt problems 

for courts in the future. In recent years, the amounts of 

money appropriated for LEAA have remained relatively constant 

and, accordingly, the amounts of money distributed to Georgia 

have Similarly remaine.d constant. This meBl1S that for the 
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ALLOCATED COURTS FUNDING IN GEmGIA 

% of % of % of % of %of%of 
---- --'Va-ill 

Fiscal Court State Block Court Local Block Block 
Year Block Grant State Courts Grant Grant Grant Local Courts Grant Grant Grant Total Grant 

1969 554.625 100 .7 .5 3.000 .5 

1970' 4.127.000 14.307 '11.0 1.4 .4 115. ill 89.0 3.7 2.8 130.018 3.2 

1971 7.518.000 108.750 25.3 5.8 1.4 320.414 74.7 5.7 4.3 429.164 5.7 

1972 9.215.000 337.890 27.5 14.7 3.7 888.951 72.5 12.9 9.6 1.226.841 13.3 

1973 10.695.000 493.788 33.9 16.9 4.6 964,325 66.1 12.4 9,'0 1.458.113 13.6 

1974 11. 953.000 546.500 1.107,504 1,654.004 

DETAILS OF ALLOCA'I'ED COURTS FUNDING IN GEORGIA 

Fiscal Year Judicial Prosecution Defense Administration Facility Other Components 

1969 3.000 

1970 23.488 43,730 9,185 

1971 99,879 205.722 65,151 19,020 39,800 

1972 134.240 442.092 20,225 411,718 218.566 

1973* 483,852 398,972 228,186 204.593 142,510 

1974 297.500 546,600 468,785 211.500 129,600 

*Funding for court administrators transferred from Administrative to Judicial. 

(JD) 37.716 

(S) 15,017 
(JD) 60,000 

25,000 

(PD) 144. 000 
(S) 34.000 

(S) Systems 
(JD) Juvenile Delinquency 
(PD) Personnel Development 

f-' 
00 
CIJ 
f-' 
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Georgia courts to increase their participation they will have 

to obtain funds at the expense of areas presently being funded. 

When asked whether the state planning agency would have the 

fiscal flexibility to increase court funding should it desire to do so, 

the chairman indicated commitments to multi -year projects 

left the agency with discretion over only about 25 percent 

of the new money in any particular year. This meant that 

fiscal constraints would exist in the immediate future, but he 

pointed out that the courts should start now because the multi­

year projects would eventually expire. 

The other central question is whether political realities 

would allow the courts to increase their participation at the 

expense of law enforcement (given Part E fixed percentages). 

The answer was that there were two conflicting factors operating. 

On the one hand, law enforcement agencies had developed the 

grantmanship capability to compete but on the other hand, they 

had had many of their primary needs satisfied. He could envision 

a scenario where courts would be applying for money at a time 

when law enforcement agencies' real demands were diminishing. 

Only time will tell. 
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Arizona 

The experiences in Arizona had some similarities to 

those in Georgia. Both states have congenial relations between 

the SPA and the state court leadership, yet neither have especially 

large populations. Accordingly. it was interesting to see whether 

the fiscal experience of courts in Arizona had been the same as 

that of the Georgia courts. Overall, it appears that, although 

there are similf.rities. there are also distinct differences. 

Unfortunately our fiscal analysis in Arizona was not as complete 

as that carried out in Georgia. mainly because staff could not be 

spared to do the detailed analysis required. Our main source 

of information was a complete listing of funded court projects 

that had been compiled by the planner in the administrative office 

of the courts. This listing. which covered the years 1969-1973, 

indicated that since 1971 the "courts" had received 13 to 14 percent 

of the money "in toto." However. the judicial branch in Arizona 

included public defenders, j1.:tVenile and adult probation services, 

clerks of the Superior Court, and juvenile detention, as well as 

the courts themselves. 

This complete listing of projects made available to the team 

identified the projects by title and attributed them ~o specific 

allocations of money. It is difficult to e:l>.'tract from this list a 

complete breakdown of the monies going to specific court projects; 
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however. they are obviously significantly less than the 

13 to 14 percent claimed for courts defined broadly. In 

order to illustrate this differential. all the "court" projects 

funded in Region I (Maricopa County) using 1971 monies were 

extracted. Nineteen projects were funded to a total of 

$1.046.755. In our judgment, only five of these projects 

were court projects. according to a narrow definition of 

courts. and these totalled only $382.317. In fact. even those 

projects had non-court components. as the majority were 

information system projects. 

Wisconsin 

"Courts" in Wisconsin ~ave traditionally received 

relatively high percentages of funds. Expressing these amounts 

in terms of percentages of Part C funds. it can be seen that 

"courts tl participated at just above the 20 percent level in 1972-

1974. However. the plans in 1972 and 1973 allocated higher 

percentages of money than were actually received. i. e •• 22.6 

percent received in 1973. In 1974 that differential was reversed. 

with 18.4 percent being allocated initially but 20.4 percent was 

expended. 

Analysis of these "courts" projects. which was carried out 

within the state. showed that court-specific projects were 

supported at considerably lower leveLS. A breakdown of the total 
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active funds assigned to 11 courts 11 shows that defense projects, 

in particular, are well supported: 

Year Courts Prosecution Defense Other 

1972 5.1% 3.1% 11. 0% 6.1% 

1973 4.3% 2.3% 13.3% 4.80/0 

1974 6.2% 4.5% 4.6% 3. 1% 

In spite of the histoI'ical view that courts are well supported 

by the Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice, it appears that 

courts, narrowly defined, have not obtained more than five to 

six percent of the (Part C) funds in recent years. The percentage 

of total funds is significantly less than these figures. It is 

interesting that these figures are very close to the amounts 

utilized for courts in California in the same time period. Yet, 

California courts perceive themselves to be badly supported and 

Wisconsin, traditionally, has been well satisfied. 

WCCJ Funding to Wisconsin Supreme Court - Ac~ual 

Total Funds Awarded by WCCJ Planning Years: 

1971 - $183,141 ($6, 000 turnback) (Judicial Council $13, 933). 

1972 - $289,387 ($4, 051 turnback) (Judicial'Council $ 5,322) 

1973 - $576,956 ($28, 000 turnback) 

1974 - $230,655 
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1972 Wisconsin Action Funds-Courts. Prosecution. and 
Criminal Defense 

~ .!lli!. ~ 

Judicial Administration $275,000 $100,000 
Judicial education 175,000 50 ,000 

$'150,000 $150,000 
5.1\ (33.3\) 

Prosecution 

Prosecutorial Administration $175,000 $120,000 
Prosecutorial Education 100,000 30,000 

$275,000 $150,000 
3.1\ (5'1.5\) 

Criminal Defense 

Legal Defense Administration $175,000 $ 25,000 
Legal Defense Education 100,000 100,000 
Legal Defender Projects 225,000 
Metro Defender Project 475,000 

$975,000 $125,000 
11.0% (12.8\) 

~ 

Al ternati ves to Judicial Process $150,000 
Criminal Procedure 70,000 70,000 
Juvenile Cot'rec1:ions Legal Set'vice 175,000 
Management Information Systems 1'15,000 

$5'10,000 $ 70,000 
6.1\ (13.0%) 

TOTAL COURTS, PROSECUTION AND CRIMINAL DEFENSE: $2,240,000 $495,000 
25.3\ (22.1\) 

TOTAL ACTION FUNDS: $8,870,000 $2,065,000 
100.0% (23.3\) 

NOTE: rercentages in total column are of the total action funds. 

RK:eg 
10/74 

Pet'centllgcs in state and local collll!1ns at'e of the category and 
equal 100 t. 
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$175,000 
125,000 

$300,000 
(66.7%) 

$ 55,OOQ 
70,000 

$125,000 
(45.5%) 

$150,000 

255,000 
475,000 

$850,000 
(87.2'6) 

$150,000 

115,000 
145,000 

$'170,000 
(81.0%) 

$1,7'15,000 
(77.9\) 

$6,805,000 
(76.1\) 
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1973 Wisconsin Action Funds-Courts, Prosecution, and 
Criminal Defense 

~ 

Judicial Administration and Support 
Judicial Education 

Prosecution 

Prosecutorial Administration and Support 
Prosecutorial Education 

Criminal Defense 

Defender Services 
Legal Defense Education 

~ 

Criminal Justice Internships 
Improvement of Criminal Procedures 
Alternatives to Formal Criminal Justice Process 

~ 

$400,000 
40,000 

$440,000 
4.3% 

$235,000 

$235,000 
2.3% 

$1,315,000 
60,000 

$1,375,000 
13.3\ 

$240,000 
50,000 

$200,000 

$490,000 
4.8% 

TOTAL COURTS, PROSECUTION AND CRIMINAL DEfENSE: $2,540,000 
24.6% 

TOTAL ACTION rUNDS: $10,311,OOO 
100.0% 

NOTE: Percentages in total column are of the total action funds. 

~ ~ 

$300.000 $100,000 
40,000 

$340,000 $100,000 
(77 .3%) (22.7%) 

$ 35,000 $200,000 

$ 35,000 $200,000 
(14.9%) (85.1\) 

$415,000 $900,000 
50,000 10,000 

$465,000 $910,000 
'(33.8%) (66.2%) 

$140,000 $100,000 
50,000 

$200,000 

$190,000 $300,000 
(36.8% ) (61.2\ ) 

$980,000 $1,560,000 
(38.6%) (61.4%) 

$3,395,000 $6,916,000 
(32.9%) (67.1%) 

Percentar,es in sta to and local columns are of the category and 
equal 100%. 

RK:eg 
10/74 
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1974 Wisconsin Action Funds-Courts, Prosecution, and 
, Criminal Defense 

~ Total ~ ~ 

Judicial AdllinistNtion and Suppol't $534,000 $332,900 $201,100 
Judicial Education 99,000 99,000 

$633,000 $431,900 $201,100 
6.2% (68.2\') (31.8\) 

Prosecution 

Prosecutorial Administration and Support $131,300 $ 65,000 $ 66,300 
Aasistance to the Urban Prosecutor 279,800 279,800 
Prosecutorial Education 52,000 ~ 

$463,100 $ 65,000 $398,100 
4.5\ (14.0%) (B6.0\) 

Criminal Defense 

Public Defender Systems $460,000 $151,000 $309,000 
Defender Education 13,500 13,500 

$473,500 $164,500 $309,000 
4.6\ (34.7%) (65.3%) 

~ 

Improvement of Criminal Procedures $131,400 $109,500 $ 21,900 
Criminal Justice Internships 150,000 50,000 100,000 
Pre-Trial Diversion 40,000 ~ 

$321,400 $159',500 $161,900 
3.1% (49.6\) (50.4\) 

TOTAL COURTS, PROSECUTION, AND CRIMINAL DEFtNSE: $ l,8918~~~ 

TOTAL ACTION rUNDS: 10,294,000 2,948,300 7,346,700 
100.r.'. (28.6%) (71.4\) 

HOTE: Percentages in total column are of the total action funds. ' 

10/74 

RJ(:ec 

Percentagl!' in state and local colwnns are of the category and 
equai 100':. 
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Wisconsin Funding to Courts and Percent of Total Block 
Grant Action (C) Funds Only 

Fiscal Year E~ LEAA Annual Re~rt COSA Committee 

1972-Courts 2,:l40,000 25.3% 1,920,000 21.6% 1,905,164 
Total Block Grant 8,870,000 8,870,000 

1973-Courts 2,540,000 24.6% 2,325,000 22.6% 2,017,992 
Total Block Grant 10,311,000 10,294,000 

1974-Courts 1,891,000 18.4% 2,101,000 20.4% 500,329 
Total Block Grant 10,294,000 10,2911,000 

California 

Statistics on the amounts of money distributed to "courts" 

projects were already available from the California Council on 

Criminal Justice (CCCJ) and from the Judicial Planning Committee 

(JPC). These figul'es utilize a definition of courts which includes 

prosecutor and defender progra,ms; all LEAA ca:tegory E expendi-

tures; training of judges, prosecutors, defenders, court executives, 

court clerical personnel and law students; and educational programs. 

Even utilizing these broad definitions, it can be seen that large 

percentages of money have not gone to "courts" in'California. 

From 1969-1971 the total amount never exceeded 4.6 percent 

"-overall. There was a brief flurry of effort which increased Ilcourt" 
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participation to 13. 7 percent in 1972, but even that percentage is 

overstated as Part I funds are excluded from the base. The actual 

figure is closer to 10 percent. Subsequently, the "courts" fell 

back to their lower level of participation; i. e., 4. 5 percent in 

1972 ani 8. 9 percent in 1973. After correction for Part E funds 

exclusion, these percentages fall even further; to 3.4 percent 

end 6. 7 percent, respectively. 

It is interesting to see that "courts" have historically 

participated to a greater extent at the state agency level than 

at the regional level. Thus, in 1968 and 1969 the level was 

already a little more than five percent, and in 1970-1971, this 

rose to 12.5 percent and 14 percent, respectively, before fallinf, 

back to the 8 percent range in 1972-1973. Council designated 

funds have not reached these levels even with the exemption of 

1971, when a large percentage of available money was allocated 

to a system development plan (41 percent of those monies). 

Otherwise, the early percentages never got above 9.5 percent, 

and after the system plan was announced. they fell to zero. 

Regional allocations have always been small. In 1970, they 

were 1. 9 percent; in 1971, six percent; and 1972, 4. 2 percent. 

In 1973, they were projected to be 11 percent, but ~hese were 

estimates only. Final figures are not available. 
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It has not been feasible for this team to go over all the 

detailed projects in a state the size of California in order to 

ascertain which are really court projects and which are 

prosecution or defense. However, in 1974, Justice Winslow 

Christian wrote a letter to the Director of the Californ ia. 

Council on Criminal Justice indicating that the analysis of the 

Judicial Planning Committee indicated that actual monies going 

to courts (excluding prosecution and defense) were as follows: 

1970 708,767 5.0 percent 

1971 1,528,885 4.6 percent 

1972 2,393,036 5.0 percent 

1973 2,947.847 6.0 percent 

1974 1,501,201 3.0 percent 

Even these percentages should be reduced further to reflect 

the exclusion C"f planning and corrections monies from the base. 

Some support for these interpretations come from the 

statistics CCCJ submits to LEAA nationally. These figures 

show that in 1974, 2.4 percent of the total amount was allocated 

to courts, of which 0.3 percent was for pre-adjudication. Court 

participation in system-wide projects was excluded from these 

figUres. 

It has not been possible to determine what has 

happened with actual expenditures in contradistinction to 

58. 



1842 

allocations. Experience in Georgia indicates that these 

expenditure figures' can be quite different from those proposed 

in the plans. The only information obtained bearing on this 

issue in California was that CCCJ recently identified court 

projects as having priority access to reverted funds. 

Analysis of monies expended is always complicated by the 

fact that money is not always expended in the years that it is 

allocated. This means that in any particular year there are 

a number of different types of funds available. For example, 

for 1974-1975 there are unencumbered 1973 and contingency 

funds, plus the balance of 1974 CCCJ designated funds and the 

regular 1974-1975 Part C monies. As a consequence, the state 

planning agency is in a position to distribute a larger amount of 

money than might appear from the actual block grant. These 

extra funds could be used to increase court participation should 

the agency so desire. In California this has been resisted on the 

basis that these monies are already committed in vario1Js ways. 

In 1974, there appears to have been a marked improvement 

in court access to regional funds. Material supplied by the 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning indicates that courts will 

receive $4,595, 743 (or 14 percent) of the regional funds available 

(i. e., $134,083,050). These figures would be increased if 

defender and prosecution projects were to be included. However, 

it has been pointed out that a disproportionate percentage of 
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PROPOSED TARGET ALLOCATIONS BY REGION FOR THE 1974-75 FY 

.t7nenCllli:leIed Balance· of 
1973 ,. 1974 cal1 

1973/74 1974/75 Olritingenciz Designated 1974/75 
~ Part: C Part: C Funds Funds Tot:a1 

A $ 252,000 $ 299,000 $ B,OOO $ $ 307,000 
B 237,000 278,000 !l,OOG 286,000 
C 198,000 233,000 7,.000 240,000 
D 1,365,000 1;589,000 45;000 1,634,000 
E 919,000 1,078,000 31,000 1,109,000 
p 1,251,000 1,207,000 34,000 650,000 1,891,000 
G 782,000 924,OQO' 26,OilO ·950,000 
H ·763,00Ll 89B;000 25,000 923,000 
I 1,575,oOil 1,785,000 51,000 650,000 2,465,000 
J 1,51B,000 1,763,000 50,000 350,000 2,163,000 

m K 839,000 984,000 28,"000 1,012,000 ~ 

;:> L 100,000 100,000 2,000 102,000 00 
I+>-

11 543,000 639,000 18,000 657,000 c.J 

N 1,443,000 1,696,000 48,000 1,744,000 
0 100,000 100,000 1,000 101,000 
p 504,000 598,000 11,000 615,000 
Q 54BiObO. 630,000 18,000 648,000 
R 9,992,000 11,700,000 332,000 1,300,000 13,332,000 
S 1,687,000 2,005,000 57,000 2,062,000 
T 2,086,000 2.398,000 68;000 65Q,000 3,llG,OQo 
u 1,9tO t OOO 2~232rOOO 63,000 350,000 2,645,000 
'rorAL m:GICNS $28,632,OPO $33,136,000 $9~7,OOO $3,950,000 $38,023,000 
State ll,623,750 11,603,000. 11,603,000 
COO1 l.?eSignated Pmtl3~ 

High CriJre" Cities , 3,250,Oo.g 
Harcotic Enfora::srent" 700.00 
E-.ml!.::!ticn - High CrJm.: . 20g.000 
crirre Specific 575,000 
Planning Aug;,-e.,tat:.1on 9QO,OOO lr675,OOO 1,675,000 
court:. .Inprovr..-'reIlts 614 .• 250 

'lmt\L $46,495,000_ $46,_414,9Q(). $51,301,000 
- ------- ;::: 
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these monies were allocated to information systems which 

actually have other criminal justice components included, 

so the figures may be misleading. 

* * * * 

In assessing the experience of the four states examined, 

it appears that all courts started slowly compared with the other 

components of the criminal justice system. This appears to 

have been for all the well known reasons: i. e., reluctance to 

become involved; lack of staff to compete with police, who had 

a history of involvement in such programs; etc. However, as 

time has progressed, the desire to become involved has increased 

substantially. Now courts are overcoming this original reluctance 

and, generally, SPA staff have commented favorably upon the 

fact that the Conference of Chief Justices was taking such an 

active interest in the LEAA program. 

This increased interest has not always resulted in Significant 

access to monies. In fact, it is a rare court system that has 

managed to obtain more than five to six percent of the monies for 

courts, defined in a narrow sense. The only exception to that is 

in California, where the plans for 1974 involve expenditures of 

approximately 14 percent, but only time will tell if these plans 

come to fruition. In contrast, the experience of Georgia has been 

that substantially lower amounts (2-3 percent) actually reach the 

courts. 
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The situation that the majority of courts find themselves in 

is one where they were slow III starting to participate, gradually 

got more involved as the amount of appropriated funds grew, 

and only developed a real capability to compete for and utilize 

the monies at a late stage, when the appropriations had levelled 

off. 

The question is whether fiscal and political realities will allow 

increased court participation at the present time. The team was unaJ:?le 

to determine the degree of fiscal flexibility that individual state 

planning agencies have now although it was informed that the 

state planning directors have recently compiled such information, 

and it should be assessed carefully. Obviously, if a state is 

fiscally locked-in by the decisions of the past, there is little hope 

that more monies will reach the courts, irrespective of the good 

intentions of all concerned. This would be an intolerable state of 

affairs. 

All the states examined were constrained fiscally. .An 

assessment by one regional LEAA court specialist was that 

some states outside the four studied were, indeed, locked-in 

to present funding patterns. Michigan was mentioned as such a 

state. If that is indeed true, then tJ::le only way courts are going 

to rec.eive adequate funding is through money supplied by LEAA 

nationallythroughuse ofits discretionaryfunds (D. F.). The team does 

not know if that is possible. If it is not, then nothing can be done 
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within the states in question to increase court participation in 

the LEAA support program, which could mean that all of this 

report's proposals are meaningless for at least two years 

(in those states). 

It is hoped that discretionary funds would be allocated to 

preclude that tragic state of affairs. However, use of discretionary 

money has some problems as'.'JOciated with it. First, the states 

may very well lean on the use of those monies for courts and 

refuse to change their basic allocation patterns. The team has 

heard accusations that in those instances where a court has 

received D. F. funds there has been a cutback of block grant 

money. As the majority of the money is available at the state 

level, the use of D. F. money can only be viewed as a temporary 

expedient. It would need to be associateej. with a definite plan 

for improved court allocations by the state planning agency. 

The second danger is that the D. F. monies will be allocated 

according to priorities not arrived at either by the state. court 

leadership or by the state planning agency. Again, there have 

been accusations that D. F. projects (e. g., "Project Turnaround" 

in Milwaukee) are developed in isolation from state interests and 

that in some instances they address issues which are peripheral. 

These concerns are important, as they are indicative of the type 

of problems that would probably arise if, indeed, a direct court 

allocation program were to be initiated. 
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It has been suggested that LEAA already has a mechanism 

for ensuring that courts receive adequate funding. .As all state 

plans have to be reviewed for comprehensiveness by the LEAA 

regional offices, it was suggested that the regional offices 

could develop their own guidelines and then use them to enforce 

adequate funding of courts within each state concerned. There 

appear to be Significant barriers to effective use of this process. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) has recently reported 

significant deficiencies in the way this process has been handled 

in the past. We generally support their observations. Our 

interviews determined that there were some able people 

concerned with courts in some regional offices but this is not 

universally true. One office visited indicated that it was not 

feasible to second-guess decisions made at the state level, and 

even if it were so. it would not be politically feasible to compel 

change. One court specialist said that the LEAA national office 

always accepts the plan. although some parts may have conditions 

placed upon them. This specialist believed that political pressure 

on the agency always undercuts the ability of the regional office 

to enforce meaningful sanctions. This specialist asked, "Who 

is ever going to run the political risk of conflict with a large 

state such as California? II 

In spite of these apparent realities, other specialists believe 

that the plan review mechanism can be ext;r'emely useful - but 
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only if the courts in the states have developed a defensible 

plan which can be used by the specialist as evidence of 

unbalanced planning in the state planning agency. 

It is recognized that adequacy of court funding is a difficult 

thing to establish. Indeed, no one spoken with seemed prepared 

to justify any parti.cular percentage figure. There were references 

to the 20 percent figure quoted by a previous LEAA administrator, 

but no justification for that figure was given. The team 

tentatively explored the possibility that the percentage of 

appropriated monjes spent on courts (versus all criminal justice 

expenditures, !!Qi expenditures generally) be used as a guideline. 

This suggestion might be explored in more detail. 

D. The State of Court Planning 

The LEAA program has given considerable emphasis to the 

development of rational planning approaches to the problem of 

criminal justice. The degree to which these capabilitie:;; have 

developed in state planning agencies and court systems them­

selves is of considerable importance. Especially as in late 

1972 LEAA urged state court systems to develop their own 

planning capacity. 

In at least three of the states examined there have been, 

at one time or another, extremely active court specialists who 

have seen it as their role to establish and strengthen central 
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administrative capability in the court system. Thus. both 

Arizona and Georgia have had court specialists who have 

worked. with the sUPP01"i: of their agency. to develop central 

administration and planning either in the Supreme Court· or in 

the administrative office of the courts. In the case of Georgia. 

there is apparent support for transferring substantial authority 

for reviewing the plan and revising it. regarding both sub­

stantive and fiscal aspects. although final decision-making 

rests with the SPA. Transference of the court specialist from 

the SPA to the administrative office of the courts (AGC) is 

envisioned as soon as the agency Call get a replacement staff 

member. 

In Arizona at the present time. the balance of power in the 

SPA is such that the court can get its own plans accepted without 

significant difficulty. The SPA funded a planning officer in the 

AGC and since their own very active court specialist has left. 

a newly hired court specialist will have to learn the field. The 

planning expertise has been transferred, in essence, to the court. 

There also has been a somewhat more formal transfer of 

responsibility. The Justice Planning Agency has supplied a 

mini ·block grant to the Arizona Supreme Court. allowing 

considerable freedom to plan and run statewide projects. 

The language in the grant application stated that: 
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"This project will establish a Planning, Research and 

Development section within the Office of the Administrative 

Director of the Courts under the authority of the Arizona 

Supreme Court as set forth in Article VI of the Arizona 

Constitution. The section will be responsible for supervising 

projects, studies and long range planning research undertaken 

by the administrative director, with state or federal funds. In 

addition. the section will function as a liaison between the 

Justice Planning Agency (to include all block and discretionary 

grants), the Supreme Court ani all court related projects 

within the criminal justice system throughout the state of 

Arizona, i. e., assist in writing applications, evaluating 

applications, monitoring progress of projects, and coordinating 

of all projects into a state plan. 

Long range planning. research and court improvement 

development will be accomplished through the continuation of 

a base information system study. the publication of an . 

administrative and systems manual and a uniform accounting 

manual," 

Somewhat more detail was supplied in the second year grant 

application, but the effort wa.s still described in the following 

general terms: 

"Four major areas will be ~mphasized over the dura.tion 

of the project: 
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1. Continuation of the planning function within the Office 

of the Administrative Director of the Courts under the 

Supreme Court as initiated in 1973. 

2. Continuation of the court improvement projects initiated 

in 1973 which includ'.:ld the following topics: 

A. In-state and out-of-state training for judges 

of courts of appellate, general and limited 

jurisdiction; 

.8. Implementation of the two year Base Information 

Study Project; (Statistical, Dispositional, 

F'inancial, and Personnel): 

C. The finalization of the accounting and 

administrative manuals; 

D. Monitoring and updating of the 1973 Criminal 

Rules. 

3. A subcontract with the Arizona Probation Parole 

Corrections Association for rural probation and 'parole 

training. 

4. The contribution of the state matching portion share to 

the National Center for State Courts. 

In addition, subcommittees may be established to study and discuss 

the concepts of lower court unification and merit selection of 

judges as well as the feasibility of implementing a court 

interpreters' model. Also. the need to provide more information. 

communication and notification to victims of crimes will be 

studied. 

68. 
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"DuriDg this project, (consideration will be given to) the 

American Bar Association standards of judicial administration 

and court organization as well as the goals and standards as 

published by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 

Justice Standards and Goals, where applicable. II 

Wisconsin started out in a similar manner. The SPA funded 

some substantial improvements in the staff capability of the Office 

of the state Court Administrator which included the funding of a 

court planner within that office. The previous court specialist 

saw it as his mission to transfer planning responsibility to the 

state court system and his efforts were designed to further that 

goal. He now works for the administrative office, although in a 

somewhat different capacity (in judicial education). 

The Greater Milwaukee Planning Board is a regional entity 

within the network of the Wisconsin State planning agency. Five 

of its fifteen members are appointed by the governorj five by 

the county executivej and five by the mayor of Milwauke.e. 

Relationships with the SPA have been unhappy and counter­

productive. The Board resents the political motivations that 

govern SPA considerations. 

Conversations with the staff of the county executive and with 

the court in Milwaukee indicate, e. g., that the county district 

attorney is the political ally of the governor, and all his 

applications for funds are granted. Everyone else has a difficult 
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time. "The court is treated as shabbily as everyone else," 

said Judge Robert Curley, a member of the Greater Milwaukee 

Planning Board and chief administrative judge of i:he Milwaukee 

trial court. 

The needs of the court are apparent to a visitor who is told 

that some forty ju:l.ges are trying to function in a building that 

has only 36 courtrooms. There is also a lack of research personnel 

for the court. 

Proj ects supported by this Milwaukee regional board are 

rejected by the SPA and other projects lacking such local support 

are ramrodded through in the Milwaukee region by the SPA. 

Consequently, there is distrust and major difficulty in getting the 

SPA to be responsive to local needs as perceived by the Milwaukee 

regional board, whether these needs are court projects 0r others 

within the regional criminal justice system. 

The type of delegatbn which was envisioned is illustrated 

in the following passages extracted from a staff letter written for 

WCCJ in 1973. 

"A major ar'1a of potential conflict that should be settled 

is the role the Supreme Court through the Court Administrator's 

Office should play in the grant application process. The 1973 

action plan requires, as part of program 15, that local court 

applicants work closely with the office of Court Administrator 
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in preparing and evaluating their requests. The Court Admini­

strator is concerned on a daily basis with the smooth and efficient 

functioning of Wisconsin's judicial system. He is in a unique 

position to know whether a project will be duplicative or whether 

other .projects will have greater benefit to the system as a whole. 

He will also know whether a given court is the most appropriate 

place to experiment with a new procedure. It is for these reasons 

that the requirement of cooperation with the Court Administrator 

was included in the 1973 Plan. 

"Although the 1972 action plan does not contain a similar 

statement, cooperation with the Court Administrator's office 

would still be required. The reasons behind the rule are as 

valid in the use of 1972 funds as they are for 1973. In addition, 

the one local judicial grant that was funded during 1972, was 

required to seek review of the project by the Court Administrator's 

office before the regional council would approve of the grant 

request. 

"While it is clear that the Court Administrator should be 

used in reviewing grant applications, the question of What form 

the review should take remains. The Citizens' Study Committee 

on Judicial Organization has recommended that the Court 

Administrator become the central administrator for the entire 

Wisconsin jUdicial system. This recommendati.on is part of a 

large proposal that the state take over the financing of the entire 
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judiciary and that it be unified under the leadership of the 

Supreme Court. The Court Administrator would then be 

appointed by the Chief Justice. Ii these recommendations are 

adopted by Wisconsin, no grant applicatibn will be made without 

the approval of the Supreme Court through the Court Administrator. 

With a unifiF}d judicial system, there will be no possibility of a 

local judicial grant. 

"At the present time, however, the Supreme Court does not 

have the authority to control what the local judiciary requests 

from the Council. Nor would the Council grant such authority 

to the Supreme Court. Until Wisconsin adopts a unified judicial 

system, the Council should not impose such a system on the 

local judiciary. 

"In order to receive the benefit of the Court Administrator's 

knowledge of the judiciary and its needs, however, all local 

applicants for funds under programs 15 of the 1973 Plan and 

28 of the 1972 Plan should be required to obtain an Admi'nistrative 

Impact Report from the Supreme Court through the office of 

Court Administrator. This report would contain a summary of 

the benefits to be gained from the projects, whether the applicant 

is the best qualified to run the project and whether, it is the best 

utilization of existing funds. The report would be required to be 

included in this 'application before it is submitted to the Council 

for review by the staff. It should be of great benefit to the 
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courts staff in preparing their recommendations and to the 

Executive Committee of the Council in deciding whether to 

fund a given project." 

Changes appear to have taken place in Wisconsin in recent 

months. There has been a change of leadership of the SPA and 

a different climate from the past appears to have developed. 

An internal memo from the AOC appears to have leaked out and 

was interpreted by those in the SPA to mean that the administrative. 

office was going to try to take over all court planning. This was 

viewed as a threat, and the appropriate relationship between the 

two organizations is still to be resolved. 

California has had somewhat different experiences. Trans­

ference of planning responsibility to the AOC has been more 

difficult to accomplish, although substantial transfer has now 

taken place. The director of the SPA of another state indicated 

that he believed that the California Council on Criminal Justice 

(CCCJ) had decided to adopt a philosophy of II pl anning" for the 

whole system to a much greater extent than other SPAs. Some 

measure of support for that position came from interviews with 

the court specialist who pointed out that the problem with funding 

planning and re.:;earch groups in the courts (or other agencies 

for that matter) was the fact that they developed projects and 

expected them to be funded! 
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California has' a history of having extremely small 

percentages of block grant monies going to courts. Two to 

three years ago an attempt was made to redress this deficiency 

by developing a system development plan for courts, prosecution 

and defense. State court leadership per ceive that this plan 

was developed in the absense of their rights and influence. 

Ultimately the AOe did acquire substantial responsibility for 

direction of approximately half of the projects which were 

eventually funded, but it still feels that many projects funded 

were outside their own priorities. 

The CCCJ has been subject to considerable legislative review 

during its existence. In fact, it is the only SPA of the four exa,mined 

to be governed by statute. Recently, a new statute (AB 1306) has 

been passed which restructures CCCJ, putting it within a larger 

executive office of Criminal Justice Planning. This statute 

(effective January I, 1974) also established an office of Judicial 

Criminal Justice Planning with responsibility, not comRletely 

defined, to review all court projects and to "plan" for the court 

system. It is informative that the AOC believes that this authority 

was only obtained through effective legislative maneuvering, 

rather than through direct agreement with the SPA. 

The language of the statute which establishes the JPC is as 

follows: 
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"Chapter 4. Criminal Justice Planning Committee 
For State Judicial System: 

"13830. There is hereby created in state government 

a Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee of 

seven members. The Judicial Council shall appoint 

the members of the committee who shall hold office 

at its pleasure. In this respect the Legislature finds 

as follows: 

(a) The California court system has a constitutionally 

established independence under the judicial and separation 

of power clauses of the State Constitution. 

(b) The California court system has a statewide 

structure created under the Constitution, state statutes 

and state court rules, and the Judicial Council of California 

is the Constitutionally established state agency having 

responsibility for the operation of that structure. 

(c) The California court system will be directly affected 

by the criminal justice planning that will be done under this 

title and by the federal grants that will be made to implement 

that planning. 

(d) For effective planning and implementation of court 

projects it is essential that the executive Office of Criminal 

Justice Planning have the advice and assistance of a state 

judicial system planning committee. 
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"13831. The California Council on Criminal Justice 

may request the advice and assistance of the Judidal 

Criminal Justice Planning Committee in carrying out 

its functions under Chapter 2 of this title. 

"13832. The Office of Criminal Justice Planning shall 

consult with, and shall seek the advice of, the JUdicial 

Criminal Justice Planning Committee in carrying out 

its functions under Chapter 3 of this title insofar as 

they affect the California court system. 

"In addition, any grant of federal funds made or 

approved by the office which is to be implemented in 

the California court system shall be submitted to the 

Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee for its 

review and recommendations before being presented 

to the California Council on Criminal Justice for its 

action. 

"13833. The expenses necessarily incurred by the 

members of the JUdicial Criminal Justice Planning 

Committee in the performance of their duties under 

this title shall be paid by the Judicial Council. but it 

shall be reimbursed by the Office of CrIminal ~ustice 

Planning to the extent that federal funds can be made 

available for that purpose. Staff support for the 

committee1s activities shall be provided by the 
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Judicial Council, but the cost of that staff support 

shall be reimbursed by the Office of Criminal 

Justice Planning to the extent that federal funds 

can be made available for that purpose. 

,"13834. The committee shall report annually, on 

or before December 31 of each year, to the Governor 

and to the Legislature on items affecting judicial 

system improvements. II 

In summary, all of the states examined have developed an 

increasing capability to plan for themselves over the past few 

years. This responsibility was either handed over voluntarily 

by the SP Ai as in Georgia and Arizona - and Wisconsin in the 

early years - or reluctantly, as in California and, perhaps, 

Wisconsin, at present. The movement may have been 

accelerated by strong executive desire for court improvement, 

desire for an objective, balanced planning process (early 

Wisconsin and perhaps Georgia) or strong court influence on the 

SPA (Arizona). 

This increased planning capability can be correlated 

generally with increasing court participation in the use of 

LEAA money, especially at the state level (or at least increased 

satisfaction with the access to that money). Although amounts 

going to courts. per ~ are always difficult to identify exactly. 
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in most instances courts have started slmyly and participated 

to an increasing degree in nearly every state (with the possible 

exception of Wisconsin - although that is not clear). Even in 

California, where conflict has historically existed, the advent 

of planning has seen a growth in participation at the state level. 

It seems evident that if the planning process is an objective 

process, it is absolutely essential that comprehensive court 

inputs be received. And the existence of a planning capability 

in the court system should go a long way towards ensuring 

coherent and logical inputs. 

If the distribution process is essentially based on political 

power, then it is possible that the courts can get all the money 

they want without having to develop a good plan for its use. The 

team does not believe that this is a desirable state of affairs; the 

money still has to be spent logically and planning rationalizes 

this distribution. Of course, it is probably more likely that the 

court does not have the power to get whatever it wants and that, 

in fact, it suffers from an inability to get access to funds. In 

this instance, the existence of the planning capability improves 

the changes of the court getting funding even in an otherwise 

hostile environment. 

It is our consensus, therefore, that development of planning 

capability in state court systems is of central importance. 

Although this view has been officially endorsed numerous times 

78. 



1862 

previously, it is apparent that rhetoric is not enough and that 

persistent efforts have to be made to ensure that this capability 

is developed. 

It should be pointed out that the existence of a planning 

capability, however competent, cannot in itself overcome all 

problems. It is still possible that a hostile political environment 

suppresses meaningful court participation. If political relation­

ships in the state are such that thel'e is conflict between the 

executive and judicial branches (as in California), it is unreason­

able to expect this block grant program to totally overcome those 

realities. 

As planning capability has developed at the state court level, 

a number of issues start to come into focus: 

First of all, the court system seeks to define the extent of 

its responsibility for court planning at the state level. Most 

theoretical discussions of this issue revolve around whether 

courts should be given a certain percentage of the funds .to do 

with as they will, or whether they should develop their plans 

and then bring them to the common political arena to compete 

both for a share of the total resources and for the money for 

the specific projects, which presumably opens up these projects 

to revision by the other components. As a practical matter, 

every one of the states visited utilizes the latter method. No 

state delegates authority to the court system to plan in isolation, 
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although it is fair to say that those states where the judiciary 

is powerful in the SPA structure (e. g., Arizona), probably 

can approach that state of affairs in practice. 

The other area of concern addresses the responsibility 

of the state level planning unit for court projects emanating 

from local trial courts. Each of the state planning agencies 

examined uses local planning regions to develop local inputs 

into state plans and to approve local projects before forwarding 

them to the state level for ultimate action. Three of the states 

examined utilized local governmnent planning units (COGS) to 

supply this service, whereas the fourth ctr.te (California) 

utilized a mixture of COGS and separate regional justice 

planning boards. The states varied in the amount of authority 

delegated to those local units. California has delegated 

considerable autonomy to the regions but the other states have 

delegated much less. This is probably a function of size and 

a function of the existence or absence of strong political,centers 

in the state. Thus, Arizona and Georgia are reasonably 

centralized as in Wisconsin, with the exception of the Milwaukee 

region. California has numerous political centers, and some 

have such large populations that they are responsible for vast 

sums of money (e. g., the Los Angeles Region is responsible 

for approximately $12 million in 1975, compared with $4.6 

million for the State of Arizona in the same year). 
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The issue is basically whether state court administration 

can control local court projects. It would appear that in all 

the states examined, state court administration strongly 

influences projects that are submitted. or it has the potential 

of so doing. However. no state court system has an absolute 

veto within the SPA. Instead. the amount of influence exerted 

appears to parallel the power relationships in the state. Thus. 

in Arizona a project not approved by the Supreme Court would 

almost certainly not be funded. In Georgia. that is probably 

true also. although the administrative office of the courts has 

not yet developed sufficient information and staff to be able to 

review all projects properly. In Wisconsin, the state court 

administration strongly influences the ultimate decision, but 

it is probable that politically powerful judges in Milwaukee 

might be able to get projects funded without state court approval, 

especially if the project were supported by executive agencies. 

In California, it is certainly true that court projects not· approved 

or given priority by the Judicial Planning Committee can still 

be funded. The state planning agency has taken pains to point 

out that the role of the Judicial Pla.>ming Committee is to 

review and comment only. 

IU summary, no state court system has an ultimate veto 

although some come close to it. We understand that in some 

juriSdictions (e. g., New Jersey). state court administration 
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has veto power merely by exercising Supreme Court rule­

making power to preclude local judges from making application 

without Supreme Court approval. 

It is possible that courts could be much more active and 

attempt to plan comprehensively at a state level for all the 

courts within the state. None of the states examined had 

developed a significant capability to do that. Arizona did 

not supply significant assistance to local trial courts and 

viewed many of the local projects as being beyond their concern. 

Local court administrators who were interviewed indicated that 

they received no assistance in this area, but they were supportive 

of an arrangement which would allow that to take place. The new 

director of the AOC in Georgia has not been there long enough 

to have developed this capability but he indicated in conversation 

that this might be part of his future plans. Wisconsin is thinking 

in terms of developing a comprehensive court plan but, similarly, 

has not yet developed the real capability of doing that. California 

has begun to develop that capability with the establishment of the 

JUdicial Planning Committee with full time staff, but that has 

only been in existence for less than a year and is still developing 

its own plans. 

All of the states examined have fragmented court systems 

with some central organization but with substantial autonomy 

left in local courts and substantial power in the hands of local 
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government. Although Arizona viewed itself as a unified 

system because of the strong rule-making power exercised 

by the Supreme Court. it is not a unified system according 

to other generally accepted definitions. As a consequence, 

there has been no broad planning capability ~n existence. It 

would appear that if a responsive planning capability is to be 

developed to fit these types of systems. then a mechanism will 

need to be developed to get inputs from local courts. Arizona 

has no formal mechanism for doing that. There is no judicial 

council or even standing committees at the state level. On the 

other hand. both Georgia and California have judicial councils 

with broad-based representation from trial courts of several 

levels. The Wisconsin Supreme Court works with the 

administrative committee of courts of the Judicial Conference 

and with other groups of Judges. 

Even those states with judicial councils probably need to 

develop responsive groups committed only to development of 

the plans for block grant funds. Only California presently has 

such a formal group (perhaps because of the complexity of the 

state). 

Once the plan is developed (and prior to that time) the 

individual courts almost certail.1.ly need assistance in 

conceptualizing specific proJects, writing grants and guiding 

the projects through the complicated administrative and 
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political pitfalls of the approval process. Again, only 

California has developed that formal responsibility for a 

planning group. and has hiredan individual to spend full 

time travelling across the state to various courts. It is 

important to point out that the SPA views this role with 

some concern, and the individual is precluded from contacting 

regional justice planning boards directly without going through 

Sacramento1s formal channels. 

InCidentally, the AGC also supplies technical assistance 

to courts in the area of calendar management and undoubtedly 

the team members supply assistance to courts seeking to 

pursue grants. 

Overall, the amount of active effort expended in developing 

local court plans rod projects seems to be limited in each of 

the states although the first tentative steps are being taken in 

that direction. The team believes that it is completely feasible 

to develop this capability to a greater extent within the dourt 

systems examined. This approach would enable coort systems 

to begin to coordinate their total activities to get some of the 

benefits of centralization while maintaining some local autonomy. 

In addition, if the court system were to truly unifY,at a later date, 

the administrative arrangement adopted could be transferred, 

lock, stock, and barrel. 

84. 

60-587 0 - 70 - pt.2 - 50 



1868 

E. Effects of LEAA Funding on Court Unification 

The team was particularly interested in the effect of LEAA 

funding upon the structure of the court systems being examined. 

It was aware that there were claims that the present system was 

counterproductive, that it encouraged the existence of fragmented 

structures by piecemeal ftIDding and that it penalized a state 

which established a unified system. Accordingly, in every state 

visited the state court leadership was asked whether SPA funding 

processes had encouraged or discouraged the modernization of the 

state court system, with specific emphasis on unification; 

In the State of Georgia the answer was emphatic. The SPA 

had been one of the prime movers in the establishment of the 

Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) as well as other central 

court institutions. It had planned funding of court projects with 

state court leaders, and was now considering transference of yet 

more of that responsibility to state court leadership. There was 

a similar response in Arizona. The state court leadership views 

that the state is unified and considers that SPA funding patterns 

have served to reinforce that central authority by giving a broad 

administrative grant to the supreme court, funding a planner, 

etc. 

In Wisconsin. in spite of the present conflict, the state court 

leadership view that the patterns of funding in the past have been 

supportive of unification. The Citizens Commission on Judicial 
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Process which was funded by WCCJ came out strongly in favor 

of further court unification. Subsequently, an administrative 

staff has been established at the AGC using grant funds. A 

planner has been hired and the AGC has influence on all court 

projects funded in the state, including regional projects. 

In California it cannot be said that funding patterns were 

deliberately designed to support unification. However, it 

appears that this has been the result for two contradictory 

reasons. First, a number of projects have been funded at the 

state level. This allows the AGC to supply direct services to 

local trial courts, to experiment with possible alternate 

structures and to generally reinforce its administrative capabili­

ties. Second, in response to feelings of exclusion, the AGC 

managed to establish a planning group for the first time. This 

group is funded to plan for LEAA funds at present, but it can 

logically plan for the total court system. The state court 

leadership in California does not believe that LEAA fUJ;lding 

has been destructive of movements to unification. Without 

exception, the courts in every one of the states examined were 

financed by a combination of funding sources. Trial courts were 

supported substantially at the county level and, in fact, generally 

it was only judges I salaries (or percentages thereof) that 

were funded at the state level. As a consequence, the pattern 

of regular expenditures roughly corresponded to the pattern of 

expenditures utilized with state p'.anning agencies for 
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distribution of grant monies. This means that in the states 

examined, the block grant monies did not distort the funding 

patterns already established in the states" 

It is important to point out that the team did not examine 

a court system that is financed completely at the state level or 

a court system that is funded essentially completely locally. 

In both instances, it is possible that the funding patterns imposed 

by the LEAA legislation might be out of concert with the pattern 

of expenditures in the state concerned. The state court admini­

strator from North Carolina was asked what his experience had 

been in his fiscally unified court system. He indicated that his 

experience had been satisfactory to date but it was unclear 

whether the variable pass through formula accommodated the 

needs of his system or not. It is suggested that this area be 

examined further. Some individuals in state planning agencies 

have suggested that "sign off" and waiver mechanisms can be 

used to good effect to overcome any legislative difficulties, but 

the team has no empirical evidence bearing on the issue. 

The team was aware of proposals by some that all court 

monies be given to state court leadership for distribution. 

Certainly a procedure of that type would assist un~ication move­

ments by centralizing authority in supreme courts and state court 

administrators. Recognizing that following such a pattern of 

funding would mean that LEAA would be imposing a different 
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pattern of funding upon the states than the one most states 

have presently chosen for themselves, the team asked the 

judiciary in each state visited whether that would be an 

appropriate path for a federal agency program to follow. 

The general opinion was that this would be unacceptable 

inter.ference in the internal affairs of the states. Although 

this statement was sometimes modified by the obvious desire 

to move towards a more unified structure, on balance there 

were few individuals who sought to follow this route. 

In summary, it appears that the present funding patterns 

have encouraged unification by developing improved adininistra­

tive capabilities at the state level. These patterns have not 

gone as far as to compel states to adopt a highly centralized 

system in order to get the money and it is doubtful that using 

the monies in that way would be appropriate. The situation with 

fiscally unified systems is much less clear. There is still con­

siderable suspicion that a unified system might be penalized for 

choosing that mode of organization. If further examination 

confirms those fears, then legislative change will probably 

be required. In the interim, guidelines for accommodating 

the unified system through waivers, etc., might be considered. 
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F. Areas of Conflict Between SPAs and Courts 

In carrying out this assignment, particular attention was paid 

to areas of conflict between state planning agencies and the courts. 

This was not because of any deliberate desire to emphasise 

incompatibility, but because it was felt that examination of 

these areas might shed light upon the nature of the relationships 

between the two branches of government. The team was particu­

larly interested in whether court claims of undue executive 

interference in internal court affairs had any validity. 

In Georgia, the team did not learn of any problems or 

incidents which shed light on this issue. Similarly, in Arizona 

there was little information of pertinence. Conflict in the state 

was limited to the local level. Only two specific instances were 

brought to our attention. The only issue which directly relates 

was the finding that some study work in a local municipal court 

was embarked upon by the local government without the approval 

of the AOC. The AOC made a strong point that such an €vent would 

not take place again. 

In Wisconsin, a number of conflict areas were in evidence. 

There are a whole group of specific issues which can be classified 

as personnel issues. Apparently there was considerable difficulty 

in getting projects initiated in the courts in early years. However, 

in 1973, a number of staff positions were authorized for the 
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administrative office of the courts and the director was 

authorized to select individuals. Apparently great frustration 

arose in the state planning agency because of the amount of time 

taken to fill the positi.ons (over six months). In addition, SPA 

staff were concerned about the system used to select people, 

which was defined by one person as the old "buddy system." 

It was felt that as a result, the quality of the people chosen 

may not have been the best. This was interpreted by some 

to have led to a change of attitude in the state planning agency 

and a feeling that it had to intervene in these decisions because 

of deficiencies in the court. They indicated that there were 

concerns about the amount of compliance with affirmative action 

programs. This sort of attitude in some instances is transferred 

into criticism of personalities, with some state planning agency 

staff feeling that the present state court administration was a 

barrier to improvement. 

This set of attitudes was reinforced when a deputy, state 

court administrator in Milwaukee was found to be attending law 

school full time while holding down a full time, paid position 

(funded by a grant from the Council). This story hit the press 

and became a public issue resulting in criticism of the agencies 

involved. 

Another personnel issue arose when the court obtained grant 

funds for a district court administrative position in Eau Claire. 

90. 



1874 

The AOC recruited for the position but came to the conclusion 

that a higher salary than that originally authorized would have 

to be paid to obtain the type of individual they desired. The 

SPA persisted in establishing a salary less than that. and 

expressed reluctance to fund at a higher level. It requested 

a review of the salary by the department of personnel, which 

the court feels infringes on its rights as a separate branch of 

government. 

These issues can be summarized by saying that the court 

feels that the SPA is becoming involved in personnel issues 

which are not within its domain and which should be decided 

within the court system. At the very least, it believes that the 

AOC should prevail in cases of disagreement in these areas. 

On the other hand, the state planning agency feels that its staff 

have to be involved in these deCisions, either because of 

overriding public policy interest, e. g., affirmative action, or 

because the present policies of the court were deficient.or 

ineffectively executed. 

Another area of concern to both the SPA and the Supreme 

Court is the degree to which planning responsibility is delegated 

to the courts, At one time an earlier court specialist had as his 

priority the development of planning capability in the AOe. Prior 

to March 1973, planning for courts was done in isolation from 

the courts themselves, but at that time a policy waS initiated 
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that all court projects would be reviewed by the AOC. This 

concept was supported by the Chief Justice. by the Citizens 

Commission on JUdicial Process and by the court specialist. 

The court specialist was attempting to promote a system 

whereby the AOC would work with local courts and local 

regional councils to develop local projects. He felt that the 

courts should prioritize all local projects and submit that 

plan to the SPA for final action. 

About that time the new director of the council began to 

initiate a new policy towards the regions. Whereas. before. 

most decisions were made centrally in the SPA. the new policy 

was to delegate more authority to the regions to handle their 

own affairs. At the same time. some of the personnel issues 

previously alluded to had come to the forefront and the attitude 

towards the courts was reported to change in the planning agency. 

These developments caused the SPA to question whether the 

courts should be given more influence and autonomy. There were 

fears that if the court was allowed this special arrangement. all 

of the other agencies would demand separation and it would be 

difficult to deny them. It was conveyed as "why are the courts 

different from anyone else in this regard?" In a r~lated develop­

ment. the court speCialist was placed in a probationary status 

because of "lack of critical judgment in regard to courts." 
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Some of these conflicts seem to have developed because 

of internal problems in the state planning agency. There had 

been a recent change of leadership at the SPA. The previous 

director was replaced, and rumor had it that the present 

director would leave after the election (and indeed that came 

to pass shortly after the team's visit). Staff turnover was 

considerable, with fifteen people having left in the past year 

(of a total of 30 to 40). It can be seen that the leak of a memo 

from the AOC saying that the new court planner would write 

the court section of the comprehensive plan might ue viewed 

as a threatening act. Undoubtedly, these fears were com­

pounded by the fact that a number of the staff of the SPA were 

hired by the AOC to fill the positions funded by the council 

grants. The court planner and a key fiscal officer were among 

those making the transition. Although the AOC takes pains to 

say that it did not attempt to hire people away and that the 

individuals concerned all applied after positions were a.t).nounced 

publicly, the development obviously complicates relations. 

In a related area, conflict has arisen over the funding of 

projects within the AOC. Historically, projects have been 

funded for three years by the Wisconsin Council on Criminal 

Justice if they are satisfactory projects. In this particular 

fiscal year, the WCCJ has stated that there are insufficient funds 

available for all continuation projects and that therefore some 
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court projects will have to be curtailed prior to the three year 

deadline. The reason given for cutting off support for the AGe 

staff positions is that the positions are integral parts of the 

AGe and that they should be assumed in the regular budget. 

As the court is i,n a position to obtain funding directly through 

its own sum sufficient budget. the transition should be made 

now and the monies used for other priority areas. 

The court does not disagree with the basic argument but 

points out that they are being discriminated against, that they 

are being placed in a strategically difficult position. and that 

they had assurances of funding earlier and resent the changes. 

which they see as unjustified. Whether the interpretation is 

correct or not. they view the development as a hostile act 

designed to punish the courts. 

There are other areas of conflict which bear upon major 

policy issues. First, the state has taken the position that all 

funding of criminal justice information systems would be 

curtailed until the issue of privacy of information is resolved 

and appropriate protections built into the system. The courts 

have spent considerable time and energy (especially in 

Milwaukee) attempting to design case following systems to be 

used for local court management. Thus. curtailment of 

activity affects them greatly and the decision is viewed as 

unjustified interference in court affairs. It would appear that 
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case following systems can be designed which do not impose 

on individual rights. Exploration of whether such projects 

would be funded by WCCJ with a top policy maker for the 

WCCJ supervisory board (the governor's advisor) indicated 

that that is possible. The issue, however, remains - who 

should decide upon the appropriateness of proceeding or not. 

Another major issue lies in the area of defense services. 

At the supreme court level. the pUblic defender's office is 

within the jUdicial branch, although not everyone in the 

judiciary is happy with that arrangement. In any event. the 

supreme court has taken the position that established law 

and other constraints preclude this office from representing 

individuals who seek to appeal state court decisions to the 

federal courts. Apparently the executive branch is unhappy 

with that arrangement, and there is some belief that state 

public defender projects will not be funded unless they supply 

that type of representation. Conversations with the chairman 

of the council indicated that this is not the official council 

position but the fears remain. The chief justice indicated that 

it is inappropriate to condition a project upon pursuance of 

areas which the agency is precluded from examinit:g because 

of law. However, no problem was seen in funding another 

project to deJ.l with a special area in addition to the funding of 

other defender services. Of course, a decision which involved 
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funding of the governor's project to the exclusion of the 

"court" project would raise more difficult issues. 

Another area thought to be of importance by the supreme 

court administrator can be defined as attitudinal. He perceived 

that the chief justice was not treated respectfully by WCCJ 

staff or board members when the chief justice appeared before 

them. Examples ofletters writtenby lower level staff in the 

SPA to the chief justice announcing major policy decisions 

were cited as examples of inappropriate behavior. 

The court expressed concern that there was no official 

representative of the supreme court (e. g •• the administrative 

office of the courts) serving on the Wisconsin Council on 

Criminal Justice. The judge presently serving was described 

by the court leadership as having done a political favor for the 

governor and the governor reCiprocated the favor by placing him 

on the council. There is at least one vacancy on the council at 

present. and a gesture by the governor placing an official court 

delegate on the council might go a long way towards mending 

relations. 

To summarize the basic questions raised by these issues 

are as follows: 

1. The court believes that not only must judicial decisions 

on individual cases be protected from interference by other 

branches of government but that all the areas presently 
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grouped under what is called modern court administration. 

e. g., personnel, finance. planning, internal policy, 

should also be precluded from interference. They point 

out that the judicial branch is governed by the need to 

protect minority rights and that it therefore cannot be 

governed by the majority decisions appropriate for other 

branches. 

The judges believe the balance of power should shift, 

that they should make the basic decisions in the judicial· 

area subject only to review and comment by the executive 

branch, rather than the reverse. They point out that the 

nature of the judicial branch is such that it can work with 

other parts of the system only in very specific. limited 

ways. 

2. The executive feels that while individual decisions 

in individual cases are not appropriately influenced by other 

branches of government, the other administrative areas are 

appropriate issues of joint concern. Executive branch 

representatives feel that the court does not totally control 

public policy making in these areas and that traditionally 

and appropriately the executive and legislative branches 

have been involved in the decision making. Furthermore, 

they feel that such involvement is important because reform 

comes only from outside. 
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Interviews of individuals in Wisconsin indicate a belief 

that these questions are major policy issues which naturally 

become areas of conflict when an agency such as WCCJ is 

given responsibility for the whole system. However. those 

interviewed also believed that these conflict areas were 

capable of cooperative resolution. although personality 

considerations. which were of some importance in the state. 

seriously affect the liklihood of reasonable compromise taking 

place. 

California was the other state which had experienced 

conflict over some specific issues. In the last few years there 

has been conflict between the jUdiciary and the executive branch 

over some major policy issues. It is not surprising that this 

conflict appears to have spilled over to the relationship between 

the state planning agency and the AOC. 

The basic conflict has been the degree to which the judicial 

branch should influence the distribution of money by the ' California 

Council on Criminal Justice. For many years. state court 

administration has complained about the paucity of money going 

to the judicial branch in California. The AOe has persistently 

attempted to persuade CCCJ to increase its allotments in this 

area. pointing out that California consistently ranked among the 

states allocating the smallest amount of money to courts. 
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Attempts to increase the amounts expended have shown results 

with time, and staff members of the JPC and SPA both now 

say that things are better. Analysis of the figures expended, 

however, shows that significant improvements still need to 

be made. 

Parallel to the issue of amount of judicial participation 

has been the issue of the type of projects approved for funding. 

The AGC has persistently claimed that planning in the court 

area was controlled by the executive branch, pointing to the 

development of project lists which include many projects that 

would not be approved by the court leadership or, alternately, 

would not be given the priority they received. Examples of 

some of these areas follow. 

There is or was considerable executive interest in two 

areas of judicial branch operations. First, the previous 

governor was most desirous of reestablishing the death penalty 

in California, and generally felt that sentencing should be 

toughened. Second, the governor felt that present search and 

seiZUre constraints result in criminals going free, and he 

desired to reverse that trend. Both areas were reputed to be 

high on his list of priorities and both areas have seen conflict 

with the Judicial branch. 

It can be seen that there are a number of issues of conflict 

which, in essence, are functions of political philosophy. The 
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executive had a conservative philosophy and sought to forward 

projects which reflect that philosophy. The judiciary does 

not share that philosophy to the same degree. especially in 

the area of constitutional protections. 

This issue has not been only between the executive branch 

and the judicial branch. California has an extremely strong 

legislature that has taken a considerable interest m the 

operations of the SPA. It has regulated the agency through 

statute from its very inception (1967-68). Several attempts 

were subsequently made to revise the statutes governing 

CCCJ out at least two proposals were vetoed by the governor. 

Finally a new statute (AB 1306) was passed which revised the 

whole structure and strengthened judicial participation. It took 

effect on January 1. H174. During these years there has been 

considerable legislative maneuvering. The AOC has considerable 

skill in this area. as the director came to his position from the 

legislature and the office maintains a full time legislative 

representative in Sacramento. 

The statute gave birth to the new committee of JUdicial 

Criminal Justice Planning which was to review all judicial projects. 

At the present time the committee is attempting to, establish and 

define its authority. In this regard. there are a number of 

differences petween the SPA and the JPC. The SPA believes 

that the committee is purely advisory and that it can approve 
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a project even if the JPC disapproves, There are questions 

about whether review of the plan by the JPC suffices or whether 

actual review of specific projects could take place subsequently. 

There are questions about whether failure of the JPC to act at 

one meeting automatically delays the project or whether the 

SPA could go ahead anyway under these conditions. Finally 

there is the sensitive issue of the relationship between the 

JPC and local regions and courts. 

In all. the JPC has been born out of conflict. There are 

those in executive agencies (including the LEAA regional office) 

who believe that the judges are arrogant, that they just want the 

money handed over to them to do as they will. There are 

criticisms of the personalities in the AOC and claims of empire 

building. There are expressions of feelings that judges are 

politicians who should be able to compete in this arena. They 

say that if they cannot compete it is because of incompetance 

and not because they lack influence. Ironically. they point to 

the legislative success in establishing the JPC as an example of 

the influence they have, which is an interesting paradox. The 

difference between the ability to influence a legislative arena 

and an executive arena was not discussed. InCidentally, their 

claims are reminiscent of those expressed in Wisconsin by the 

Governor's advisor who claimed that judges have power and 

one of the sources of their power is their position, in that they 

are above negotiation and politics. 
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During the field work. the team found no evidence that 

attempts were being made to utilize the monies in the state 

planning agency in order to influence individual decisions in 

individual court cases. There were rumors in one state that 

SPA staff had been heard to remark that the court would only 

get more funding when the quality of their decisions improved. 

but that is hardly evidence of interference. It is certainly true 

that attempts were made to influence the processes used in the 

courts. especially the administration. but the appropriateness 

of that type of influence is a very different question. 

There is another .area of conflict which affects courts which 
r 

is separable from the state executive - jUdicial conflict. This 

problem relates to the relationship between local trial courts 

and units of local government. In Maricopa County.· Arizona. 

the presiding judge of the superior court is desirous of receiving 

a small amount of grant money from the Arizona Justice Planning 

Agency for a specific project. Apparently this project falls within 

the priorities of JPA and they are prepared to fund the project. 

However. the local county government does not want the project 

funded and has objected to the grant being submitted directly by 

the court. As the county does not have to supply any direct 

matching fu.w.al contribution. the conflict is almost completely 

philosophical in nature. At the present time, the subject is still 

at issue and the judge is ordering the county government to sign 
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the applic ation. utilizing 'the "inhe rent rights" argument that 

the court should decide upon its own needs. 

Although the team sympathized with the court in this matter. 

it believes the issue to be one between the trial court and county 

government. The SPA has not contributed to this conflict and 

it is unreasonable to expect that the SPA mechanism can resolve 

every point of political conflict in the state. 

In contrast. considerable concern was expressed by some 

court officials of the processes and procedures being followed 

oy the states in establishing standards and goals for the courts. 

They considered that the whole process was dominated by the 

exceutive and that court involvement was extremely slight. It 

was predicted that considerable friction would arise in the future 

as courts seek to get specific projects funded within the frame­

work of these adopted standards and goals, 

G. Court Representation on Criminal Justice Planning Boards 

It is important that the judiciary receive adequate represen­

tation on the boards which decide upon the allocation of priorities 

for the expenditures of the limited amount of block grant funds 

available. if there is to be an objective allocation •. Accordingly. 

wherever possible. the team determined the degree to which 

the jUdiciary is represented on state boards and local boards. 
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Wi.sconsin 

The Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice had only 

one judge on its planning council, which consists of 19 members. 

Even that judge is not an official representative of the judiciary. 

He was perceived to be an associate of the governor and the state 

court leadership indicates that he does not officially speak. for 

them. There are vacancies on the council at the present time, 

but no official contacts have been made with a view to obtaining 

official court representatives on the board of the council. 

The regional criminal justice planning councils all have 

judges serving (with the exception of the northeast region). 

One region has three judges but the majority have one or two. 

"In toto," there are 14 judicial representatives of a total of 142 

(9. 9 percent). The team was not able to ascertain the degree 

to which these judges are representative of the local bench. 

However, in Milwaukee, which has a somewhat special situation, 

the judiciary does not have an official representative, aGcording 

to the local administrative judge. In that city, a memorandum of 

agreement has been established which allows the members of the 

local planning council to be selected by a variety of groups rather 

than all by the governor directly. Of the 21 members, seven are 

appointed by the governor, six by the mayor, five by the county 

executive, and three by an intergovernmental council. No 

specific provisions are made for judicial representation amongst 

these various appointments, although one judge is presently serving. 
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JUDICIAL REPRESENTATION ON WISCONSIN 

REGIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COUNCILS 

Region 

Northwest 
Northeast 
Upper West Central 
Lower West Central 
Central 
East Central 
Southwest 
South Central 
Southeast 
Milwaukee Metro 

No. of JUdges Current Membership 

2 15 
o 11 
2 16 
2 14 
1 14 
1 12 
1 14 
3 14 
1 13 
1 19 

14 (9. 9%) 142 

WCCJ JUDICIAL REPRESENTATION 

No. of Judges Current Membership 

1 (5.3%) 19 

Arizona 

The Arizona State Justice Planning Agency was created 

by executive order (68-3) on November IS, 1968. That order did 

not specifically define the membership of the governi~g board, 

other than to say that the members would be chosen by the 

governor and would be representative of the police, prosecution, 

corrections and court functions on the state level; and the police, 

prosecution, corrections, and general government function on 

the local level. Provisions were made for public representation. 
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Once formed, the agency adopted the task force approach 

and established one task force on "Courts and Prosecution." 

Decisions of this task force were advisory to the governing 

board. 

At the time the team visited Phoenix, there were 15 active 

board members and at least one vacancy. The membership was 

as follows: 

State Government 

1. Chief Justice 
2. Justice of the Court of Appeals 
3. Attorney General 
4. Director of Public Safety 
5. Director of Department of Corrections 

Local Government 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 

Judge, Superior Court 
Police Chief 
County Attorney 
Supervisor 
Supervisor 
Mayor 

Advisory Members 

12. Senator 

Public. 

13. One Member 

Tuscon 
Phoenix 
Coconino County 
Maricopa County 
Santa Cruz County 
City of Tuscon 

Regional Planning Agency Member 

14. Chairman - Region I 
15. Chairman - Region II 
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It can be seen that the courts are very well represented on 

this board. There are three judges on the board, including 

the chief justice, who attends regularly. In addition, the 

attorney general and a county attorney serve. which brings 

the membership of courts and prosecution up to one third of 

the total. As there are public members and legislative 

representatives, the court does not find itself at a disadvantage 

in this arena. In fact. it would appear that the contrary is the 

case and that the police have very little representation. Only 

the director of the department of public safety and one police 

chief serve. 

The COUrts and prosecution task force is completely made 

up of judges and prosecutors with the exception of the Dean of 

the College of Law of the University of Arizona. There are twelve 

members in all. 

California 

The California Council on Criminal Justice is the 

supervisory board of the state planning agency. This council is 

composed of the follOWing members: 

The Attorney General 

The Administrative Director of the Courts 

13 Members appointed by the Governor 
2 of Whom shall be the Commissioner of 

the Department of the Highway Patrol and a 
representative of state corrections agencies 
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5 Members appointed by the Senate Rules Committee 

5 Members appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly 

The appointees of the governor must include: a chief of police • . ",~ 
a district attorney. a sheriff. a public defender. a county 

probation officer. one member of a city council, one member 

of a county board of supervisors. a representative of the 

commission on police officer standards and training. a faculty 

member of a college or university qualified in criminology. 

police science or law, and a person qualified in research, 

development and systems technology. The speaker of the 

assembly and the senate committee on rules must include among 

their appointments a judge designated by the Judicial Council, 

one private citizen, a representative of the cities, a representative 

of the counties. and six persons who shall be elected officials of 

county or city government or appointed officials of county or city 

criminal justice agencies. 

It can be seen that state court leadership has at least two 

official representatives on the council at this time. In earlier 

days, there was apparently no such representation and the 

chairman of one of the legislative justice committees was 

expected to speak on behalf of state court leadership. As he 

was not able to attend frequently, the court leadership was not 

adequately represented. Even at the present time, the court 

representation is relatively low. 
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This relatively slight representation is mitigated somewhat 

by the creation of the Judicial r;~'iminal Justice Planning 

Committee (JPC) for the state judicial system. The seven 

members of this committee are appointed by the Judicial 

Council and hold office at its pleasure. They review all grant 

requests being submitted to the state planning agency and make 

recommendations. The committee is composed exclusively of 

superior and municipal court judges and it is chaired by a 

justice of the court of appeals. It has a small staff of its own. 

Georgia 

The membership of the State Crime Commission is 

defined in an executive order. It is composed of the following 

members: 

The Governor 
The Attorney General 
The Commissioner Dept. of Offender Rehabilitation 
The Commissioner Dept. of Human Resources 
The Commissioner Dept. of Public Safety 
The Director Division of Investigation 
A representative of state bar 
A representative of Association of Chiefs of Police 
A representative of National Council on Crime and 

Delinquency (Georgia) 
A representative of Municipal Association 
A representative of Juvenile Court Judges Association 
A representative of Juvenile Court Workers Association 
A representative of :j?eace Officers Association 
A representative of State Advisory Board on Area 

Planning and Development 
A representative of Pardons and Paroles Board 
A representative of Sheriffs Association 
A representative of Association of County Commissioners 
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A sociologist from academia 
Any additional citizen members appointed 

by the Governor 

There is no official representative of state court leadership on 

the crime commission. but this is not viewed as a prejudicial 

act by state court leadership. They indicated that this was a 

holdover from earlier days when there was no judicial council 

or administrative office of the courts. They believed that 

their interests were adequately represented and were confident 

that they could obtain representation should they so desire. 

Surprisingly. the courts committee was also devoid of 

official state court leadership. 

In summary. the judiciary is underrepresented on the 

governing boards in every state visited with the ex.·~Bption of 

the State of Arizona. Apparently this situation is not restricted 

to the four states visited. The COSCA Committee on 

Federal-State Relations determined that a majority of state 

court administrators feel that the judiciary is underrepresented 

on SPA supervisory boards and twenty one administrators feel 

that the judiciary is not fairly represented on the supervisory 

board or on other boards and committees. Tne findings of the 

team suuport those beliefs. In addition. it was fo~nd that in 

many states the judicial representative was not representative 

of the judiciary as an institution and that this was the cause of 

considerable dissatisfaction in the states concerned. It is true 
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that selection of a representative is difficult. especially when 

courts are not organized, but there is significant room for 

improvement. 

Although strong jUdicial representation on the supervisory 

board does not guarantee, in itself, that the judicial component 

of a state plan is comprehensive. it certainly results in a higher 

degree of satisfaction - and, probably commitment - among 

state court leadership. 

* 
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CHAPTER V 

COMMENTARY ON RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATION ONE 

PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR COURT PLANNING 

SHOULD BE VESTED WITH THE JUDICIARY OF EACH 

STATE 

COMMENT: Every state constitution recognizes the 

independence and equality of the jUdical branch of government 

vis .§!: vis the executive and legislative branches. The team 

. concurs with the argument that this constitutionally protected 

equality requires that the state courts have the leadership role 

and primary responsibility for planning and utilizing federal 

funds to modernize and improve their operation pursuant to the 

objectives of the Crime Control Act of 1973. 

Whether through apathy or through a lack of capability, 

courts generally have not taken the initiative in planning for 

their utilization of funds available in this federal support program 

with the consequence that this responsibility has remained by 

default within the state planning agency of the executive branch 

of government in many states. Continued exercise of responsi­

bility for court planning by an agency outside the judicial branch 
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of government is inconsistent with the integrity and independence 

of the judicial branch, and has the potential for long term 

deleterious effects, 

The courts in the several states should assume the initiative 

for planning, obtain planning funds from the state planning agencies, 

hire the necessary planning staff, and develop the blueprint for 

their future structure, personnel and programs. A few states, 

of course, have long ago developed sophisticated planning and 

are showing the way. 

Pragmatically, it is important that courts do their own 

planning because commitment to the plan is essential for imple­

mentation and permanence. Judges are unlikely to be committed 

to court strategies which they have not played a prinCipal role in 

developing. 

The courts in many jurisdictions lack planning capability 

and. therefore, have fallen behind the other components of -the 

criminal justice system in their participation in the federal 

support program. Consequently, this first recommendation 

should become an immediate priority at all levels of government: 

the courts themselves, the regional and state planning agencies, 

and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. A special 

responsibility falls on LEAA to show leadership and firm 

commitment to the achievement of this goal. 
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Later recommendations suggest sites for such planning 

activity within both integrated, centrally administered court 

systems as well as within state court systems which are 

fragmented. 

RECOMMENDATION TWO 

A CONCENTRATED EFFORT SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN BY 

THE COURTS, ASSISTED BY LEAA NATIONALLY AND 

REGIONALLY, AND BY THE STATE PLANNING AGENCIES, 

TO ESTABLISH AND STRENGTHEN INDEPENDENT PLANNING 

CAPABILITY WITHIN EACH STATE JUDICIAL SYSTEM. THIS 

EFFORT SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN IMMEDIATELY AND 

SHOULD BE GIVEN HIGHEST FUNDING PRIORITY. THIS 

IMMEDIATE ACTION SHOULD BE SUPPORTED BY A 

COMMITMENT TO DEVELOP (OR MAINTAIN) A NATIONAL 

RESOURCE TO ADVANCE COURT PLANNING CAPABILITY 

ON A CONTINUING BASIS. 

COMMENT: In each of the states visited, the development of a 

courts planning capability was underway. However, the level of 

sophistication and development of the planning has varied from 

state to state, as evidenced, for example, in the level of 

responsibility assigned to the courts planner which varied in 

every state visited. 

In every instance observed, the degree to which a planning 

capability had developed bore a direct relationship to the quality 

114. 



1898 

and value of the court projects resulting. In addition, in most 

of the states examined, the development of this capability 

resulted in increased court participation in the use of LEAA 

funds. While this effect is not inevitable, even states with 

a history of conflict between courts and the executive branch 

(including the state planning agency) showed increased 

participation in the federal support program as judicial 

planning capability developed. 

The need to assign high priority to the development of a 

strong internal judicial planning capability has been highlighted 

many times in the past - for example. by former LEAA 

Administrator Donald Santarelli and National Center for State 

Courts Director Edward B. McConnell. The team strongly supports 

these views. This court planning capability is essential to 

developing vital, balanced plans as well as contributing to a 

healthy planning environment in the state planning agency. If 

the state planning agency is highly political in composition and 

operation, then the development of a court planning capability 

will assist the courts in competing in that political environment. 

'2 If it happens that the courts dominate that political process, 

then thorough. internal planning is essential to ensure that 

funds obtained are used wisely. Regardless of the specific 

structure and future of any federal support programs, the 

development of a strong internal planning capability withh a 
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state's court system will be an invaluable legacy to the judicial 

system of each state. 

At this point in time, the mere articulation of general 

statements concerning the deSirability of developing an internal 

court planning capability in each state is not sufficient to deal 

with the problems this planning vacuum has generated. Such 

statements have been made in the past and action has been slow. 

Accordingly, 'the team proposes that a specific action plan be 

embarked upon which might be as follows: 

(1) LEAA, through the Office of the Administrator, should 

require each state planning agency to solicit from the judicial 

leadership in its state a detailed proposal for establishing a 

permanent judicial planning capability for the state within the 

judicial structure. This proposed plan is to be submitted to 

the SPA within sixty days of notification and by the SPA to 

LEAA Regional Office within thirty days after receipt and comment. 

Time is of the essence if funding is to be possible in FY 1976. 

(2) The SPA and LEAA regional and national offices should 

make available technical assistance to each state judicial system 

which requires such aid in the developm ent of its planning 

proposal. 

(3) Tne judicial plan submitted by each state must be 

consistent with the principles reflected in recommendations 

three a1 d four of this report, and not inconsistent 
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with the present administrative structure of the court 

system within the state. 

(4) The request by the SPA should be accompanied by 

guidelines (See No.7) to assist courts in preparing a 

proposal which is responsive to the spirit as well as the 

substance of the objectives of the request. 

(5) After review and comment by LEAA regional offices 

and the Office of Regional Operations in Washington. the plans 

to establish or strengthen courts planning capability should be 

given maximum funding priority by LEAA - perhaps through 

its Office of National Priority Programs or the Office of 

Regional Operations - for FY 1976. 

(6) To assure that adequate funds are available for 

establishing judicial planning capability nationwide during 

FY 1976. the administrator of LEAA should immediately reserve 

sufficient discretionary and other LEAA disbursed funds 

available for FY 1976 for contingency utilization in implementing 

this recommendation. 

(7) LEAA should call upon the members of the advisory 

committee to this study team individually and through their 

organizations, to achieve this specific action plan •. For specific 

steps to advance this strategy. see Chapter VI. A Strategy 

for Implementation. 
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RECOMMENDATION THREE 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE COURTS PLAN SHOULD REFLECT 

THE INPUT OF LOCAL AS WELL AS STATE COURTS AND 

THE PROGRAMS ARTICULATED SHOULD REPRESENT A 

BALANCE OF LOCAL AND STATE COURT NEEDS 

COMMENT: The team has seen the neglect of local courts in many 

states and is concerned that court planning assist in alleviating 

the problems of these courts where, after all, the greatest 

percentage of the judicial caseload is concentrated. It fears 

the possible problems that could develop from centralization 

of power in the hands of an unresponsive central court group 

and belioves strongly that court planning must be responsive 

to every level of court and every component of the judicial 

branch in each state. 

Although it is recommended that primary responsibility for 

courts planning be vested in the state court structure, the, central 

role of a state supreme court should not mean that local courts 

projects cannot catch the imagination and support of both the 

supreme court of the state and its state planning agency. This 

local court involvement should be reflected in the planning 

process as well as in ,the composition of state planning agency 

advisory boards. 

The team recognizes. however, that this i\:iealplanningstructure 

has not developed in many states and that the mechanics for 
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achieving such a process are still to be worked out. In developing 

this planning mechanism. local courts must have access to the 

profeseional planning capability serving the state judicial system 

as a whole so that the needs of the rural court. the non-metro­

politan court. the police court operating in a remote area of 

the state. the small mUnicipal court. etc •• can be articulated 

in the same vein as those of large courts operating in primary 

population centers which may have easier access to professional 

planning assistance. 

RECOMMENDATION FOUR 

PLANNING BY THE STATE JUDICIARY SHOULD BE CONDUCTED 

IN COOPERATION WITH THE PLANNING FOR OTHER COMPONENTS 

OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AS WE LL AS WITH OTHER 

COMPONENTS OF THE COURTS COMMUNITY 

COMMENT: The court system of every state. whatever its 

quality or cohesiveness, has an influence on - and is its-elf 

influenced by - the other segments of the criminal justice 

system. If these components plan in isolation from one another. 

it is probable that they will be moving either in divergent directions 

or be in direct conflict with one another. Isolated planning 

perpetuates the fragmented system of justice that the Crime 

Control Act - and its predecessors since the Safe Streets Act 

of 1968 - have attempted to bring together. 

119. 



1903 

Court IJlauuing must necessarily overlap with that conducted 

for the executive branch functions of police and corrections for 

obvious reasons of efficiency and consistency. To the extent 

that activities of one function affect the workload and operations 

of other CJS components, these activities must be coordinated 

at the planning stages to assure their compatibility once they 

reach the SPA review level. 

Joint cooperative planning is essential to assure the optimum 

impact of the federal support program. 

It should be noted, therefore, that although the study team 

recommends that planning for the courts be vested with the 

judiciary, it is important to recognize that this planning must be 

done in concert with the planning of those executive agencies 

which operate in the courts community, i. e., prosecution, 

defense, etc. 

This is not to suggest that the judiciary plan for the 

components of the court community Which interface with the 

operation of the courts but, rather, to highlight the necessity 

for court planning to be done in cooperation and conJunction 

with those other planning efforts. The planning specialists 

from each component of the justice system should,meet 

regularly, exchange concepts and create a cohesive total 

effort. 
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RECOMMENDATION FIVE 

THE COURTS PLAN PROPOSED BY THE STATE JUDICIARY 

SHOULD BE DEEMED PRIMA FACIE VALID AND A PRESUM­

TION SHOULD ~i\ ... RISE THAT THE PL4.N WILL RR APPROVED 

AND FUNDED BY THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY. THIS 

PRESUMPTION DOES NOT DIMINISH THE RESPONSIBILITY 

OF THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY TO SCRUTINIZE THE 

COURT PLAN FOR INVALIDITY, IMBALANCE, OR OTHER 

DEFICIENCIES 

COMMENT: Decisions regarding the substantive validity and 

value of programs and plans proposed by the courts and designed 

for the courts should be made during the internal court planning 

process by the court staff involved and the JUdicial Planning 

Council. Once a decision is made by the courts to support a 

project or course of action, its substantive value should be 

presumed by the state planning agency. 

The primary role of the state planning agency, therefore, 

should be to serve as an interdisciplinary body which can pull 

the criminal justice components together into a congenial planning 

and working relationship and scrutinize the plans of these various 

component parts to assure their compatibility and correlation. In 

performing this role, the SPA will effectively carry out its 

responsibility as executive branch arbiter of public policy as 

well as provide an essential review mechanism for the courts 

planning process. 
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Courts planning will benefit from this review process 

which. in its impartiality. can promote a healthy check and 

balance for criminal justice system planning. 

There also exists. under the current legislation. a check 

and balance on executive state planning agency actions _ 

vis .2:~ the courts. This consists of the required LEAA 

regional office review of state plans as well as the right of 

an aggrieved party to seek review in the United States 

District Court. The team believes that these procedures. 

together with the Discretionary Fund program. should be 

conducive to the courts receiving a fair share of available 

monies to fund court planning and program efforts. 

RECOMMENDATION SIX 

------ ----

IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE A NEUTRAL FORUM FOR THE REVIEW 

OF COURT PLANS. THE COURTS SHOULD HAVE A FAR GREATER 

REPRESENTATION ON THE VARIOUS CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

PLANNING BOARDS. THESE REPRESENTATIVES SHOULD BE 

APPOINTE D BY THE COURTS. TOGETHER WITH THE CITIZEN 

REPRESENTATIVES. THE COURT DESIGNEES SHOULD APPROACH 

ONE-THIRD OF THE TOTAL POLICY BOARD MEMBERSHIP 

COMMENT: Absent the creation of a more neutral forum. the 

courts plans will probably never be given equal consideration 

and the long deprivation that the judicial branch has suffered at 
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the hands of state legislators and some state planning agencies 

will never be redressed. The ultimate result then will have to 

be the insertion of fixed percentages of block grant funds 

mandated for the courts. 

In New Jersey, the courts have one representative in the 

fifteen member planning agency. As Edward B. McConnell 

told the House Judiciary Committee in May 1973, whatever a 

fair representation is, one out of fifteen is certainly not fair. 

In WisconSin, the Governor has appointed one judge to the state 

planning agency, This lone judicial appointment was made 

without consulting the supreme court and that court can 

justifiably feel that it has no representative on the board. This 

has changed since the field visit. On the local level, the chief 

judge of the Milwaukee County Court was not invited to serve on 

the Greater Milwaukee regional planning board. Nor was he 

invited to name a court representative. The Governor named 

five members; the County Executive named five; and the Mayor 

of Milwaukee named five. ThUS, all appointments were made 

by three executive branch agencies. 

The evidence of inadequacy of court representation throughout 

the country is pervasive. If the planning boards are to be 

'tbroadly representative of the criminal justice system" as the 

federal law requires, then the courts should name as much as 

one third of the total representation. This percentage includes 
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the citizen representatives, some of whom would be recommended 

to the appointing authority by the courts themselves. 

RECOMMENDATION SEVEN 

THE COURTS IN THE VARIOUS STATES SHOULD BE FUNDED 

THROUGH A PROCESS WHICH IS CONSISTENT WITH THE 

ADMINISTRATNE STRUCTURE OF THE COURTS OF THAT 

STATE, WHETHER THAT STRUCTURE BE A UNIFIED SYSTEM, 

A DECENTRALIZED SYSTEM OR SOME INTERMEDIATE 

ARRANGEMENT 

COMMENT: Although the four states examined had organized 

their court systems in different ways, each financed the courts 

through a mixture of state and local level funding - an arrangement 

which is typical of most states at this time. None of the states 

studied were either centrally financed or without any central 

financial controls; all fell somewhere between the two extremes. 

Although state court leadership had an essential interest in the 

operations of the trial courts, it shared that responsibility with 

local government, and the arrangement for distributing money 

to the trial courts in these states reflected the interests of both 

groups. Thus, a project could not be submitted by a trial court 

without approval of the local government unit involved and the 

trial court project would almost never be funded without approval 

by the state court leadership. Every state examined had vested 
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the state court leadership with considerable review authority 

over local court projects - either formally or informally -

and the degree to which this "veto ll power worked equitably 

varied according to the balance of power between the local 

courts and the central court existing in the particular state. 

While this dual review of court projects - at the local level 

and the state level - can be cumbersome. and sometimes 
) 

frustrating. local units of government should be involved in 

the funding decision as long as local courts are funded through 

these local governmental units which will have financial respon­

sibility once the project is completed. A number of these 

frustrations were noted during the field work. For example. 

in Pima County. Arizona. the local government would not forward 

a grant proposal from the local superior court even though the 

state plruming agency desired to fund it and the required cash 

match would be totally supplied by the legislature. Similarly. 

some large counties in California have refused to give court 

grant projects sufficient priority to ensure funding. Discouraging 

as the use of this local veto power may be to comprehensive court 

planning efforts, the team believes that the factors fostering the 

use of this local veto power in the above instances ,are a product 

of the speclfic planning and r'?view processes operating in the states 

involved rather than in ~he state planning agency review mechanism 

provided in the Act. 
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It should be noted that there are claims that a financially 

unified state is penalized for its structure under the present 

Act and the merits of these claims should be explored further. 

Although the specific strutures of the four states examined 

provide no empirical evidence bearing on these claims, it has 

been intimated that the variable pass-through formula might 

accommodate totally financially unified states satisfactorily. 

If this is not true, then we would support the proposal that the 

Act be amended to preclude penalization of a unified system. 

RECOMMENDATION EIGHT 

IN VIEW OF THE LOW PERCENTAGE OF LEAA MONIES 

ALLOCATED TO COURTS IN THE PAST, COURT FUNDING 

SHOULD BE RAISED TO AT LEAST THE LEVELS OF BUPPORT' 

SUPPLIED BY PRESENT FUNDS WITHIN THE STATE AND 

GUIDELINES SHOULD BE DEVELOPED TO IDENTIFY THOSE 

LEVELS MORE PRECISELY. A FIXED GENERAL COURTS 

PERCENTAGE IS NOT RECOMMENDED. 

COMMENT: Federal funds allocated to the courts by the state 

planning agencies have, since the inception of this program, been 

minimal. The dassification and statistics circulated by LEAA 

entitled "Courts Funding" have, in fact, been misleading in 

overstating the support that the state courts have been receiving. 

Our analysis of the amount of monies expended by courts in the 

four states examined indicates that the level of specifiC court 
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fun dings has been low in percentage terms and that the LEAA 

use of the broad "court" definition obscures this fact. 

statistics compiled by the Conference of State Court 

Administrators indicate that the state courts received 11. 5 

percent of block grant funds in FY 1972; 12 percent in FY 

1973; and 14 percent in FY 1974. Those figures are based on 

the results of questionnaires completed by 35 state court 

administrators. Figures circulated by LEAA indicate even 

more generous percentages of block grant funds awarded to 

the "courts area;" "nine states allocated 20 percent or more 

of their block grant funds to the courts area in FY 73." However, 

a wide disparity exists between published Ilcourts" percentages 

and the actual amounts committed to the judiciary. The Georgia 

SPA, for example, calculated that 13 percent of its FY1972 

block grant funds was allocated to the courts. After deducting 

from that percentage, funds appropriated for prosecution and 

defense, the percentage actually spent by thc' courts was 2.2 

percent. 

This disparity arises because the term "courts area" as 

used by LEAA and the SPAs inclUdes prosecution, defense and 

law reform. Although the use of this broad category has some 

justification in view of the wide range of functions falling within 

the judicial branch in the various states, it can also wo:rk to the 

disadvantage of the courts. Not only does this broad category 

127. 



1911 

obscure actual courts funding but, in addition, it does not take 

into consideration the necessary balance that must be achieved 

in upgrading all components of the criminal justice system. 

For example, a dislocation may in fact occur when funding 

for prosecution and defense makes no allowance for the impact . 
of such funding on the court system. This is not to disparage 

the needs of prosecution and defense but rather to illustrate 

the need for a more narrow definition of "courts" as essential 

on the part of LEAA so that efforts to upgrade the courts can 

be clearly and accurately defined. 

As indicated earlil3r, the stUdy team is reluctant to 

recommend that the courts receive a fixed percentage of each 

state's FY block grants. A guarantee of funding, either in 

amount or in percentage of total available funds, is a guarantee 

of mediocrity and can discourage meaningful planning. In 

Georgia, the courts turned !Jack to the SPA funds that they 

could not use in a recent year, While other states have indicated 

that the courts are receiving all the block grant funds they can 

assimilate. Arizona in particular emphasized the desire to 

move gradually in using money. In California, great care 

was taken to approve projects a:t the state level in an orderly 

manner so that these projects could be gradually assumed in 

the regular state budget. 
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The wide variety of activities falling within the Judicial 

branch in the various states also makes it undesirable to 

embark on a fixed percentage formula. In some states, all 

adult and juvenile probation, defense services, prosecutorial 

services and criminal rule-making responsibilities lie within . 
. the judicial branch. In other states, the court is defined in 

restrictive terms with only basic judicial functions directly 

related to the adjudicatory process. It is unreasonable to 

expect one figure to cover all circumstances. 

However. courts have received a pittance of funds in the 

past and the development of guidelines for use in every state 

should be embarked upon by LEAA nationally. These funding 

guidelines should be directed toward those agencies falling 

within the judicial branch in that state. One approach in 

developing the::.e guidelines might be to relate LEAA allocations 

to the gross ratios of state and local funds expended on CJS 

activities within each state. 

The team does not believe that these guidelines should be 

restrictive. In fact, it believes that the history of court 

participation has been so poor (for whatever reason) that 

significantly higher expenditures than might otherwise be 

justified might presently be in order. 
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In implementing these guidelines. a problem may develop 

where a state planning agency has locked itself in by prior 

commitments. Each state visited had limited ability to 

reallocate funds from one area to another at this time. and 

the team understands that some states (e. g •• Michigan) have 

almost no flexibility and. regardless of intentions, can make 

no signtiicant improvement.in court funding at this time. 

In such cases where a state has genuinely curtailed its 

ability to fund. LEAA should use Discretionary Fund monies 

to supplement these deficiencies. Provision of such monies. 

however. should be viewed solely as a stopgaP measure and 

the state concerned should be pressed to rapidly change its 

funding policies. 

It has been said that Discretionary Fund monies themselves 

may be in very short supply and the team views this with concern 

ti it will mean that courts in one or several states will be prevented 

from 1m proving their participation. If. indeed. that is the case. 

the team would assume that the courts 'have no recourse in the 

present structure and would reluctantly recommend that 'separate 

court funding must be supplied so as not to perpetuate the patterns 

of the past. 

Hopefully. the complex dimensions of criminal justice system 

needs will bring about a sense of professional responsibility 
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within those SPAs and courts that may still see SPA funds 

primarily in terms of patronage or other political appeal. 

Valid planning mu..st recognize the legitimate needs of the 

courts, and the professionalization and maturation of the SPAs 

should encourage a healthy planning environment. However, if 

a state planning agency ineptly or deliberately discourages the 

courts from participating in this national upgrading effort, 

then a formula fixing the amount of funding for the courts 

might have to be articulated. 

In the meantime. LEAA should serve a "watchdog" function 

to ascertain that the courts are. in fact. being treated fairly. 

The study team is encouraged by evidence indicating that such 

professionalization in planning and funding is developing within 

many SPAs. In such a milieu the courts will receive a fair share. 

RECOMMENDATION NINE 

THE FEDERAL SUPPORT PROGRAM SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED 

TO CONTINUE TO SUPPORT MODERNIZATION EFFORTS 

WITHOUT IMPOSING ANY PARTICULAR ORGANIZ:ATIONAL 

REQUIREMENT AS A CONDITION PRECEDENT TO OBTAINING 

FUNDS. IN ADDITION. NO STATE SHOULD BE PENALIZED 

FOR THE ADOPTION OF ANY PARTICULAR MODE OF 

ORGANIZATION (ESPECIALLY UNIFICA'rION) 

COMMENT: In each state visited, team members spoke at length 

with state court leadership about whether the funding patterns 
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had been destructive of efforts to develop unified structures. 

Without exception, they indicated that that had not been the 

case. In fact, in Georgia the SPA had been strongly involved 

in funding the efforts which established the Administrative 

Office of the Courts for the first time, as well as in funding 

other projects once they had been established. In Arizona, 

the state planning agency had consistently worked through 

the supreme court of the state, thus reinforcing the court's 

authority. In both Wisconsin and California .• the Administrative 

Office of the Courts had received money for statewide proJects 

which was used to develop an administrative structure and 

services to support court unification. These included statewide 

information systems, technical assistance services and grant 

planning and review. 

* 
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CHAPTER VI 

A STRATEGY FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

This study has identified the four nerve centers in the body 

politic that must be stimulated in order to activate sustained 

planning in the state courts. These nerve centers are: 

A. The Administrator of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration 

B. The regional offices of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration 

C. Each state's criminal justice planning agency 

D. The court system in each state 

The stimulus at each center is the recognition that an aggressive 

policy is called for; i. e., a determination that the state courts 

develop their own planning and programming capabilities. The 

stimulus needs a combination of federal funds, manpower and 

technical assistance, but it can only be sustained if the . 

responsible personnel appreciate the key role that the state 

courts have in American society. In many states this vital 

branch of government is limping behind when it should be running 

hard to catch up both with the administrative, behayioral and 

technological advances now available and with the caseloads that 

threaten to overwhelm many state courts. 
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In order to assist those who are responsible for implementing 

the recommendations contained in chis study, the following strategy 

has been outlined for each of the identified nerve centers: 

A. THE LEAA ADMINISTRATOR 

The Initiator of the ambitious program recommended in this 

study for the state courts is Mr. Richard Velde, Administrator 

of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The first 

move is his, and its significance for criminal justice cannot be 

overstated. He should, therefore, immediately take the following 

action: 

1. Announce, with the widest dissemination possible, 

a specific policy to assist in upgrading the state 

courts of this country. Included in the announcement 

should be mention of the extent of the commitment of 

funds and manpower to support the new policy. The 

conference of Chief Justices should participate in the 

policy announcement. 

2. Release to the states such planning or discretionary 

funds as will enable each state court system to mount 

a planning and programming capability. 

3. Determine, by information submitted through the 

LEAA Office of Regional Operations, the present 

extent of court planning capability and experience in 

the 55 jurisdictions. 
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4. Make certain that the LEAA regional offices 

have court specialists on a full time basis who 

can provide the technical assistance necessary 

to assist in upgrading the state courts. Insist that 

they be objective and demanding of movement toward 

these goals. 

5. Determine whether other steps should be taken 

at the national or regional levels to achieve the 

goals set out in this urgent program. 

6. Identify the existing or potential organization that 

can serve as a resource center and clearinghouse 

for the state courts. This center should be able to 

mount demonstration projects, suggest new approaches. 

and provide technical assistance in the upgrading process 

which is a continuing responsibility for all court systems. 

It should be a national organization. 

7. Embark on a research effort to study and resolv:e 

specific problems that the courts confront in the 

LEAA program. such as alleged disadvantages 

confronting the unified court systems. evaluation 

criteria for court planning progress. appropriate 

levels of court funding. 
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B. THE REGIONAL OFFICES OF LEAA 

This report pleads for the ten regional offices of LEAA 

to have the aggressiveness and political courage to insure 

that the sometime invisible branch of state government - the 

judicial branch - be allowed to put its house in order. The 

regional office must become a vigilant watch dog for the state 

courts, a negotiator of disputes between the SPA and court 

personnel, and a brutally objective analyst of the comprehen­

sive plans developed within each state. Those plans that fail 

to incorporate and support the reasonable goals and plans 

developed by the state courts shbuld be rejected at the regional 

level. If total state and local'appropriations to the courts of a 

given state amount to 20 percent of the total public appropriatlOns 

within that state, the state comprehensive plan ought certainly 

to approximate that same level of commitment. 

The LEAA regional office should therefore: 

8. Hire at least one competent court specialist on a 

full time basis to assist the courts and SPAs in the 

region to take the steps outlined above. This person 

should have the administrative authority and support 

necessary to do the job. 

9. See to the disbUrsement of planning and discretionary 

funds to the state courts for the development of planning 

capability. 

136. 



1920 

10. Plan technical assistance to the courts in plan 

development and program identification. Meet 

with the Judicial Planning Council to, ~ssist in its 

healthy growth. 

ll. Articulate a policy of support for upgrading the state 

courts. 

14 Accumulate data on the existing capability and 

structure of eact state court system for submission 

to LEAA and for internal use as a measurement of 

future progres,s. 

13. Be scrupulously exact in demanding compliance by 

both the SPA and the courts in meeting their respon­

sibilities as identified in this document. The key 

person in the implementation of this study report 

is the LEAA regional ,court specialist. 

C. THE STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING AGENCY (SPA) 

Each of the 55 jurisdictions has created within its executive 

branch a state planning agency. That age,ncy is charged with 

comprehensive planning for the entire criminal justice system. 

It has other duties: funding throughout the system its LEAA 

money for action programs, and responsibility for' coordination 

and correlation of the segments of criminal justice into a. cohesive 

system. 
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This study recommends that the primary responsibility 

and authority for court planning be delegated to the courts 

themselves. This will require that the SPA take the following 

steps, if not already taken: 

14. Notify the chief justice (and whoever else in the 

state courts may need to know) that planning funds 

will be made available to the courts for the employ­

ment of rue or more court planners. Advise of the 

need to create, if not in existence, a Judicial Planning 

Council. Advise also that a written plan should be 

submitted by the courts to the SPA for inclusion in 

the next annual comprehensive plan that the SPA 

will prepare for submission to LEAA. 

15. Provide technical assistance in the formation of a 

JUdicial Planning Council and in the recruitment 

of staff. 

16. Make certain that the staff, once recrUited, receives 

orientation and begins to function in harmony with 

those who are planning for other segments of the 

criminal justice system. The SPA, court specialist 

should be coordinator and liaison officer to insure 

effective agency interrelationships •. 
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17. Invite the court to designate members for the 

SPA policy board. When added to the public 

representatives on the board, the court designees 

should total as much as one third of the total 

policy board membership. 

18. Indoctrinate the policy board in accepting the 

prima ~ validity of the plan which the conrts 

will be submitting to it for inclusion in the state I s 

comprehensive plan for criminal justice. This 

does not mean that money can be found to fund 

every project contained in the plan submitted by 

the courts. It does mean that a reasonable amount 

of the action money available to the SPA for sub­

funding (01' discretionary LEAA funds) should be 

awarded to the courts for programs which they 

themselves, through the Judicial Planning Council, 

identify for priority attention. If the courts. e~ g •• 

identify six programs and only four can be funded, 

then th.~ 'first four on the courts I priority list should 

be underwritten. 

19. The SPA should use its best efforts to help upgrade 

the courts in each state. Remedial, catch-up 

attention and support are necessary in many states. 
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D. THE COURT SYSTEM IN EACH STATE 

In every state in which the courts do not at present have 

their own planning capability, these steps should be taken 

immediately (a timetable appears in this report under 

Recommendation Two). 

20. Ii" the courts are integrated and are under the 

rule making authority of a supreme court, then 

the supreme court should create a Judicial Planning 

Council jf none exists. The Council should be 

representative of all the levels of courts in the 

state. The Council should be charged with 

responsibility for developing and implementiDg a 

blueprint for upgrading the several courts of the 

state. 

If the courts are not integrated, the chief justice 

of the supreme court in such a juris diction should 

invite the judges from each level of the courts to 

deSignate one or more nominees to serve on a 

Judicial Planning Council. The chairman may be 

designated by the members or, in an integrated 

court system, may be appointed by the chief justice. 

21. The JUdicial Planning Council should apply for staff 

capability through the state criminal justice planning 
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agency. The size of the court system and the 

extent of its problems will guide the Council in 

determining whether more than one court planner 

should be hired as soon as possible. The SPA and 

LEAA can offer some assistance in this matter. 

The application for such a planning grant ought 

to be a relatively easy letter application or a 

simple form. Qualified organizations are available 

by contract with LEAA to develop the criteria and 

guidelines for such applications and otherwise furnish 

technical assistance. 

22. The court planner ought to be familiar with the 

courts and the law (a law degree is prefe>."red but 

not essential). He should have experience and skill 

in research and problem identification, and he may 

be found in a unit of local or county government 

working as a planner in a related field. He should 

have the maturity and experience that" will command 

the respect of the judges, and he should be research 

oriented rather than be interested in law practice. 

The SPA should help in locating the qualified court 

planner. 
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23. It may require a month or more to find the staff 

deemed desirable. Therefore. the search should 

be undertaken even while the application to the 

SPA for a planning (salary) grant is being 

processed. 

24. The Judicial Planning Council should receive 

sufficient sums in the planning grant to enable 

it to meet frequently during the first year and 

quarterly thereafter. The Council should therefore 

be limited in, size or. if not. then a steering 

committee should be authorized t,o meet regularly 

with the planner(s) in the early stage of this 

developmental process. 

25. Available to the Council should be technical 

assistance from the SPA, LEAA regional and 

national offices. and from national resources 

through a viable contract source and funding 

mechan:..;.,m for specified on-site assistance as 

necessary. There are needs and deficiencies that 

the Council members can themselvei:l identify. Also 

availalJle as supporting documents are the Standards 

on Court Organization approved by the American Bar 

Association in 1974; the Standards and Goals for 
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Criminal Justice approved by a National Advisory 

Commission in 1973 (available from the U. S. 

Government Printing Office); the Consensus 

Statement of the National Conference on the Judiciary 

in 1971, and the strategy for court reform outlined 

by the Advisory Committee on Intergovernmental 

Relations in 1970. 

26. The Council will need to meet with the SPA personnel 

and with others in the state to assess sources of 

future state and local funding for court planning. 

The federal planning money will cover as much as 

90 percent of planning costs, but the amount available 

and the permanency of the funding are uncertain. 

* * * * * * 
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CHAPTER VII 

ISSUES AS YET UNRESOLVED 

During this study a number of specific areas were 

identified as requiring further examination at once. Some 

of these areas are as follows: 

1. What is the effect of the present SPA court 

funding pattern upon fiscally unified systems? 

As indicated earlier. there is strong suspicion 

that such court systems are penalized for their 

choice. It is important to determine if that is 

so as legislative change may be required to 

accommodate these systems. None of the states 

we examined supplied evidence on this point. 

2. What is the effect of the present SPA funding 

pattern upon highly decentralized court systems. 

e. g •• Indiana or Texas? Is such a court system 

capable of planning as a unit? 

3. Does the variable pass -through formula accommodate 

the fiscal needs of unified and decentralized systems 

or is a change required? Are there administrative 

techniques which effechvely accommodate these 

situations? 
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4. To what extent have state planning agencies 

precluded increased funding of court projects 

because of past commitments. If this is a sub­

stantial problem, what options are open to LEAA 

to irrwrove court funding. 

5. what might be an appropriate level: of funding 

for the wide variety of court systems in the 

various states? Is it possible to develop rough 

percentages based upon present support of 

criminal justice agencies with appropriated 

funds? 

6. How might judicial planning councils plan 

harmoniously with the varirus disparate fUnctions 

that fall within the judicial branch in the various 

states, i. e., probation, prosecution and defense, 

etc. 

7. What LEAA resources (financial and personal.) 

might be allocated to this critical area and what 

authority and responsibility might they need in 

order to substantially advance the implementation 

of these recommendations. For example, are 

"capacity building" funds not immediately available? 
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8. Is it possible to establish explicit effectiveness 

criteria for court planning and court projects? 

Can we define those areas which are of concern 

to the judiciary, alone, and those which are 

appropriately of joint judicial, executive and 

legislative concern? How might conflicts in these 

areas be resolved? 

9. Does not the limitations on funding and on available 

technical resources mandate a review of the separate 

national training programs now under way for 

judges in Reno, prosecutors and defenders in 

Houston, court administrators in Denver, etc.? 

Does separate training perpetuate fragmentation 

and retard upgrading of the criminal justice systems? 

Also, should not a uniform mechanism be adopted 

for all court systems in the awarding of training 

grants at the state level? 

146. 



1930 

APPENDICES 

147. 



1931 

APPENDIX A 

CHARGE TO THE TEAM 

148. 

69-587 0 -76 - pt.2 - 60 



1932 

THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY 
WASHINGTON. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 20016 

Washington College or Law 
INSTITUTE FOR STUDIES IN JUSTICE AND SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

September 13. 1974 

John F.X. Irving. Dean 
Seton Hall 
University Law School 
1095 Raymond Bou1 evard 
Newark. New Jersey 071 02 
(202) 642-8500 

Peter Haynes, Di rector 
Judicial Administration Program 
School of Pub1 ic Administration 
Uni vers i ty of Southern Cal iforni a 
3601 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles. Ca 1 i forn i a 90007 
(213) 746-7973 

Will i am Herndon 
Courts Speci ali st 
LEAA - Department of Justice 
730 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
At1 anta, Georgi a 3030& 
(404) 526-3556 

149. 

APPENDIX,A 

Crlmtn;ll Courts Uchnlcal Ass!st",nce Proltct 
2139 Wisconsin Avenue 
W~hln(ton. D,C. 20007 

Judge Henry Penni ngton 
Project Director 
Model Courts Project 
50th Judicial District 
Danville. Kentucky 40422 
(606) 236-3600 

David J. Saari 
Center for the Administration 
of Justice 
College of PubliC Affairs 
The American University 
~Iassachusetts & Nebraska Avenues. N.W. 
Washington. fl.C. 20016 
(202) 686-2532 



September 13, 1974 
Page 2 

Gentlemen: 

1933 

Appendix A 

This is to confirm our agreement that you will provide technical assistance 
services under the auspices of this project for the purpose of appraising 
the existing process by which federal funds are channelled to state court 
systems, and making recommendations for improvement of the process, based 
on your findings. 

This study is a responE'e by LEAA to concerns expressed by judicial and 
court administration organizations about perceived inequities and 
deficiencies in the present Bt~tU5 of federal support to the judicial 
components of state court "!Jystems. 1I I believe the enclosed resolutions 
of the Conference of Chief JUBtices and the Conferences of State Court 
Administrators. adopted at their August :neetings in Honoln}\1, reflect 
tnany of the concerns in this area. However, to assure that you have as 
comprehensive a perspective as p,?ssible ~lth y't~ich to undertake your 
field work, I have arranged for an orientatiO:' session in Washington, D.C. 
at which the following individuals will present their views 'on the ares 
to be studied: Chief Justice Howell -tleflio, representing the Conference 
of Chief Justices; Judge John Snodgrass, representing the State Trial 
Judges Association; Marian Opala, representing the Conference of State 
Court Administrators; and Richard Wertz, representing the SPA Executive 
Directors Association. 

This session 1'111 be held in Room 1300, LEM headquarters, 633 Indiana 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., at 10:00 a.m., on September 26. Mr. H. 
Paul Haynes, acting director of LEAA I s Office of National Priority Programs 
will convene the meeting' and it is anticipated that Messrs. Richard 
Velde and Charles Work will also attend. 

I have asked Dean Irving to assume the challenge and burdens of team leader 
- for this assignment and request your cooperation in this regard. Mr. Herndon 

will join the team in its field work, as his achedule permits, and will 
participate as an LEM representative under Dean Irving's coordination. 
His insights and knowledge of the federal-state-local relationships involved 
1'111 be extremely valuable and his participation is in no wsy intended to 
bias the team towards an 'ILEAA position" on the matters to be studied. 
Indeed, each team member was selected on the basis of our assessment of his ability 
to perform an objective study. in addition to a competent one. 
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At present, three states have been selected for ou.-site work by the team: 
Arizona, Oklahoma, and California. Their selection does not imply that 
there are problems or, for that matter, efficiencies, in federal funding. 
of courts in those jurisdictions. They do, however, represent jurisdictions 
in which the mechanics of the funding process are different. This list 
may be modified as a result of the orientation session. 

Tentatively, a 100 man-day level of effort has been allocated for this 
assignment, exclusive of Mr. Herndon's time. This figure may be adjusted. 
based on decisions made on the 26th. Hopefully, by the end of that day, 
a timetable and work schedule can be finalized which will anticipate 
completion of the field work during October. 

Reservations have been made for each of you except Dean Irving, who 
will already be in Washington, and David Saari, who resides here, at 
the Statler-Hilton Hotel in Washington, for the night of September 25. 
Enclosed are forms which should be returned to this office for reim­
bursement for expenses and consultation fees for the meeting on the 26th. 
We will, of course, reimburse for an additional night's lodging if return 
travel to your homes is not practical on the 26th. Additional forms will 
be sent to you for reimbursement of fees and expenses attendant on the 
field work portions of your assignment. 

I wish to thank all of you for agreeing to participate in this important 
project and for your willingness to adjust your schedules to accommodate 
our timetable at this very busy time of year. 

Please call me at 202/686-3800, if you have any questions concerning 
this assignment or if we can facilitate your preparation or logistics 
for the meeting. 

~
personalZ:~~. 

J e~ter: Jr. • 
irector 

Criminal Courts Technical 
Assistance Project 

cc: Greg Brady 

Enclosures: 

JT:ns 
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APPENDIX' B 

METHODOLOG Y EMPLOYED 

A. Overall Schedule of Events 

The team's basic goal was to understand the major 

factors affecting the flow of funds from state planning agencies 

to courts at every level. In order to accomplish this, they 

decided upon an empirical approach which would involve an 

examination of the state of affairs which has existed since 

1908 in some sample states. Selection of states for initial 

examination was a difficult task but, with the assistance of the 

Advisory Committee, four states were decided upon. The states 

selected were chosen on the basis that. they would be illustrative 

of general issues. The guiding philosophy was that the jurisdictionr 

examined should utilize a cross section of the different distribution 

mechanisms chosen by different states. It was recognized that 

this approach would not detect every individual set of circum­

stances that might exist in every state, but the team believed 

that it would enable them to examine the major issues directly. 

It was decided that should issues be detected whiCh could not be 

completely illuminated by the sample states that other states 

wouid be added to the list or that particular points would be 

examined in the context of the experience in other states. 
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The initial states selected were Georgia. Arizona. 

California and Wisconsin because of the following factor's: 

1. Georgia 

A state that had only recently established a central 

court administrative structure. i. e.. an Administrative 

Office of the Courts and a Judicial Council. 

2. Arizona 

A state that was believed to delegate substantial 

amounts of autonomy to the courts to handle their 

own planning and a judiciary which considers itself 

substantially unified. 

3. California 

A state with a history of low court participation 

which had recently established a statutory. Judicial 

Criminal Justice Planning Committee to assist the 

state planning agency in distributing "court" funds. 

4. Wisconsin 

A state with an apparent history of high court 

participation but which was reported to be in a 

state of change. A supreme court with considerable 

budgetary independence from executive and 

legislative review. 
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It was decided that one state would be examined on an 

experimental basis, to determine the degree to which it was 

practical to accomplish the team's goals in the time that was 

available to them. It was felt that a testing out of the approach 

to the site work would enable them to plan realistically for the 

other states. Accordingly, one team member visited the State 

of Georgia and, with the assistance of the LEAA representative 

serving as a liasion to the team, explored the history of court 

funding and the processes utilized (see detailed description of 

the process later). 

At the end of this period the team came together in Atlanta 

and explored the experience of the week. Fortuitously, that 

same weekend the team was able to meet with a cross section 

of court and planning agency personnel which enabled the 

group to review the tentative findings of the team member doing 

the field work and to assess some of the conclusions. That 

review enabled the team to conclude that an approach which 

involved an initial week long visit to each state by a two man 

team would satisfy the initial goals. For the sake of convenience, 

each team member was delegated one state as his primary 

responsibility. 
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Judge Pennington 

Dr. Haynes 

Dean Irving 

The back up team member was selected on the basis of 

time availability, Judge Pennington assisted in California 

and Dr. Haynes in Arizona and Wisconsin. 

At the end of the team examination of the State of Arizona, 

the group met again at Reno, Nevada at the National College 

of State Judicillry to review its findings and to suggest modifi­

cations of approach. At that meeting there was sufficient 

confidence in the organization of its approach to allow the 

remaining states to be examined without further group revision. 

The situution in the State of California was assessed the next 

week and the State of Wisconsin the week after that. After a 

week for reflection, the team met again as a group in Washington, 

D. C. and began to hammer out areas of agreement, areas for 

further critical worJ.<; and to review other possible interviewees 

with particular emphasis upon individuals suggested by the 

Advisory Committee on the basis of the team's solicitation. 

The following several weeks were spent contacting individuals 

who were missed during the team's initial visits, with particular 

emphasis upon interviewing local trial judges, court administrators 
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and regional plannerl3. 'fwo team members met with MarlOn 

p. Opala of the Advisory Committee and received the benefit 

of his guidance. This time was also spent consolidating their 

ideas and preparing an early draft of their findings • 

. The team met again as a group in Atlanta. Georgia. 

reduced their findings further and presented these tentative 

conclusions confidentially to a knowledgeable group. The 

group consisted of a trial judge. a state court administrator 

and an LEAA regional courts specialist. 

Team findings were reviewed in the light of this critique 

and a briefing document on findings and recommendations 

prepared for presentation to the Advisory Committee and 

LEAA representatives on a subsequent date. At that meeting. 

the Committee critiqued the team's recommendations and 

directed it to prepare a final report. further refine their 

conclusions. and develop an implementation strategy. This 

was done over the succeeding month via independent w'ork and 

group sessions. including outside consultations. The final 

report was assembled at a team meeting in mid-February. 

B. Interview Schedules Within Each State 

The team members' approach in each state was essentially 

the same, The leadership of the state court system and the state 

planning agency were interviewed at the very beginning. Each 
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group was asked to assist in exploring salient issues and. 

without exception. the team representatives were courteously 

received and given every assistance. Generally. the team 

member.asked the state court administrator and director of 

the $tate planning agency to arrange an interview·schedule 

for them which enabled them to c~ntact the .central people 

knowledgeable about various issues at the state level. 

Although the specific times of interviews varied with the 

schedules of the people they were working with. the general 

arrangement was as follows: 

1. State Court Leadership 

2. State Planning Agency Leadership and Court Staff 

3. State Court Planning Staff 

4. LEAA Regional Offices. Board Members of 
State Planning Council and Court Task Force. 
if present 

5. Local Jud~es. Administrators and Plan~ers 

Interspersed among these interviews were contact with other 

individuals who had experience in this area. Thus. the team 

contacted individuals in the National Center for State Courts. the 

National Center for State Judiciary. local universities and in 

governor's offices. They also wanted to contact knowledgeable 

legislators. but in the majority of the states visited the legislatures 

were not in session. so this was not possible. 
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Given the small amount of time available in each state. 

team members were particularly anxious to attend any meeting 

at which a number of relevant individuals were present. They 

were particularly fortunate in that regard in being able to attend 

meetings of the California Judicial Criminal Justice Planning 

Committee to listen to them discuss many of the very points 

they were interested in and were able to make br .ef presentations 

and solicit comments. As mentioned above. the team was able 

to attend a meeting of the Georgia Commission on National Goals 

and standards which was discussing court standards. At that 

time they were able to meet with a group of judges. adminlstrator 

and planners for two hours as well as to attend their sessions. 

The actual individuals who were contacted in each state 

are displayed in the accompanying chart. Without exception 

the team was able to interview the chief justice of the state 

visited and to spend a significant amount of time with him. 

In Arizona and Georgia they were also able to spend time with 

other justices. and in California spoke with Justice Christian 

of the court of appeals who also serves as chairman of the 

Judicial Planning Committee and was the first directors of the 

National Center for State Courts. 
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Personnel Interviewed During Field Work 

Arizona California Georgia Wisconsin 

Chief Justice x x x x 

Other Justices x x x 

State Ct. Admin. x x x x 

Planner in Courts x x 'I x 

Ct. Planning Comm. x 

Ct. Admin. Staff x x x 

Local Judges x x x x 

Local Ct. Admin. x (2) 

Dir. State Plan. Agency x x x x 

Assistant Director x ? x 

Court Specialist x x x x 

Previous Ct. Spec. x x N/A x 

Chr. Superv. Board x x 

Ct. TaskForce Memb. x 

Governor or Repr. x x 

Legislative Comm. Not in Sess. 

LEAA R/O 
Court Specialist x x x x 

LEAA State Rep. x x 

State court administrators, many of whom were known 

personally to team members, spent considerable time with the 

team and were particularly helpful in directing attention to 

central points that might otherwise have been missed. Naturally, 

time was also spent with the administrator's staff. Typical 
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individuals spoken with in this category included an assistant 

director, legislative analyst (Representative), research director and 

director of judicial education. In every instance, 'time was spent 

with the planner on the staff of the state court administrator and, 

in the case of California, time was spent with the members of 

the Judicial Planning Committee and with staff of that committee, 

including a r3lated staff group (Calendar Management Assistance Team). 

In the state planning agency. the team always met with the 

director and usually the assistant director. In every instance 

they met with the present court planner and in those state where 

the planner was new, also sought out the previous planner and 

interviewed him at length. That was particularly important in 

Arizona and Wisconsin where personnel changes had taken 

place relatively recently. Tney spoke with the chairman of 

the state planning council in Georgia and Wisconsin, but not 

in California and Arizona. The team interviewed members 

of the courts task forces when they were available and in 

Georgia and Wisconsin, met with the governor and/or with 

his legal counsel. 

In addition to the state planning agency personnel. they 

interviewed the court specialialists in the LEAA regions 

serving the states concerned and also spoke with the state 

representatives for Georgia and Arizona. 
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APPENDIX C 

LlST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED DURING FIELD WORK 
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APPENDIX C 

LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED DURING FIELD WORK 

ARIZONA 

Hon. Jack D. H. Hays 

James D. Cameron 

Marvin Linner 

George Stragalas, ill 

Frank Blake 

Gordon Allison 

Judge Goldstone 

Judge Ben Birdsall 

Judge Broomfield 

Judge G. Farley 

Carmen Villanuva 

Al Brown 

Dean Cook 

Darrell Mitchel 

163. 

Chief Justice 
Arizona Supreme Court 

Vice Chief Justice 
Arizona Supreme Court 

Director, Administrative 
Office of the Courts 

Court Planner, Administrative 
Office of the Courts 

Administrator, Municipal 
Court, City of Phoenix 

Administrator, Maricopa 
County Superior Court 

MuniCipal Court, 
City of Phoenix 

Pima County Superior Court 

Presiding Judge 
Maricopa County Superior Court 

Nogales Superior Court 

Criminal Clerk 
Nogales Superior Court 

Director, Justice Planning Agency 

Assistant Director 
Justice Planning Agency 

Court Specialist 
Justice Planning Agency 



Arizona (Cont.) 

Dwane Carlson 

Lillian Rainery 

Mike Hansen 

Frank Mays 

TUCSON SUPERIOR COURT 

Ben C. Birdsall 

Mary Anne Ritchey 

Robert D. Buchanan 

Alice Truman 

Richarq Roylston 

Robert Roylston 

Norman Fenton 

Lee Garrett 

Robert Williams 

Francis Cophan 

Sue Leslie 
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Former Court Specialist 
Justice Planning Agency 

Clerk. Nogales 
Board of Supervisors 

Local Justice Planner. Pima 
County Assoc. of Governments 

Arizona State Representative. 
LEAA Regional Office. 
Burlingame. California 

Presiding Judge 

Judge 

Judge 

Judge 

Judge 

Judge 

Judge 
(Observed his Court in session) 

Judge 
(Observed his Court in session) 

Bailiff 

Bailiff 

Secretary to Presiding Judge 



TUCSON MUNICIPAL COURT 

Judge Veliz 

Judge Brashear 

Judge Newell 

1948 

(Observed his Court in session). 

(Observed his Court in session). 

(Observed his Court in session). 

CALIFORNIA 

Hon. D:mald Wright 

Hon. Winslow Christian 

Ralph N. Kleps 

William E. Davis 

Jon Pevna 

Jon D. Smock 

Cy Shane 

Norm Woodbury 

Byran Kane 

Mike Tozzi 

Anthony Pahmbo 

Hi5. 

Chief Justice 
California Supreme Court 

Appellate Justice and Chairman, 
Judicial Planning Committee 

Director, Administrative 
Office of the Courts 

Staff Planner, Judicial Planning 
Committee / Justice Planning Agency 

Trial Court Coordinator, 
Administrative Office of the Courts 

Assistant Director, 
Administrative Office of the Courts 

Research Director, 
Administrative Office of the Courts 

Administrative Office of the Courts 

Project Manager, Calendar 
Management Technical Assistance 
Team 

Member, Cal,endar Management 
Technical Assistance Team 

Executive Director, California 
Council on Criminal Justice 



California (Cont. ) 

R. C. Walker 

Larry Alamoa 

Phil Steiner 

Gwen Monroe 

Judge Harry Lowe 

Judge James L. Smith 

Judge Harry F. Brauer 

Judge James L. Focht 

Judge Arthur Alarcon 

Joan Dempsey Klein 

Hon. Jimmy Carter 

Benning M. Grice 

G. Conley Ingram 

Robert Hall 

1949 

GEORGIA 

166. 

As::.istant to the Director 
California Council on Criminal 
Justice 

Court SpeCialist. California 
Council on Criminal Justice 

Court Specialist, California 
Council on Criminal Justice 

Court Specialist. LEAA Regional 
Office, Burlingame, California 

Superior Court of San FranciSCO, 
Member. Judicial Planning Comm. 

Municipal Court of Westminster, 
Member. Judicial Planning Comm. 

Superior Court of Santa Cruz, 
M~mber, Judicial Planning Comm. 

Superior Court of San Di.ego, 
Member, JUdicial Planning Comm. 

Superior Court of Los Angeles, 
Member, Judicial Planning Comm. 

Presiding Judge, Los Angeles 
Municipal Court, Member. 
Judicial Plannmg Committee 

Governor, State of Georgia 

Chief Justice, 
Supreme Court of Georgia 

Associate Justice, 
Supreme Court of Georgia 

Associate Justice, 
Supreme Court of Georgia 



Georgia (Cont.) 

Judge Irwin Stolz 

Judge Cloud Morgan 

Judge Reid Merritt 

Judge Bell 

James Dunlap 

Bob Doss 

Tom Baynes 

Jim Higdon 

Doug Ikelman 

Rachel Champagne 

Jim McGovern 

David Tripp 

Bob Crutchfield 

167. 

1950 

Georgia Court of Appeals 

Superior Court 

Superior Court 

Macon Superior Court. 
Member. Judicial Council 

Director. Administrative 
Office of the Courts 

Assistant Director. 
Administrative Office of the Courts 

Former Acting Director. 
National Center for State Courts 
Regional Office. Atlanta. Georgia 

Director, 
Georgia Crime Commission 

Court Specialist, 
Georgia Crime Commission 

Local Area Criminal Justice Planner 

Chairman. Supervisory Board, 
Georgia Crime Commission 

Assistant to the Governor, 
Mp.mber, Courts Task Force 

Georgia State Representative, 
LEAA Regional Office. 
Atlanta, Georgia 



WISCONSIN 

Hon. Horace Wilkie 

Judge Edwin WiJlae 

Robert Martineau 

Bill Lunney 

Don Dewitt 

Ken Timple 

Sofron Nedilsky 

Charles W. Wheeler 

Judge Richard Bardwell 

Bob Stanek 

George Priesz 

David Steingraber 

David Adamy 

Nicholas Demos 
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1951 

Chief Justice, 
Wisconsin Supreme Court 

Director, Administrative 
Office of the Courts 

Administrator, 
Wisconsin Supreme Court 

Assistant State 
Court Administrator 

Court Planner, Administrative 
Office of the Courts 

Fiscal Officer, Administrative 
Office of the Courts, formerly with 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice 

Director, JUdicial Education, 
Wisconsin Supreme Court 

Assistant Director, Judicial EJducatl.On 
Wisconsin Supreme Court 

Dane County Circuit Court 

Director, Wisconsin 
Council on Crimin'l-l Justice 

Court Specialist, Wisconsin 
Council on Criminal Justice 

Assistant to the Director, 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal 
Justice 

Secretary, Department of Revenue 
Chairman, Supervisory Board 

Court Specialist, 
LEAA Chicago Regional Office 



Wisconsin (Cont. ) 

.Tudge R. Curley 

Don Weber 

Francis Bannon 

169. 
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Chief Administrative Judge, 
Milwaukee 

County Employee (Milwaukee), 
Liaison officer with State 
Legislature and Federal Government 

Assistant County Executive, 
Member, County Planning Board 
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APPENDIX D 

RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

RAISED BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
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APPENDIX D 

Responses to Specific qUestions Raised 
by the Advisory Committee 

1. WHAT IS THE PROCESS MECHANISM IN THE STATES BY 
WHICH COURTS FINAllY RECEIVE lEAA FUNDS? 

In the four states studied, the executive-branch SPA 

appears to fully determine whatever process mechanism by 

which the courts finally receive LEAA funds. This means 

the courts are thrown into the marketplace to compete with 

poli ce, prosecutors, and pol iti ci ans for thei r exi stence .. 

The IIfinal review ll and budget allocation control system of 

SPA's may differ in content but not in effect. 

Although in California (since January 1,1974) the 

judicial planning council of judges appointed by the judicial 

council reviews all court-oriented projects, the grants have 

to be approved by the SPA. In Arizona a state court admin­

strator, maintaining constant liaison with the legislative 

branch, is able to get what he wants, but this is a case 

in which rare leadership and the personality of an individual 

transcend barriers and pitfalls. In Georgia, however, al­

though the non-lawyer governor is "court oriented", there, 

;s no doubt about his power over the SPA and the strength 

of a state court administrator would not be in issue in this 

state. 
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There has been no state visited in which much lati­

tude has been gained by the courts in establishing their 

own needs and securing the necessary priorities to assure 

funding outside SPA dictates. The Act itself makes it 

impossible to do so because all the funds are, by federal 

law, channelled through the SPA charged with development 

of a "State plan". It apparently matters not what "balance 

of planning" the Act seemingly calls for, it has often 

been ignored, and the system of justice almost swamped by 

overloading one end of the hold. SPA's appear slow to recog­

nize that by continuous building of the police and prosecution 

function one simultaneously throws a terrific additional bur­

den on an already groaning court system. The judiciary, as 

it was historically, has remained the most vulnerable and least 

aggressive of all three branches of government. Perhaps 

the conservatism of the judges is accountable for the"ir late 

demands for equality of treatment, but the squeeze being 
~ 

felt in the nation's courts has begun to bring them to their 

feet. The grave condition of many of our courts is almost 

indescribable. 

The fact LEAA regional offices are charged with over­

seeing or reviewing state plans matters little to courts 

in those regions having few if any personnel in a "court's 
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division". The national office of LEAA itself is hardly 

overrun with personnel dealing with the courts. Although 

LEAA formerly announced new dimensions for court improve­

ments, one does not readily perceive the tooling-up for new 

products. 

2. IS THE PRESENT FEDERAL LEGISLATION INHERENTLY 
DEFECTIVE IN CONTRIBUTING TO THE DEPENDENCY 
OF JUDGES? 

The team feels that the basic legislation is not necessarilY 

defective, although two limited areas might benefit from 

statutory revision. These relate to the judicial participa­

tion on supervisory councils and the relationship of SPAls 

to fiscally unified court systems. 

They did not tind that the judiciary had special problems in 

participating in the LEAA support program, which is a matter 

of great concern. As one Georgia general jurisdiction trial 

judge put it, "It is pretty hard to think of viable, innova­

tive programs envisioned by LEAA when a judge has no secre­

tary, telephone or law library." 

The present Act clearly forces judges off the bench into 

the marketplace of competition with police and o~hers. Judges 

are obviously ill-equipped for this task by reason of education, 

training, experience and inclination. The business of judges 
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is judging, and when a court like the Pima County Superior 

Court in '(Ilcson is already operating on a 365 day per year 

schedule ~ne can hardly expect the judges to have much time 

to be fighting the battle of grantsmanship. The Act does 

not appear to contain any specific protection to give the 

courts safeguards from unfair competition against such 

agencies as the Los Angeles Police Department which has 

more paid planners on its staff writing grants than there 

are superior court judges in all of Los Angeles County!. 

3. IS THERE A LACK OF SUFFICIENT FUNDS AND, IF SO, 
DOES THIS SHORTAGE CONTRIBUTE TO COUNTERPRODUCTIVE 
COMPETITION? 

Again, this question would appear to demand an affirm­

ative answer, at least in part. Most certainly the funds 

to courts are modest compared to needs. 

The study team could not in the time alloted investi­

gate the amount of funds going to enforcement, parole, 

correctional institutions, and other criminal justice system 

agencies. It narrowed the study to the "courts", as that 

term was defined on a state-by-state basis in the four states 

visited. As previously noted, wnen one actually tours the 

courts it is patent our nation's state courts are in grave 

174. 



1958 

condition. There is evidence some citizens even surrender 

their right of suffrage for fear their names will be taken 

from voter registration books to be placed on jury lists! 

If this alone is not alarming symptomatology what more do 

we need to tell us how citizens view the system? If the 

federal AND state governments are really serious in wanting 

to maintain the state courts in operation and to preserve 

the 14th Amendment the time is NOW, and the task and cost 

will be staggering. Pitting the courts and any other seg-

ment of the criminal justice system against each other is 

not just counterproductive; it is suicidal if weighed in the 

balance of trying to pit the criminal justice system of today 

against America's crime. This was not the intent of the Congress 

whose Act clearly calls from comprehensive state pians 

which strengthen and improve law enforcement and criminal 

justice at every level. Regional offices of the LEAA which 

approve plans contra to this are not following the clear dic­

tates of the law. Competition within the criminal justice 

family might be stopped cold with letters of disapproval from 

LEAA regional offices when state plans which do not follow 

the intent of the law arrive in the offices. 
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4. IS THERE UNDUE POLITICAL INFLUENCE IN THE 
JUDICIAL SYSTEM? 

The team did not find as fact a single instance of 

attempts to exert political influence on the judicial system 

by an SPA, LEAA, or those connected therewith. Rumors failed 

to materialize. In Cal ifornia, for instance, the Governor 

who appointed the Chief Justice who subs~quently declared 

the state death penalty unconstitutional was obviously more 

than displeased. There was not, however, any finding of 

trying to exert political pres sue via LEAA grants to secure 

favorable judicial opinions. 

5. ARE THE PRESENT STATE MECHANISMS FOR DISTRIBUTING 
LEAA FUNDS INHERENTLY DEFECTIVE? 

The mechanics do not appear to be the problem so much 

as the fact courts (judges) have not in the past collectively 

stood up to the system. liThe squeaking wheel gets the grease ll 

is a political fact of life even the most apolitical'of judges 

must knovi. Judges are the "Johnny come lately" of the Safe 

Streets Act. They have just now begun to awaken to the fact 

they cannot handle the burden of increased law enforcement 

products in courts geared to another age. Thro,ugh organi zations 
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such as the California Judicial Planning Council, with 

professional planners planning for the judiciary, the 

courts would have far less difficulty fitting within the 

system. 

6. IRRESPECTIVE OF STRUCTURE, WILL THE QUALITY OF 
PEOPLE AND RESOURCES INHERENTLY RESULT IN FAILURE? 

Hopefully not. Although the salary scales of LEAA 

and SPA's are ridiculously low when weighed with the tasks 

and responsibility involved, there appear to be industrious 

and capable people at work. On both federal and state levels 

one often finds a spirit of dedication which is not always 

present among those associated with government bureaus. We 

do find a number of ex-policemen in high positions who are, 

of course, having to decide what's best for the courts, but 

this study could not, in the time allotted, delve into what 

effect, if any, this has on the courts. 

When we address the question of resources there is less 

optimism. Like so many governmental ventures, LEAA appears 

to be DRtlSTICALL Y underfunded and DRASTICALLY understaffed. 

The issue at hand must be one of the highest national priority. 

Do we seriously want to pay the price tag to strengthen and 

improve law enforcement and criminal justice at every level 
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by national assistance? This answer can be measured in 

pa:nt by how serious the President is about "crime in the 

streets", and how much monetary priority the Congress is 

willing to give the undertaking. 

7. WHAT ARE THE ESSENTIAL COMPONENTS OF AN OPTIMUM 
SYSTEM? 

When our question is viewed in light of LEAA's au­

thorized role, we must first acknowledge LEAA is not designed 

to fund the operation of state and local courts. It's 

role is to furnish national "assistance", It would appear 

some harbor the mi~belief LEAA should relieve the state and 

local governments of their duty to fund their own courts. 

The alternative is the obvious take-over of the state and 

local courts by the federal government. While opposing federal 

interference on one hand, we find instances of the same people 

demanding more and more federal dole on the other. A 

middle ground must be sought. 

Just as the police have their own planning staffs, so 

must the courts. There is little doubt the judges themselves 

are not qualified to be planners and researchers and need the 

assistance of professional planners employed within tbe 

judicial system to work with the SPA's and lEAA in the frame­

work only such professionals are able to work. In addition, 
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a national planning and research capability for assisting 

state courts and their planners is a vital need. There is 

no archive where state courts can seek information regarding 

past programs undertaken by others. The wheel continues to 

be invented and reinvented across the land and the waste of 

expenditures because of it is probCl.bly indeterminable. 

Budgeting must be initiated within the judiciary; not 

without. The state courts must take a long, hard look at 

themselves. Rather than operating the system on a constant 

"emergency alert" the courts need qualified, sufficient 

personnel and modern equipment to operate and to project 

operations and needs beyond the day-to-day procedures now 

employed in most state and federal courts. The need for 

realistic tables of organization, personnel and equipment 

for courts to use as minimum guidelines is desperate. 

In states having so-called integrated systems the 

appellate courts need to recognize the importance of opera­

tion of the police court in the most remost hamlet in the 

state. The 1970 federal census revealed only 153 cities 

in the United States with populations in excess of 100,000 

people. Only six had a population of one million or more. 

Fifty-four million Americans, or more than a fourth of the 
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nation, lived in places with populations of 2,500 or fewer. 

The rural and non-metropolitan courts are brushed over 

lightly in favor of "impact" areas. This procedure hardly 

commends discussion of any kind of "system"; much less a 

comprehensive system! 

Court facilities across the land are crumbling. How 

can one think of an "optimum system" with plaster falling 

on his desk? Under the Hill-Burton Act the federal govern­

ment upgraded hospital facilities in every part of the 

nation. Such an Act for construction of facilities 

exclusively for court functions, perhaps on a district or 

regional basis within the states, is long, long overdue. 

Most "courthouses", especially in non-urban areas, house 

school superintendants, agricultural agents, and other 

agencies while the courts are so crowded they can barely 

breath. This is clearly an area which will require major 

federal participation. 

Chief Justice Burger has long advocated the need for 

improved court administration rather than the constant 

addition of more and more judges as the only an~wer to the 

overflow in the courts. A statewide network of local and 

regional court administration is a vital necessity for any 
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system. The worst managed system one can imagine is the 

so-called "court system". Any private business trying to 

operate like our state and federal courts would be bankrupt 

in months. In this instance we are bankrupting justice 

itself! The management of the court system is a business 

and, as previously noted, the business of judges is intended 

to be judging; not managing. 

There is so little standardization even within a state 

court system one is amazed the courts can operate at all. 

Many districts are fiefdoms unto themselves with no relation­

ship to any other districts. Antiquated venue statutes 

allow one district to be inundated with cases while the judge 

in the adjoining district may not have enough to do. Non­

lawyer judges in some states view due process and the United 

States Supreme Court with a jaundiced eye if they bother to 

view either. Statewide, mandatory judicial education pro­

grams are a must and such projects as the National College 

of State Judiciary in Reno must be given the highest 

priority as to allow them to expand their excellent programs 

and to provide assistance to state judicial edu~ation systems 

by means of curriculum design. texts. and programs of 

instruction. 
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The reluctance of the judiciary to view the court 

system as including clerks, prosecutors, defenders, re­

porters and all those who operate within the court arena 

is myopic and self-defeating. The judges must recognize 

the entire court family if we are to have effective 

systems of justice. Just as pumping billions into the 

police departments (who most certainly demonstrated their 

needs for the transfusion) has overburdened the court 

dockets, merely building taller benches will not solve 

the problems borne by the judiciary. Inadequate prosecutor, 

defense, and clerks offices also add to the court's burdens, 

as does the virtual absence of court reports in some locales. 

This does not mean for example, the judge must adopt a 

belief the prosecutor is a member of the judicial branch 

rather than the executive branch. We are not now debating 

constitutional separation of powers. We are ta1king'about 

improving a court SYSTEM which can function together under 

all circumstances. 

Adequate law libraries are now required by law in our 

penitentiaries. Why not in our courts? Law cl~rks are 

provided to appellate judges. Why not to all trial judges 

of general jurisdiction? Appellate courts are funded by 
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the states. Why do some states fail to fund their trial 

courts? Appellate judges have secretaries. Why do many 

state trial judges have none? What about the police court 

in Podunk, U.S.A., presided over by the town barber on 

Thursday night in the city council meeting room? What is 

being done for it? An opinion of the U.S. Court of Appeals, 

6th. Circuit, handed down December 3, 1974, in a case in­

volving a teenager from another town arrested for curfew 

violation and held incommunicado several days in jail 

describes what happens to citjzens in such courts: 

II ... his rights bandied about by a lay judge 
who knows nothing of the treatment to be 
accorded citizens due to his lack of experience 
and training in the rigoro~s discipline of the 
law." 

The states have not fulfilled their duty to fund, support 

and operate their own courts. The states must assume their 

own duties to police and fund their courts and seek maximum 

federal assistance to fill those cavities they cannot reach. 

The need for adequate facilities, court administrators, law 

clerks, law libraries, modern office equipment and technology, 

office furnishings, secretarial help, court reporters, court 

bailiffs, office expense allowances, and improved juror pay should 

be met before we begin debating the relative value of such 

innovations as videotaped trials and sixty days from arrest to trial 
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The dilemma of the court in Tuscon, as hereinbefore 

discussed, is a prime example of what happens when such 

ideas as the "Sixth Amendment Sophism" is imposed in a court 

totally unprepared and unequipped to handle it. Before we 

can design optimum systems we must first furnish the basic 

staples. 

8. DOES THE SPA RETARD PROGRESS AND REFORM IN THE COURTS? 

Some aspects of the operation of state planning agencies 

do contribute to the lack of progress in court reform. For 

example, many court specialists are recent college graduates 

who are paid relatively low salaries. As a consequence they 

take some time to applt!ciate the complexities of the court's 

concerns and ironically they often leave the agency just 

about the time they have attained a state of competancy. 

On another si de of the. coi n, when judges wait until 1974 to 

start planning for judicial participation in a program begun 

in 1968 one cannot expect instant productivity. The judges 

have been slow to come around. The SPA is charged by existing 

law with designing a comprehensive state plan; not just for 

the courts, but for the entire SYSTEM of criminal justice. 

They obviously haven't been doing it, and LEAA and the judiciary 

have let them get by with it. Although the strongest argument 

exists for employment of judicial planners within the judicial 
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system to design and submit plans for the courts to the SPA. 

if we are to have a balanced system of criminal justice, some­

one--under present 1 aw the SPA--must put together the overall, 

final plan. Judges do not have to sit idly by and let the 

SPA stack the executive committees or courts committees with 

non-judges. There are many ways to prevent this in a 

democratic form of government. 

The courts are not LEAA's only critic, as the following 

exercise of 1st. Amendment Rights will demonstrate. Some­

times you just can't win for 10sing __ 

LETTER TO THE EDITOR: 
THE COURIER-JOURNAL 

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 6, 1974 

"OPPOSES LEAA CONCEPT 
In th~ face of a rising crime wave everywhere, 

the federal government has undertaken programs 
first to handcuff, then to fundamentally change, 
and finally to control and destroy the local police 
forces in the United States. The chief agency re­
sponsible for brining about these alterations is 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). 

Policemen in recent years have found themselves 
harassed in the performance of their duties by 
the courts. They have become subject to LEAA 
programs which urge and even require that they 
spend their effort determining the cause of crime 
rather than providing protection for the people. 
And the working policemen themselves can see 
that their own ability to function as protectors 
of the community which hires them has deteriorated 
in favor of national, centralized control, which 
is one of the cardinal hallmarks of tyranny. 

The lament of the honorable policeman should 
be the vital concern of every freedom-loving 
American. 

Mrs. Elizabeth J. Bell 
3104 Faywood Way, Louisville" 
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APPENDIX E 

IMPLICATIONS OF IlCOURT II DEFINITIONS 

FOR L.8AA FUNDING 
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APPENDIXE 

IMPLICATIONS OF "COURT" DEFINITIONS 

FOR LEAA FUNDING 

In every state examined. there were substantial differences 

between the amounts of money expended on "court" projects as 

defined by LEAA and the amounts expended on court projects 

more narrowly defined. However. it was also true that each 

state court system has its own peculiarities. and responsibilities 

vary tremendously. 

In Arizona the cou:.:1: has particularly broad responsibility. 

The supreme court has broad rule making power covering 

areas that would be legislative responsibility in many other 

states. The trial court has responsibility for the public defender 

system. juvenile and adult probation. and juvenile detention 

centers. as well as the more traditional court functions. 

In Wisconsin, the adult probation function is completely 

within the executive branch and the juvenile probation function 

is substantially so. although the court does employ some juvenile , 

court social ser'Vice workers. Defender services are a judicial 

responsibility at the state level. but such public defender systems 

as exist are county based. When appointive counsel systems are 

used, the cost is sometimes included within the judicial budget. 
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In Georgia. the judicial branch includes both prosecution 

and defense functions. Indeed, the administrative office of the 

courts is presently the recipient of specific grants which it 

subcontracts to the association of district attorneys and to local 

defender services. 

In California, prosecution and defense functions are 

outside the court system; yet, in some counties, probation 

services are within the court, and in other counties they are 

outside. 

In view of these genuine differences between courts in 

different states, there is justification for using a very broad 

classification of courts for accounting purposes. This makes 

it possible to compare expenditures amongst various juris­

dictions. However, use of a broad term also has significant 

disadvantages. It obscures the actual patterns of expenditure 

on the various components included under this broad umbrella. 

We have seen that there are a number of examples where the 

courts, per g, have received negligible funding'in spite of a 

respectable allocation to courts under the broader definition. 

Obviously, significantly more detailed information on funding 

classifications needs to be made available in order to responsibly 

assess patterns of expenditure. 

188. 



1972 

There is also a semantic problem which complicates 

interpretation signliicantly. The use of the term "courts" in 

both the broad and narrow senses merely complicates matters. 

The team has read documents where the term has been used in 

ways almost calculated to deceive the reader about the true 

state of affairs. In order to avoid the defects of the present 

system it would be most desirable to use another term (e. g •• 

adjudication agencies) in plp.ce of the broad "courts" classliication. 

The existence of dliferent responsibilities for courts in 

the various states is a persuasive argument against developing 

a separate percentage allocation for courts (or a separate part 

in the legislation). To allocate the same percentage for courts 

in Arizona (which includes all probation services) and Wisconsin 

(which ha...s none) would be an obvious injustice. 

There are also fears that development of a specliic 

percentage would result in a comparative neglect of d~fender 

and prosecutorial programs, as they would then be placed at 

the periphery of the courts. 
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APPENDIX F 

RESOLUTIONS OF THE CONFERENCE OF CHIEF 

JUSTICES AND THE CONFERENCE OF STATE 

COURT ADMINISTRATORS 
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IlImO),IJ')'JON 

1'I1IErmflS, the COI,fcl'cncQ of Chief JuntJ.l:ell in npllre­
ciat;lve of 'Lhe Con(~r-rm:; of. 'llw United foLate:. for !tll criminal 
jlW'\:j(!O pl'og/'mn hy v/llith finnncjnl anIJ.I:ll.:mCC has lIcen 
chnnneled to the statel) to auelllen (; State (Iud local rJOurces 
in j mjlrov!ng 1.110 administration of jus tice wi thin the States j 
and 

~/HERl~flS, it is commendnble tlwt auch crimi nal justice 
procrnm hrIG been admj IIi s l;ered by the Law Enf.orccmen t fI::wir.­
tunce Atlmi nir;t)'ation I'li i 1I0ut nn nttempl: to inlpn!lc mandatory 
fedoral :::tanuDl'u::: upon State court systcn)::l j and 

~llmfll~fI.'J, in the tJeJlninistl'ation of such criminal justi co 
proGrtilo by !3t~te oxccuLivl: p .onning ogoncie:::; of UK LB/\J\ 
thcr!; have surfaced !leri.ous IJtrur:tural and procedural defccts, 
among Hllich ,H'e tho:1e revealillg -thnt ~jtatc C(IUpt lJy:::;tems and 
Stnte jud/;Cls have lIeen placed in an arena of compe l:i tion 
wi1:h exccuLive a[jellcies of tile Stote government, including 
police, correctional, defense and pro:;ecutori.(ll [jl'': liPS, 
which cOlOpeti,ti.on j s destructive 01" tho scpnrntion of powers 
doct:t'5,T!e lind the indcpcndence of State judi.ci aries, and 
which cOlOpeti tj.on also fosters the exertion of political 
pro:::;sUI'e:::; Oil State judeea; and 

WHBREAS, becau::;e of such serious structural and pro­
cedural Vleaknenses Stnte court r.yztems have not recei.ved 
An adcquntc shflre of financial nsnistance as Inea:;ured by 
their crItical l'eSpol1l;ihi.J.i ties I e1 th the IJhockinc revela­
tion that the State:,;' Hhare of LEM fundine· \'/0:; ollly 5.l?% 
jn the fiscal year 19'13, in spite of caJ Is by the national 
Law EnforcemenL As:.iz Lonce Admi ni n Lr'ation .for Iltate plannine 
agencies to greatly incl'tlase the fundi.nu allocated to State 
courts, 

NOH, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED i3Y TilE CONFF.RF.NCr:: OF 
CHIEF JUS'rICES DULY ASSE~mLEIJ TN PI.E:':'WY SESS ION ON TilE 
16TH D,\ Y OF AUGUS'£, 1974: 

1. Congrcss is urged to amcnd the LEAl. Act so as, 
to provide reasonable and adequot:e augmenting fundl> to 
State court systems ~ndcr a procedure by which political 
pressures 011 State judgcs arc not inv~ted ~nd by which 
the independence of State court systems nlld the separation 
oJ: pOI·lers doctrine nrc mnintl1ined and fostered, bearing 
in mind that pluns and pr.ojects tor the improvement O[ 
Scntc judicial systems should be developed und determined 
by the respective State court systems themselves. 

2. The special Committce on Federa 1 Funding of tl.is 
Confer.ence ill Authorized to develop nppropriate suggested 
revisions of the LEAA Act which would lOilndate cil(1t n [l1ir 
and nc1eql1atc shar.e O[ LEAA State block~[;rnnt fundinu be 
allocnted to SC.1te CO~Il·t systems and. i:hnt the usc of 
thcsC'. funds to improve and strenethen Stilt(l court: systems 
be IInde): the direction of the rt!llponsLbln l.ei1dcrship of 
ehe SU)tC' judicinrics in kecpi,ng ~ith our tripllrtite 
concept of covllrnlllcnt. 
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3. The speci"l Committee on Feder"l Funding is 
iluthod_zed to prC'sent such slIgr,es ted rev is ibns of the 
U~Iv\ Act to Congress Lonnl C(lIl~llittees. members of Con­
r,rC!IlS, the T~1\v I-:n forcemcnt ASfi i1; t:l11ce A cimini:; trn tion. 
ilnd others ns nccessnry nnd appropriate to secure 
support [01: !ll1ch needed n~vj_l;i()nfi; [or thn t: purpose 
the: ::peclI11 C(llnl1l i tt(!e: IIIny.- w.i 1.11 the (lOnCllll'l'(mell of the 
l'>:l'CU ~iv(' COlllIGj:l., t1t.'I.'-;1 111 i 11l' I Ill' polJ ey (lJ' Lhe COl1l('renee 
j n rl~l'.nr'd to til(' }lI'Cop!Hwd I',:\, I H I 0))::, l'IJ tlJ(1I1 L purpuJ'Linr, 
to nprmlc 1'01' cvm'y 1'''-llIhL'r 01 'Lhl' Con.f')I",lI(!(). 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, certain federal legislation (Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act- of 1968 as amended) makes 
funds available to the state courts under a distribution 
system that is operated by the executive branch of the 
U.S. Government (L.E.A.A. of the U.S. Department of Justice) 
in conjunction with the executive branch of each state 
government (the so-called State Planning Agency); and 

~I/IEREAS, experience of recent years indicates clearly 
that executive control of these resrurces poses problems 
of a serious nature which greatly concern the state court 
systems; 

NON, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Conference of 
the State Court Administrators assembled on August 15, 1974 
that: 

Conference of the state Court Administrators State­
Federal Relations Committee be instructed to work 
diligently with the Special Committee on Federal 
Funding of the Conference of Chief Justices to 
develop, either through legislation or administra­
tive action, such changes in the L,E.A.A. mechanism 
of distribution of funds as would assure to the 
state court systems freedom from those requirements, 
be they federal or state in origin, which include 
but are not limited to those that: 

a) are incompatible with or undermine the 
managerial authority of the Supreme 
Court or of some other court management 
agency in the state 

b) interfere with the judiciary's own fljnding 
and program priorities ,or with its standards 
and goals 

c) place the judiciary in the arena of competi­
tion for L,E.A.A. fundS with applicants from 
the exeQutive branch of the government 
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d) place judicial institutions or different 
court levels in competition for L.E.A.A. 
funds with each other 

e) coerce the judiciary, directly or obliquely, 
to participate in an executive - controlled 
information system and 

f) subject grants already made to the judiciary 
to performance evaluation conducted solely 
by the executive officials. 

Resolutions Committee 

James R. James, Judicial Administrator, Kansas, Chairman 

Walter J. Kane, Court Administrator, Rhode Island 

Howard E. Trent, Jr., Director, Administrative Office of the Courts, 
Kentucky 

James B. Ueberhorst, State Court Administrator, Florida 

Edwin M. Wilkie, Administrative Di~ector of the Cdurts, Wi~cans!n 

RESOLtrrION I 

USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO IMPROVE 
STATE JUDICIAL $YSTEMS 

IlllEltEAS, substantial nmounts of federal money have been made available for the 
improvement of state judicial systems in recent years through such 
agencles as the LAW Enforcement Assistance Administration CU. S. Dnpart­
ment of JUDtice) Dnd the Federal ~ighway Safety Agency (U. S. Depart­
ment of Trnnsportation); and 

III1EREAS, these federal funds arc customarily distributed through the executive 
branch of state governmen~, sometimes with a federally mand.~ed require­
ment that they be spenC by local units of government, thus ~hallenging 
the desired unity and independence of the judicial aystems of state 
government; and 

WHEREAS, neither the federal requirements for the administration of funus through 
the chief executive of n state nor the· federal requirements for the 
expenditure of funus through local units of government militate agsinst 
the usc of a judicial agency to do the initial planning and programming 
for judicial system improvements that are to be carrie4 out with federal 
funds; 
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NOW, TI~REFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Conference of State Court Administrators 
that: 

(1) Con,intent w·ith the constHutional doctrine of separAtion of powers 
and' souno governlnen~ mnnogement practiceR, planning and program improve­
ments wilhin a state judicial system should be undertaken by the judicial 
branch throllgh its constituent agencies, and 

(2) Th. nge of existing plnnning agencies within a judicial system or the 
creatl.on and usc of such new agencies is essential if plnns for judicisl 
"yst~on improvement sre to be implemented successfully; lnd 

(3) Effectively to implement the above, a percentage of federnl 
planning nnd program funds be mode available to the judiciary on 
a atate-by-state basis; snd that funds so allocated be expendeo 
in accordance with a plan developed and programs approved by the 
Supreme Court or other judicial entity of the state with rule-making 
pOWers or sdministrative reoponsibility for the state's judicial 
system. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that B specisl committee of the Conference be appointed 
by the Executive Committee with respect to federal programs [or fund­
ing assintonce to state courts and that the committee and Executive 
Committee be suthorized to seek Buch legislative or administrative 
guidelines, directives or policy, as may be appropriate nnd lea9ible, 
to ottoin the objectives set forth in this resolution, and to keep 
this Conference advised with regard thereto; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the 
appropriate federal and state agencies {or use in their e·Horts to 
apply federal funds to th~ improvement of state judicial systems, and 
that a copy alao be transmitted to the Conference of Chief Justices. 

W1IEREAS, the Conference of State Court Administrators has enjoyed vnluab!'e and 
instructive programs at this, the 19th Annual Heeting at Columbu!, 
Ohio; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Executive Committee be con.mrndtd for 
the trainins seminar program conducted in advance o! the regUlar 
meeting and express our appreciation to the faCUlty of that seminar 
and to encourage the Executive Committee to continue its concern 
for education and training of Court Administrators. 
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WHEREAS, the Conference of State Court Administrators has succossfully completed 
its Nineteenth Annual Hoeting at Columbus, 01>1.0 on August 4, 1973, and 
is indoed deeply indebted to our hosts for thoir gracious hospitality; 

NOW, THEREFORE, UE IT RESOLVED that the sincr.re appreciation and gratitude of the 
me.,bers of this Conference be extended to all of our hosts who have 
... do this annual meeting so profitable; And particularly that this 
appreciation be extended t·o the 1I0norable C. William O'Neill, Chief 
Justice of the creat state of Ohio, to his stoff and to the Ohio State 
IIiChway Patrol, And that copies of this resolution be forwarded to 
Chief Justice O'Neill and to the Chief of the Ohio State Hiehway 
Patrol. 

WHEREAS, the Conference of State Court Administrators has been efficiently and 
loyally served throughout the past years and during this, the 19th 
Annual Meeting, by the Council of Stat~ Governments and its staff 
membersi 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the apprecifltion and Rincere thanks of 
the members of chis Conference be extended to the Council and its 
stoff mombers, Alan V. Sokolow, Frank Bailey, Kay Hannigan, Loretta 
Gadaon and I.ana lIarding. 

WIIEREAS, the Conferonce of State Court Administrators has enjoyed valua\>le 
and instructive programs at this, the 19th Annual Hoeting, at 
Columbus, Ohio; 

NOW, TIIEREFDRE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the appreciation and gratitude of the 
men,beu of the Conference be extended to our Officers who have 
contributed so much to this succesoful procram, includinn lIarry O. 
Lawson, Chairman, Roy O. Gulley, Vice Chairman, C. R. Huie, 
A. Evon. Kephart, R. Hanson Lawton nnd ~wrian Opala. 
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OFFICE OF THE OEAN 

JOHN F. X. IRVING 

1980 

SETON HALL UNIVERSITY 
SCHOOL OF LAW 

1095 Raymond Blvd . • Newark. N. J. 07102 
(201) 642·8500 

BIOGRAPHICAL 

John F. X. Irving has been Dean of the Seton Hall 
University School of Law since 1971. He was previously 
Executive Director of the Illinois Crime Commission 
(the SPA) and the founding Chairman of the NaaonE>J. 
Association of Criminal Justice Planning Agencies 
Directors; Executive Director of the National Council of 
Juvenile Court Judges and Dean of the judge training 
programs. Prior to those assignments, he was on the 
professional staff of the American Bar Association and 
the National Legal Aid and Defender Association. 

A member of the Advisory Task Force on Education, 
Training and Manpower Developments for the National 
Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals for Criminal 
Justice in 1972-73, Dean Irving is at present a member of 
the Advisory Committee on Educational Accreditation and 
Institutional Eligibility to the U. S. Commissioner of 
Education. He is also a member of the Board of Regents 
of the National College of Criminal Defense Lawyers and 
PUblic Defenders. 

He received a J. D. Degree in 1956 and an L. L. M. 
Degree in 1962 from New York University. A member of 
several bar association committees, Dean Irving is a 
Vice President of the Federal Bar Association (Newark 
Chapter) and Chairman of the Committee on Court 
Modernization of the New Jersey State Bar Association. 
In W69, he received an award from the National Council 
of Juvenile Court Judges which readS "For distinguished 
service to the juvenile courts of America." 
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HENRY V. PENNINGTON 
CIRCUIT JUDClIC 

1981 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

50TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
DANVILLE. KENTUCKY "l0422 

TCLEPIiDNIt (eoe) 238·3800 

BIOGRAPHICAL 

Circuit Judge Henry V. Pennington, Danville, 

BOYl.E CIRCUIT COURT 
MERCER CIRCUIT COURT 

Kentucky, has served as Presiding Judge of the 50th 

Judicial District of Kentucky since 1970. He is a Fellow 

of The International Academy of Trial Judges and is 

actively engaged in court improvement programs, 

including directing the Kentucky Model Courts Project. 

He formerly served as a MUnicipal Attorney and MUnicipal 

Judge and has had broad experience in trial courts at 

various levels. 

Judge Pennington is a graduate of the National College 

of the State Judiciary, Reno, Nevada; has completed three 

graduate programs there, and served as faculty advisor in 

1974. He has taught at various seminars for judges in 

several states, and has been a clinical instructor at the 

University of Kentucky, College of Law, since 1972. 
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BIOGRAPHICAL 

Dr. Peter Haynes is a self-employed consultant and 
lecturer on court management who resides in Los Angeles, 
Calii'ornia. At present. he is a visiting faculty member at 
the University of Arizona in Tempe and is a consultant for 
a number of national and state organizations involved in 
court management, including the American Judicature 
Society. The American University Criminal Courts Technical 
Assistance Project, Rand Corporation, the National Center 
for State Courts, Institute for Court Management, and 
LEAA's national office. 

He has had extensive research experience in public, 
business. and university environments. Until June 1974, 
he was the founding Director of the Judicial Administration 
Program and lecturer in law at the University of Southern 
California at Los Angeles. Prior to that he was a research 
associate on the staff of the Institute for Court Management 
at the University of Denver Law Center. 

His earlier experience was in the research and pr~ject 
management field where he was employed on the research 
staff of Shell Development Company and Yale University. 
His interests center on the application of quantitative 
techniques, e. g •• systems and fiscal analysis. to resolution 
of complex problems and the development of training programs. 
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ApPENDIXH 

STATE LEGISLATURE INPUT INTO THE PLANNING FOR FEDERAL 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE FUNDS 

LEAA MEMBER COUNSEL OPINIONS RELATING TO STATE LEGISLATURES 

REGION VIII-DENVER 
FEBRUARY 3, 1975. 

OFFICE QI,' REGIONAL OPERATIONS (ORO)-OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL (OGC) 

Legal Opinion No. 75-28-Proposed Colorado State Legislation 

I have reviewed the proposed House bills HB 1028 and HB 1034 in Accordance 
with your request. 
. HB 1028 provides that the executive director of the office of State planning and 
budgeting shall compile and forward to the legislature reports showing all executive 
department projects for which State funding is a requirement and prohibits State 
funding for such projects without the specific approval by the General Assembly. 

HB 1034 requires the director of the division of criminal justice to report to 
the General Assembly concerning new programs which may require State funds 
and requires General Assembly approval of such new programs in a separate 
appropriation bill. 

These provisions in the House bills on their face are not inconsistent with Section 
203 of the omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended by the 
Crime Control Act of 1973, Pub. L. 93-83, 87 Stat. 197, 42 U.S.C. § 3701 et seq. 
The legislature does not seek to substitute its judgment for that of the SPA in 
determining programs and priorities for the expenditure of LEAA funds. The 
legislature seeks to review the purposes for which State matching funds will be 
spent prior to appropriating the funds. The legislature may grant or withhold 
State funds to provide the non-federal share of the costs of programs and projects. 
However, it must not substitute its own judgment for that of the SPA with re­
spect to the distribution. of the LEAA grant funds. The legislative proposals I 
have reviewed do not appear to do this. 

If this legislation were later used to change priorities and the comprehensiveness 
of the plan by withholding sufficient match or buy-in, then we would have to 
consider the legislation inconsistent with our Act. 

It should be noted that with regard to Section 2(3) of HB 1028, LEAA funds 
cannot be used to reimburse the State for administrative overhead costs. 

THOMAS J. MADDEN, 
Assistant Administrator, 

General Counsel. 

LEGAL OPINION No. 71-1-NEBRASKA JURISDICTION OVER LEAA 
FUNDS-FEBRUARY 8, 1971 

To: Executive Director, Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. 

At your request, this Office has reviewed Legislative Bill 225, which was 
introduced in the Nebraska Legislature on January 13, 1971. The bill would 
amend Seotion 81-1423 of the Revised Statutes of Nebraska, which relates to 
the powers and duties of the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, the agency designated by the Governor to receive and administer 
Federal funds made available to the State by LEAA pursuant to the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Strects Act of 1968, as amendcd (Public Law 90-351, 
as amended by Public r~aw 91-544). The amendment would provide that funds 
received by the Commission "shall first be used for funding those qualifying 
State projects approved by the Legislature" and would also provide that oom­
munications equipment may not be acquired without the written approval of 
the director of the telecommunioations division of the Department of Adminis­
trative Services. 

The first provision of the amendment would be inconsistent with the Safe 
Streets Act, since it would vest in the legislature ultimate discretion over the 
distribution of LEAA funds which, undcr Section 203 of the net, must be vested 
in a "State planning agency" ereated or designated by the Governor and subject 
to his jurisdiction and control. 
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Section 203 expressly provides that the State Criminal Justitle Planning Agency 
(SP A) designated by the Governor to receive and administer LEAA planning 
and action grants must have the authority to "define, develop and correlate 
programs and projects" and "establish priorities" for law enforcement improve­
ment throughout the State. It is not inconsistent with this requirement for the 
State legislature to prescribe the size, composition, or other characteristics of 
the agency, or to provide that the agency shall operate in accordance with State 
fiscal and administrative procedures, such as State procurement, audit, or fund 
expenditure policies, so long as they are not inconsistent with Federal policies. 
However, the Governor's jurisdiction over and responsibility for the agency 
must be clear and the agency must retain the essential authority to develop and 
approve programs and projects and determine the order of priority for funding 
them. The legislature may grant or withhold State funds to provide the non­
Federal share of the costs of such programs and projects, but it may not, as 
Bill 225 would do, substitute its own judgment for that of the SPA with respect 
to the distribution of LEAA grant funds. 

There is no objection to the second part of the amendment, which would 
require that written approval be obtained from the Department of Administra­
tive Services prior to the acquisition of communications equipment. It is permis­
sible for an SPA to be required to operate in accordance with statewide procure­
ment policies designed to insure uniformity and consistency throughout the 
State in the acquisition of equipment. In any case, the Department of Admin­
istrative Services is in the executive branch and subject to the Governor's 
jurisdiction. 

For the reasons stated above, if Legislative Bill 225 were enacted in its present 
form, the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
would be considered ineligible to receive block planning and action grants from 
LEAA. 

LEGAL OPINION No. 71-3-PROPOSED NEW liAMPSHIRE STATUTl~ ON SPA­
FJmRUARY 9, 1971 

To: Director, New Hampshire Governor's Commission on Crime and Delinquency. 
Upon request, this Office has reviewed a letter which sets out the general 

outline of a proposed New Hampshire statute to establish a "State Commission 
on Crime and Delinquency" to replace the existing commission established by 
law enforcement and criminal justice in connection with responsibilities and 
mandates pursuant to the net. It is unacceptable that the professional staff of 
the SPA devote portions of their time to other than law enforcement and criminal 
justice activities, even though there may bc an attempt to apportion time alloca­
tions fairly to Federal funding under the act. 

Although the Safe Streets Act's references to the SPA clearly imply the estab­
lishment of an independent LEAA planning agency separate from such other State 
government agencies as general purpose planning offices, LEAA has not objected 
to the placement of SP Ns within broader planning units so long as a full-time staff 
is devoted solely to SPA concerns. 

LEGAL OPINION No. 71-7-INQUIRY FROM NORTH DAKOTA CONCERNING 
MATCHING PROVISIONS-ApRIL 23, 1971 

To: Deputy Director, Office of Law Enforcement Programs, LEAA. 
This is in response to your request for LEANs views on an interpretation of 

the matching provisions suggested by the director of the North Dakota State 
Criminal Justice Planning Agency (SPA) in his letter to you dated February 24, 
1971. The director suggests that if the Statc legislature were to appropriate 100 
percent of the cost of increasing the salaries of State judges, funding should stretch 
as far as it will go to supply the match for "other projects under the same general 
program of judiCial improvements," as provided by the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended (Public Law !)0-351, as amended by 
Public Law!)1-644). 

"Judicial improvements" is not really a program under the North Dakota 
comprehensive plan format. It is a functional category, stated in the North Dakota 
plan as "Judiciary and Law Reform." Under the interpretations of the matching 
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provisions that have thus far been announced, LEA A permits matching on a 
total program basis, but not on a total functional category basis. That is, over­
match for one project within a program may be applied to other projects within 
that program, but may not be applied to projects within other programs under the 
same functional category. The matching provisions may be properly interpreted 
to permit overmatch in one program to apply to other programs within a functional 
category. Thus, overmatch for a program of increased judicial salaries could apply 
to other programs under the functional category of Judiciary and Law Reform. 

The only exception that should be suggested is that 75-25 programs not be 
comingled with 50-50 construction programs. This interpretation should be 
helpful to the States that are going to have problems getting matching funds 
from their legislatures, since LEAA will permit them to seek 100 percent funding 
by the legislatures of programs that they can sell to the legislature and apply the 
overmatch to other programs that are not as attractive to the legislature. 

The making of technical assistance grants to States with significant Indian 
populations for expert personnel to plan and assist in the implementation of Indian 
criminal justice programs would fall clearly within LEAA's definition and the 
general functions and responsibilities identified by the staff study. However, if 
this is funded as a technical assistance program, recognized planning experts 
must be utilized and grants for these planners should be made on a year-to-year 
basis with a view toward discontinuing these grants when i;he Indian tribes and 
the SP A!s have developed sufficient expertise to adequately prepare and monitor 
Indian programs for themselves. 

Another possible source of nonmatch funds for this progmm would be discre­
tionary funds. Under Section 306(a) of the Safe Streets Act, LEAA may make 100 
percent discretionary grants to combinations of Indian tribes. It would be per­
missible to use discretionary funds for this program in a particular State if con­
currence of the Indian tribes of that State could be obtained. The grant would be 
made to the SPA for the benefit of the Indian tribes of that State, who would 
signify in writing their agreement to receive such benefit in lieu of direct receipt of 
grant funds. 

LEGAL OPINION No. 71-18-BILL INTRODUCED IN THE MINNESOTA LEGISLATURE 
TO CREATE AN OFFICE OF DISTRICT PROSJ~CUTOR-AuGUST 5, 1971 

To: LEAA Regional Administrator, Chicago 
At your request, this Office has reviewed the bill introduced in the Minnesota 

Legislature to create an office of district prosecutor for each judicial district of 
Minnesota. The bill, if enacted, would require the Minnesota State Criminal 
Justice Planning Agency (SPA) to allocate LEAA block grant funds for the 
progmm. 

As stated previously, portions of the bill would be inconsistent with Title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended (Public 
Law 90-351, as amended by Public Law 91-644). More specifically Section 203 of 
the act expressly provides that the SPA designated to receive and administer 
LEAA funds-in this case the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and 
Control-must "design, develop and correlate programs and projects" and 
"establish priorities" for law enforcement improvement through out the State. 

It is proper under the Safe Streets Act for the State legislature to provide that 
the SPA must operate in accordance with State fiscal and administrative policies 
so long as they are consistent with Federal policies. However, the SPA and the 
Governor have exclusive authority under the act to develop programs and projects 
for funding with LEAA block grant funds and to allocate funds for those programs 
and projects. These decisions may not be made by the State legislature. 

The proposed bill would substitute the judgment of the Minnesota State 
Legislature for that of the Governor and the Commission on Crime Prevention 
and Control in determining programs and priorities for expenditure of LEAA 
funds. Accordingly, insofar as the bill attempts to mandate the expenditure of 
LEAA block grant funds, it is inconsistent with the Safe Streets Act. Under the 
Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution, the bill, if enacted, would 
be ineffective in the allocation of LEAA block grant funds. (Kin{! v. Smith, 392 
U.S. 309, 333 (1968).) The district prosecutor program could be funded with 
LEAA funds only if approved by the Minnesota Governor's Commission and if 
contained in a comprehensive plan approved by LEAA. 
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LEGAL OPINION No. 71-19-SCHO OL DISTRICTS AS "UNITS OF GENERAL LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT"-AuGUST 30, 1971 

To: Governor, Nevada 

ANALYSIS OF THE LEGAL FORMATION OF STATE PLANNING AGENCIES UNDER 
THE OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968, AS AMENDED 

(Prepared by the Office of General Counsel, December 13, 1974) 

BACKGROUND 

This memorandum is submitted as a summary of a study conducted to deter­
mine the manner in which the various State Councils and Planning Agencies 
were created under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, 42 U.S.C. 
§ 3701 et seq., as amended. 

The State Planning Agency (SPA) is the administrative arm of each State's 
Council, Crime Commission or Supervisory Board. In this Council rests the 
final decision making power usually based on the criminal justice planning, eval­
uation and recommendations of the SPA. Since the overall function performed 
is a mutual one for purposes fo this report, the terms SPA and Council are used 
synonymously. 

In addition to determining how the various SPA's were created, three other 
issues were studied: (1) Location in State government of the SPA; (2) The 
relationship of the Attorney General of each State to the SPA; and (3) the manner 
in which the membership, in the various committees or councils, are chosen. 

Most of the information in this report was gathered from the most recent grant 
application portfolios on file at the LEAA Reading Room. In some instances, it 
was necessary to go the State's comprehensive plan for citations to various 
statutes. These statutes were then traced in their respective codes. Where possible, 
an organizational chart has been included. Such charts graphically illustrate 
what the statute or executive order dictate. 

All of this material has been photostated and is retained in OGC files for 
reference. 

It is to be lloted that the agencies surveyed will be likely to undergo modifica­
tions to their enabling charters as a result of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Control Act of 1974. (Pub. L. 93-415, September 7, 1974.) 

CREATION OF PLANNING COUNCIL AND SPA 

There are three methods by which the SPA's were created. Thirty two SPA's 
have been created by executive order. Orders from the Governors of States such 
as Washington or Connecticut are simple. They establish the SPA and permit 
the Governor to do any appointing that is necessary. Orders from States such as 
Michigan, Pennsylvania or Mississippi are more complex. They may designate 
membership of the Council, when they meet, and the procedures they must 
follow. Still others are more elaborate in specifying duties and responsibilities. 

Twenty-three States have created the SPA through legislation. In five instances, 
these statutes m:e supplemented by executive orders. In California, for instance, 
the executive order perfects the legislation by abolishing councils and committees 
whose duties are now assumed by the llew planning Council and SPA. In other 
States, such as Massachusetts, the executive order supplements the legislation by 
creating subcommittees and filling in the structure of the new Commission and 
SP A. Most of the statutes give broad grants of power to the Commission to 
"receive funds from the Federal government" and "develop effective crime 
prevention programs." 

For example, in Colorado the Commission is instructed to "do all things 
necessary to apply for, qualify for, accept and distribute any State, federal, or 
other funds made available * * *" Likewise the SPA's are usually mandated in 
general term" to "coordinate efforts for a comprehcnsive crime prevention plan." 

The structure of the SPA is, in most instances, left to the Director. He is to 
"employ personnel necessary to carry out functions assigned." A few of the 
statutes and executive orders address issues of per diem allowance, tenure of 
members and other specifics. Some of the st!Ltutes and executive orders specifically 
confer upon their Commission responsibilities in educating the community in 
crime problems or in making tlsuch studies to determine cause of delinquency!' 

In Kansas, the Council is instructed to "conduct and supervise conferences 
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and educational programs." In New York the Commission must "adopt appro­
priate measures to assure the security and privacy of identification and informa­
tion data" and "Establish ... a central data facility with a communication 
network ... " 

LOCATION IN STATE GOVERNMENT 

Forty of the SPA's are directly under the Governor. In fifteen States, the 
Commission is placed into an ah/·.Idy existing agency of the executive branch. 
Examples of this are Michigan 1, ".d Pennsylvania which have their Councils 
under the "Criminal Justice Agency." Ohio has their agency in "Urban Affairs." 
Mississippi has located theirs in the department of "Federal-State Programs." 
The Utah and Montana SPA's are in the "Department of Public Safety." If an 
SP A is created by executive order, it tends to be located directly under the Gov­
ernor. The exceptions are Utah, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Florida, 
Georgia, Mississippi and New Mexico. In most instances, the Council serves at 
the Governor's pleasure as in New Jersey, New York and Oregon. There are 
some States that appoint members for specific terms. States such as Kentucky 
and Arizona have one or two year terms. Nebraska appoints members to serve 
for six years. 

Thus, Councils can be executive in nature even though created by the legisla­
ture. In fifteen States the SPA is in an executive department. In those instances, 
th€' head of the department is usually the chairman of the Council. 

RELATIONSHIP TO ATTORNEY GENERAL 

It is inevitable that a Commission dealing with matters of criminal justice and 
law enforcement at the State level would include the Attorney General. Thus, 
the Attorney General or his representative, is a common feature in LEAA-SP A 
program development and planning in a formal way in thirty three of the States. 

In twenty two of the States, there is no formal relationship. Neither the execu­
tive order nor any legislation require that the Attorney General be included in 
the Council or consulted regarding plans and programs. 

In some States such as Nebraska and Idaho, the Attorney General has been 
designated a member of the Council by statute. Other States such as Idaho and 
Georgia, achieve this through an executive order. In Kansas, the Commission is 
formally mandated by the legislature to "assist the Attorney GeneraL" In North 
Dakota, Wyoming, Pennsylvani!L and Rhode Island, the Attorney General is 
formally assigned the chairmanship of the Council. In Massachusetts, by execu­
tive order, the Attorney General is designated chairman of a subcommittee. 
In Colorado, the Attorney General serves as an ex-officio member of the Council. 

DESIGNATION OF COUNCIL MEMBEHS 

In forty States, the Council members are appointed exclusively by the Governor 
through dir"lct appointment (24) or by executive order (16). 

In States such as Alabama, Florida and Kentucky, the only guideline contained 
in the executive order is that the Council should be "representative" pursuant 
to § 203 of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. In States such as 
Connecticut, the Governor appoints members according to guidelines set down 
in an executive order. These orders, as in Maryland, allow the Governor to choose 
a Council mcmber by his position. For example, in Indiana, the Governor must 
appoint three mayors to the Council. The three to be chosen are at his discretion. 
In Iowa, Massachusetts and Maine by contrast, the legislature is the source of 
such gUidelines. In Kansas and the Virgin Islands, the membership composition 
is designated by statute. The Nebraska Governor may increase the number. 
In New York, the Senate must consent to any appointment. 

The statutes and executive orders in a number of States designated ex-officio 
members to serve with the Council. In Colorado, eight of the twenty one members 
designatcd to serve with the Council are termed ex-officio. 

The chairmanship of these Councils are determined in various ways. In Tennes­
see and New Mexico the Governor has appointed himself. In Louisiana and 
Nevada the chairman is named by the Governor. In such cases he usually does not 
appoint himself. The selection, however, is subject only to his pleasure. In Ken­
tucky, an "executive" committee recommends candidates for appOintment as 
director of the Commission. 
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There is also an attempt to include the public in the form of influential citizens 
or representatives of important groups and associations. In some instances, such 
as Utah, the public members are appointed by name through an executive order 
Xn Maryland, the Governor is allowed to appoint "four members of the public at 
farge'! oilly lis ex-officio members. In Georgia the Governor may appoint "any 
additional citizen members ... from the State-at-Iarge from outstanding 
leaders." In West Virginia the community representation is more speCific. There 
the Governor may appoint a "representative of State Womens Club, Young 
Lawyers Association ... " In Indiana the representative from the public sector 
must have "an interest in the criminal justice system." 

In contrast, States like New Mexico and Oklahoma have no prOvision in either 
a statute or an executive order providing for "public" representation on their 
Council. 

The following is a graphic summary with each State represented and the totals. 
Attachments: Data Summary, Summary Charts by State. 

DATA SUMMARY-ANALYSIS OF FORMATION OF SPA's 
E8tabli8hment 

Executive Order-32. 
Legislation-23 (5 States also have a supplemental Executive Order). 

Location in Government 
Directly Under Governor-40. 
Directly Under Executive Department-15. 

Relationship to Attorney General 
No Formal Relationship-22. 
DeSignated as Member-24. 
DeSignated as Chairman-g. 

De8ignation of Council Member8 
Directly Appointed by Governor-24. 
By Governor Through Executive Order-13. 
By Governor According to Legislation~-·16. 
13Y Delegation-2. 
Note: District of Columbia Mayor is included in Governor statistics. 
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SU/li@RY 

Relationship Designation 
Location to of 

Established in - Attorney Council 
State By Governrrent General Menbers 

Alabann Exec. Order Conmission No formal Appointed by 
under Governor relationship Governor (Rep.) 

Alaska Legislation COmnission Chairrran of By statute at 
under Governor Conmission. pleasure of Gov . 

. 

American Exec. Order Conmission Designated Menber Appointed by Gov. 
Sarroa under Governor according to 

Exec. Order 

Arizcma Exec. Order Conmission No fornal Appointed by Gov. I urxler Governor relationship 

-
Arkansas Exec. Order Dept. of No fornal Appointed by Gov. 

Planning relationship 

california Legislation Council under Designated mem- 12 Appt. by Gov. 

Exec. Order Governor her of Council II by legislature 
4 by legislation 

Rest are set. 

Colorado Legislation Department of Designated mem- Determined by . 
Local Affairs ber of Council statute but 14 are 

(ex-officio) appointed by Gov. 

Connecticut Exec. Order Comnission No fornal Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor relationship according to Exec. 

Order 

Delaware Exec. Order Board under Desigpated as Appointed by Gov. 
Governor !renber of board according to Exec. 

Order 
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Relationship Desi!l)18.tion 
Location to of' 

Established in - Attorney Council 
state By GoveI'l1Jrent General HerrlJers 

Plorida Exec. Order DepartllEnt of DeSignated Herrber Appointed by Gov. 
Adnrinistration of Council 

Georgia Exec. Order Department of Desi!l)18.ted llEm- ' Appointed by Gov. 
Tndustry & ber of Council according to Exec. 
Trade Order 

Guam Exec. Order Comnission No f'ormli Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor relationship 

Havlaii Exec. Order COl11!1'ission Desi!l)18.ted mem- Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor ber of C, ,:nis-

sion 

Idaho Legislation Corrmission Chairman of Statute ~Iith 
under Governor Commission. discretion, 

appointed by Gov. 

Illinois Exec.' Order Conrnission No fomal Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor relationship 

Indiana Legislatir.n Commission Desi!l)18.ted llEm- Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor ber of' Board 

Iowa Legislation Conrnission Desi!l)18.ted mem- Statute: Appt. 
under Governor ber of' Board by Governor 

Kansas Legislation Corrmission Conrnission Statute: Appt. 
under Governor assists A.G. by Governor 

·Desi!l)18.ted mem-
ber 

Kentucky \Exec. Order Commission No formal Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor relationship 
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Relationship Desigr.ation 
Location to of 

Established in Attorney Council 
State By Governrrent General I~errbers 

Inuisiana Exec. Order Comnission No i'ormal .Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor relationsh:ip 

'. 
Maine Leg~.slation Conrnl.ss ion Designated as Statute: Gov. 

(Implemented by under Governor Merrber by Legis- apPoints , Exec. Orders) lature 

Ilhryland Exec. Order Conrnl.ssion Designated as Executive Order: 
under Governor !rerrber of Counci by position 

M3.ssachusetts Legislation Comnl.ssion Designated as Legislation and I Exec. Order under Governor !rerrber by appointed by Gov. I , legislature I 
~ 

Michigan Exec. Order Office'of No formal Exec. Order 
Criminal Justic relationship Appt. by Gov. 

Mississippi Exec. Order Federal-State Designated Appointed by Gov. 
Programs Dept. !rerrb er of Board 

Missouri Statute - Department of No formal ApPOinted by Gov. 
Public Safety relationship. 

Montana !Legislation Depart!rent of No i'ormal Appt. by Director, 
Public Enforce- relationship Department of Publi . 
!rent & P1.blic Safety under 
Safety delegation. 

; 
Nebraska Legislation Conrnl.ssion Designated !rem- Statute Desi~ated 

under Governor ber of Council Governor may 
by statute increase nurrber 
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Relationship Designation 
Location to of 

Established in Attorney Council 
State By Governrrent - General Merrbers 

Nevada Legislation Collll1ission l'b fornB.1 Legislation: 
under Governor relationship Appointed by Gov. 

'. 
New Harrpshire Exec. Order Collll1ission No forrral Exec. Order: 

under Governor relation.~hip Appointed by Gov. 

I 
" New Jersey Exec. Order CoImlission Attorney General Executive Order 

wxler Governor is chain1en of Appointed by Gov. 
the board 

New !~exico Exec. Order Office of Man- DeSignated as Exec. Order 
power Planning Merrber of 

Council 

New l'ork Legislation ''Executive No formal Statute: Appt. 
Branch" Corrrn. relationship by Governor with 
under Governor Consent of Senate 

North Legislation Dept. of Natura DeSignated Mem-· Statute 
Carolina & Economic ber of Council Appointed by Gov:. 

Resources. 

North Dakota Legislation Council under Designated mem- Statute: A.G. 
Governor ber of Board Fills vacancies 

(chairrmn) 

Chio Exec. Order Dept. of Urban No forrral Exec. Order 
Affairs relationship Appointed by Gov. 

Minnesota Exec. Order COITTIlission No, 'fovrnal Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor rele.tionship 
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Relationship Designation 

1 Location to of 
Established in Attorney Council , 

state By Goverl'lllEnt General 14enbers I 
1 
\ 

Oklahorra LegiGlation Conmission No fomal Appoitlted by Gov. 
Exec. OriIer tmder Governor relationship 

Chairrran of 
I. 

Oregon Legislation Cotmcil tmder Appointed by Gov. 
Governor Conmission 

Pem13ylvania Exec. Order Department of Chairrran of Appointed by Gov. 
Justice Board 

Puerto Rico Legislation CommI.ssion No fomal Statute; 
under Governor relationship Appointed by Gov. 

RJode Island Exec. Order Conmittee Chairrran of Exec. Order 
under Governor Conmittee Apporunted by Gov. 

South Exec. Order Conmission Designated in Appointed by Gov. 
Carolina under Governor Exec. Order as a 

t-Ienber 

South D2kota Exec. Order Dept. of Public No fomal Appointed by Gov. 
Safety relationship 

Tennessee Legislation Under Governor DeSignated as Statute: Appt. 
Exec. Order 'menber of by Gov. 

Council 

Texas ~c. Order Urder Governor Designated as Exec. Order -
Governor is iTEnber of Governor appt. 
chairrran Council 

Utah Exec. Order Dept. of Public No fomal rela- Appointed by GOY. 
Safety tionship (pro-

posed designatio 
as trenber of 

~g~ia~r~~igg~)r 
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Relationship Designation 
location to of 

Established in Attorney Council 
state By Governrrent General 14errbers 

Verm:mt Exec. Order Corrrnission DeSignated as 18 IlErrbers 
under Governor Jrerrber of specified by 

Council Exec. Order 

Virginia L"n:lf'lRt1.on Div. of Justice Exec. Order 1 
Nerrber 

and Criminal Appointed by Gov. I Prevention 
f 

Virgin Legislation Comnission Ex Officio Statute 
Islands under Governor merrber of board 

l Washlngton Exec. Order Col'illission Cha.inran of Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor Comnission 

West Virginia Exec. Order COmn1ssion No formal Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor relationship 

Wisconsin Exec. Order Council under No formal Appointed b'l Gov. 
Governor relationship 

Wyoming Legislation COmmitte!,! DeSignated as Appointed by Gov. 
under Governor chairman 

District of Exec. Order Under Mayor Corporate Appointed by 
Colurrbia Counsel is Mayor 

Vice Chairman 

i>OJ 1'174·)2 
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ApPE~DIX I 

CORRESPONDE~CE CONCERNING LEAA RECEIVED BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE 

Honorable John Conyers, Chairman 
House Subcommittee on Crime 
207-E Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Conyers: 

March 18, 1976 
614 Webster Street 
Cary 
North Carolina 27511 

I Idsh to submit the enclosed testimony to your Subcommittee on 
Crime. I do so as a result of my discussion with Congressman Andrel~s I 
office and his desire for my suggestions to be submitted as well as my 
personal interest and concern for the Omnibus Crime Control Program 
and LEAA particularly. 

Due to a time element regarding board review and approval, I 
am submitting this as an individual and not as an official statement 
of the Triangle J Council of Governments or the Criminal Justice 
program for which I am the Director. Although made as personal testi­
mony, I sincerely consider the remarks professional in nature and 
interest. 

I hope my comments and suggestions will be helpful in your delib­
erations. IVhen such is available, I would appreciate your staff 
forwarding me a copy of the hearings and testimony given to the House 
Subcommittee on Crime. 

Thank you for this opportunity. 

Sincerely, ./ d 
~~./~~~ 

-<:?w::L. Griffin, Jr. ~ /" 
/ 

ELG,Jr:dg 

60-687 0 - 10 - pl.:!. - U4 



1996 

Testimony Submitted to 

The Subcommittee on Crime 
Committee on the Judiciary 

United States House of Representatives 

Regarding: The Omnibus Crime Control 
Act as Amended in 1973 

By 

Edwin L. Griffin, Jr. 
614 Webster Street 

Cary, North Carolina 27511 

March 18, 1976 
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PREFACE 

It is neither the purpose nor intent of these remarks to, in any \qay, 
be construed to be a lobbying effort for or against the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Association or the Omnibus Crime Control Act as amended in 1973. 
Rather, this testimony and recommendations are made as a.constructive 
effort to address my perception of a better, more meaningful and more equit­
able manner in which the allocation and administration of the LEAA program 
can be realized. 
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INTRODUCTION 

My remarks reflect my graduate studies in the field of public admin­
istration and my experience as a regional criminal justice director for 
four (4) years in both a rural region and an urban-rural region in the 
State of North Carolina. I have also served on the State Supervisory Board 
(Governor's Commission on Law and Order) for fifteen (15) months. I fully 
realize that although my experience has been varied, even the most ccmpre­
hensive experience from one state only reflects that state's experience with 
the LEAA program and Congress must address the program as it effects all 
states. Even so, based on my discussions with directors in other states, 
I feel that many of my rema.rks are indicative of problems that other states 
have noted. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 

The Omnibus Crime Control Act in its original and amended (1973) form 
was an obvious effort on the part of Congress to address crime and the 
criminal justice system. The effort was commendable, but has fallen short 
of many expectations for several notable reasons. Primarily, the funds 
allocated by Congress generally constitutes 5% of the funds used in the 
criminal justice system. Five percent simply does not have the financial 
capacity to demonstrably effect significant changes in a system as complex 
as the criminal justice system. Likewise, the dual goal of "addressing 
crime" and "improving the criminal justice system" are entirely too diver­
gent in their objectives to consider either seriously when dealing with a 
small percentage of funds. States have felt lost in their efforts to 
improve the system and attempt to reduce crime. The improvement of the 
system statistically invalidates the reduction of the crime goal by 
improving reporting and may cause a significant increase in arrests. 

This program has generated a horrendous amount of red tape that has 
had an exceedingly detrimental effect to its administration. Staff 
personnel are more interested in assuring that submission dates and technical 
issues are addressed than they are in assuring that funds are placed in 
proper needs' areas. Attachments requiring administrative compliance, non­
supplanting, job decriptions, assumption of cost, enviromental impact, A-95 
review, etc., etc. far outnumber the pages of the application that describe 
what the project will do to reduce crime. 
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LEAA and the State Planning Agency have 
attempted many means of assessing crime 
and responding accordingly. In so doing 
we have witnessed an entourage of System 
Approaches, Victimization Studies, Crime 
Specific Planning, Standards and Goals, 
Master Plans, Comprehensive Plans, 
Descriptors, Indicators, and so on. These 
are approaches and not ~nswers. Answers are 
realized when funds are placed in areas of 
true, not staff anticipated, need and local 
and state agency personnel are allowed suffi­
cient funds and latitude to expend the funds 
so as to address a particular problem. This 
may appear simple, but the system does not 
allow for an atmosphere of latitude and 
accountability. 

Comprehensive planning is totally incon­
sistent with the LEAA grant program that 
is now being administered. Comprehensive 
planning is a admirable goal, however. It 
is difficult to attain in the criminal 
justice world inasmuch as the component 
parts (direct and indirect) are difficult 
to assimilate and coordinate. Planning 
in its present grant context is a slight 
modification of guessing. What is big 
this year? One tends to look to the 
State Planning Agency to note what is avail­
able, as oppose to the State Planning Agency 
looking to the agencies to see what is needed. 
The LEAA program could greatly facilitate 
coordination of agencies, reducing adminis­
trative and duplicative costs if the LEAA 
grant program provided for the rel~arding 
of a comprehensive planning program not a 
piecemeal approval on a project by basis. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Who should do planning for whom, to what 
extent, and with what results? Since 
1968 the State Planning Agencies have 
been given the responsibility and authority 
to plan for the criminal justice system, 
particularly as it relates to LEAA funds. 
With all due respect, the State Planning 
Agency has failed in its responsibility. 
Notation shoUld be made that this is not 
entirely the fault of State Planning Agency 
personnel, but the structure which centralizes 
planning when such should be decentralized. 
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One can factually ascertain the degree of 
responsive planning by the State Planning 
Agencies by reviewing the number of amendments 
and other modifications made in the State 
Plan submitted to LEAA. 

It should be the role of the State Planning 
Agency to coordinate local and regional plans 
and state agency plans. The State Planning 
Agency should note duplication where it is 
occurring and exemplary projects so others 
may gain from prior experience. The State 
Planning Agency can not plan for state agencies 
(Corrections, Courts, Justice). They have 
their OWIl staff who are much more adept in 
their fields of professional expertise than 
State Planning Agency personnel. Likewise, 
local governments in urban areas have planners 
and regional planning units have planning 
personnel to assume that role for smaller 
agencies. State government is too removed 
to fully understand and appreciate local 
problems. TIlese are key ingredients in 
the planning process. It is duplicative, 
ex~ensive, and without justifiable reason 
to continue this role of the State Planning 
Agency. 

After eight (8) years of experience with the 
LEAA program it can generally be concluded 
that there is a growing need for more local 
respcnsibility in the assessment of needs 
and authority in ensuring the provision of 
resources to address those needs. An integral 
component of planning is evaluation. The 
State Planning Agency staff is illequipped to 
provide adequate evaluation of each project 
and, correspondingly, evaluation of a compre­
hensive plan for the various regions of the 
state. (i.e. The North Carolina State 
Planning Agency issued, in March 1976, after 
eight (8) years of the program, its first 
evaluation report to local governments 
concerning a specific group of similar 
projects. Local governments can not endure 
delays such as this in determining whether 
to begin or continue grant programs.) 

The "mini block grant" program such as the 
one experienced in Ohio is a realistic and 
practical approach to providing responsi­
bility where needs are and authority where 
there is true accountability to the citizens. 
A state supervisory board is removed from 
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citizen involvement in the criminal activities 
of a commlmity. When a rape, robbery, or 
murder occurs one does not call on the chair­
man of the Pre-adjudication Subcommittee of the 
Governor's Commission on Law and Order to ask 
if he would fund a project to reduce the proba­
bility of tl1at action being repeated. The 
citizen instead calls his Mayor, Chief of Police, 
Sheriff or County Commissioner to say what are 
you going to do about it. fiy providing local 
officials ,dth the authority to determine local 
priorities in a comprehensive plan we will 
have significant progress in deterring crime 
and funding projects that are relevant to local 
needs. This arrangement is noted on page 15 
of a report issued to the Subcommittee on Crime 
for the United States House of Representatives 
by The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations. One only needs to think of the 
administrative savings to the program of the 
State Planning Agency review of one regional 
plan, rather than fifty to seventy-five 
projects from a region. 

In support of the ahove referenced alternatives: 

{,ocal governments, as a result of .:>ther federal 
programs and directives, have become more 
responsible agents and have the experience to 
base a foundation of responsible attitudes and 
actions as we reflect on the history ~f Community 
Development funds and Revenue Sharing funds. 
Coupled with these successful efforts North 
Carolina requires the local governments, regard­
less of size, to administer their own LEM grants. 
Here we must conclude that the State ack~owledges 
a degree of responsible capabilities on ,the part 
of all local governments. If local governments 
can properly be expected to address LEM federal 
guidelines promulgated in M4100.IE plus state 
directives, then certainly they shoUld be 
afforded authority to plan for and to a limited 
degree ensure the progress of their criminal 
justice elements. Local governments need a full 
partnership in the funding efforts to reduce 
crime. 

As a result of the 1973 Amendment, locally 
elected officials were added to the regional 
boards. This greatly strengthened local 
planning and accountability. In ~his regard 
greater credibility can be assured in the 
development of regional decisions. 
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Unfortunately and conversely the State 
Supervisory Board was not required to ensure 
such a representative composition (50% plus 
one locally elected official). If it had, 
since the appointment is by the Governor and 
not as a direct result of elections by the 
people and realizing the Governor's office 
is a political environment the susceptibility 
of political decisions would be much greater. 
Let locally elected officials make local 
decisions regarding local problems based on 
local prioritization for limited resources. 

Due to the economic situation we find that 
the North Carolina Legislature is unable to 
appropriate sufficient state buy-in to allow 
for 50% federal - 25% state - 25% local funding 
on construction projects. Consideration needs 
to be given to a waiver of the equal state 
buy-in requirement for construction projects 
if local governments are willing to provide 
45% to 50% match. The provision, as presently 
written, attempts to assist local governments 
by support from its Legislature, but due to 
the extenuating economic circumstances the 
provision works to local government detriment. 

In 1973 Congress gave appreciable attention 
to the issue of timely responsiveness of the 
State Planning Agency to applications for 
funds. Section 303(a)15 was thusly enacted. 
Even Idth this provision stating that within 
ninety days of receipt of the application 
must be approved or disapproved and. returned 
with such r(::asons for disapproval the LEM 
bureaucracy has found that this, precisely 
inscribed in the Act, is not really the case. 
See Legal Opinion of January 12, 19','';, attached, 
Office of General Council LEM. Congress must 
rewrite this specific wording to ensure the 
responsiveness which was evidently intended 
in 1973 is not over-ridden by bureaucratic 
interpretation. TIle Legal Opinion cited 
would allow for a State Planning Agency to 
disapprove an application within ninety days 
of receipt and not tell that local government 
for four, six, eight, or ten months with no 
penalty to that State Planning and with 
considerable penalty to the applicant. This 
is a problem and has tremendous potential 
for abuse! 
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The Legislature in each state should have some 
role, perhaps board membership, in the review 
of the state agency project to which it has 
a continuing financial responsibility and to 
local government projects where there is a 5% 
buy-in contribution. 

Cong~ess is now in a position of discussing how 
the Omnibus Crime Control Act can be most 
effective in reducing ~rime and improving the 
criminal justice system. There is a tendency 
for efforts to categorize a block grant program. 
One can appreciate th~ interest to specify 
particular areas of concern; however, in this 
program categorization is counter productive! 
The criminal justice system is too vast, complex, 
and structured in too many different manners 
to address in a categorized fashion. When funds 
are categorized, this does not allow flexibility 
for states who have differing needs based on 
advanced or deficient areas in their criminal 
justice system. Each state is a state within 
itself. Each constitutionally has its own 
framework for criminal justice operations. 
Congress should recognize this fact by decate­
gorizing Part E and not considering Part F 
(Courts) funds. The secret of success is no 
secret. Faith in locally elected officials 
and state officials to allocate funds in 
program areas that are indicative of their 
state and local problems is a must if we are 
to use this program to effect our war on 
crime. An example of Congress's most popular 
and probably most effective program is 
Revenue Sharing where utilization of funds 
is generally up to the local government officials. 
We should be able to profit from this success. 

IN CONCLUSION 

We began a declared war in 1968 on an enemy that we did not know. We 
were not aware of its magnitude, techniques, or refinements. We did not know 
how to combat the guerrila-warfareagainst crime. Perhaps the LEAA program has 
sarved two purposes: to place a token offering to combat crime, to call public 
attention to address the needs of the criminal justice system. 

Where do we go from here? That is the crucial test of our learning 
experience. Have we found out that crime truly is a local' problem that in 
a collective sense effects regions and states? Have we noted that crime is 
a more serious problem than originally contemplated? If so, are we going to 
make the tough choice of placing a higher financial priority to combat crime 
locally, statewide, and federally? Do we now know that crime has an influence 
on the rise in higher prices, that it has more than a minimul effect on our 
economy? 
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Local governments do not look to Congress to shoulder the entire burden. 
They instead look to Congress for the opportunity to jointly participate 
in the decisions which will ensure domestic tranquility by firmly addressing 
crime. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMEN'f OF JUSTICE 
L.AW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMIN IS'rflATION 

WASHINGTON, D. C: 20531 

January 12, 19'76 

.,Edwin L. Griffin, Jr., Director 
Triangle Commission on Grimin81 Justice 
7330 Chapel Hill Road, Suite 207 
Raleigh, N:lrth Carolina 27607 

Dear Ilfr. Griffin: 

This is in resp:>nse to your letter in which you have expressed 
the opinion that an application submitted by the City of Raleigh 
to the N:lrth Carolina state Planning Agency (SPA) must be desred 
approved. You have stated that the application was disapproved 
within the 90 day period required by Section 303(a) (15) of the 
Grim:! Control Act of 1973 (Act), Public Law 93-83 as amended by 
Public Law 93-415, but that written notice of the disapproval wail 
not received within the statutorily required 90 day period. 
Section 303(a)(15) provides that each State's comprehensive plan 
must: 

''Provide for procedures that will insure that (A) all 
applications by units of general local govennrent or 
combinations thereof to the State planning agency for 
assistance shall be approved or disapproved, in whole or 
in part, no later than ninety days after receipt by the 
State planning agency, (B) if not disapproved (and 
returned with the reasons for such disapproval, including 
the reasons for the disapproval of each ~airly severable 
part of such application which is dis~pproved) within 
hinety days of such application, any part of such applica­
tion which is not so disapproved shall be deerred approved 
for the purposes of this title, and the State planning 
agency shall disburse the approved funds to the applicant 
in accordance with procedures established by the 
Administration, (C) the reasons for disapproval of such 
application or any part thereof, in order to be effective 
for the purposes of this section, shall contain a detailed 
explanation of the reasons for which such application or 
any part thereof was disapproved, or an explanation of 
what supporting material is necessary for the State 
planning agency to evaluate such application, and (D) 
disapproval of any application or part thereof shall not 
preclude the resubmission of such appl1cat'lon or part 
thereof to thd State planning agency at a later date." 
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Relying upon Section 303(a)(l5)(B) of the Act, you are of the 
opinion that the application must be deemed to be approved since 
the application was mt returned with reasons for the disapproval 
within the 90 day period. In particular, you have referenced 
that portion of Section 303(a) (l5) (B) which provides that 
" ••• (aril returned with the reasons for such disapproval, including 
the reasons for the disapproval of each fairly severable part of 
such application which is disapproved) .... " 

Generally, LEAA will not review a state disapproval of a Part C 
or Part E block subgrant application. Block subgrant applicants 
are affomed the :right to a hearing before the SPA pursuant to 
Section 303(a)(8) of the Act to seek a review of an application 
disapproval. Furthenrore, this office generally does not respond 
to requests which have not been channeled through the appropriate 
SPA and IEAA Regional Office for input. However, since you have 
raised a question of statutory construction which must be addressed 
by this office, an exception will be n~de in this case. 

Section 303(a) (15) provides for three types of actions which an 
SPA may take towaro an application, The first is approval, the 
second is disapproval, and the thini is no action at all. To 
expedite the flow of funds to the units of local governnent, 
Congress imposed a statutory requirement that the SPA act within 
90 days on an application or that failure to act within the 90 
days would cause the application to be deemed approved. See 
LEM Office of General Counsel I.egp.l Opinion N::>. 74-64 for a 
summary o~ the legislative history of Section 303(a)(15). Hence, 
where the SPA approved or disapproved the application, Section 
303 (a)(15) (A) is applicable. Where an application is disapproved, 
Sections 303(a)(15)(C) and (D) define what the applicant is 
entitled to receive from the SPA; namely, '8. detailed explanation 
of the reasons 'for disapproval and a disapproval without prejudice. 
However, where no action is taken by the SPA Within the 90 day 
per~od, then and only then does Section 303(a)(15)(B) become 
applicable. As a result, your reliance on Section 303(a)(15)(B) 
has been misplaced since the application was disappl'Oved within 
the go day period. It is noted that Sections 303(a)(15)(A), (C), 
and (D) do not require that the applicant be notified within the 
90 day period. 

The question still remains as to the meaning of the language in 
parenthesis contained in Section 303(a)(15)(B). A "parenthesis" 
has been defined in ;rn re Schil1~ 53 F. 81, 83 (2nd Cir., 1892), 
as follows: 
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" ••• to be 'an explanatory or. qualifying clause, sentence, 
or paragraph inserted in another sentence, or in the 
course of a longer passage ,Without being gr'anmatically 
connected With it.' Cent. DiC!t. It is used to l:l.mit, 
qualify, or restrict the lOOaning of the sentence With 
which it is connected, ana it msy be designated by the 
use of CCtTJImS, or by a dash, or by cUl"Ved lines or 
brackets; but the Use of curves or of brackets unmistakably 
shows that the clause thus included was supposed by the 
author or by the scrivener to l:l.mit or restrict a general 
lOOaning of the language with which it is connected, or' 
to be of importance in explaining the meaning. The curved 
lines or brackets are, it is true, punctuation, but they 
are made with forethought, and for the purpose of clearness 
and definiteness. 'They designate much more distinctly then 
by the use of commas the character of the clause which 1s 
incltrled." 

llie statutory language contained in parenthesis explains or qualifies 
the term "disapproved" as that term is used in Section 303(a)(lS)(B). 
It must be noted that the term "disapproved" as used in Section 
303(a) (lS) (B) and the statutory language contained :tn the parentheSiS 
are qualified by the term "not." As a result what is lOOant by 
Section 303(a)(15)(B) is that where within the 90 day pericx:i the 
SPA fails to take action on an application and does not return the 
application With reasons for the failure of the SPA to take action, 
then and only then is the application deemed to have been approved. 

One further point nust be made. It is our understanding that one 
reason why the application in question was disapproved was that it 
failed to comply With the North Carolina comprehensive State plan. 
Hence, even assumtOg'that your position is correct, the SPA would 
still be unable to provide. funds for the project. Pursuant to 
Section 304 of the Act, the SPA is authorized to disburse funds 
only where an application is in accordance with the existing state­
wide comprehensive plan. Section 304 of the Act provides that: 

"State planning agenCies shall receive applications 
for finanCial assistance from units of general local 
goverrurent and combinations of such units. When a 
State planning agency determines that such an applica­
tion is in accordance with the purposes stated in 
section 301 and is in conformance with any existing 
statewide comprehensive law enforcen~nt plan, the State 
planning agency is authorized to disburse furxis to the 
applicant. II 
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'lhls IDuld precltrle an appiication from being funded notwith­
staniing the fact that the application may be deemed to have 
been approved pursuant to Section 303(a) (15) (B) of the Act . 

. st. lY'~~:~ 
Thomas J. Madden \J . 
Assistant Administrator 
General Counsel 

cc: Mr. Rinkevich, Region IV-:-Atlanta 

RECEIVED JAN 1 5 1975 
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WASHINGTON OFFICE, AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, 
Washington, D.C., April 9, 1976. 

ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties, and the Administra­

tion of Justice, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN KASTENlIH;IER: Enclosed is my testimony on behalf of the 

American Civil Liberties Union concerning the Federal Bureau of Prisons. 
We request that this statement be included in the hearing record in connection 

with the Federal Bureau of Prisons' appropriations request. 
Sincerely, 

JAY A. MILLER, 
Associate Director. 

STATEMENT OF JAY A. MILLEH, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 

The American Civil Liberties Union is concerned that the Bureau of Prisons' 
request for new construction comes at a time when correctional planners and 
experts are re-evaluating the nature of the prison system in its entirety. EspeCially 
under attack is the policy of incarcerating large numbers of offenders in massive 
central institutions. The request for funds for the completion of four new prisons, 
for the construction of four more, and for the renovation of the three most anti­
quated institutions in the Federal system will only continue this policy and will 
make it more difficult to begin to find alternatives. 

Groups such as the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice and 
the National Council on Crime and Delinquency have advised a halt to prison 
construction for the present, in order that new methods of dealing with offenders 
can be tested. These recommendations have come from the experience that 
prisons have tended to make people worse instead of better. The National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency, in analyzing the effects of large scale imprisonment, 
has described prisons as 1) ineffectual, 2) probably incapable of being operated 
constitutiona.lly, 3) productive of crime, and 4) destructive of both the keepers 
and the kept. 

The annual cost of incarceration in Federal institutions has tripled in the past 
decade. Compared to other methods of incarcerating offenders-such as com­
munity treatment centers, drug programs, and of course probation and parole, 
it is clearly the most costly. It is no longer simply a concern for the rights of the 
prisoner which is motivating this evaluation, but a concern that the institutions 
themselves are costly, ineffective and even destructive to both the individunl and 
society. 

Many state correctional systems, in line with this new thinking, are abandoning 
or minimizing prison construction as they find other ways of dealing with offenders. 
In Minnesota, incentives are given for communities to create facilities which 
replace the larger state institutions, as Dr. Pat Mack testified at the hearings on 
prison construction this past summer, Massachusetts has closed its major insti­
tutions for juveniles, and has replaced them with various forms of community 
treatment. California and South Carolina are other statcs in the process of planning 
to decarcerate large numbers of offcnders. Research seems to indicate that re­
cidivism rates in these alternative programs are no highcr than in large institu­
tions, and in some cases arc lower. 

The Bureau of Prisons has attempted to justify this new construction in a 
number of ways, and we concur with the testimony of the National Moratorium 
to End Prison Construction and other groups that these justifications are insuffi­
cient and do not nddress the fundamental issues involvrd. For example, as the 
Moratorium more fully states, guidelincs for what constitutes overcrowding have 
been hopelessly confused by the Bureau for the past several years. While we 
realize that in Borne instances space problems do exist, we believe that there are 
mnny mor.e pressing issues. 

We receive approximatcly 150 letters a week from prisoners around the country, 
federal and non-federal. Very few prisoners in the federal system write to us about 
overcrowdingj their concerns are with the issues of receiving more appropriate 
educationlllllnd vocatioIl!11 programs which will prepare them for life on the out­
side, with access to family and community, and with long term segregation, which 
makes adjustment to life on the outside more difficult. These are issues which 
must be solved by a different approach to corrections, not by creating more 
room in more massive institutions. At the same time that these institutions are 
"overcrowded," community treatment centers nre being under-utilized. 

We are also concerned that facilities at McNcil Island, Leavenworth, and 
Atlanta are undergoing extensive renovation when they are to be closed in the 
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next 10-15 years. The Bureau has already extended the deadlines for their closure. 
To continue to put additional funds into these deteriorating institutions seems 
wasteful and will only serve as an excuse to continue to use these old, inhumane 
institutions, which all agree should be closed as soon as possible. 

The Bureau's decision to build two more facilities in rural areas, is wholly out 
of line with present day correctional thinking. The Bureau has agreed that the 
concentration of prisoners is in urban areas, that prisoners should be housed 
close to their communities, and that access to family and to community ties is 
important. Almost all now agree that these factors are among the few known 
factors which affect recidivism. 

Funds for educational and vocational programs comprise a minimal part of 
the Bureau's budget. While we agree with Norman Carlson's new statement of 
policy that the Bureau must give up the concept of "rehabilitation" as such, we 
feel that voluntary programs which will prepare prisoners to be able to lead a 
'productive life on the outside are important. Many of the vocational and work 
programs that the Bureau provides are antiquated, and have no carry-over to 
the outside. It may be, that given the size and nature of the large Federal institu­
tions, the focus must be (as it is) on security and control, and not on the re­
training of offenders. Again, we see the limitations of this large scale warehousing 
of prisoners. 

Alternatives to long term incarceration must be found. If the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons continues its long range construction plans, they will not be. These 
alternatives will take the form of half-way houses, diversion, drug treatment 
programs, voluntary community supervision programs and others. In the short 
range they will be much less costly than institutions. In the long range they will 
result in both a financial and human savings. This holds for the expanded utiliza­
tion of probation and parole. Continuing to pour millions of dollars into large 
institutions which simply do not work in any way, is a wasteful and demeaning 
process, and one which will deflect us from finding a sane and just strategy both 
for society and for the offender. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 12, 1976. 

Hon. PETER RODINO, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
Rayburn How3e Office Buildinu, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I earlier shared with you a summary of Oregon's recent 
experience in attempting to legislate restrictions on access to criminal records. 
I recently received a letter from Robert W. Chandler, Editor of the Bend BUL­
LETIN, discussing these concerns further and commenting upon S. 2008 and 
LEAA regulations in this area. 

I enclose a copy of Mr. Chandler's letter, in hopes that members of your Com­
mittee will have an opportunity to review it, both as background for oversight 
review of J ... EAA and as part of the consideration of S. 2008. 

I sincerely appreciate your attention to this important matter. 
With kindcst regards, ' 

Sincerely, 

Hon. LES AuCOIN, 
House Office Building, 
Washinuton, D.C. 

LES AUCOIN. 

The Bulletin, 
Bend, Oreu., February 10, 1976. 

DEAR LES: I am writing this letter to you and other members of the Oregon 
Congressional delegation. I apologize in advance for its length; I could not 
exprcss my concerns adequately in fewer words. 

I am greatly disturbed by what is happening under the provisions of PL 93-83, 
Sec. 524(b), the LEAA regulations adopted under it, and SB 2008, which would 
codify those regulations. 

Unfortunately, LEAA seems to have decided to adopt the regulations and make 
them binding upon federal agencies, and the states and their subdivisions, 
whether SB 2008 is passed or not. . 

I do not think that Congress intended in 1973 to shut off access to criminal 
justice histories as thoroughly as LEAA proposes. I do not think it intended, for 
example, to deny the gas company access to such histories to make sure the com-
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pany did not have a sex offender among applicants for employment as meter 
readers. 

I do not think it was intended to keep insurance companies from checking on 
past driving records af applicants for auto insurance. I do not think it was intended 
to keep banks and loan companies from checking on possible past criminal records 
of applicants for credit. Nor, to state my own particular interest, do I think it was 
intended to cut off access by this or other news organizations to the past records 
of persons accused of crime or convicted of crime. 

I think Oregon's experience last fall, when an attempted codification of the 
LEAA guidelines went into effect, will be repeated nationwide if the guidelines 
are codified, or are not amended substantially. You will remember that persons 
could not even bail their relatives out of the Pendleton Jail-following a few 
normal Roundup festivities-becausc police refused to tell them if thc relative 
was in custody. 

The basic thrust of the legislation is to unwrite the writing, to make it so 
difficult that no one will be able to check effectively upon the public records of 
arrests made under the law and of releases, as well as convictions, which follow 
those arrests. I would not, under it, be able to prove I never have been arrested of 
child molesting unless I personally examined the chronologic arrest and court 
records of every city and county in the U.S. 

The LEAA regulations and SB 2008 seem to assume: 
1. That all employers are venal and insensitive, and that they want 

criminal records for their own titillation or the embarrassment of potential 
employees, and for no other purposes; and 

2. That the extenders of credit, from banks to eredit card companies, 
have no right to check on the public records as they pertain to the back­
ground of applicants. 

I believe, on the other hand: 
1. That the majority, the vast majority, of employers are willing to go along 

with an applicant with a criminal record, even the second or third or fourth time, 
so long as the employer is convinced there is a sincere desire on the part of the 
applicant to become a law-abiding citizen i and 

2. That credit ex.tenders are willing to go hnlfway with their applicants. 
After 35 years in this business, I have two firm convictions. One is that, given 

the present status of criminal law, the fear of publicity is a real deterrent to some­
one's committing his first crime. The other is that publicity is the only real means 
we have of protecting ourselves from abuses by the police. I don't want police 
officers saying they are protecting my privacy if they throw me into jail i I want 
everyone to know I am there, so I can get out as quickly as possible. 

What the LEAA regulations are going to do is to foree further use of privately 
maintained eriminal justice files. Insurance companies must have such informa­
tion; they should not be required to insure the property of eompulsive arsonists. 
Private schools should be able to determine if they luwe sex offenders among their 
job applicants. I think public systems are much safer for all of us than private 
systems. 

I think much information in the hands of government at all levels needs to be 
kept secret. Tax data, for example, is spread too widely already, I know from 
personal experience. Medieal and psyehological information about individuals is 
not anyone else's business. Trade secrets deserve protection. Adoptions already 
are protected. 

I think individuals ought to be able to caUl'e all their records to be reviewed and 
eorrected upon request, whether those records are maintained in the files of credit 
bureaus or in poliee lmd court files. 

But, late Inst year I was chairman of a committee to select the winners of two 
fine scholarships, each of which could be worth as much as $20,000 to the receipient. 
One school refused to release data on SAT test scores to the committce, even 
though the youngsters involved asked that it be given to us. This is another off­
shoot of the so-called Kennedy amendment. 

This is long, I know. I could make it much longer, but will not. At the least I 
hope it will help persuade you not to vote in favor of SB 2008 if it comes to vote 
before you. And, I hope it will help persuade you to do more. I hope it will help 
persuade you to let LEA A know, in no uncertain terms, either by committee 
action or formal bill, approved by both Houses, that LEAA has gone far beyond 
the 1973 intent of Congress. 

Best regards, 
RommT W. CHANDLER. 
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LAS VEGAS, NEV., December 10, 1975. 

DEAR SIR: I understand that Congressional Hearings will take place soon con­
cerning the future of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. In regard 
to these hearings I would like to make the following comments. 

First of all, to qualify myself, I have served in every capacity of law enforce­
ment for the past twenty-one years. I am presently a Senior Systems Analyst 
with the Las Vegas (Nevada) Metropolitan Police Department. 

I have been directly involved in developing LEAA Grants since the program 
was initiated in 1968. There has been considerable criticism concerning LEAA 
since that time and I feel that only a minimum of that criticism was warranted. 
I will concede that some of the LEAA funds were expended on questionable 
projects, however, so were some of the funds expended by, for example, the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration. There was a stage early in the 
LEAA Program when police agencies used LEAA funds almost solely for the 
purchase of hardware items because, in most cases, there was little ongoing cost 
associated with the hardware items. However, in more recent times, police agen­
cies have reached a level of maturity in which they are beginning to realize that 
hardware is not the answer to their problems. This stage of development served 
a purpose. It was during this stage that the private sector of business realized 
that because of LEAA funding there was a market for applying state of the art 
technology to law enforcement. This phase is just beginning to emerge. Also, 
during the first phase, police agencies were initially being exposed to the field 
of modern technology and as a result had begun to demand more sophisticated 
applications of technology to solve their problems. 

In the seven years LEAA has been in existence, we have witnesses an evolution 
from the gadgetry of combination night stick flashlights to the degree of tech­
nology employed in an Automated Command and Control System. 

This new level of maturity has resulted in it radical change in the time worn 
concepts of law enforcement. For example, the time honored system for answering 
an increase in the local crime rate was a request for additional police personnel. 
This was not the answer but it seemed rational. Today, in many agencies con­
sideration is being given to applying technology to increase the efficiency and 
effectiveness of existing police personnel. 

One who has not been involved in law enforcement over a period of time does 
not realize what a tremendous change this represents in the attitude of law 
enforcement administrative thinking. We are all extremely concerned by the 
overwhelming increases in crime. It is frightening to imagine what the rate of 
crime would be if this attitude had not changed. To a great extent, this change 
cnn be attributed to the impact of the LEAA Program. 

I do find some fault with the existing program. It should be directed more 
toward selecting programs which have proved successful and funding the appli­
cation of these programs in arens where the need is greatest. For example, set 
aside a block of funds to implement these programs in ten cities which are rated, 
by the FBI Uniform Orime Report, as having the highest crime incident rate 
per 100,000 persons. 

The program has become too diversified and is attempting to become all things 
to aU ag"clncies. This is not possible, if we are to reduce the overall rate of crime 
we must concentrate on those areas which have the greatest crime problems. 
Marc funds should be allocated to the technical assistance portion of the LEAA 
Program. Providing technical assistance to law enforcement agencies is probably 
one of the most effective functions of LEAA. 

Policemen are remarkable people, they can assist in the birth of a child or 
quell a riot, but in most instances they are lost when it comes to developiDg a 
complex computerized telecommunications system. Technical assistance, if prop­
erly funded would have a significant impact on the funding of marginal law 
enforcement projects. Such projects could be evaluated with appropriate technical 
assistance and discarded if they lack sufficient merit. 

A block of funds should be set aside for research; not research in the sterile 
environment of a laboratory, but research in an actual law enforcement environ­
ment. This has been done to a limited degree but should be expanded. There are 
a number of progressive law enforcement agencies in the country which would 
provide the facilities for research projects and produce substnntiated evidence of 
their value under actual working conditions. These type programs could be 



2014 

initiated under contract to protect both parties and assure results. LEAA Re­
gional offices and state agencies should receive the additional funding and author­
ity to monitor and provide necessary assistance to police agencies in areas of grant 
management encompassing both the technical and financial aspects. This assist­
ance should be provided on a periodic basis on site. 

In summary, what I am saying is that the LEAA Program concept provides 
a tremendous potential for improving the Criminal Justice System, if it were 
more oriented toward directing its resources to the real problem areas and initiate 
appropriate controls to minimize the expenditure of funds on marginal projects. 

Sincerely, 
ROBbRT THIMSEN. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 

SUbject: Federal advisory committees. 
Ms. LESLIE FREED/ 
Subcommittee on Cnme: 

Washington, D.C., February 18, 1976. 

In response to your inquiry, complete data on the number of advisory commit­
tees as of the end of calendar year 1975 will not be available until the President's 
Annual Report on Federal Advisory Committees is submitted to the Congress 
(due March 31, 1976). In the meantime: 
OMB estimate of total number of committees as of November 1, 1975 ___ 1,341 
Total number of committees as of December 31, 1974, per Annual Report of the President _________________________________________________ 1,242 
Total number of committees as of December 31, 1973, per Annual Report of the President _________________________________________________ 1,250 

The Annual Report of the President indicated that 22,702 persons served on 
advisory committees during 1974. 

There is no single explanation for the apparent increase in the number of 
committees. Some new committees are specifically established by statute; othersl while not required by law, are established to meet the needs of new programs ana 
legislation (as the Dflpartments of Labor and Agriculture established a number 
of committecs during 1975 in response to the Trade Act of 1974). In the latter 
case, the agency must consult with the Director of OMB to determine whether 
establishment, or renewal, of such committees is in the II ••• public interest in 
connection with the performance of duties imposed on that agency by law." 

The Department of Justice currently has six advisory committees, four in the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration: 

Advisory Committec of the National Institute of Law Enforcement Criminal 
Justice, Establishcd March 6, 1974, estimated annual cost: $25,000. 

National Advisory Committec on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Established April 16, 1975, estimatcd annual cost: $1,250,000. 

Private Security Advisory Council, Established March 15, 1973, estimated 
annual cost: $4:7,500. 

National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion, Established September 7, 1974:, estimated annual cost: $35,000 (specifically 
established by statute: P.L. 93-415, Sec. 207(a)). 

WILLIAM E. BONSTEEL, 
Committee Management Secretariat. 

THl~ NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING, INC., 
Washington, D.C., April 8, 1976. 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
Chairman, Subcomm1'Uee on Crime, Committee on the Jud1'ciary, U.S. House oj 

Representatives, Cannon House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CONYERS: Enclosed is a statement of the National Council 

on the Aging on thc prevention of crimes against the elderly. We would appreciate 
it if you could include this statement as part of the written reeord of your cur-



rent hearings on the reauthorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

Thank you for your consideration of our views. 
Sincerely, 

JACK OSSOFSKY, 
ExecutilJe Director. 

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON 'fHE AGING 

PREVENTION OF CRIME AGAINST THE ELDERLY 

The National Council on the Aging is deeply concerned over the Federal 
Government's neglect of the victimization of the nation's older citizens. NCOA 
believes that the current debate on the reauthorization of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration is an excellent opportunity for the Congress to mandate 
increased attention to the dramatic increase in crimes committed against the 
elderly. We wish to take this opportunity to express our views on this issue 
which is vitally important to most of the nation's aged. 

As you may know, the National Council on the Aging is a private, voluntary, 
nonprofit organization with 25 years of experience in serving the practitioners 
who serve the 22 million older people in America. It is the only national agency 
concerned solely with policies, research, programs and ~ervices for the aging. 
NCO A provides leadershj~, consultation, training and technical assistance, train­
ing materials, publications and referral services to public and private agencies in 
the field of aging at national, state and local levels. 

The elderly, especially the urban elderly, are the most vulnerable victims of the 
recent dramatic increase in crime in America. Millions of the aged are virtual 
prisoners in their own homes, self-confined victims who fear even going out in the 
streets. The quality of life for thousands and thousands of elderly people is degraded 
not only by the existence of robberies, assaults, fraud and rape, but also by the 
threat of such crimes. 

Unfortunately, there is no reliable index of the volume of such offenses against 
the elderly. Numerous studies showing the high numbers of unre\Jorted and 
underreported crimes also indicate that the elderly are more likely "100 be silent 
victims. In addition, reported erime records only note the age of the criminal, not 
that of the victim. 

One indication of the pervasive nature of the crime problem for older people 
was data collected in a recent study conducted for NCOA by Louis Harris and 
Associates: The Myth and Reality of Aging in America. The most eomprehensive 
national opinion survey ever conducted on Americans' attitudes toward aging and 
the aged, Myth and Reality shows that the fear of crime is prominent in the minds 
of older people: 23 percent of the survey's respondents over 65 marked fear of 
erime as a very serious problem for them personally. The seriousness of this fear is 
demonstrated by the fact that it ranked first among problems cited by older 
persons, even over poor health, low income, lack of job opportunities or loneliness. 

NCOA believes that there are a number of steps which can be taken at the 
national and local levels to make America safe for its nearly 21 million older 
citizens. As a very important first step, NCOA urges the Congress to require 
states, in submitting plans under the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, to include provisions which specifically address prevention of crimes against 
the aged. To qualify for Federal LEAA dollars, states must submit plans that meet 
Federal standards. We urge the Congress to expand those Federal standards to 
include attention to the needs of older Americans. 

In addition, NCOA believes that LEAA should undertake studies to determine 
ways in which states and localities can best cope with the problem of crime against 
older people and can best use its resources to fund programs that protect the elderly. 
A national Senior Citizens Crime Index should be developed to monitor the growth 
and delineate the development of offenses against older persons. 

The National Council on the Aging believes that the following programs should 
be eneouraged by LEAA to combat the victimization of the aged: 

Local police au~h(\rities should be encouraged to set up strike forces to 
prevent attacks ('r" the elderly and to pinpoint the locations and modus 
operandi of the at:,lcks; 

Local police should undertake regular visits and liaison to facilities used by 
the elderly such as senior centers, housing projects, etc; 

Self-help programs which train the elderly themselves in crime-prevention 
procedures should be developed; 
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Senior. center leaders should be trained to train their members in crime 
prevention; 

ComrrlUnity watch programs, involving community groups of all ages 
(teen patrols, radio-dispatch cab drivers, police hookups, high school student 
escorts, etc.) should be established to be alert to threatening or suspicious 
activities; 

Patrol of streets (perhaps by retired policemen or police cadets) and 
areas older people use that have high incidences of criminal activities should 
be encouraged, and escort services to and from transportation services to 
housing projects, shopping malls, senior centers, clubs, clinics, etc., should be 
Bet up; 

The police should train and assign the elderly stay-at-homes or homebound 
to observe streets or sections of their neighborhoods, and to report suspicious 
behavior to police; 

Reguln,r police security checks of buildings and sites housing the elderly 
should be made (just as the fire department makes regular fire prevention 
inspections) ; 

Housing for the elderly should have installed (on government subsidy or 
as a tax-deductible expense) burglar-proof photoelectric beams on windows 
and doors, one-way glass, TV monitors in elevators and corridors, and 
central alarm buzzer systems linked to police dispatchers or patrol units, 

An offense against an older person should be made a Federal crime if com­
mitted in Federally-funded facilities such as housing projects, centers, etc. 

We hope that the Congress will respond to the needs of the elderly and make 
amends for the neglect the Federal Government has demonstrated in not ade­
quately encouraging programs which prevent crimes against the aged. Thank 
you for consideration of our views on this matter. 

TRUST 'I ERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS, 
OFFICE OF THE HIGH COMMISSIONER, 

Hon. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA, 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.O. 

Saipan, Mariana Islands, June 6, 1976. 

DEAR SPARKY; In the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands was omitted from the applicability of 
the Act, and we have, therefore, been unable to receive LEAA funds to assist us in 
the upgrading of our criminal justice system. 

We are not only anxious to be included within the provisions of this Act, but it 
is now doubly important because of our inclusion in the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Control Act of 1974. 

The JUvenile Act of 1974 has not yet been funded, but does include the Trust 
Territory. However, the Act provides that if and when funds are appropriated, 
they will be allocated to the administering agency created by the Omnibus Safe 
Strcets Act. 

There are, therefore, two reasons why we need to amend the Omnibus Safe 
Streets Act, first, to receive LEAA funds for the Trust Territory, and second, to 
create the administering agency to receive the funds of this Act. 

The amendment of this Act to fulfill both purposes can be handled by a rather 
simple amendment to the Omnibus Safe Streets Act. A proposed bill for such 
an amendment is enclosed. 

We would appreciate any assistance your office can give us in the amendment of 
the Act, and if we can in any way assist in the nccomplishment of this goal please 
let us know. 

Mahalo and Alohoa. 

Enclosure. 

PETER T. COLEMAN, 
Deputy H.igh Oommissioner. 
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94TH: CONGRESS H... R. 9841 1ST SESSION ... 

IN THE HOUSE OJ!' REPRESENTA1'IVES 

SBPTlmmm 25, 1075 

1.fr, l\1ATSUNAGA introduced the following bill j which was refcrred to the Com­
mittee on t.he Judiciary 

A BILL 
To amend the Crime Control Act of 1973 to include the Trust 

Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and IIouse of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of Amel'ica in Congress assembled, 

3 That section 601 (c) of the Crime Control Act of 1973 (87 

4 Stat. 1U7) is amended to read as Iollo·ws: 

5 "(c) 'State' menns any State of the United States, the 

6 Dish'iet of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 

7 any territory or P()~Rcssion of the United States and the 

8 'J'rll:>C '£e1'1'itory of the Pacific I~lanas.". 

y. 



Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Crime, 
Rayburn, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 6, 1976. 

-DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am pleased to call to your attention the attached 
letter from a good friend of mine, Mr. Gene Matthews, Jr. 

I'm sure you will find his comments on the need for funds in the area of Juvenile 
delinquency prevention very useful in your deliberations on H.R. 9236 and other 
bills to amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets A'Jt of 1968. 

Best personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

Hon. RAY THORNTON, 
U.S. Representative, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

RAY THORNTON, 
Member of Congress. 

WOOTTON, LAND & MATTHEWS, 
Hot Springs, Ark., April 30, 1976. 

DEAR RAY: It is my understanding that the above referenced material is 
pending before your SUb-Committee. It is my further understanding that 90.7% 
of the LEAA discretionary fund expenditures for the year 1973, were expended for 
police, courts, legislation, hardware and adult concerns and approximately 9.3 % 
were expended for JUVEnile concerns. I do not have the figures for 1974 and 1975. 

Approximately one-half of the serious crimes in the United St'ltes are committed 
by juveniles and a large proportion of adult convictions for serious crimes are 
those people we failed to rehabilitate as juveniles. It is my underntanding that one 
of the President's and Congress' primary concerns is the making of a sincere 
effort to reduce expenditures in order to better balance the nation's budget. I am 
writing this letter to request that in considering the priorities, while we may need 
to make some significant reductions in our budget, or a re-ordering of priorities, 
it also seems that significant sums of money need to be expended in proportion 
to the problems that exist. Everyone is concerned about crime, but we still seem 
to be looking at it in the same old ways that as Chief Justice Burger has indicated, 
have never afforded basic remedies and in one of the basic areas where it exists, 
that is with juveniles. 

In requesting your support of maintenance of effort provision, I simply share 
with you some statistics which arc several years old, but which arc now bcing 
updated. "NYPUM", National Youth Program Using Minibikes, is a program 
that was initiated by the YMCA which uses the Honda minibike as a vehicle to 
reach "kids in trouble." 75% of the young people in the program are either 
Court adjudicated or referred by school officials as being on the verge of serious 
trouble. 25 % of the kids in the program arc so-called "normal kids". The program 
is generally staffed by YMCA workers and frequently uses as the "significant 
adult figure" not only the YMCA worker but also "police officers". 

It is generally considered that the recidivism rate from the traditional means 
of treatment of juveniles, that is, being sent to reform schools, is somewhere 
between 75-85%. In contrast, the NYPUM program has produced a recidivism 
rate of 3.7% for first time offenders and this is accomplished at far less costs, 
that being several hundred dollars, as contrasted with 8-10 Thousand Dollars 
a year for the traditional treatment.! 

I am also enclosing some excerpts from the statement of Milton G. Rector, 
Presid<mt National Council on Crime and Delinquency before the Senate Sub­
Committee on Criminal Laws and Procedures and a Juvenile Justice Fact Sheet. 

It is my hope that your consideration of this material and other matters pre­
sented to your Sub-Committee, will give conviction to you and your fellow com­
mittee members sup-porting the main,tenance of effort provision and deleting 
Section 8(2) and 8(3) of HR9236. As you know we have great confidence in 
your judgment and if there is any reason you disagree with this request, we would 
appreciate having the henefit of the basis of your disagreement. We do feel that 

1 NY:PUM In over 300 cIties across the United -States. PrevIously funded In slgnUlcant 
part by LEAA. 
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the patterns of the past, as contrasted with the success of NYPUM program, 
gives evidence that new directions are indicated which full support of the Juvenile 
Justice Act of 1974 would promote. 

It has been quite some time since I have seen you and I hope that things have 
been going well for you and your family during the interim. 

With kind regards, I am 
Very truly yours, 

Hon. EDWARD H. LEVl, 
The Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENE MA.TTHEWS, Jr. 

APRIL 12, 1976. 

DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: As you know, the Subcommittee on Crime of 
this Committee is currently holding hearings on Jlroposals to reauthorize the Law 
Enforcement Assistance program administered by LEAA. At one of these hearings, 
I discussed with certain witnesses the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime 
Program (TASC). 

Because of my interest in this program, I would request a detailed report on 
the operation of the program including an evaluation of the results of the program 
as well as the future plans Jf LEAA with regard to its expansion. 

I would also request any specific comments and recommendations you could 
make to increase responsiveness of this program to the special needs of female 
offenders, particularly in light of the recent increase in serious crimes and drug­
related crimes committed by women. 

It is my intent to make your response to this request a part of the Subcom­
mittee's hearing record, and I would certainly appreciate a prompt reply. 

Sincerely, 
PETER W. RODINO, Jr. 

Chairman. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washinllton, D.C., May 7, 1976. 

Hon. PETER W. RODINO, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Attorney General has asked me to respond to your 
letter on the operation of the Trcatment Alternatives to Street Crime (T ASC) 
Program. We appreciate your interest in this program and are pleased to provide 
the information requested for use in conjunction with Oommittee action on the 
reauthorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). 

For your full information, 11 copy of a TASC background paper and a National 
Evaluation Program assessment of the TASO Program are enclosed. 

TASC projects hl1ve been funded by LEAA discretionary grants in 33 cities 
since 1972, with grants totaling approximately $20 million. At the present time, 22 
projects are operating with LEAA support and two projects will begin operations 
within 60 days. Two other projccts were terminated because of deficient opera­
tions. or the seven projects that have completed their two-year period of LEAA 
discretionary funding, the costs of six have been assumed by pltrticipating states 
or localities. Two other TASC projects will complete their LEAA funding during 
this fiscal year and will also be picked up by state or local funding. 

To date, 21,684 drug abusing offenders have been placed in treatment programs 
through TASC. Approximately 800 new clients enter treatment through TASC 
each month. Statistical data indicate that only 10 percent of these clients are 
rearrested while in the program, despite the fact that I1n Iwerage TASC client 
has been arrested 5.7 times prior to program participation. Some 55 percen t 
of the 21,684 TASC clients have never received any drug treatment prior to 
TASC, although the typical TASC client has been using heroIn for at least .,')ne 
year. 

LEAA progrum management of TASC is carried out in Washington by one 
staff member of the Rehabilitation Division, Office of Regional Operations, who 
devotes nbout 75 percent of his time to TASC-related matters. Program manage~ 
ment and technical assistance in LEAA's ten regional offices is generally per­
formed by Drug Enforcement Administration ngents on detnil as drug abuse 
specinlists. National technical assistance to TASC prujects is available through 
a contract with the National Association oC Stato Drug Abuse Program Coor­
dinators. 

6S-S87 0 - 76 • pt.2 - 06 
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The initial Federal response to the drug epidemic was to increase foreign and 
domestic law enforcement efforts. It soon became apparent, however, that in­
creased law enforcement efforts alone would not put a halt to this growing problem. 
The White House Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention (SAODAP) 
was given a mandate to streamline Federal drug policies and earry out a massive 
effort to rapidly increase the number of community-based treatment facilities to 
treat drug abusers wishing to voluntarily change their life styles. 

Federal and local drug abuse program officials soon realized, howp.ver, that there 
was an important gap between the law enforcement and community-based treat­
ment efforts which had been receiving priority attention. The gap lay in the area 
between the criminal justice and health care delivery systems .. There was no formal 
program designed to link up the services and functions of the increasingly polariz­
ing system in their handling of drug abusers. 

It became clear that only those drug abusers ready and willing to kick the habit 
would seek treatment on their own. The "hard-core" addicts and those not pushed 
by bmil,}, friends, or conscience were not seeking treatment. Yet it was generally 
these addicts who were committing the bulk of drug-"related crime. 

Once these individuals came into contact with the criminal justice system, their 
anti-social behavior would usually continue. Addicts incarcerated pending trial 
would often suffer through withdrawal symptons and increase tension in over­
crowded jails. Those released pending trial would usually resume their drug and 
criminal behavior. After trial, those placed on probation generally would not have 
profited from their criminal justice experience. Those incarcerated, studies have 
shown, would also resume their drug and criminal behavior following parole if 
treatment wa.'l not available in jail. 

In order to identify this critical high crime rate population and provide for a 
mechanism in the criminal justice system for their referral into community-based 
treatment programs, SAODAP developed the Treatment Alternatives to Street 
Crime Program (TASC). It was hoped that through TASC the drug-crime-arrest­
release-drug-crime cycle would be broken. 
Design 

Planning the National TASC Program, which began in late 1971, focused on 
creating a national Federal program that would be flexible enough to adapt to 
various different political and criminal justice system conditions in jurisdictions 
across the country. For this reason, there are no two TASC projects that are 
exactly alike, although the same basic design is inherent in every project. The 
design is centered around three basic functional components: 

(1) Screening Unit.-This component would attempt to identify all drug abusers 
entering the criminal justice system and offer the program to those offenders 
judged eligible according to locally determined eriteria. 

(2) Intake Unit.-Those addicts found eligible for TASC would be refrered to an 
intake unit which would diagnose each individual's drug problem and recommend 
referral to t,he most appropriate treatment program. 

(8) Tracking Unit.-This component would constantly monitor the progress of 
TASC clients to assure that locally detcrmined success/failure criteria were ad­
hered to. Those violating these criteria would be returned to the criminal justicc 
system for appropriate action. 

These' components would be linked together by a central administrative unit. 
Because of the general lack of sufficient trea,tment facilities, the original design 
also provided for treatmcnt funding in the TASC budget. This has been discon~ 
tinued, with TASC projects now relying on existing oommunity-bused treatment 
program slots. 
Goals 

The National TASC Program was designed with the following basic goals in 
mind: 

-to identify and provido treatment t , _ ilS many addict offenders as possible 
entering the criminal justice system by- providing the vital linkage between 
the criminal justice and health care delivery systems. 

-to reduce the criminal recidivism rate of drllg addicts through treatment 
and rehabilitation by reducing the drug use of all program partiCipants. 

-to reduce the humnn and fiscal costs to society and the criminal justicc sys­
tem incurred by addict offenders through their criminal and drug taking 
behavior. 



Implementation 
Since TASC was created basically as a criminal justice referral mechanism l it 

was decided in early 1972 to make LEAA the primary funding channel for the 
National TASC Program. Primary managerial responsibility was maintained in 
SAODAP. The National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) was asked to coor­
dinate treatment services where necessary. The first twojJrojects funded by LEAA 
became operational in August and December of 1972. By the end of Fiscal Year 
1972, six projects had been funded by LEAA. Four additional projects were 
awarded by LEAA in FY 73. In order to rapidly expand the National TASC 
Program before FY 73 SAODAP (one year) funds expired, SAODAP decided to 
avoid the time-consuming review process in LEAA and funded eight additional 
TASC projects through NIMH. In early 1973, a TASC project in the Federal 
Court New York City was also funded by NIMH. DUring 1!'Y 74, seven addi­
tional projects were funded by LEAA, while eight new projects were added in 
FY 75. 
TASa program modifications 

There have been several design, programmatic, and policy modifications in the 
TASC program since 1972. The following are some of the more important 
modifications. 

-The program has been expanded from including only heroin addicts to in­
cluding all drug abusers, except alcohol. Juveniles may also be included if 
they have a significant drug problem. 

-TASC was originally seen basically as I.L pre-trial diversion program. In order 
to make the program more comprehensive, all points of entry from the crim­
inal justice system are now tapped for entry into TASC. These points of 
entry include pre and post arrest police diversion, pre-tril~l diversion, pre­
trial intervention (conditional release), pre-sentence referral, conditional 
probation, and conditional parole. 

-.:Effective July I, 1974, lead program management responsibility for all TASC 
projects (including those still funded by NIMH/NIDA) was transferr'ed to 
LEAA. TASC, per se, now includes only criminal justice components. All 
previous TASC sponsored treatment responsibility has been transferred to 
the National Institute on Drug Abuse. All future TASC funding will be 
through LEAA. 

Status 
A total of 36 TASC Projects have now been funded. As of February 1, 1976, 

28 of them were operational, having accounted for about 20,000 addict offenders 
being referred to treatment. 

Approximately 700-800 drug abusiI!g offenders now enter treatment each 
month through TASC. In many TASC cities, TASC referrals h!we accounted 
for 30-60% of the total number of drug abusers entering treatment in that city. 
Evaluation 

The evaluation of the first five TASC projects (Wilmington, Philadelphia, 
New York, Cleveland, Indianapolis) was completed in June 1974 by System 
Sciences, Inc. (881) under contract to SAODAP. The intensive study yielded 
the following conclusions from the SSI team of professional evaluators: 

"In general the TASC concept and programs have been successful in their 
goals of identifying and treating drug addicts previously unknown to the treatment 
system, reducing recidivism rates and drug use in the addict population, decreasing 
overall costs within the criminal justice sj'stem and reducing the costs to society 
of addict crime and lack of productivity.' 

"Recidivism rates range from 5,6 percent to 13.2 percent. This is a large decre­
ment in current rates and providc.r; an important justification for the existence 
and expansion of T ASC programs." 

The following specific factors were identified by the evaluators: 
TASC has been extrcmely successful a.'! an outreach agent: 55 percent of all 

'rASC clients were receiving drug tretttment for the first time because of TASC. 
TASC has been dramatically effective in reducing crime and criminal recidivism. 

Rearrest rates of T ASO clients in the five cities studied ranged from n low of five 
percent to a high of only 13 percent. 

TASO has been nn importnnt factor in decru!1Sing illicit drug use. Seventy-five 
percent of TASC clients in treatment had taken no drugs whatsoever for at least 
30 dnys prior to the study. 



These conclusions became even more satisfying when the TASC client profiles 
were studied. TASC has been definitely dealing with the "hard core" addict 
population. For example 64 percent of TASC clients were up on felony charges. 
About 98 percent of TASC clients had a prior arrest record, including 22 percent 
who had been arrested 11 or more times prior to TASC program participation. 
Ninety-nine percent of TASC clients were heroin abusers, while 85 percent also 
took cocaine and 67 percent used barbiturates. Of the heroin abusers, 85 percent 
had been taking heroin one year or more, and 34 percent admitted using heroin 
for more than five years. 
Future plans 

TASC projects will soon be operational in 30 states across the country. Future 
plans for TASC expansion call for priority attention to states not having any TASC 
projects in operation. Program eligibility now includes any jurisdiction of 200,000 
population or more that if' experiencing It significant drug abuse problem and 
possesses sufficient treatmeD.~ capacity to handle the anticipated TASC client load. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) program evolved from 
observations that many drug-dependent persons engaged in street crime to 
support their habits and were recurringly arrested, released and rearrested. 
To break this cycle, the first TASC project was established in 1972 to help 
channel criminally involved drug abusers into treatment, in order to rehabil­
itate them into productive, law-abiding citizens. As of October 1975, a 
total of 36 TASC projects had been funded, at a Federal cost of $21.8 million. 
The projects had enrolled approximately 17,000 clients, including almost 
5,000 who were still in treatment. In addition, approximately 15% of the TASC 
entrants had successfully completed the program's requirements. This report 
summarizes the existing state of knowledge regarding TASC's operations and 
outcomes. 

In order to assess present knowledge concerning TASC, three major data 
collection activities were undertaken: 

• a review of existing literature and work ;n progress; 

• telephone interviews with the 22 TASC projects which were 
operational as of February 1975; and 

• site visits to ten projects. 

Most of the existing studies of TASC have analyzed project operations in a 
single place. These studies vary widely in coverage: some assess overall 
project operations, others focus on client flow and a few address cost­
effectiveness concerns. The studies also vary widely in terms of method­
ological soundness and other indicators of quality. To the extent pOSSible, 
this report assesses and conments upon the valid~y of the finding~ reported 
in past studies. To supplement available written materials, the telephone 
interviews and site visits provided considerable'information on the actual 
operations of projects. [n addition to TASC staff, representatives of the 
criminal justice and treat~ent systems were interviewed to obtain their 
perspective about TASC's operations and impact. This assessment presents 
the findings of these various data collection activities and identifies 
major gaps in existing knowledge. 

The assessment found general agreement that the major goals of TASC's 
interventions are to reduce drug-related crime and to decrease the processing 
burdens of the criminal justice system. Although TASC projects share 
similar goals, they vary in their operational response to attaining those 
goals. Individual projects may provide different sets of services to 
different types of clients within varying environmental settings. Figure 1 
shows the analytical framework developed for assessing the various aspects 
of the TASC program. Projects are considered in terms of their goals, func­
tions, client flows and availability and use of resources. These project 
characteristics interact with external factors, such as the size of the 
potential client universe and the nature of the criminal justice system, 
to produce both immediate and long-range outcomes related to TASC's goals 
of reducing drug-related crime and criminal justice system processing bur­
dens. The state of knowledge concerning each of the areas shown in Figure 1 
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Figure 1. Analytical Framework for TASC Assessment 
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is considered in detail in the full-length assessment report. This summary 
provides only the major findings and conclusions of that report. 

II. TASC PROJECT FUNCTIONS 

TASC projects serve five major functions: 

• identifying drug abusers in contact with the criminal justice 
system and offering those eligible the opportunity of 
TASC participation; 

• diagnosing the drug abuser's problems and recommending 
appropriate treatment; 

• monitoring the performance of TASC clients and returning 
the violators of TASC requirements to the criminal 
justice system for appropriate action; 

• counseling clients, by meeting treatment needs, assisting 
with ancillary services or providing crisis intervention 
serVices; and 

• managing the project, including conducting researcli and 
evaluation studies of performance. 

A. Identification of Potential Clients. 

Identification of potential clie~ts occurs through: 

• jail screening, accomplished by mass urinalysis testing 
of all arrestees or by selected interviewing of arrestees 
who admit drug abuse, manifest symptoms of drug abuse or 
are charged with the crimes often associated with drug 
abuse; 

• receipt of referrals from attorneys, probation officers 
and other sOUrces; or 

• a combination of tnese techniques. 

Major issues related to the client identification fUnction concern the 
relative effectiVeness of the different identification techniques, the 
extent to which TASe identifies all potential clients and Whether there are 
consistent biases in client selection, whether the projects which engage in 
jail screening reduce the level of jail tensions and whether criminally 
involved drug abusers need special attention of the type TAse provides. 

1. Relative Effectiveness of Different Identification Techni~. 
One of the most consistent findings concerning identification of potential 
clients is that mass UrinalysiS is not an essential technique for accom­
plishing this function. Supportfng evidence includes: 
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• The Philadelphia TASC project compared mass urinalysis 
with the use of self-admission and arrest history data 
to identify drug abusers. In a sample of 105 drug-dependent 
arrestees identified during a two-week period in 1974, 
only seven persons were identified through positive 
urine tests alone. They were not significantly dif-
ferent with respect to salient demographic, criminal 
and drug use variables from drug abusers identified by 
other methods. 19 

• Another study of the Philadelphia TASC project found 
that 90.5 percent of the opiate users who were 
urine-tested in June 1973 admitted drug use.29 

• The Cleveland TASC project concluded in a March 1974 
report that self-admission of a drug problem is as 
reliable as urinalysis in locating drug abusers in 
ja i1. 14 

• A 1974 evaluation of the Denver TASC project found 
that mass urinalysis did not identify a significantly 
different group of potential TASC clients. 7 

No studies provide any evidence which would contradict the conclusion 
that mass urinalysis of all arrestees is not necessary for identification of 
potential TASC clients. In addition, it should be noted that urinalysis is 
not a completely accurate technique. Moreover, urinalysis processing costs 
for a jailed population can be substantial. EMIT, the system most commonly 
used by TASC projects, had costs ranging between $.48 and $.91 per sample in 
1974. 25 

In view of these findings, the TASC program has de-emphasized its early 
concern with mass urinalysis. However, although mass urinalysis is not 
essential for identifying potential TASC clients, it is often a useful tool 
for studying the incidence and prevalence of drug abuse within the arrested 
population. It provides systematic data on types of drugs abused in addi­
tion to identifying the abusers. Consequently, some TASC communities use 
mass urinalysis for epidemiological purposes. 

Although mass urinalysis has been sho~1n to be an unnecessarily elaborate 
technique for identifying potential TASC clients, little is known about the 
relative effectiveness of selected jail screening interviews as compared 
with relying on referrals from other source~. Also, there is little knowledge 
concerning the outcomes of TASC clients who were identified in different ways 
(i.e., throuqh mass urinalysis, selected interviewing or referrals from other 
sources) . 

2. Comparison of TASC Clients with Persons Missed. A second category 
of findings concerns TASC's effectiveness in identifying the potential client 
group and offering its members the opportunity to participate in TASC. 
Several projects conduct occasional mass urinalysis screens (e.g., once 
a week) to assess the prevalence of drug abuse in the arrested population. 
These data can be compared with the number of drug abusers identified at 
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other times, through other methods, to provide a rough assessment of the 
screeners' effectiveness in identifying all drug-dependent arrestees. 
Another technique used to assess the potential universe of drug-dependent 
arrestees is checking the booking log to insure that all persons with 
charges that are often drug··related (e.g., drug possession, drug sale, 
property crimes) were either interviewed or unable to be interviewed for 
a valid reason. 

Although several projects indicated use of such techniques to assess 
their effectiveness in identifying all potential clients, most do so as a 
management tool and have not sYstematically analyzed and reported their 
findings. Results of two such studies are available, however: 

• Analysis of a sample of arrestees in Alameda County found 
that 25 percent of all detained arrestees had been approached 
by a TASC interviewer, 42 percent of the opiate users had 
been approached and 60 percent of all those who said they 
were addicted at the time of arrest talked to a TASC 
interviewer. The study noted, however, that the sample 
was not randomly selected and, in addition, interviews 
were not always timed to occur after TASC screening had 
been comp1eted. 39 

• At the Oenver TASC project, where screeners could not 
provide 24-hour-a-day coverage, 39 percent of the persons 
arrasted PIl":.ween January and April 1974 had been "bail ed 
or released" before TASC approached them for an interview. 7 

Although these results indicate that major portions of the potential 
client group were missed, one stud.Y suffered from a poor sampling plan and 
other methodological limitations and the second was conducted for a project 
which was not working in the jail on the 24-hour-a-day basis often found 
at TASC projects. Therefore, these findings cannot be considered conclusive 
regarding TASC's ability to identify potential clients and offer them the 
option of referral to treatment. 

There has been little analysis of the characteristics of persons 
admitted to TASC as compared with eligible clients missed or rejected. 
Such analyses would indicate whether there were consistent biases in the 
selection of clients from the group of eligible persons. In general, data 
on TASC client characteristics are available only at individual projects 
and sometimes are not tabulated even there. Information obtained from a 
sample of clients at five TASC projects found the average client was a black 
male, between 20 and 25 years old, charged with a felony.25 Information on 
the characteristics of potential clients missed is for the most part unavail­
able even at individual projects. 

3. TASC's Effect on Jail Tensions. No TASC project has made a 
. systematic study of whether its activities reduce jail tensions. However, 

in several of the TASC communities Lazar visited, the staff operating the 
jails reported that TASC's presence was beneficial. The possibility that 
drug abusers might create jail tensions and that TASC's activities, either 
treatment of persons within jail or removal of drug abusers from jail to 
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community-based ~reatment settings, might reduce those tensions was raised 
by experience at The Tombs in New York City. Ir, that case the presence of 
addicted inmates not receiving medical assistance for withdrawal had 
contributed to sufficient unrest that jail administrators instituted a 
detoxification program to provide the needed medication. Subsequently, 
more communities began to consider the need for special programs to 
identify drug abusers. 

4. Special Needs of Criminally Involved Drug ~busers. The TASC program 
is based on the assumption that criminally involved drug abusers need special 
attention. Information assessing the validity of this assumption comes from 
a variety of studies, including analyses of the r@lationship between drug 
abuse and crime. Such stUdies indicate that many orug abusers engage in 
crimes to support their drug abuse habits and will continue to commit such 
crimes during release pending trial on a charge, while on probation after 
trial, or after a period of incarceration. Therefore, reducing the criminal 
activities of such persons is thought to require provision of treatment to 
resolve the druq abuse problem which induced the criminality. 

It is widely accepted that addicts are responsible for much of the 
nation's property crime. The American Bar Association Special Committee 
on Crime Prevention and Control estimated in 1972 that from one-third to 
one-half of all street crime in the nation's urban centers was committed 
by heroin addicts. 41 More recently, a 1975 study of the social costs of 
drug abuse considered $6.3 billion a relatively conservative estimate Of6 the"amount of property loss resulting from crimes committed by addicts. 7 

In addition to estimates of national levels of drug-related crime, 
several studies have assessed drug dependence among arrestees in various 
communities. For five TASC locations the percent of arrestees who were 
drug-dependent ranged from 16% to 55% and averaged 26%.6, 14, 15, 21, 33 
Four of these communities also analyzed the types of crime with which the 
drug-dependent arrestees were charged, as compared with charges against all 
arrestees. In all cities drug-dependent arrestees engaged in more property 
crime than total arrestees. Drug-dependent arrestees also tended to have 
higher crime rates for drug crimes and lower rates for crimes against persons. 

Another study of the relationship between drug use and property crime 
used regression analysis to assess the effect of changes in the retail price 
of heroin on crime rates. The analysis indicated that a lU percent increase 
in the retail price of heroin was associated with a 2.9 percent increase in 
the level of property crime.45 

In addition to analyses of the relationship between criminality and 
heroin addiction, studies have assessed the association of criminality with 
other forms· of drug abuse. Available data support TASC's assumption that 
crime is associated with the abuse of non-opiate drugs as well as opiates. 
Abusers of barbiturates and amphetamines (and alcohol) appear particularly 
likely to engage in criminal activities. S6 

Additional evidence of the relationship between drug abuse and 
criminality comes from studies of the prior arrest histories of entrants 
to drug abuse treatment pt'ograms. Selected findings include: 

'," 
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• Of approximately 1,000 people who entered the Beth Israel 
methadone maintenance treatment program between 1964 and 
1968, all had criminal records, averaging 3.6 arrests in 
the three years prior to admission. 56 

• An analysis of a methadone maintenance program run by 
New York City's Health Services Administration showed 
that 40 percent of the clients had been arrested at 
least once in the year before entering the program.78 

• A study of the Addiction Research and Treatment Corpora­
tion (ARTC) methadone program found that 89 percent of 
all program entrants reported at least one arrest in 
the period before entering the program. 82 

• Data from nineteen treatment programs in New Jersey 
indicated that 83 percent of the methadone clients 
and 57 percent of the drug-free clients had been 
arrested prior to beginning treatment. 72 

• An analysis of approximately 3,500 entrants to 31 
treatment programs located around the nation found 
that 79 percent of the entrants had been arrested 
at 1 east once, and 11 percent had been arl'e5ted more 
than 10 times. 5B 

In summary, many studies have established a clear association between 
drug abuse and criminality. However, it is also important to consider whether 
addiction preceded criminality, since it would be difficult to contend that 
drug abuse "caused" criminal patterns which existed prior to drug use, even 
though addiction may have increased the level of any pre-existing criminality. 
Evidence on this point is, however, not conclusive. 

A study of New Jersey treatment program cli~nts found that 94 percent 
of total arrests and 91 percent of non-narcotics arrests of methadone clients 
had occurred during the period of heroin use. 72 Similar findings were reported 
1n a survey conducted as part of the planning process for the San Diego TASC 
project. An analysis of admissions to the local jail found that two-thirds 
of the drug-dependent arrestees reported their first arrest occurred after 
drug use began. 21 

In contrast to these findings of drug abuse preceding criminality, a 
study of a sample of clients of the Addiction Research and Treatment Corpora­
tion (ARTC) program found that 42 percent of them engaged in crimes both 
before and during addiction. 81 This finding is consistent with certain 
earlier conclusions from the literature. For example, when Tinklenberg 
reviewed the existing work on drugs and crimes for the Marihuana Commission, 
he noted: 

"Blum, in summarizing the findings of the Crime Commission 
Task Force of 1967, found that the available evidence indicated 
that most known opiate addicts had been delinquent prior to 
their being identified as drug users and that most continued 
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to be arrested after release from hospitals and prisons •.•. 
A number of observations support'this thesis that generally 
opiate addicts have criminal predispositions that antedate 
their drug addiction; opioid use thus becomes a further 
expression of delinquent tendencies." 85 

Although there may be a substantial group of criminally involved drug 
abusers whose criminal careers began before their drug abuse problems and 
whose criminality may not therefore be strongly associated with their drug 
abuse, all studies have also identified a significant group of persons for 
whom drug abuse preceded criminality. Therefore, at least for these clients, 
TASC's underlying assumption that the~r criminality may be a partial resu~t 
of their drug abuse cannot be invalidated. Consequently, it appears reasonable 
to provide treatment for drug abusing arrestees as one way of attempting to 
reduce their criminality. 

This contention is also supported by a study of drug use and crimi­
nality in a birth cohort of approximately 10,000 males born in Philadelphia 
in 1945. On the basis of analysis of criminality data, the study concluded 
that intervention resources to reduce crime would be more effectively 
allocated if applied to any of the drug using groups than to any of the 
non-using groups. Moreover, among the drug-using groups it would be most 
efficient to apply intervention strategies to persons charged with drug 
offenses and to heroin users. 52 

Therefore, there appears to be considerable evidence supporting the 
assumption that criminally involved drug abusers need special attention. 
Consequently, TASC's efforts to identify such drug abusers, so that they 
can be referred to treatment, seem warranted.. However, it should be noted 
that little is known about the retention rates or rehabilitation outcomes 
of drug abusers who are TASC participants, as compared with other drug 
abusers. Nor is much known about the outcomes of drug abusers, as compared 
with other criminally involved persons. 

8. Referral to Treatment. 

Referral to treatment usually involves conducting a socio-psycho10gica1 
interview and physical examination. In some cases psychological testing is 
also used to help assess the most appropriate form of treatment for a specific 
individual. More than one-half of TASC's clients have been referred to 
drug-free treatment, about one-fourth to methadone maintenance, one-tenth 
to jail treatment and a small percentage to detoxification. 34 Major 
issues related to the treatment referral function concern: 

• whether differences in the length of the referral process 
are associated with differences in client outcomes; 

• whether TASC's formal process for referral to treatment 
is more effective than informal mechanisms; 

• the effect of TASC's relationship with treatment on the 
referral function; and 

• the relationship of client characteristics to treatment outcomes. 
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1. Length of Referral Process. Concerning the relative effectiveness 
of short versus long referral procedures, a study of five TASC projects 
concluded that a lengthy process was unwise. 25 There were two reasons 
for this: 

• For the projects studied, the longer process was associated 
with a concentration of professionals in intake to the 
detriment of other program components. 

• The longer process created an interruption in therapy, 
when the clil)nt was transferred to a treatment pt'ogram. 
A shorter diagnostic process required clients to adjust 
to only one set of counselors, rather than to TASC 
counselors and treatment staff both. 

Although the study recommended that the diagnostic intake and referral process 
be completed within three days, there has been no systematic analysis of the 
relative effectiveness of short versus long referral processes across a wide 
range of TASC ,jrojects. 

2. Effect of Formalized Referral Process. There is some evidence 
that formalized referral mechanisms are more effective than informal ones. 
The inadequacy of informal systems was documented in.a study of court-based 
referral to treatment in the District of Columbia. The study analyzed the 
outcomes of 1,716 addicts who were processed through local courts in 1971 
and had been released on bond on condition of outpatient treatment for 
addiction. Approximately 60 percent of the addicts released with condition 
of treatment either did not appear for treatment or dropped out before the 
pending case reached disposition. Notices of violations of release condi­
tions were sent to the court in only about one-fourth of the cases, apparently 
because the local treatment staff had lit~Je interest in insuring that 
violations were systematically reported. 

Such limitations of informal referral mechanisms influenced the 
development of TASC's more formalized structure. However, no TASC project 
has analyzed its referral mechanism, as compared with less formal ones in 
the community (e.g., probation to treatment, pretrial release conditioned 
on treatment participation, the situation existing before TASC, etc.). 
Despite this lack of systematic analysis, members of the criminal justice 
system in many of the TASC cities Lazar visited commented that the TASC 
system was better than the less formal referral mechanisms which had 
existed in the past. 

There is also evidence that TASC's formalized identification and 
referral mechanism is introducing a new group of drug abusers to treatment. 
For example, a study of five projects found that 55 percent of the TASC 
clients had no history of prior drug treatment. 25 A later analysis of 
approximately 8,500 TASC clients in seventeen communities also found that 
55% had entered treatment for the first time through TASC, with percentages 
for individual projects ranging from 31% to 75%.36 

3. Relationship with Treatment. A recurrirg observation by staffs 
at the TASC projects visited was the importance of having appropriate 
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treatment available for TASC referrals. The existence of adequate treatment 
within the community will, however, be of little value if the TASC project 
staff has inaccurate information about that treatment. Current information 
is particularly important, since treatment programs may change their specific 
therapies fairly often. A study of the Alameda County TASC project, at an 
early stage of its operations, found the diagnostic staff unfamiliar with 
the average length of stay required by the treatment programs. 22 , 27 

In addition to the availability of treatment and TASC's knowledge of 
it, the importance of cooperation between treatment programs and TASC shoUld 
be considered. Lazar's site visits found evidence of such cooperation in 
most places, although some TASC projects reported experiencing problems in 
obtaining the level of cooperation desired. In some cases, the problems 
arose because treatment programs resisted TASC's reporting requirements. 
In other cases, the problems reflected more serious differences in philosophy 
concerning the respective roles of TASC and treatment staffs in client 
rehabil itati on. 

4. Association Between Client Characteristics and Outcomes. The 
referral to treatment decision involves assessment of a client's character­
istics and determination of the most appropriate treatment modality for 
such a person. Several studies have analyzed the relationship between 
client characteristics and outcomes. For example, analysis of the Alameda 
County TASC project found that clients living with a spouse/lover or a 
family member when they entered treatment programs were more likely to 
remain in treatment than clients living alone or with friends. The study 
also concluded that those who had finished high school or had some college 
in their background were more likely to remain in treatment than clients 
who had less than a high school diploma. 39 A study by the Indianapolis 
TASC project found that successfully terminated clients, when compared 
with all clients, were older, more likely to be male and more involved 
in criminality. In addition, analysis of age and early treatment failure 
suggested that older cHents were more likely to remain in treatment. S 

Additional analysis of the relationship of age to treatment outcomes 
is provided by studies of treatment program clients. For example, analysis 
of approximately one thousand clients of the Addiction Research and Treat­
ment Corporation (ARTC) methadone maintenance program found that clients 
who were over thirty years old and had been addicted more than nine years 
were achieving the highest reductions in criminality. Related analysis 
found that younger clients who were arrested in the year prior to treat­
ment were more likely to terminate in the year after admission than were 
older clients with arrests in the year before admission. Moreover, analysis 
of charges by age group showed that a higher percentage of younger clients 
were charged with crimes than older clients, for most charge categories. Sl 

Such findings suggest that younger addicts may represent a more 
difficult rehabilitation problem than older drug abusers. Other research 
has also concluded that older addicts may be better treatment risks than 
younger drug abusers. Indeed, some addicts have spontaneously given up 
drug addiction in their late thirties, in a process Charles Winick called 
"maturing out."70 
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C. Monitoring of Clients. 

Monitoring of clients includes such activities as tracking clients' 
treatment progress so that it can be reported to appropriate criminal justice 
system representatives and following clients' court dates so that clients 
can be contacted and encouraged to appear for court hearings. Monitoring 
of clients is assumed to have a favorable impact on client performance, 
since both success and failure would be promptly reported to interested 
parties within the criminal justice system. 

TASe projects differ in their performance of this function in terms 
of tnp. frequency (from very often to seldom), type (personal or mail/tele­
phone), volume and tone (neutral or advocate) of the contacts. They 
also differ in terms of the cooperation received from the various organl­
zations which exchange information with TASe. Such cooperation affects 
the accuracy of the information TASe transmits and therefore, TASe's 
credibility with the criminal justice system, treatment programs and clients. 

Major issues related to the client monitoring function concern: 

• whether client monitoring favorably affects client 
performance; 

-whether client monitoring enhances TASe's credibility 
with the criminal justice system; and 

• whether differences in the style of c1 ient monitoring 
are associated with differences in TASe's effectiveness. 

1. Effects on Client Performance. A major issue concerning client 
monitoring is whether periodic reporting of treatment progress to the court 
improves client performance. One of the problems noted in a study of a 
District of Columbia court-based referral-to-treatment program, which predated 
TASe, was that the threat of court coercion was not a very real one: notices 
of violations of release conditions were sent to the court in only about 
one-fourth of the cases.42 It was thought that more assured reporting might 
induce more clients to succeed in treatment. ' 

Although TAse projects indicate that they report violations promptly. 
few studies have analyzed this issue. Denver TASe did, however, conduct a 
records search which showed that 81 percent of the treatment agreement 
violations had been reported to the ~riminal justice system referral source 
within 48 hours of occurrence. S 

As important as TASe's reporting to the criminal justice system is 
that the criminal justice system act on the information provided. Although 
this has nat been systematically studied for either client failures or 
successes, several TASe projects reported analyzing such data, so that they 
could conduct follow-up interviews with persons rejecting TASe recommendations. 

A study of the court appearance performance of TASe clients, as 
compared with non-TAse addict-arrestees and non-addict felony defendants, 
found that TASC addicts did significantly better than non-TASe addicts. 
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TAse clients represented a bond risk more similar to non-addict felony 
defendants than to addicts released without treatment conditions. 40 
That close supervisio', may have a favorable effect on performance is also 
supported by studies of the impact of parole supervision on treatment 
retention. Such studies conclude that close supervision seems to increase 
the likelihood that a client will remain in treatment. 63 

2. Effects on Relationship with Criminal Justice System. Several 
studies have reported that criminal justice system representatives often 
consider TASe's tracking of client progress an important activity. For 
example, a study of five TASe projects concluded: 

"The single TAse component most appreciated by criminal 
justice system officials was the tracking capability 
which TASe provides. Evidently, this tracking and 
periodic observation of clients was the one TASe function 
which served as the greatest inducement to criminal 
justice system personnel to util ize the TAse program. ,,25 

This finding was confirmed during Lazar's site visits to TAse projects. 
Many persons commented on the importance of TASe's role as an intermediary 
between the criminal justice system and treatment programs. In many places 
TASe was perceived by the criminal justice system as less protective than 
treatment programs of clients. Indeed, in some cases the existence of TASe 
seemed to have enhanced the credibility of treatment by insuring that clients 
could not use treatment referral to escape prosecution in the event of failure. 

3. Differences in Style of Client Monitoring. Individual projects 
have vastly different monitoring styles, which are reflected in variations 
in the frequency, type, volume and tone of their contacts with different 
criminal justice and treatment system representatives. Despite these 
stylistic differences, little is known about their impact on TASe's effec­
tiveness, either in establishing credibility with the criminal justice and 
treatment systems or in improving client performance. Moreover, there has 
been no study of TASe's effectiveness at the monitoring function, as compared 
with other groups which sometimes perform it. For example, treatment programs 
may report to the court on client progress, and probation officers may 
contact treatment programs concerning client outcomes. 

D. Direct Service Delivery. 

Direct service delivery by the TASe staff can take the following forms: 

• provision of treatment, in the community or in jail, 
through individual or group counseling sessions; 

• provision of ancillary services, such as vocational 
rehabilitation assistance or medical attention, 
either in addition to or in lieu of similar 
assistance by treatment programs; 

• routine client contact, through periodic meetings 
with clients; or 
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• client contact during times of crisis, such as when a 
client drops out of treatment. 

Major issues related to TASC's direct service delivery concern whether the 
provision of the service itself affects client performance and whether it 
is more effective for TASC to provide such services than for other organi­
zations to do so. 

1. Importance of Treatment. Studies of treatment outcomes have 
considered such topics as whether clients commit fewer crimes after entering 
treatment, whether longer participation in treatment is associated with. 
lower criminality and whether patterns of crime (i.e., types of charges) 
differ before and after treatment. Selected findings include: 

-An anaiysis of client outcomes for a methadone maintenance 
treatment program in New York City found a remarkable 
reduction in all antisocial activities, including crim­
inality, after clients began treatment. These included 
a 9B percent decrease in incarcerations, a 90 percent 
decrease in convictions and a 94 percent reduction in 
arrests of c1ients.43 

- A study of clients of the Illinois Drug Abuse Program 
found significant reductions in arrest rates during 
the period of outpatient treatment, as compared with 
the two years prior to admission. Moreover, people 
who stayed in treatment longer experienced lower 
arrest rates. 84 

• Analysis of the Phoenix House therapeutic community 
found that the program's graduates and dropouts both 
experienced redu:ed levels of criminal activity and 
that arrest rate reductions after treatment were 
greater the longer people had remained in treatment. 
The study also noted that the largest reductions 
occurred among involuntary residents.49 

• A study of nineteen New Jersey treatment programs 
found significant decreases in arrest rates after 
treatment entry as compared with the pre-treatment 
period. Also, as clients stayed in treatment longer, 
fewer of them were arrested.72 

- An evaluation of approximately one thousand clients 
in the Addiction Research and Treatment Corporation 
(ARTC) methadone program in New York City found that 
their arrest rates increased sharply in the period 
of addiction and decreased after program entry. 
Analysis by charge indicated that drug offenses 
showed the greatest decreases from the addiction 
period to the second year of treatment. However, 
there was no return to the pre-addiction charge 
rate levels, even two years after program entry, 
for any charge category.B1 
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In summary, a number of studies have found that arrest rates decrease 
when clients enter treatment programs. In addition, several studies have 
indicated that reductions in ·criminality increase as people either stay in 
treatment for longer periods of time or graduate. However, analysis of 
arrest reductions by type of charge indicate that many of the arrests 
before entering treatment were for drug law violations and that much of 
the reduced criminality after entering treatment occurs for these offenses. 
In addition, some studies have found that treatment dropouts experience 
as much reduced criminality as clients remaining in treatment. Therefore, 
there appears to be a reasonable basis for the belief that the provision 
of treatment will result in reduced criminality. However, the level of 
such reduction and whether it should be attributed to the effects of treat­
ment alone, cannot be precisely assessed. 

Even if it could be conclusively demonstrated that treatment reduces 
client ·criminality, it would be necessary to consider whether treatment 
should be provided by TASe, rather than another organization. In most 
cases, however, TASe projects provide a specialized type of treatment 
unavailable at other local organizations. 

2. Importance of Client Contact. The importance of client contact . 
on either a routine or a crisis intervention basis has not been systematically 
addressed. A related issue is whether the frequency of TASC's contacts 
with clients affects the accuracy of the information clients have about 
the TASe program and its requirements. An analysis of five projects 
repeatedly found that clirnts had poor information about TASC.25 However, 
no studies have assessed whether the accuracy of clients' information 
concerning TASC is associated with differences in client performance or 
other variables of interest. 

E. Management. 

Management of a TASC project can be accomplished in an active or a 
passive manner, as illustrated by: 

• the extent to which management tries to change 
unfavorable environmental constraints; 

• the types of evaluation accomplished and the uses 
made of results; and 

• the extent to which management tries to encourage 
client rehabilitation, as compared with merely 
presenting clients with the opportunity for 
rehabilitation. 

Although projects vary along a spectrum from very passive to very active, 
there is at present little information concerning which management style 
achieves the greatest results. 

With regard to evaluation, although many projects have conducted such 
studies, little is known about the uses made of the results. A major problem 
with these studies, considered as a group, is that each tends to be 
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accomplished somewhat differently. For example, the type of evaluation may 
vary, the definitions used for the same types of evaluation may differ from 
project to project, or simllar basic data may be collected but categorized 
in ways which preclude comparable analyses across projects. Therefore, 
although many of the eXisting evaluation studies are of value when con­
sidered for an individual project, they are of limited use when assessing 
the TAse program as a whole. 

III. TASe CLIENT FLOWS 

it is important to consider the interrelationships of TASe activities, 
as well as to analyze each function separately. One way to understand these 
interrelationships is to trace the client flow through a project, from the 
point of initial identification to final termination from the program. 
There are three conceptually different types of client flows at TASe projects: 

• pretrial intervention, in which a client is identified 
before trial, normal judicial processes occur and 
information on progress in treatment 1S provided to 
the court for use in the sentencing decision; 

• diversion, which in some jurisdictions provides that 
the case will not come to trial if treatment prc'gress 
is satisfactory; and 

• posttrial processing, in which a client i5 identified 
and referred to treatment after the case hQ= been 
adjudicated. 

A. Pretrial Intervention. 

Figures 2 through 4 show a typical pretrial intervention client 
flow. Usually, a potential TASC client is identified soon after arrest, 
screened for eligibility and diagnosed for referral to treatment. While 
in treatment, progress is monitored and reported to appropriate criminal 
justice system officials. If the client is brought to trial and found 
guilty, information on treatment progress is provided for use in sentencing. 
If continued TASe participation is sanctioned by the court, the client 
continues in treatment. TASC monitors treatment progress until the treatment 
requirements have been fulfilled, the TASe requirements have been met or 
the criminal justice system's hold on the client ends. At any point in 
this process, client failure can result in resumption of criminal justice 
system processing. 

The client flow shown in Figures 2 through 4 is merely illustrative 
of rASe's processing activities. A specific project may have slightly 
different processing stages (e.g., more elaborate screening procedures). 
a different set of project components (e.g., court liaison and trackin~ 
may be combined), a different allocation of responsibility among components 
for the accomplishment of processing stages (e.g., the tracking component, 
rather than the court liaison unit, may provide treatment progress information 
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FIGURE 2. PRETRIAL ltITERVENTION CLlENT FLOW FROM IDENTIFICATION UNTIL DEVELOPMENT OF TREATMENT PLAN 
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FIGURE 3. PRETRIAL INTERVENTION CLIENT FLOW FROM OEVELOPMENT OF TREATPENT PLAN UNTIL TRIAL 
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for the court's use when considering sentencing), or different timing of the 
activities shown (e.g., diagnostic intake may occur before arraignment). 

B. Diversion. 

In some communities divi~rsion is also available to TASe clients. 
Eligibility criteria for diversion are usually more restrictive than for 
pretrial intervention, and the rewards for successful participation are 
greater: diverted TASe clients who succeed in treatment do not have to 
face trial. This outcome may occur in a variety of ways in different 
jurisdictions. For example, charges may be dropped, arrest records may 
be expunged or the case may simply not be prosecuted. 

The specific TASe activities associated with diversion are similar 
to those for pretrial intervention, with the exception that successful 
clients do not come to trial. Potentia1 clients are still interviewed 
for eligibility, diagnosed for referral to treatment, monitored while in 
treatment and have their progress reported to relevant members of the 
criminal justice system. 

e. Posttrial Processing. 

Posttrial processina is similar to pretrial intervention, except that 
all TASe activities occur after the client's trial has been completed. Poten-
tial clients may be referred to TASe for diagnosis and·deve1opment.of.a treat­
ment recommendation which the court can consider when making the sentencing de­
cision; they may be referred by the court or probation department after sentencing; 
or they may.be referred by the parole department after incarceration. In all cases 
TASe conducts its diagnostic activities, refers the client to appropriate treat­
ment, monitors progress and reports on client performance. 

D. state of Knowledge Assessment. 

Major issues related to client flows concern: 

• whether client losses occur primarily at certain points 
in the flow processes and the reasons ior such losses; 

• whether clients processed through the different flow 
mechanisms have significantly different outcomes; 

• whether there is continuity of pre- and post-trial 
TASe processing; 

·the effect of different termination criteria and 
procedures on program effectiveness; and 

• whether clients' legal rights are being protected dvring 
TASe's various processing stages. . 

During the site visits to TASe projects Lazar found that individual 
projects usually possessed a substantial amount of information on client 
flows and losses. Table 1 summarizes the availability of specific items of 
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Table 1; Availability of Client Flow 
and Loss Information for Twelve TASe Projects 

Information Item Number of Projects 
Possessing Information Item 

-
Arrests 10 
Drug abusers 3 

Drug abusers e1igibie for TASe 6 

Eligibles interviewed for TASe 10 
Eligibles not interviewed by TAse 8 

- by reason " 6 

Arrestees released to TASe 10 
- by release status 9 

Eligible drug abusers not released to TASe 9 
- by reason 3 

TASe clients reaching Intake 12 
- by referral source or release status 11 

TASe clients not reaching Intake 10 
- by referral source or release status 9 
- by reason for failure to show 8 

TASe clients not completing Intake 10 
- by referral source or release status 9 
- by reason 7 

TASe clients referred to treatment 12 
- by modal ity 9 

TAse clients appearing at treatment 12 
- by modality 9 
- by referral source or release status 9 

TASe clients not appearing at treatmsnt 9 
- by modal ity 9 
- by referral source or re"lease status 9 
- by reason for failure to show 1 

TASe clients in treatment at point in time 12 
- by length of time 10 
- by modal ity 12 
- by referral source or release status 10 

TASe clients leaving treatment 12 
- by reason 6 
- by moda 1 ity 10 
- by program 9 
- by referral source or release status 10 
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flow information at twelve TASe projects, including the ten visited. Many 
projects had relatively complete information, with the major gap consisting 
of reasons for various losses. 

Differences in outcomes of persons in the various flow processes have 
not been analyzed. It is not known whether diverted clients do best, since 
they appear to have the strongest incentives (i.e., the dropping of prosecu­
tion), or whether posttrial referrals do better than pretrial referrals, 
since their court outcomes have been determined and thus the incentives 
may seem more certain. 

In addition, little is known about whether there is continuity of pre­
and post-trial processing (i.e., whether pretrial TAse clients are probated 
to TAse posttrial, rather than receiving a sentence which disregards earlier 
TASe participation). The possibility that such continuity might not exist 
is raised by a study of a court-based treatment referral program in the 
District of Columbia. The study found that persons who had been condi­
tionally released to treatment before trial were often not probated to 
treatment after trial. In fact, less than one-third of the perso'ns who were 
identified as addicts prior to trial, referred to treatment as a condition 
of pretrial release and sentenced to probation actually remained in treatment 
as a condition of probation. 42 . 

Another important co~sideration with regard to client flow concerns 
the criteria and procedures for TASe termination, whether due to failure 
or success. Termination criteria are most commonly based on the client's 
attendance record, urine tests and rearrests. Some projects also include 
a qlinician's evaluation of client progress in treatment or a change in 
legal status. Although substantial variation exists, little is known about 
the relative effectiveness of the different termination criteria and 
procedures. 

TASe's various interventions have raised a number of legal issues. g, 13, 80 
These concern: 

• identification of drug abusers, particularly whether 
TASe's screening interviews and urinalysis tests are 
conducted under truly voluntary conditions; 

• selection and admission of drug-dependent arrestees 
into TAse, including whether eligibility criteria 
violate equal protection rights, whether treatment 
participation can be a condition of pretrial release 
and whether participants in diversion programs can 
be required to plead guilty as a condition of program 
admission; 

• determination of points at which TAse clients are 
entitled to counsel, specifically, whether counsel 
should be present during screening interviews or 
when the option of diversion is presented; and 

• termination of TASe cl ients, particularly specification 
of legally permissible grounds for termination, use 
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of proper procedures and determination of legally 
permissible results of termination. 

Although these issues have been widely discussed, they have not been subjected 
to the court tests requir~d to resolve them. 

IV. AVAILABILITY AND USE OF RESOURCES 

The resources of TASe projects should be analyzed, since djfferent. levels 
or types of funding, staff and facilities may be associated with differen~ 
levels of project or client success. Moreover, resource estimates should be 
compared with project outcomes as part of assessing the project's value. 

All TAse projects maintain data concerning funding. However, funding 
comparisons across pI'ojects must be made with caution, since the same budget 
level may support vastly different services (sometimes including treatment) 
at different projects. Despite these limitations on comparability, the cost 
per client served is often calculated for TASe projects. Findings include: 

• A study by System Sciences, Inc. of five TASe projects 
found the cost per client ranged from $1049 to $2044. 25 

• An analysis by Abt Associates, Inc. indicated that cost 
per client ranged from $300 to $4900 and averaged $1900 
for the 16 projects considered.l 

• A Lazar telephone survey of TASe projects found that 
the cost per client ranged from $214 to $2055 and 
averaged $932 for 16 projects. 

Although costs of TASe's services are not insignificant, whether these 
costs should be considered high or low depends upon the outcomes of TASe 
clients, as compared with likely outcomes in the absence of TASe interven­
tion, and upon the costs which would have been incurred without TASe. For 
example, if most TASe clients who are reLeased do well and would otherwise 
have been detained, the savings in detention costs would probably exceed 
TASe's costs. However, such studies have not been conducted. 

Several relevant analyses concerning staff have been suggested. These, 
include assessments of staff background, level and type of training received 
at TASe, turnover, vacancy rates and the staff-client ratio. Although much 
of the data required to conduct such studies is available at individual 
TASe projects, little systematic consideration of these factors has occurred. 
For example, Lazar's telephone survey of twenty-two projects found that 
staff-client ratios ranged from 1:1 to 1:61 and averaged 1:12. However, 
these data are somewhat misleading, since they cover projects in different 
stages of development and staffs with varying responsibilities for client 
service. In addition, there has been little analysis of the effects of 
different staff characteristics or TAse training procedures on projects' 
effectiveness. Nor has the impact of turnover and vacancy rates been 
addressed. 
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Two important measures concerning facilities are the adequacy of space 
and the appropriateness of the project's location. Presumably. a project 
with inadequate space will be hindered in its operations. and consequently. 
will do a less effective job. Project effectiveness may also be reduced 
if a component is located in an area relatively inaccessible to important 
groups with which it interacts. For example. a court liaison unit may be 
less effective when it lacks physical proximity to the courts with which 
it deals. However. there has been no analysis of whether facilities' 
adequacy in terms of space. or appropriateness in terms of location. has 
affected project performance or client outcomes. 

V. EXTERNAL FACTORS 

Two major types of external- factors must be considered: the universe 
of possible clients and environmental factors. Although TAse can. to some 
extent. select from the universe of possible clients those which it will 
serve. it has relatively little influence on the overall size of that 
universe or the characteristics of persons within it, Similarly. although 
TASe may take actions designed to influence environmental factors. it still 
must operate under SOme constraints over which it has little control. These 
environmental factors include the nature of the criminal justice system and 
style of law enforcement; the type and quality of drug abuse treatment; and 
such other variables as the nature of the drug abuse and crime problems. 
economic conditions and the attitudes of important groups toward TASe. 

In general. most "Information concerning the impact of external factors 
on TASe operations is impressionistic. Although individual TASe projects 
often identi;y such factors. assess the limitations they impose and try to 
change factors which impede operations. there has been little systematic 
analysis or documentation of this process. 

A. Universe of Possible Clients. 

The universe of possible clients must be considered in terms of the size 
of the universe and the characteristics of the persons within it. The size 
of the universe of possible clients depends both on the number of criminally 
involved drug abusers in the area and the eligibility criteria for TASe 
participation. The number of criminally involved drug abusers depends in 
turn on the number of crimes committed by drug abusers within the area and 
the aggressiveness of the local police force in making arrests. 

Eligibility criteria for TASe participation usually include evidence 
of drug abuse and some restrictions as to charges. Typically, criteria are 
stricter for diversion eligibility than for other forms of TASe processing. 
TASe is assisted in establishing eligibility criteria for its various inter­
ventions by different groups within the criminal justice system. such as 
lhe prosecutor and judges. The resulting eligibility criteria in different 
communities may be very limited or quite broad and may be applied in a strict 
fashion or somewhat loosely. 

The impact of differences in eligibility criteria on TAse project 
operations or outcomes has not been analyzed. Nor has the impact of 
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changes in eligibility criteria been assessed for projects experiencing such 
changes. Moreover, little is known about the universe of potential TASe 
clients, although individual projects often have procedures for estimating 
the overall size of this universe. 

In addition to the size of the universe of potential clients, charac­
teristics of persons within it must be considered. These characteristics 
can be analyzed in terms of background variables, such as age, race and sex; 
lifestyle variables, such as length and type of drug abuse or criminality; 
and prior treatment experiences. A general hypothesis concerning client 
characteristics is that persons who are initially either the "best off" or 
the "worst off" wi 11 have better outcomes than persons who are between those 
extremes. Such a hypothesis has been considered by a number of studies of 
treatment program effectiveness as well as by several analyses of TASe 
projects. Although these stud·ies are not conclusive, there is some evidence 
that better educated clients having lesG severe drug and crime problems, 
with stable living arrangements and farrrily/friendship pattel'ils supportive 
of rehabilitation are more likely to succeed in treatment. 39 However, at 
the other end of the spectrum, there is some evidence that older "hard-core" 
addicts "mature out" of heroin addiction and, therefore, represent good. 
treatment risks. a , 70, al 

B. Environmental Factors. 

Relevant environmental factors include: the nature of the criminal 
justice system and style of law enforcement; type and quality of drug abuse 
treatment programs; and such other variables as the local drug and crime 
problems and economic conditions. 

The nature of the criminal justice and treatment systems affects TASe 
projects by providing a positive, negative or neutral climate for their 
operations. The operating climate is influenced by such factors as: 

• past experiences with similar organizations; 

• aSS1ssment of the TASe staff's honesty and competence 
in m0nitoring and reporting clients' progress; 

• the ways in which TASe's progress reports and other TAse 
information are used; and 

• attitudes of the group involved toward changes in tradi­
tional handling of criminally involved drug abusers. 

Although many TAse projects report excellent relationships with the 
criminal justice system, others have experienced a variety of problems. 
Examples of such problems include: 

• An analysis of Denver TAse found that judges took 
action against only 6 percent of the violations 
reported by TASe. 5 
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• At one project police clearance for TASe screeners waS 
delayed for more than six months. 

• In one city many potential clients were arrested for 
drug charges which had a low probability of ever being 
filed upon. Indeed, the study estimated that only 
about 35-45 percent of the identified drug users were 
ever filed upon for the arrest charge. S 

• Some TASe projects reported that ju"dges were reluctant 
to use treatment as a condition ~f release. 

• Several TASe projects were having difficulty persuading 
prosecutors to relax eligibility standards, especially 
for prospective diversion clients. 

• Some projects were unable to reach an agreement with 
the police concerning use of police records to analyze 
criminal history information. 

TASe projects also reported use of a variety of techniques designed to 
increase cooperation and reduce problems. These included: 

• funding parts of criminal justice system agencies, 
such as a staff person in the prosecutor's office or 
the probation department; 

• visiting any judge who did not follow a specific 
TASe recommendation to discuss reasons for rejecting 
the recommendation; 

• insuring that criminal justice system agencies were 
promptly informed of changes in TASe's procedures, 
either through periodic briefings or personal contact 
of a less forma" nature; and 

• including all concerned agencies in the early planning 
sessions in which the TASe project was designed, 

Despite this variation in the range of problems identified, the level of 
cooperation received. and TAse's efforts to increase criminal justice system 
cooperation, there has been little systematic analysis of the impact of these 
differences on TASe's performance. However, a variety of analyses could be 
proposed to assess the nature of both the criminal justice and treatment 
systems as they affect TASe's operations. Such analyses could consider: 

• the degree of cooperation by each major group, (e.g., 
judges, prosecutor, probation department, police, 
treatment, etc.) with TASe; 

• the extent to which TAse has tried to influence each 
group to become more cooperative; 
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o the degree of TASe success in influencing each group 
to become more cooperative; and 

o the accuracy of each group's information about the 
TASe program. 

Other factors which affect TASe operations are: the nature of the drug abuse 
problem; the nature of the crime problem; economic conditions and the attitudes 
of important groups. Although individual TASe projects have sometimes analyzed 
the influence of these factors on their operations, and in some cases have acted 
to minimize any adverse effects, the overall impact of these factors on the TASe 
program has not been studied. Indeed, such a study would be a difficult. and 
probably costly, one to implement. since these factors not only vary widely among 
communities but also may vary considerably over time within the same community. 

e. Concluding Remarks. 

One way of viewing external factors is that they must have certain charac­
teristics as pre-conditions for TASe success. For example: 

o The 'local drug and crime problems must be such that manY 
persons require TASe's services • 

• Eligibility 'criteria must be broad enough to permit selec­
tion of an adequate client group. 

o Criminal justice and treatment systems must at least not 
actively oppose TAse. 

o There must be adequate treatment available to absorb 
TASe's referrals. In some cases, TAse may have to provide 
this treatment. 

o The economic env+ronment must be one which permits client 
rehabilitation. 

o Projects must avoid active opposition by important groups 
in the community~ 

Although it is important for an individual project to assess external factors 
and try to change those which hinder its operations, it may be less important to 
study the impact of external factors on the TAse program as a whole. Evaluative 
priorities are probably higher for other areas, particularly analyzing the client 
outcomes which result from the interaction of TASe operations and external factors. 

VI. OUTCOMES 

A. Impact on Clients. 

TASe participation is assumed to influence clients to enter and remain in 
treatment. Successful completion of treatment is in turn assumed to be asso­
ciated with such outcomes as reduced criminality, lessened drug abuse. improved 
economic status and revitalized health. both physical and mental. These outcomes 
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will materialize because successfully treated clients will no longer be drug 
dependent, or need to commit crimes to obtain funds to purchase drugs. 
Moreover, they will be better able to hold a steady job or otherwise partici­
pate in the econon~ through legal means and will no longer be prone to a 
variety of drug-related illnesses. 

Individual TASe projects report monthly on clients who are rearrested 
on new charges. As of October 1, 1975, eight percent of the TASe clients at 
22 reporting projects had been arrested on new charges while in TASe. Only 
limited analysis has been done of the recidivism of different groups of 
TASe clients, such as those who completed TASC compared with those who failed 
to do so, clients participating in TASC for different lengths of time or 
clients with·different characteristics. 

In addition to arrest data, several TASC projects have analyzed other 
types of outcome information. However, these data are usually qUite limited 
in scope, often consisting of the percent of clients retained in treatment 
or the percent of positive urine tests during treatment participation. 

In assessing TASe's impact on client outcomes it is important to note 
that this impact occurs in part because of treatment programs' rehabilitation 
efforts. The overall TASe/treatment intervention must be considered, since 
TASC's value is obviously greater if clients experience long~run rehabilitation 
than if only short-term gains result. In addition, since a major assumption 
underlying the TASC program is that treatment will be beneficial, it is 
important to assess whether it has been. It is also important, however, to 
try to separate the effects of TASe from those of treatment to determine 
whether TASC's identification, referral and monitoring of clients produces 
significantly better results than less formal systems for treating drug-dependent 
arrestees. Although this issue could be partly assessed through analysis of 
TAse client outcomes vis~a~vis those of an appropriate comparison group, such 
a study has not been done. 

The present state of knowledge regarding TASC client outcomes consists 
of findings from studies of treatment programs, concerning their effects on 
client rehabilitation, and several analyses of TAse clients. One area of 
interest is whether retention in treatment and completion of it are associated 
with better client outcomes than lack of treatment or dropping out. Selected 
findings from the treatment literature include: 

• Analysis of a methadone maintenance treatment program in 
New York City found progressively lower arrest rates in 
clients who stayed in treatment longer. For example, clients 
with thirteen or more months of treatment experienced 
an 82 percent reduction in arrests over the year before 
admission, as compared with a 57 percent reduction for 
all c1ients. 78 

• A comparison of client arrest rates for the two~year 
period prior to admission to the Illinois Drug Abuse 
Program and the period during treatment found a 36 
percent reduction in arrests for all clients, a 45 
percent reduction for persons retained in treatment 
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for at least 20 weeks and a 10 percent reduction 
for persons who stayed in treatment for five weeks 
or iess. 84 

• A study of the Phoenix House therapeutic community 
found that arrest rate reductions after treatment, 
compared to pre-program levels, were greater the 
longer people remained in treatment. Persons who 
left within three months experienced a 7 percent 
reduction in arrests in the year after leaving 
treatment; those who left within three to eleven 
months had a reduction of more than 40 percent; 
and those who stayed more than 11 months experienced 
a 70 percent reduction. 49 

Although several studies have found sharp decreases in arrests after 
treatment, as compared with those before treatment, there is some evidence 
that the period immediately preceding treatment entry is a time of unusually 
high criminal activity. For example, a study of Addiction Research and 
Treatment Corporation (ARTC) clients, which found sharp increases in arrest 
rates in the period of addiction and decreases after program entry, noted 
that the year preceding admission was the peak year of criminal activity.81 
The researchers observed that, if this is a general pattern, past studies 
of treatment effectiveness may have overstated the impact of treatment on 
reducing criminal behavior. Some decline from the unusually high level of 
criminality at the time of program entry might have occurred even in the 
absence of treatment. To assess this hypothesis would require comparison 
with a similar group of people who did not receive treatment. 

One type of arrest comparison was suggested in a study of 269 New York 
City addicts in the st. Luke's Hospi~al methadone ,program. Since it might 
be unrealistic to expect crime rates for treatment program clients to be 
substantially below those of the surrounding community, the study analyzed 
the arrest rates for the, two pol ice precincts in the vicinity of the hospital 
and compared them with those of the program's clients. 

The study found that the general population averaged 3.35 arrests per 
hundred person-years while methadone clients had averaged 3.30 arrests per 
hundred person-years before starting to use heroin, 41.04 arrests during 
heroin use and 9.82 arrests during methadone treatment. Thus, the pre­
addiction arrest rate of methadone clients had been approximately the ~ame 
as that of other community residents. The arrest rates of methadone clients 
had increased sharply during the period of heroin use and, although arrest 
rates declined significantly after entering treatment, they did not fall 
to pre-addiction rates. This pattern held for various categories of offehses, 
as well as for overall arrest rates. 48 

The impact of criminal justice coercion on treatment performance has 
been analyzed only minimally. A study of Phoenix House clients noted that 
the largest reductions in arrest rates occurred among involuntary residents 
and suggested, therefore, that channeling heroin addicts from the criminal 
justice system to therapeutic communities might be an effective alternative 
to incarceration. 49 In addition, a study of Richmond TASC compared the 
retention rate of all clients admitted to TASC with that of clients sent 
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by the court. Fifty-five percent of all clients and seventy-four percent of 
court referrals were retained. 3l Finally, studies of parole supervision also 
indicate that criminal justice system pressure may affect client performance 
favorably. 63 

Although there is some evidence that criminal justice system pressure 
may improve client performance, and additional evidence that treatment for 
drug abuse may be associated with reduced criminality, these studies cannot 
be relied upon to assess TAse's impact. Defensible statements regarding 
TASe's effect on client outcomes can only be made by conducting follow-up 
analysis of former clients after the period of TASe participation ends and 
comparing their outcomes with those of an otherwise similar group which did 
not enter TASe. Since such analysis has not been conducted, no conclusive 
statements regarding TASe's impact can be made. 

B. Impact on Environment. 

Issues to consider in assessing TASe's impact on the environment 
include: 

• whether TAse changed the processing burdens of the 
criminal justice system; 

• whether TASe pro.iects were institutional ized, by obtaining 
alternate funding after Federal support ended; 

• whether TASe served as a model for development of 
similar programs'(e.g., for arrested alcoholics); 

• whether TASe influenced the style of the criminal 
justice system or of treatment delivery with regard 
to criminally involved drug abusers; and 

• the extent to which TASe's activities constitute 
interventions in drug abuse epidemics. 

TASe's activities can affect the processing burdens of the criminal 
justice system in a variety of ways. Immediate impacts can be assessed by 
comparing client outcomes for the present charge with probable outcomes in 
the absence of'TASe intervention and analyzing the implications of any out­
come differences in terms of criminal justice system processing burdens. 
Ultimate impacts, as opposed to immediate ones, would require consideration 
of differences in long-term rehabilitation, including changes in criminal 
recidivism, and the implications of such differences for criminal justice 
system processing burdens. 

, In the assessment of either immediate or ultimate impacts, it is 
important to consider the varying ,effects of a given outcome on different 
parts of the criminal justice system. For example, if a TASe client who 
would otherwise have been incarcerated is probated and succeeds in treat­
ment, there will be a reduced burden on corrections facilities but an 
increased burden on the probation department. If the client fails, there 
may be an increased burden on the police department, if additional crimes 
are committed before the person is apprehended. Although it is important 
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to consider the probable effects of TASC's interventions on the various parts 
of the criminal justice system, such analysis has not been conducted. 

A second type of environmental impact is whether the TASC project becomes 
institutionalized, that is, whether local and/or State funding replaces the 
initial Federal funding. As of November 1975, nine TASC projects had either 
completed their maximum period of Federal funding (two grant years) or been 
terminated before completion of that period. Three projects had ceased 
operations: Wilmington, New York City and St. Louis. These projects were 
unable to obtain sufficient clients to warrant continuation of TASC activi­
ties and were terminated before completion of the Federal funding period. 

The six projects which had completed their maximum period of Federal 
funding were institutionalized through State or local funding. Austin, 
Marin County and Philadelphia received continuation funding from LEAA bloc 
grants administered through State planning agencies. Cleveland received 
formula grant funds from the Ohio single state agency for drug abuse prevention. 
The Alameda County and Dayton projects were incorporated into broader pretrial 
services programs. 

Aside from reporting projects' success or failure in achieving State 
and local funding, little else can be said about the institutionalization 
process. No ana lyses have considered 'l'Ihethet' i nstituti ona 1 izati on refl ects 
the locally perceived value of the j:"ojects or merely the local financial 
situation. Nor have any analyses assessed the ~perations of TASC projects 
before and after institutionalization. In addition, there has been no 
systematic analysis of the process by which project$ become, or seek to 
become, institutionalized. 

A third type of environmental impact concerns TASC's use as a model for 
similar programs. Analogous programs in the same community could serve 
alcoholics, persons with mental health problems, or similar groups of 
arrestees. Indeed, during L~.zar's site visits, several TASC communities 
reported that the TASC approach was being considered for use with other 
groups. In addition, TASC could serve as a model for similar programs in 
nearby communities. However, the extent to which TASC may have served as 
such a model has not been documented. 

A fourth possible environmental impact consists of attitudinal or 
behavioral changes induced in the criminal justice or treatment systems, 
which affect the ways those systems process criminally involved drug abusers. 
Although this topic has not been closely studied, a variety of comments 
obtained during Lazar's site visits indicated that members of the criminal 
justice system had developed a higher opinion of treatment as an alternative 
to routine criminal processing of addict-defendants. In addition, some 
criminal justice system members observed that TASC's monitoring of treatment 
progress had made treatment programs more accountable concerning accurate 
and prompt reporting of such information. 

On the treatment side, some programs reported that TASC had freed them 
from the need to develop a detailed understanding of the operations of the 
criminal justice system. Programs could, instead, call upon TASC for advice 
in criminal justice system matters concerning clients. 
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However, all conrnents by both criminal justice system and treatment 
personnel were impress i oni st i,c ones. Although these conrnents, taken as a 
whole, support the beliefs that TAse has improved communications between 
the criminal justice and treatment systems and that each of these systems 
now has a better understanding of the problems of criminally involved drug 
abusers, no study has analyzed the extent to which these changes have 
occurred or the resulting differences in TASe's operations or clients' 
outcomes. 

Another possible TAse impact on the environment is intervention in drug 
abuse epidemics, by identifying and referring to treatment persons who would 
otherwise not have been treated until a later date (if at all). It has been 
widely documented that TAse identifies a substantial number of drug abusers 
who have not received prior treatment. For example, two studies of TASe 
projects each found that 55% of TASe's clients had never before been treated 
for drug abuse.25, 36 

e. Cost-Benefit Analysis. 

Judgments about TASe's effectiveness should consider not only TASe's 
outcomes but also the costs of achieving those outcomes. Moreover, such 
analysis should assess the likely outcomes and costs in the absence of TASe's 
i nterventi on. Se'/era 1 projects have attempted to estimate the probabl e 
savings to society in terms of property crimes not conrnitted by TASe clients 
and to compare these savings to TASe's costs. Although such estimates usually 
show the TASe project to be remarkably cost-beneficial, the analyses are 
usually based on somewhat tenuous assumptions, such as: 

• TASe clients would have continued to commit the same 
type and level of crimes as they did immediately before 
apprehension, if TAse had not intervened; or 

• a certain percentage of the costs of TASe clients' 
heroin habits would have been supported by thefts of 
property, for which addicts would have received cash 
in accordance with an estimated "fence factor." 

A more appropriate analysis would assess outcomes of a comparison group 
of persons who are similar to TASe clients in all important aspects except 
TASe participation. These outcomes, and costs of achieving them, could be 
compared with those of TASe clients to analyze the effectiveness of the TAse 
program. However, such analysis has not been conducted. 

VI r. MAJ.DR GAPS IN KNOWLEDGE 

There are three major gaps in the present state of knowledge regarding 
the lASe program: 

• the lack of data on client outcomes after completion of the TASe 
pr'ogram, especially as compared with otherwise similar groups of 
non-participants; 
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• the absence of standardized information on project operations, 
which could be used for cross-project comparisons of such items 
as the number of persons processed through various TASe stages and 
the associated costs of that processing; and 

• the lack of analysis of the institutionalization process by which 
projects obtain State and local funding to replace the initial 
Federa 1 support. 

Lazar recommends that these gaps be filled, so that TASe's value can be 
appropriately assessed. 

A. Client Outcome Analysis. 

The outcomes of TASe clients after leaving the program should be ana­
lyzed, since TASe is obviously more effective if it induces long-run changes 
in client behavior than if only short-term improvements in performance result. 
This analysis should consider whether the combined TASe/treatment intervention 
leads to significantly better outcomes than the lack of such intervention 
and whether TASe's activities alone are crucial for achieving improvements 
in client outcomes. 

To address these issues, Lazar proposes conducting follow-up interviews 
with TASe clients from several programs selected to represent the full range 
of TAse interventions. These outcome data could be compared with those for 
groups which did not participate in TASe, such as drug abusers on probation 
in similar treatment programs or persons eligible for TAse who did not volun­
teer for it. 

Outcomes to be considered include changes in criminality, drug abuse, 
employment and health. In addition to analysis of outcomes of TASe clients 
vis-a-vis those of comparison group members, outcome differences should be 
assessed for various TAse client subgroups, including those participating 
in pretrial intervention as compared with diversion and posttrial processing; 
those abusing heroin versus other types of drugs; and those charged with less 
serious crimes, as compared with clients charged with more serious ones. 

The client outcome study could be supplemented with a brief analysis of 
TASe project operations and the external factors affecting those operations. 
This would permit consideration of whether significant outcome differences 
are associated with particular project or community characteristics. Issues 
of interest include whether TAse projects which operate most efficiently have 
the greatest impact on client outcomes and whether the projects which receive 
the greatest cooperation from the criminal justice and treatment systems 
are the most effective at client rehabilitation. 

B. Standardized Information on Operations. 

An important problem pervading past analyses of the various aspects 
of TASe's operations (e.g., functions, client flows, use of resources) is 
the lack of comparable information across projects. Since individual pro­
jects already collect much of the data required to analyze their operations, 
it should be relatively inexpensive but quite beneficial to design stan-
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dardized ways of collecting and analyzing these data which would permit 
assessment of the TASe program as' a whole. At present. definitions vary across 
projects, and analytical categorizations of TASe cli~ntele and processing . 
stages are made in slightly dissi~ilar ways which preclude such analyses. 

Standardized information could' be obtained on client characteristics, 
workload by function, losses in various stages of TASe processing and cost 
and other resource data related to TASe's operations. Discussions with 
staff of various TAse projects could probably lead to agreement on stan­
dardized ways. of obtaining. classifying and.reporting information which most, 
projects are now collecti ng. Consequently. current data coll ecti on procedures 
could be made more valuable for cross-project comparisons, without imposing 
significant additional reporting bur.dens on individual projects. If compar­
able data were analyzed periodically, and the results provided to the various 
projects, the capability of identifying possible problems at an early date 
would be increased. Thus, such data could have important operational impacts 
as well as improve the state of knowledge regarding the TAse program. 

e. Institutionalization Analysis. 

Provision of F!!deral support for TASe '1s based on the assumption that 
projects will obtain State or local funding after the Federal demonstration 
period ends. Although achieving such institutionalization is a major goal 
of the TASe program, the outcomes of institutionalization have not been analyzed. 
Issues of interest include: 

• whether the projects are preserved intact or whether some func­
tions are dropped and others changedj 

• whether there are major differences in the clientele served before 
and after institutionalizationj and 

• whether sharp differences in client outcome are noticeable before 
and after institutionalization. 

In addition to the lack of analysis of t11~ outcomes of institutionalization. 
there has been no study of the process itself. Important topics to consider 
include whether certain project or community characteristics are prerequisites 
for institutionalization, identification of important local groups and 
techniques used to obtain their support, time phasing of activities related 
to institutionalization. and the problems encountered during the process. 

To fill these gaps in knowledge, Lazar proposes preparation of case stu­
dies documenting the process and outcomes of institutionalization in selected 
TASe communities. Such case studies would provide insight on the institu­
tionalization process. which would be of value forTASe projects seeking State 
and local funding, as well as information on institutionalization outcomes. 
which would be of value to LEAA in assessing the long-run impact of initial 
Federal support for the TASe program. 

If these gaps in knowledge concerning client outcomes, standardized 
information on operation~ and the institutionalization process were filled, 
more appropriate judgments could be made about the value of the benefits 
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accruing from the allocation of funds to the TAse program. Although TASe's 
short-term effects include an eight percent rearrest rate while clients 
participate in the program, the inducement of a large number of people (about 
55 percent of all TASe clients) to enter treatment for the first time and 
impressionistic information that TASe's activities have improved the inter­
face between the criminal justice and treatment systems, such findings cannot 
substitute for analysis of a program's long-range impact. The lack of client 
outcome analysis in particular precludes defensible statements regarding 
TASe's long-range impact on drug-related crime or the associated processing 
burdens of the criminal justice system. 
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ApPENDIX J 

THE SUBCOMMITTEE CONSIDERED THE FOLLOWING BILLS IN ITS 
DELIBERATIONS: 

04mCONGRESS H R 8967 181' SE8SIOW • • 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

.TULY 28,1975 

Mr. RODINO (by request) introduced the following 'bill; which wus l'eferrccl 
to the Committee Oil the .T l1diciury 

A BILL 
To amend the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 

1968, and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of Ame1"ica in Oongress assembled, 

3 That this Act may be cited as the "State Oourts Improye-

4: mont Aot of 1975". 

5 SEO. 2. Congress finds that the burgeoning workload of 

G the State court systems as a result of the increase in l)ot11 

7 civil and criminal litigation threatens the rights of criminal 

8 dcfendnnts amI hampers efforts to reduce and prevent crime 

9 flml jnvenile delinquency, and to insure the gren,ter safety 

10 of the people. In order to insure a fuir and speedy hearing 

I 
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to crilllinal defendants and to society, Stnte court systems 

~ must be modernized and improved. 

:l Oongress finds that the principles of federalism essen-

4 tial to the Oonstitution of the United Stntcs require that thc 

5 State comts be improved according to plans developed by 

6 the States rather than the National Government. Oongress 

7 finds further that the independence of the judicial branch is 

8 a vital aspect of the separation of powers embodied in the 

9 constitutions of the several Stutes as well as that of the Fecl-

10 eral Government. The State comt systems can be improved 

11 only by both recognizing the essentially State ancllocal na-

12 ture of the problem and also respecting the division of au-

1:1 t110rity among the coordinate branches of State governments. 

].~ It is therefore the declared policy of the Oongress to 

];; assist the State court systems in improving the system of 

16 justice at every level in keeping with these findings and 

17 principles. It is the purpose of this Act to (1) commission a 

18 study and report to the Oongress of the causes and remedies 

19 for delay in litigation in the State courts, (2) encourage the 

20 State judiciaries to adopt coordinated planning, (3) authorize 

21. additional grants to the State courts, to improve and 

22 strengthen their operations, and (4) encourage research 'and 

23 development directed toward improvement of the State judi-

24 cial systems. 
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.1. TITLE I-OMNIBUS OR.IME OONTROL AND SAFE 

2 STREETS AOT 

3 AMENDMENTS 

4 SEO. 3. (a) Title I of the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and 

5 Safe Streets Act of 19G8 as amended is amended by in­

G serting immediately after part E the following: 

7 "PART F.-GRANTS FOR STATE OOURT ASSISTANOE 

8 "SEO. 476. (a) It is the purpose of this part to provide 

9 for the independence of and necessary funding for improve-

10 ment of the State judicial systems, and to encourage the 

J 1 State judicial systems to develop and implement innovative 

12 programs and projects. 

13 " (b) The Administration is authorized to make grants 

14 to States in accordance with applications under this part for: 

15 "(1) de\'elopment, in accordance with this part, of 

16 a multiyear comprehensive plan for the improvement of 

17 the State court system, based on the needs of all the 

18 courts in the State and an estimate of funds -available 

19 from all Federal, State, and local sources; 

20 " (2) definition, development, and correlation of 

21 programs and projects for the State and local courts or 

22 combinations of State and local courts for the improve-

23 ment of the court systems; 
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1 "(3) establishment of priorities for the courts of a 

2 State; 

3 " (4) court improvement projects, including the 

4 deYelopment, demonstration, evaluation, implementa-

5 tion, and purchase of methods, devices, personnel, faoili-

G ties, equipment, and supplies designed to strengthen 

7 courts and impl'oye the ayaiIability and quality of justice; 

8 (I (5) the hiring and training of judges and of court 

9 administrutiye and support personnel; 

10 " (6) collection and compilation of statistical data 

11 and other information on the work of the courts and on 

12 the work of other agencies which relate to and affect 

13 the work of the courts; 

14: " (7) examination of the state of the dockets, pra,c-

15 tices, and procedures of the courts und development 

16 IJl'ogrnrns for expediting litigation; 

17 H (8) investigation of complaints with respect to 

18 the opel't'ttion of courts and the development of such 

19 cOl'l'ective measures us mny be appropriate; 

20 H (9) support of national organizations concerned 

21 with court refor111 and improvement of the State judicial 

22 systems; 

23 " (10) revision of court rules and procedural codes 

24 within the rulemaking uuthol'ity of courts or other judi-

25 eial entities within the State i 
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1 "(11) exploration and resolution of conflicts among 

2 State and Federal courts; 

3 «(12) thcpurposes setontin paragraph (4) of sub-

4 section (b) of section 301 of this title, insofar as they 

5 are consistent with the purposes of this part; and 

G " (13) snch other purposes consistent with the ob-

7 jectives of this part, including such as also may be con-

S sistent wi th part a, as may be deemed appropriate by 

9 the State court of Im;t resort or snch other hody as 'it shall 

10 designate 01' create pursuant to section 477 of this part. 

11 "SEC. 477. Except as provided in section 478, a State 

12 deRiring to receiYe a grant under this part for any fiscal year 

13 shall-

14. "(n) beginning with the fiscal year ending Septem-

15 bel' no, 1978, or such Intel' time as may be determine(l 

16 by the Admillil4tratiol1, have 011 me ,,>,ith the Administl'a-

17 tion a nmltiycar compl'ehcl1;;ivc plan for the improve-

18 ment of the State eourt system dey eloped in accordance 

19 with this part by the State court of last resort or such 

20 other hody as it shnIl designate or Cl'eatel and 

21 " (b) incorporate its application fo1' such gmllt, 

22 develolwd by the Statc COUl't of last rcsort or snch other 

23 body as it shnll designatc or create, in thc comprehensiyo 

24 Rtntc ])lnn f;uhmittl.'d by tho Rta.te l)lnnning agoney to 

25 the AdJlliuistrntioll fot' thn tfil'cnl yom' in nCCOl'dl\llCe 
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1 with section 302 of this title. Such application shall con-

2 form to the purposes of this part and to the multiyear 

3 comprehensive plan for the improvement of the State 

4 court system as se t out in subsection (a) of this section. 

5 "SEC. 478. The Administration shall make grants under 

.6 this part to a State planning agency if such agency has on 

'i file with the Administration an approved comprehensive 

8 State plan (not more than one year in age) as required hy 

9 'sectioll :302 of this title, including a multiyear comprehensive 

10 .. plan for the improvement of the State court system as re-

11· qnired by section 477 (a) of this part ancl an application for 

12 stich grant as required by section 477 (b) of this part. N ot-

13 withstanding any other provision of this part, the Admin-

14 istration shall make grants uncler this part to a State plan­

II' ning agency for the fiRcal year ending September 30, 1977, 

16 and for a later fiscal year if allowed by the Administration, 

17 without such multiyear comprehensive plan for the impl'ove-

18 ment of the State court system, provided the application for 

19 such grant sets out in detail a proees~ to insure development 

20 of such multiyear crmprehensive plan as required by section 

21 477 (a). 

22 "Each application under this part shall-

23 " (1) provide for the administration of such grants 

2,1 hy the State planning agency in keeping with the Plll'-
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1 poses of this part, and the findings and declared policy 

2 of Congress; 

3 "(2) adequately take into account the needs and 

4 problems of all courts in the State and encourage initi-

5 ative by the appellate and trial courts of general and 

6 special jurisdiction in the development of programs and 

7 projects for law reform, improvement in the administra-

8 tion of courts and activities within the responsibility of 

9 the courts, including but not limited to bail and pretrial . 

10 release services, and provide for an appropriately bal-

11 anced allocation of fnnds hetween the statewide judicial 

12 system and other appellate and trial courts -of general 

13 and special jurisdiction; 

14 ct (3) provide for procedures under which plans and 

15 reqnests for financial assistance from all courts in the 

16 State may be submitted annually to the court of last 

17 resort or snch other body as it shall designnte or create 

18 £01' approval or disapproval in whole or in part; 

19 " (4) incorporate innovations and advanced tech-

20 niques and contain a comprehensive outline of priorities 

21 for the improvement and coordination of all aspects of 

22 courts nnd court programs, including descriptions of (a) 

2:1 general needs and prohlems i (b) existing systems; (c) 

24 available resources i (d) organizational systems and ad-
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ministrative machinery for implementing the plan; (e) 

the direction, scope, and general types of improvements 

to be made in the future; and (f) to the maximum 

extent applicable, indicate the relationship of the plan to 

other relevant State or local law enforcement and 

criminal justice plans and systems; . 

" (5) provide for effective utilization of existing 

facilities and permit and encourage units of general local 

government to combine or provide for cooperative 

arrangements with respect to services, facilities, and 

equipment; 

" (6) provide for research, development, and 

evaluation; 

"(7) set forth policics and procedures designed to 

assure that Federal funds made availahle under this title 

will be so us cd as not to supplant State or local funds, 

but to increase the amounts of such funds that would in 

the ahsence of such Federal funds be made available for 

the courts; 

it (8) provide for such fund accounti~g, audit, moni­

toring, and program evaluation procedures as may be 

necessary to assure sound fiscal control, effective man­

agement, and efficient usc of funds received ~Ulder this 

title; 

t< (9) provide satisfactory assurances that the Dyail~ 
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1 ability of flUlds under this part sh~n not reduce the 

2 amount of funds under part 0 of this title ,yhich a State 

3 would, in the absence of funds uncleI' this part, allocate 

4 for pmposes of this part. 1'0 this end, each application 

5 Huller this part shall include a computation of the 

6 average amollnt expended by the Stnte planning agency 

7 under part 0 of this title, for activities within the respon-

8 sibility of the courts, for the three most recent fiscal 

9 years for which data is available, and guanuHee that 

10 such amount will be available for grants under section 

11 479 of this part. 

12 "SEC. 479. Alll'eqllests fOl: financial assistance from ap-

13 pellate and trial courts of general. and limited or special juris-

14 diction and other applicants eligible under this part shall be 

15 received by t1lC State court of last rcsort or such other body 

16 as it shall designate or create. The court of last resort or such 

17 other body shull re,ticw all requests for appropriateness all(I 

18 conformity with the purposes of this l)alt, the findings and 

19 declared policy of Oongress, the multiyear comprehensive 

20 plan for the improvement of the State court system, if on 

21 file 'with the Administration, and the application included in 

22 the State comprehensive plan under this part. The State court 

23 of last resort or such other body shall transmit requests ap-

24 proycd by it nlong with comments to the Stllte planning 

25 agency. 'rhe .state planning agency shall make grants umle:r 
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J this part or under part Cas provided in section 478 (9) for 

2 any request approved by the State court of last resort or such 

3 other body; provided that such approved request conforms 

4 . with the State planning agency's fiscal accountability stand-

5 ards. Any approved request not acted upon by the State 

6 planning agency within ninety days of receipt from the court 

7 of last resort or such oiller body shall be deemed approved 

8 for the purposes of this title, and the State planning agency 

9 shall disburse the approved funds' to the applicant in accord-

10 ance with procedures established by the Administration. 

11 "SEC. 480. (a) The fun'ds appropriated each fiscal year 

12 to make grants tmder this part shall be allocated by the Ad-

13 ministration as follows: 

14 " (1) 50 per c'entum of the funds shall be allocated 

1[) among the States according to their respective popula-

16 tions for grants to State planning agencies; and 

17 " (2) the remaining 50 per centum of the funds 

18 may be made available, as the Administration may de-

19 termine, for grants to State planning agencies for courts 

20 as defined in section 601 (p) or combinations of such 

21 courts, 01' to private nonprofit organizations. Such funds 

22 shall be available according to the criteria and conditions 

23 the Administration determines consistent with this title, 

24 this part, any multiyear comprehensive plan for the im-

25 provement of the State court system and any applica-

69-587 0 - 76 - pt.2 - 69 
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1 tion under this part in effect for the State where the 

2 grantee is located. 

3 '1'he portion of any Federal grant made under this sec-

4: tion fortlle plU'Posesof paragraph (12) of subsection (b) 

5 of section 476 may be up to 50 per cent~lm of the cost of the 

6 program or project specified in the application for such 

7 grant. No part of any grant Imder such paragraph for the 

8 purpose of renting, leasing, or constnlCting buildings or other. 

9 physical facilities shall be used for land acquisition. The por-

10 tion of any Federal grant made under this part to be nsed 

11 for any other of the purposes set forth in this part may be 

12 up to 90 per centum of the cost of the program or project 

13 specified in the application for such grant. The non-Federal 

14 share of the cost of any program 01' project to be funded 

15 under this section may be of money appropriated in the ag-

16 gregate or in segments by the State or units of general local 

17 government, or provided by a private nonprofit organiza-

18 tiol1, as well as moneys appropriated to courts, court-relatetl 

19 agencies, and judiaial systems. The ratio that money ap-

20 propriated by the State for purposes of this section bears to 

21 the total application by the State for Federal funds under 

22 this part shall be not less than the ratio that money appro-

23 priated by the State for purpuses or part 0, section 30i (c) 

24 bears to the total application by the State for Federal funds 

25 under part O. . ~ .: ... 
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1 " (b) If the Administration determines, on the basis of 

2 infonnation [tyailable to it during any fiscal year, that 11 

3 portion of the funds granted to an applicant under this part 

4 for that fiscal year will not be required by the applicant for 

5 the purposes of this part or will become available by virtue 

6 of the application of the provisions of section 509 of this 

7 title, that portion shall be available for expenditure by such 

8 applicant lUldcr subsection (a) of section 303 of this title.". 

9 (b) Section 203 (a) of such Act is amended by adding 

10 immediately after the third sentence the following : "Not 

11 less than one-third of the members of such State plamling 

12 agency shall be appointed fro]J1 a list of nominees submitted 

13 by the chief justice 01' chief judge of the court of last resort 

14 of the State to the chief executive of the State, such list to 

15 contain at least three nominees for each position to be filled 

16 to satisfy this requirement.". 

17 (c) The first sentence of section 301 (d) of such Act is 

18 amended to read as follows : "Not 1110re than one-third of 

19 any grant mitde under this section may be expended for the 

20 compcnsation of police and other regular law enforcement 

21 and criminal justicc pcrsonnel, not including court per-

22 sonne1.". 

23 (d) Section 515 of such Act is amended by adding the 

24 following aftcr subsection (c) : 

25 " (d) to provide $5,000,000 fllmuaUy in support-of the 
\ 
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1 National Center for State Courts. The National Center for 

2 State Courts sha11-

3 « (1) maintain a continuing capability to render 

4 technical assistance, research and coordination, upon 

5 request to States developing or maintaining the court 

6 l)lanning capability required by section 477 of this 

7 title, as well as to courts, court-related agencies and 

8 judicial systems within each State, and 

9 "(2) conduct a comprehensive nationwide study 

10 and report to the Congl'ess Ilnd to the Administration 

11 within twenty-four months of the date of enactment of 

12 this section. Such report shall detail planning, resourccs, 

13 and actions, recommended to reduce delay in State trial 

14 and appellate courts with respect to litigation al~d work-

15 loads in such courts. 

16 Such operating support shall not preclude additional funding 

17 under this title for specific projects of the National Center 

18 for State Courts.". 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(e) Section 601 of such Act is amended as follows: 

(1) by deleting from subsection (a) thereof the 

words "courts having criminal jurisdiction" and sub­

stituting the words "courts as defined in subsection (p) 

of this section", and 

(2) by inserting at the end thereof the following 

new subsection: 
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" (p) The term 'court of last resort' shall mean that 

:l State court having the highest and final appellate authority 

:{ of the State. In States having two such courts, court of last 

'l resort shall mean that State court, if any, having highest 

;) and final appellate authority, as well as both administrative 

(j responsibility for the State's judicial system and the institu-

7 tions of the State judicial branch and rulemali:ing authority. 

8 In other States having two courts wth highest and final 

9 appellate authority, court of last resort shall mean that 

10 highest appellate court which also has either rulemaking 

11 authority or administrative responsibility for the State's 

12 judicial system and the institutions of the State judicial 

13 branch. The term 'court' shall mean a trbunal recognized 

14 as a part of the judicial branch of a State or -of its local 

15 government units having jurisdiction of matters which absorb 

16 resources which could otherwise be devoted to 9riminal 

17 matters.". 

18 (f) Part F, part G, part H, and part I of such Act are 

19 redesignated as partG, part H, part I, and part J, respective 

20 ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

21 SE~. 4. Part Gof title I of the Omnibus Orime Oontrol 

22 and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (as redesignated by section 

23 3 (c) of this Aot) is amended as .follows: 

24 (1) Section 520 is amended by adding the following 

25 after the last sentence: "Beginning in the fiscal year ending 
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1 September 30, 1977, and in each year thereafter there shall 

2 'be allocated for the purpose of part F an amount equal to 

3 not less than 20 per centum of -the amount allocated for pur-

4 poses of part 0.". 

5 SEC. 5. For the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, 

6 the Administration and State planning agencies are author-

7 ized and encouraged to make available to the State court of 

S last resort or such other body as it shall designate or create 

9 a portion of ,Federal funds granted under part B or part 0 

10 of the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 

11 for the purposes set out in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) 

12 of subsection (b) of section 476 of the Omnibus Orime Oon­

J:3 trol and Safe Streets Aot of 1968, as set out in section 3 (a) 

14 of this Act. 
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!H'1'lI CONGRESS H R 9236 1ST SESSION 

• • 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

AUGUST 1, 1975 

Mr. MCCLORY introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com­
mittee on the ,Juc1icin,l'Y 

A BILL 
1'0 amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 

1968, as amended, ,and for 'O'ther pUTposes. 

1. Be it enacted by tthe Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United Slales of America in Oongress assembled, 

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Crime Control Act of 

4 1976". 

5 SE~. 2. Section 101 (a) of title I of the Omnibus Crime 

6 Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, is 

7 amended ,by adding after the word "authority" the words 

8 "and policy direotion". 

9 SE~. 3. Section 205 of such Act is amended by inserting 

10 the following ~ew sentence 'at the e.ll(l thereof: "Any unused 

11 funds reverting to the Administration shall be av'ailable for 

I 
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], realloca tion among the States Ui) dctcnuincd by the Ad-

2 ministration.". 

3 PART C-GRANTS FOR LAW ENFORCl~~mNT PURPOSES 

4 SEO. 4. Part C of such Aet is umendecl as follows: 

5 ( 1 ) Section 301 (b) is mnended by inserting 'after 

G paragraph (10), the following new paragraph: 

7 " (11) The, development, clemom:.tratiol1, evaluation, 

8 implementation, and ~mrehaRe of methodR, devices, p('r-

9 sonnel, fneilities, equil)ment, and RUPI.llies designed to 

10 strengthen courts and improve the 'availability and qu,al-

11 ity of justice including court 11liuming.". 

12 (2) Section 303 (0.) (13) is amended by deleting the 

13 words I'for Law Enforcement and Criminal" and inserting 

14 the words "0£ Law and". 

15 (3) Section 306 (a) (2) is amended by inserting, after 

16 the words "to grant of any State," the following "plus any 

17 additional amounts that may be authorized to provide fund-

18 ing to areas eharucterizecl by both high crime incidenco 

19 and high law enforcement and criminal justice activity,". 

20 (4) ~ehe unnumbered paragmph in section 306 (a) is 

21 mnendec1 by inserting the following between the present 

22 third and fourth sentence: "Where a State does not have 

23 an adequate forum to enforce grant provisions imposing 

24 li'Uhility in Indian tribes, the Administration is atlthorized to 
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1 waive State liability and may pursue suc}:l. legal remedies 

2 as are necessary.". 

3 (5) Subsection (b) of section 306 is amended by strik-

4 jng" (1)" and inserting in lieu thereof " (2) ". 

5 P AR,T D-TRAINING, EDUCATION, RESEARCH 

6 DE~rIONSTRATION, AND SPl~CIAL GRANTS 

7 SEC. 5. Part D of such Act is amended as follows : 

8 (1) Section 402 (a) is amended by deleting the words 

9 "Enforcement" and "Criminal" in the first sentence thereof. 

10 (2) Section 402 (a) is further amended by d~leting the 

11 word "Administrator" in the third sentence and adding 

1~ the words "Attorney General." 

13 (3) At the end of paragraph (7) in section 402 (b) 

14 delete the word "and". 

15 (4) At the end of paragraph (8) in section 402 (b) 

16 replace the period with a semicolon. 

17 (5) Immediately after paragraph (8) in section 402 

18 (b) inflert the following new paragraphs: 

19 "(9) to make grantR to, or enter into contracts with, 

20 public agencies, institutions of higher education, or pri-

21 "ate organizations to conduct research, demonstrations, 

22 or special projects pertaining to the civil justice system, 

23 ' including the development of new or improved ap-

24 proaches, techniques, and systems; and 
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1 " (10) the Lll';titute is authorized to conduct such 

2 research, demonstrations, or special projects l1ertaining 

3 to llew or improved approaches, techniques, systems, 

4 equipment, find devices to hnprove and strengthen such 

5 Federal law enforcement and criininal justice activities 

6 as the Attorney General may direct.". 

7 PART ]]-GRANTS FOR CORRECTIONAL INS~PITUTIONS 

8 AND FACILITIES 

9 SEC. 6. Part]] of such Act is amended as follows: 

10 (1) By inserting in section 455 (a) (2) . after the sec-

11 oml occurrence of the word "units," and before the word 

12 "according" the words teor nonprofit organizations,". 

13 (2) By further amending section 455 (11) by inserting 

14 at the end of the unnumbered paragraph thereof the following 

15. new sentence: "In the case of a grant to an Indian tribe or 

16 other aboriginal group, if the Adminish'ation determines that 

17 the tT.ibe or group does not have sufficient funds available to 

18 meet the local share of the costs of any program 'or project 

19 to be funded under the grant, the Administration may in-

20 crense the Federal share of the cost thereof to the extent it 

21 deems necessary. Where a State does not have an adequate 

22 forum to enforce grant provisions imposing liahility on In~ 

23 dian tribes, the Administration is authorized to waive State 

24 liability and mny pursue such legal remedies as are neces-

25 sary.". 
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1 PAR'r F-ADl\IINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

2 BEC. 7. Pa.rt Fof such Act is amended as follows: 

3 (1) Section 51:2 is amended by striking the word«: 

4 "June 30, 1974, ·and the two succeeding fiscal years." Qnd 

5 insert in lieu thereof: "July 1, 1976, through fiscal year 

6 1981.". 

7 (2) Section 517 is amendecl by adding. a new sub-

8 section (c) as follows: 

9 " (c) Thc Attorney Geneml is authorized to esmblish 

10 an Advisory Bowrd to the Administration to 'review pro-. 

11 grams for grants under sections 306 ('a) (2), 402 (Ih), and 

12 455 (a) (2). Members of 'the A!dvisory Board sh1\l1 be 

13 chosen from among persons who :by roo'son of their knowl-

14 edge and expertise in the area of 'law enfm'cement and 

15 crimInal justice and [related fields ar>c well qualified to serve 

16 on the Advisory Bo'Urd.". 

17 (3) 'Section 520 is amended by striking all of sub-

18 sections (a) and (b) and inserting in . lieu thereof the 

19 following: 

20 " (a) There are authorized to be appropriated such 

21 sums as are necessary for the purposes of each part of this 

22 title, but such sums in the aggregate shall not exceed $325,-

23 000,000 for the period July 1, 1976, through September 

24 30, 1976, $1,300,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-

25 temher 30, 1977, $1,300,000,000 for the fisoal yea.r ending 
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1 September 30, 1978, $1,300,000,000 for the fiscal year 

2 ending September 30, HJ79, $1,300,000,000 for the fiscal 

3 yen!' ending September 30, 1980, 'and $1,300,000,000 for the 

4: fi'scoal year ending ISeptember 30, 1981. From the amount 

5 appropriated in -the aggregate for the purposes of this title 

.6 such sums shall be allocated as are necessary for the pur­

[J poses of providing funding to areas characterized by both 

8 high crime incidence 'and high 'law enforcenlent and cl'im-

9 inal justice activities, but such sums shall not exceed 

10 $12,500,000 £01' the period July 1, 1976, through Septem-

11 bel' 30, 1976, 'and $50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 

12 enumerated above and shall be in addition to funds made 

13 available for these purposes from other sources. Funds ap-

14 propriated for any fiscal year may remain available for obli-

15 gatron until expended, Beginning in the fiscall year ending 

16 June 30 1972, and in each fiscal year thereafter there 

17 shall be aUocated for the purpose '0£ part E 'an amount 

18 equal to not less than 20 per centum of the amount allo-

19 cated £01' the purposes of patt C. 

20 1/ (b) FlIDds appropriated under this title may be used 

21 for the purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

22 Prevention Act of 1974.". 

23 SEG. 8. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

24 vention Act of 1974 is amended as follows: 
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1 (1) Section 241 (c) is amended by deleting the words 

2 "Enforcement" and "Criminal". 

3 (2) Section 261 is amended by deleting subsection 

4 (b). 

5 (3) Section 544 is deleted. 
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1ST SESSION' Dim CONGRESS H. R. 74'11~' 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MAY 22,1975 

:Mr. BnECKINntDGll (for himself and MI'. ROSE) introduced the following bill; 
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary 

A' BILL 
To amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets ,Act of 

1968 to provide £01' an improved method of 'S.el€ction of the 

State plannllg- agency, and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate· and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of Ame1'ica in Oongress assembled, 

3 That the second sentence of section 203 (a) of the Omnibus 

4 Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended to 

5 read as follows: "Such agency shall be created or d,esignated 

6 by the chief executive of the State and shall be subject to 

7 his jnrisdiction, except that the legislature of any State may, 

8 nfter the agency is created or designated pursuant to this 

9 'subsection, transfer tho direction and control of suohagency 

I 
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1 to the attomey general lof the State or any constitutional ,,, 

2 office of the State selected by the State legislature.". 
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94TH COXGRESS H R 11251 ls'r SI~SSroX 

• • 

IN TIlE HOUSE OF REPRESE:wrATIVES 

DECE)IIlER 18, 1075 

lIfl" Br,.\NClI.IRn intl'CJc1ucec1 the following bill; which was rcft'l'l'Nl to tht' COlll­
mittee on the Judiciary 

A BILL 
To amenel the OlIlllihu$ Crime Control· and Safe Streets Act of 

19G8 to provide grants to StateR undmujol' unit.fl of genernl 

local government to aceelcrnte the c1ispo:.;ition of criminal 

rU$e8 in I'l1ch jnrisdictions, and for 0 ther l).\1l'po~(,~, 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate aud House of ReZJ1'es('nta-

2 fives of the United Slates of i1me1'ica. in Oongl'(,88 assembled, 

3 .sRC'l'IO~ 1. This Act may he cited n,~ the "IJocnl and 

. 4 Rtate Government Rpeedy Trial Act of 197;")". 

5 SEC. 2. The Omnibus Orime Oontrol nnd Safe Streets 

6 Act of 19G8 (42 U.S.C. 3701 et Req.) is amcllded-

7 (1 )by redesignating parts F,G, and H ns part/,' 

8 G, H, and I, respectively, and 

9 (2) hy inserting immedintely after part E the 

10 following new part: 

r 
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1 "PART F-Gl~ANTS Fon SPEEDY ORnnNAlJ TRIAl.S 

:>, "SEC. 471. It is the purpose of this part to proyidc 

3 grants to States, and to units of general local government 

4 with a population of over two hundrcd fifty thousand, to 

[) accelerate the disposition of criminal cases in their courts 

G consistent with-

7 " (1) the time st<mdards specified for Federnl courts 

8 under the Speedy Trial Act ·of 1974; 

9 " (2) the objectives of effective law enforcement, 

10 fairness to accused persons, efficient judicial administl'a-

11 tion, and increased knowledge concernin~T the proper 

12 functioning of the cl'iminallaw; and 

13 " (3) avoidal1ce of undercnforccment, oycrcnforcc-

14 ment, and discriminatory enforcement of the law, of 

15 prejudice to the prompt disposition of civil litigation, 

16 and of nndue press,ure -as well as undue delay in the 

17 trial of criminal CiLses. 

18 "SEC. 472. The Administration is iLuthorized upon appli-

19 c[etion to make gra.nts to a State, or to a unit of general local 

20 government with a population (determined by the Adminis-

21 tration) of over two hundred and fifty thousand, in 

22 -accordance with this part-

23 " (1) for the design, study, testing, and implemen-

24 tation of 11rognlll1R and project!': consistent with the 

25 P1U11m:;cs of this part, 

69-5970 - 76 - pt.2 - 70 
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II (~) for the collection all{l compilation of infor­

mation and statistics concerning the administrat.ion of 

crimi11al justice within the applicant's jurisdiction, and 

tI (3) for the development of comprehensive plans 

for the improvement of criminal jllclicial administration 

in that jurisdiction. 

"SEC. 473. (fI,) Each application for a gmnt under this 

S part shall include a description of-

9 " (1) the time limits, l)l'oceclurnl techniqucs, hlllO-

10 vations, systems, and other methods to -be applied or 

11 used, and 

12 " (2) the steps to be taken in developing reliable 

13 methods for gntherillg and monitoring information and 

14 statistics, 

15 jn expediting the trial or other disposition of criminal cases. 

16 " (b) Each application shall further include such in£or-

17 mation, concerning the administration of criminal justice 

18 within the applicant's jurisdiction, as the Adminish'ation 

19 may require to carry out the purposes of this part and this 

20 title. . ' ... ; .... 

21 USEO. 474. (a) The funds appropriated each fiscal year 

22 to make grants under this part shall be allocated among the 

23 States and units of general local govel11ment according to 

24 such criteria andOH such terms and conditions as the Admin:-
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1 istrntion determines to be consistent with this part and this 

2 title. 

3 " (b) Any Federal grant made nnder this part may be 

4 in an amount up to 90 per centum of the cost of the program 

5 or project specified in the alJplication for such grant. 

6 " (c) The non-Federal share of the cost of any progrnm 

7 or project to be funded under this part may be in the form 

8 of m011ey-

9 " (1) appropriated in the aggregate or in segments 

10 by the State or units of genernllocal gOVCl'l1111cnt, Or 

11 "(2) provided by a private nonprofit organization. 

12 SEC. 3. Section 520 (a) of the 0ll111ilnu; Crime Control 

JB and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3768 (a)) is 

14 amended by adding at the end thereof the following 8en-

15 tence: "Beginning in the transition fiscal period ending 

16 Septell1ber 30, 1976, and in each fiscal year thereafter, there 

17 shall be allocated for the purposes of part F an amount 

18 equal to not less than 10 per centum of the amount allocated 

19 for the pnrposes of part C.". 
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94TH CONGRESS H 
1sT SESSION 

• • R.11194 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESEN'rATIVES 

DF.ClmnER 1<1, 10'75 

Mr, SCmmF.Il introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary 

A BILL 
To amend the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe Sh'eets Act of 

1 

1968 .to add a requirement that the comprehensive State 

. Nan include provisions f01; attention to the special problems 

,9£ prevention, h'eatment, and other aspects of crimes against 
,. 'I 

.'tile elderly, 
,I 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 t-ives of the U11ited States of Amm'ioa in Oongress assembled, 

3 Tha~ the fo.u~;th sentence of section 303 (a) of the Omnibus 

4 Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended by 

5 inserting befpl'e the period a comma and the following: 

6 "and attention to the special problems of prevention, treat- . 

7 mcnt, and other aspects of crimes against the elderly". 

I 
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04TII CONGRESS H R 12362 2DSESSION 

• • 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

:HARCH 9, 1976 

MR. HormmAN introcluced tho following bill; which W!lR refel'red to the Com­
mittee on the Judici!ll'Y 

A BILL 
To amend the Omnihus Orime Oontrol anel Safe Streets Act of 

1968, and for other purposcs. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and Hmlse of Representa-

2 tives of the United Slates of America in OOn,fjl'e88 assembled .• 

3 SHORT TI'I'JJB 

4 SEOTION 1. This Act may be cited as the "Orime Oon-

5 t.ml Act of 1976". 

6 PART A-A1\mND:MENT 

7 SEO, 2. Section 101 (a) of title I of the OmnihnR Orime 

8 Oontrol and Snfe StrcetR Act of 1968, is al11cndrd hy in­

g serting immediately ahcl' "a 11 th Ol'i ty" the following: "and 

10 policy dircction". 

I 
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1 PAIlT B- (PLAN.N'ING GRANTS) Al\illND1IIEN'r 

2 SE~. 3. Section 203 (a) of such Act is amended by in-

3 serting immediately after the third sentence the following: 

4 "Not less than two of the members of such State planning 

li ngency shall be appoi.nted from a list of nominees submitted 

G by the chief justice .01' chief judge of the court of Ins!; resort 

7 of the State to the chief executive of the State, such list to 

8 contain nt least six nominees.". 

9 PAure O-(GRAN'l'S Iron LAW ENFOROElImNT PURrOSES) 

10 Al\I:ENDMBNT 

11 SE~. 4. (It) Section not (b) of such Act is nmended by 

12 inserting immediately after parngrnph (1.0), the following: 

13 " (11) The development, demonstration, evaluation, 

I+. implementnJion, and purchase of meth.ods, devices, per-

l;) sonnel, facilities, equipmerrt, and supplies designed to 

16 reduce and eliminate criminal case backlog, accelerate 

17 the processing and dispositioll of criminnl cases, and im-

18 proyc the availability and quality of justice. 

19 " (12) The developmcnt and implementn Lion of pro-

20 grams and projects designcd t.o reduce and prevent crime 

21 n gn i nst elderly persons.". 

22 (h) Rection 301 (d) of such Act is repenl('d. 

23 ((\) Sl'ction 30G (n) of Rne'll Act if; nmended I>y strik-

24 ing out the sentence which hegins "'rho lill1itn tions on the 

25 expenditure". 
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1 (d) Section 303 (n) of snch Act is mnende.d by-

2 (1) stdking out "and" at the end of paragrnph 

3 (14) ; 

4 (2) striking out the period at the end of pa.rng1'1lph 

5 (1;"j) a.nd inserting in lien thereof"; and"; and 

6 (3) adding at the end the following' new paragraph: 

7 " (16) provide for the development and, to the 

8 maximum extent feusi1.Jle, iml)lementation of procedures 

9 for the eVfllna.tion of progmms aud Frojects in terms of 

10 theil' Rllcress in achieving the ends for which ihey were 

]I intruded, theil' conformity with the pnrpmlC'R find gOlll~ , 

12 of the. State pla.n, and their effectivcness in rcducing 

13 crime and strengthening ]n,w enforcement and criminal 

14 justice." . ! . 

15 (e) Section ·303 of such Act is' illl'ther amended hy 

16 .inserting after subsection (c) the following: 

17 I( (d) The requirement of pal'agrnph (:2) of snbsectiori 

18 (n) ~ha.lI not npp]y to funds used in the develol)]nent or im-

19 plementn tion of a stntewide progrmn of eYnluatiol1, .in necorc1-

20 ance with un npproyed State plnn, but the eXell11)tion from 

21 snid requirement shall extend to no more thnn 10 per eentnm 

22 of the fnnds allornt(l(l to It Rtate nnder pal'flg'l'nph ('I) of 

23 Rertion ncw (n) .". 

24 (f) Pnmg'l'I1ph (2) of RcC'tion BOG (a) of Rllrh Act is 

25 anwmlecl hy inllerting imHl('c1intely hefol'e the ])oriod nt tho 
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1 end Ithereof the following: H, bnt no less than one-third of 

2 the funds made available under this p'aragraphshall be dis-

3 tributed by the Administration in ~ts discretion for the pill'-

4 poses set forth in. paragraph (11) of section 301 (b)". 

5 (g) Section 307 of such Act is amended by inserting 

6 immediately after "dealing with" the following: H (1) the 

7 reduction and eliminaition of 'Criminal C'ase backlog and the 

8 acceleration of Jthe processing and d~sp'osition of criminal 

9 cases, 'and (2)". 

10 PART D- (TRAINING, EDUCATION, RESEARCH, 

11 ET CETERA) AMENDMENT 

12 SEC. 5. Section 402 (c) of slwh Act is amended by-

13 (1) striking Ollt lito evaluate" in 'the second para-

14 graph 'and inserting in lieu of the 111'aterial 'so ,stricken the 

15 following: "to receive evaluwtions, and to make and 

16 authorize such evruuu:tions as it deems advisable of"; 

17 (2) inserting at the end of the second paragraph tIre 

18 following: "The Institute shall, in consu1tation with State 

19 planning agencies, develop crHeria and procedures for 

20 the performance and reporting of ,the eyal11ation of pro-

21 grams and projects carried out uuder ,this title, and 'shall 

22 disseminate information about such criteria and pro-

23 cedures ,to State planning agencies."" :md 

24 (3) inserting immediately after the second para-

25 graph the following: 
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1 "The Institute shall identify programs and projeots oar-

2 ried out under this title which have demonstrated success 

3 in improving law enforcement and criminal justice and in 

4 furthering thc plUposes of this title, and which offer the 

5 likelihood of success if continued or repeated. The Institute 

6 shall compile lists of such programs and projects for the 

7 Administrator who shall disseminate them to State planning 

8 agcncies and, upon request, to units of general local gov-

9 ernment.". 

10 GRANTS TO COMBAT nIGn FEAR CRums IN man 

11 ORIME AREAS 

12 SEC. 6. (a) Title I of such Act is amended by inserting 

13 immediately after part]} thc following: 

14 "PART F-GIUNTS To Oo:r.mAT HIGn FEAR ORI:rvIES 

15 IN HIGn Oml\IE AlmAS 

16 "SEC. 476. It is the purpose of this part to encolUage 

17 and enable areas characterized by high incidence of violent 

18 crimes and burglary to develop und implement programs and 

19 projects to reduce and prevent the crimes of murder, non-

20 negligent manslaughter, foroible rape, aggravated ,assault, 

21 robbery,' and burglary. 

22 ('SEO. 477. The Administration shall make grants under 

23 this part to units of general local government or any eom-

24 bination of such unit'l having a population of two hundred 

25 and fifty thousand or 1110re which make application in accord-
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1 nnce with the requirements of this part and which dem-

2 Ol1strate to the Administration a high incidence of the crimes 

'3 listed in section 476. 

4 "SEC. 478. In order to receive a grant unc1erthis part 

5 a, nnit of general local govel'l1ment 01' combination of snch 

(3 unils shall submit an al)plication to the Administration in 

7 such forlll alld containing such iuformation as the Adminis-

8 tration shallrcquirc. Such application shall set forth n, plan 

!) to reduce the incidencc of crimcs listed ill section 4:7(3 and 

10 snch phm shaU-

II "(1) provide for tho administration of such grant 

12 hy the grantee in keepillg' with the PlUl)OSl'S of thi:; 

13 part; 

14 " (2) set forth ~poeific goals for tho rcduction of 

15 auy 01' nIl of the listed crimcs; and 

16 " (3) cOml)ly with the reqllirel1lcnt~ of parngl'nphs 

17 (9), (11), (12), (13), and (10) ()fsection303(n). 

18 'I'lle limitations and requirement:l contnined in scction 306 

19 (11) shall apply, to the extent appl'Olll'inte, to grnnts made 

20 'nnder this pnrt. 

31 "SEC. 4:7D. (n,) 'rho ":\.lhllillititl'l1tion ~hnll gi \'0 spccinl 

22 l'llIpllHHi:" ill nlloenting fnnds alllong' ,uuitH of genl'rnl locnl 

23 gO\'Cl'lllllent 01' t'OJlllJinn tions thereof under this pa~t., to (1) 

24 the incidence of the listed crimes within snch nnit or C0111-

23 binatiul1, (2) the popUlation of such unit or combination, 
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1 and (3) the likely impact of the programs or projects for 

2 which funding is sought on the incidence of the listed crimes 

3 within such unit or combination. 

4 "(b) Upon receipt of un a.pplication under this part, 

5 thc Administrn tion shall notify t.he St,ute planning agency 

6 of the State in which the applicant is located of such ap-

7 plica tion, and afrOI'd such State planning agency a reasonable 

8 oPl)Qrtnuity to comment on the application with regard to 

9 its conforlllity to the State 1)11111 aud whethcr the 1)l'oposed 

10 IH'ogrnms 01' lu'ojects would duplicate, conflict with, 01' other-

11 wise dctrnc:t from progl'llll1s 01' projects within the Slat.1' 

12 plnu.". 

13 (b) rnrts G, II, and I of such AoI; arc rcdesignu ted as 

14 parts H, I, and J, respectively, 

15 .\D:lIIXIS'rRA'I'IYH .AND CONllOIDIING PIWYISlOXS 

16 SEC', 7, (n) Section 601 of such Act is Ulllencled as 

17 followi': 

18 (I) In subsection (a), by striking out ','eomts lIav-

19 ing' crillIinal jurisdiotion" 'filld inserting' in lien thereof 

20 "conrt;;". 

21 (:2) By inserting' at the end thereof ,tllO following 

22 lIeW Imhf;('etioll: 

23 " (p) 'fhe term 'conrt of last resort' shall mean that State 

24 comt having ,the .highest and final appellate authority of the 

25 State. In Sta te:-; hlwing; -two snch COll!'ts, court of last resort 
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1 shall mean that State court, if -any, 1111 viug highest tll1d final 

2 appellate Ullthority, as well as both -adrninist.rntive responsi-

3 ;bility for the State's judiciaJ system and the institutions of tlle 

4 State judicial Ibrunoh and 11l1emaking authority. In other 

5 States having t\vo courts with highest and final appellate 

6 [lU'thority, court of last resol'tsliall mean that highest appel-

7 late court which also has either l'lllemaking -authority 01' ad­

S ministrative responsibility fOl' ohe State's judicial systcm 

9 and the institutions of the State judicial branch. The term 

10 'court' shall meUll a. trillunal recognized ns pnrt of the judi-

11 cinl hrnllch of It Stnte -or of ,jts local govcnllllcllt uuits lltlvlug 

12 jurisdiction of matters which absol'u resources which could 

13 otherwise ,be devolted to Crilllil1u111lattcrs.". 

14 (b) (1) Section 512 of such Act is mnemlcd by striking 

15 out ('June 30, 1974, and the two succccding fiscal y0ar~" 

16 and inserting in lieu thereof "June 30, 1976, through the 

17 fiscal year ending September 30, 1977". 

18 (2) Section 519 is ameuded to read as follow::;: 

19 "SE~. 519. On or before Dccember 31 of each yem', 

20 the Administration shall rcport to the Presideut llIld to tho 

21 Committees on the Judiciary of the Senate llnd House of 

22 Representatives on activities pursu~nt to the provisions of 

23 this title dnring the preceding fiscal year. Such report Rhllll 

24 include-

25 " (]) an anlllysis of each ~tatc's comprelJel1si,'c 



2095 

9 

1 plan and the programs and projects funded thereunder 

2 including: 

3 "(A) the amounts expended for each of the 

4 components of the criminal justice system, 

5' " (E) the methods and procedures followed by 

6 the State in order to audit, monitor, and evaluate. 

7 programs and projects, 

8 "(0) the number of programs and projects, 

9 and the amounts expended therefor, which arc 

10 innovative or incorporate advanced techniqries and 

11 which have demonstrated promise of furthering the 

12 purposes of this title, 

13 "(D) the number of programs and projects, 

14 and the amounts expended therefor, which seek 

15 to replicate programs and projects which haNe 

16 demonstrated success in furthering the purposes of 

17 this title, 

18 "(E) the number of programs arid projects, 

19 ancl the amounts expended therefor, which haye 

20 achieved the specific purposes for which they were. 

21 intended and the specific standards and goals set 

22 for them, 

23 "(F) the number of programs and projects, 

24 and the amounts expended therefor, which have 

25 failed to achieve the specific purposes for which they 
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1 were intended or the specific standards and goals 

? set for them, and 

3 " (G) the number of programs and projects, 

4 and the amounts expended therefor, about which 

5 adequate information does not exist to determine 

6 their success in achieving the purposes for which 

7 they were intended or their impact upon law en-

8 forcement and criminal justice; 

9 " (2) a detailed explanation of theprocedlll'es fol-

10 lowed by the Administration in reviewing, evaluating, 

11 and processing the comprehensive State plans suhmitted 

12 by the State planning agencies and programs and proj-

13 ects fun,ded ,thereunder; 

14 " (3) the number of comprehensive State plans 

]5 approved by the Administration without recommending 

16 sl1bstan tial changes; 

17 " (4) the number of comprehensive State plans on 

18 which the Administration recommended substantial 

19 changes, and the disposition of such State plans i 

20 " (5) the number of State comprehensive plans 

21 funded under this title during the preceding three fiscal 

22 years in which the funds allocated have not been ex-

23 pended in their entirety; 

24 " (6) the number of programs and projects with 

25 respect to which a discontinuation of payment!') occulTed 



~~ 
"."\:.. 
-~ 

.' 

~: 
{1T 
'< ' 

:# 
t~ 

~ 
\ 

" ,~~ ... , 
\ 
'!:. 

,~ 

t 
:f, 
~'4: 
",. 

'" ,. 
~. , 

¥ 
,< 

" ;1 , 

, 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2097 

11 

under section 509, together with the reasons for such 

discontinuation; 

" (7) the. number of programs and projects funded 

under this title which were subsequently discontinued 

by the States following the termination of funding tmder 

this title; 

" (8) a de tailed explanation of the measures taken 

uy the Administration to audit, monitor, and evaluate 

criminal justicp, programs flmded under this title in order 

to determine the impact al1(l value of such programs in 

reducing and preventing crime; and 

"(9) a detailed explanation of how the funds made 

available under section 306 (a) (2), 402 (b), 455 ( a) 

(2), and 477 of this title were expended, together with 

the policies, priorities, and criteria upon which the Ad­

ministration based such expenditures.". 

(3) Section 520 (a) is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 520. (a) There are authorized to be appropriated 

such sUlns as are necessary for the purposes of each part of 
-~"J 

f~ 20 . this title, but such sums in the aggregate shall not exceed 

2:.. $337,500,000 for the period July 1, 1976, through Septom-

22 bel' 30, 1976, and $1,350,000,000 for the ·fiscal- year ending 

23 September 30, 1977. l!'rolll the amount appropriated in the 

24 aggregate for the purposes of this title such sums shall be 

25 allocated as arc necessary for the purposes of part F, hut 
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1 such sums Shllllllot exceed $25,000,000 for the period July 1, 

2 1976, through September 30, 1976, and $100,000,000 for 

3 the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, and shall be in 

4uddition to funds made availa-ble for those purposes from 

5 other sources. Funds appropriated for any fiscal year may 

6 remain available for obligation until experided. Beginning in 

. 7 the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and in each fiscal year 

8 thereafter there shall be allocated for the purpose of part E 

9 an amount equal to not less than 20 per centum of the amouht 

10 allocated for the purposes of part C.". 

11 (4:) Section 521 is amended 'by inserting after subsec-

12 tion (d) the following new subsection: 

13 " ( e) Upon receipt of an application under section 306 

14 (a) (2) 01' 455 (a) (2) the Administration shall110tify the 

III State planning agency of the State in which the applicant is 

16 located of such application, and afford said State planning 

17 agency a reasonable opportunity to comment on the applica-

18 tion with regard to its conformity to the State plan 'and 

19 whether the proposed programs 01' ,projects would duplicate, 
~ 

20 conflict with or otherwise detract from programs {)r projects 

21 within the State plan.". 

22 ( c) (1) Paragraph ( 1 0) of section 453 of such Act 

23 is amended by striking out "and (15)" and inserting in 

24 lieu thereof" (15) ,and (16)". 
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1 (2) Section 223 (a) of the Juvenile Justice and De-

2 linquency Pl'eventioll Act of 1974 is amended by striking 

3 out "and (15)" and inserting in lieu thereof "( 15 ), and 

4 (16)". 

5 (d) Section 308 of the Omnibus Crime Control and 

6 Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended by striking out "302 

7 (b) " and inserting' 1n lieu thereof "303". 

69-5870 - 76 - pt.2 -71 
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94TH CONGRESS H R 12364 2D SJISSION 

• • 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

1.IAncII 9,1976 

Us. J onDAN introduced the following bill; whie.h was referred to the Com­
mittee on the J udieiary 

A BILL 
To amend the law enforcement assistnnce provisions of the 

Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe StTeets Act of 19G8 to 

strengthen the enforcement of the nondiscrimination provi­

sions thereof, and for other purposes. 

1 Be -it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 liL'es 0/ the Unital Slales of America in Oongress assembled, 

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Lnw Enforcement Assist-

4 ance Amendments of 197G". 

5 SBC. 2. Section 509 of the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and 

6 Safe Strects Act of 19G8 (42 U.S.C. 3757) is anwnded by 

7 striking out "Whenever the Administrn tion" and inserting 

8 in lien thereof "Except as provided in section 518 (c) 

9 whenever tho Ac1ministra tion". 

I 
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1 SHe. 3. Section 518 (c) of the Omnihus Crime Control 

2· and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3766 (c)) is 

3 amended to read as follows: 

4 "((\) (1) No person in any State shall on the ground of 

5 mce, color, national origin, 01' :'1CX be excluded from partiei­

G pation in, be denied the benefits of, 01' be subjecced to dis-

7 crimination under any program 01' activity funded in whole 

8 01' in part with funds made avnilable under this Act. 

9 "(2) (A) 'Whenever there has been-

10 " (i) a finding of discrimination in violation of sub-

11 section (c) (1) by a FOlIeml 01' State court 01' adminis-

12 trative agency, 

13 "(ii) the filing of a 1l1wsuit by the Attorney Gen-

14 eral alleging such discrimination, 01' 

15 " (iii) an investigation resulting in an initial dctcr-

16 mination by thc Adminish'ation (prior to a hearing 

17 llnder subparagraph (D)) that a State g'ovcrl1luent 01' 

18 unit of gcncl'lll local govel'l1l1lcut is not in cOlllpliallcc 

19 with subsection (c) (1), 

20 the Administrlltion shl111, within ten days of such occurrcnce, 

21 llotify the chief executive of the affected State, or of the 

22 State in which the affected unit of general local government 

23 is located, of the noncompliance, and shall request such 

24 chief exccutive to secure compliance. 

25 "(B) In 'the event the chief executive secmes compli-
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.L Hllee, the terms and conditions with which the recipient 

2 agrees to cOlllply shall be set forth in writing and signed by 

3 the thief executiye (and by the chief executive and the chief 

4 elected official of the unit ofgcncrallocal government) in the 

5 eyent of n yiolation by a unit of geneml locnl goYermnent, 

6 the Administration and the Attorney Geneml of the United 

7 StateI'. Within :fifteen days In'ior to the dfectiyc date of the 

8 agreement, the Administrator shall send n, copy of the n,gree-

9 111cnt to all complainants, if any. 1'he chief execntive (or 

10 the rhief elected official) shall :file semiannual reports with 

11 the Administration detailing the steps tnken to comply with 

12 the agreement. Within :fifteen clays of receipt the Adminis-

13 tmtion shall f;cnd to all c0111pla iuants, if any, n, copy of such 

14 compliance reports. 

15 "(0) (i) If, at the conclusion of sixty days after notifi-

16 cation, such chief executive fnih; 01' refllRes to secure com-

17 pliance, the Administration shall-

18 "(I) notify the Attorney Geneml of such chief 

19 executive's fnilure or refusal to serUl'e compliance, and 

20 II (II) suspend further payment of any funds made 

21 aYl1ilable under this Act to that Stale government, 01' to 

22 that unit of geneml local government: P1'Ollided, That, 

23 after a hearing, the Ac1ministl'lltion Iw; not found that it 

24 has failed to demonstrute noncompliallce. 

25 Such sllRpcnsion Rhl1.l1 hI' eITcctiye for f\, period of not moro 
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.1 than one hundred ancl twenty days (or not more than 

2 thirty an,ys afterlhe cOlleluHion ora llC'fll'ing' Ull<llll' suh-

3 pal'agmph (D)) unlei\s within Rlleh Ilt'riod 01('1'0 hns h('(,ll 

4: an express fincling hy the Adll1inistmlion, aJt('r notice and 

5 opportunity for a hearing pursuant to subparagmph (D), 

6 that the recipient is uot in compliance with subseC'tiou 

7 (c) (1). 

8 "(ii) Payment of the suspended funds shall reRLUlle 

9 only if-

10 "(I) such State government 01' unit of general 

11 local government enters into n, compliance agreement 

12 n,pproyed by the Aclministration and the Attorney Gen-

13 eml in accordance with subparagraph (B); 

14 <I (II) such State government or unit of geneml 

15 local government complies fully with the final order 

16 or judgment of a Fedcml court; or 

17 "(III) After n, hearing, the Aclministration finds 

18 that it has failed to demonstrate noncompliance. 

19 " (D) At any time after the notification under subpara-

20 gmph (A), but before the conclusion of the one hundrecl 

21 ancl twenty-clay period referred to in sublHU'agmph (C), a 

22 State government 01' uqit of general local goYel'l1lllcnt may 

23 request a hearing, which the Administration 8ha11 l'oncluet 

24 wil'llin thirty days of such request. Within ,thirty clays of the 

25 conclusion of the heal'in!!', 01', in the absence ofa hem·inn· 
'-J b' 
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1 within the one hundred and twenly-day period l'ef(,1'I'C'd 10 

2 in subparagraph (C), the Administration shall make an 

3 appropriate finding. If the Administration makes a finding 

4 of noncompliance, the Administmtion shall con! inne to 

5 sw:;pend the PftylllCllt and Rhall-

6 "(i) notify the AttorJl('Y GellNal ill. order that ,the 

7 Attorney Genemlmay (lXerCiRe his rosponsilJilities under 

8 subsection (3) ; 

9 " (ii) terminate payment of funds made 'nyailable 

10 under this Act; and 

11 "(iii) if appropriate, seek repayment ·of snch funds. 

12 "(E) Any Shute or unit 'of general local government 

13 aggrieved by a determination of the Administration under 

14 sll'bpamgraph (D) nmy appeal such determination as pro-

1f) vided in section 511. 

16 " (3) Whenever the Attorney General has reason to be-

17 lieve that a State go~'ernment or 11ll~t 'of generallocltl govern-

18 ment is engaged in a pattern 'Or practice in violation of the 

19 provisions of this section, the Attorney Genemlmay hring It 

20 civil action in an appropriate United States district court. 

21 Such coutt may gmnt as relicf any temporary rostmining 

22 order, preliminary or permanent injLUlCtiol1, or other 'Order, 

23 il1cluclil1g the termination or repayment of funds 'Ilyailn:ble 

24 under this Act, or placing any further payments under th(' 

25 Act .in escrQ"" ]?ending the outcomo of the litigation. 
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1 "(4) (A) Wheneycr any Rtnte govcrnment or unit of 

2 generallocnl government 1m!> cngaged in nny nC't or practice 

3 pl'O'hibitec1 hy suhsection (e) (1), [\. ciYil'nction for preven-

4 tiYe rclief, inclnding an applic~1tion for a tell1pornry reRtmin-

5 ing ordcr, preliminary or pcrmanent injnnction or other 

6 order, 11lny he institnted ngninst the Atate govel'l1l1Jcnt 01' 

7 unit of general local gon~rnll1cnt or its ,officials by the perRon 

8 or pC1'80n8 nc1verRely a{Iected 'or aggrievcd Qn his or her hehalf 

9 or Oil bchalf of thosc similarly situated. Upon appliC'ation by 

10 the complainant '[111(1 in such circull1stances as thocoll1't may 

11 deem just, the COl1l't may appoint an attorney for snch com-

12 plainant and may authol'i;"e the COll1mencement of the civil 

13 action without the payment of fooB,cnsts, or secmity. 

14 " (B) The court may allow the prevailingplnintiff ()'ther 

15 than a State g'oveJ'l1l1lent, 01' unit oE gCllcl'l1110cn.l goYel'llll1ent, 

16 or the United ,Atatcs, rcasonn.l)le uHorncy fecI' as part of 

17 the costs. 

18 Sr~C'. ~ •. Aection 521 of tho Omnibus Orime Oontrol anc1 

19 Safe Atl'ect~ Act of 196R (42 U.S:O. 37(9) is mnendoc1by 

20 l'cdef:ignn ting suhscction (d) nR subseC'tiol1 (e) and inserting 

21 immcdinJely after suhReetion (e) thc following new sub-

22 section: 

23 " (d) 'Wi thin one hundred nnd twenty dnys nftol' the 

24 (lnnrhnent of tho IJaw I~nfoJ'eemont ASRiHtnnrc Amcndments 
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1 of H)/(j, the Adlllilli:-;trnti(lll ~hnll IJl'olllulgnte l'egulatiolls 

2 c::;tablishillg-

3 " ( I) l'l'asonable and :,Ipceiiic tillle lilllits for the 

4: ,\dlllinistl'ntioll to l'espolHl to thc filillg of It cOlll]llnillt lJy 

5 ,til)' person alleging that a AI-ate gon~l'Ill11ellt 01' tlllit of 

6 gelll'rallol'al gOYel'l1l111'nt i,~ in violation of the provisiolll'l 

7 oj' thi:; _Aet; including rcasonable time limits for imtitnt-

8 ing an invc~tigution, making an appropriate iletCl'lllina-

9 tion with respect to the allegations, and atlrising the 

10 ('Oluplaillltllt of the status of the complaint, anc1 

11 .. (2) reasonable ancl specific time limits for the 

12 ~\ dmini~tmtion to concluct indepenc1ent audits and J'e-

13 vicw:l of 8tnte governments anc1 units of general local 

14 gOVCl'l1mellt receiving funds pursnant to this Act for 

15 l'oHll)liancc with the provisions of this Act.". 



ApPENDIX K 

REPORT OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY FUND TASK FORCE ON THE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

INTRODUCTION 

During the 1960s, the crime rate in the United States began to 
rise dramatically. In the space of that decade, the number of 
robberies committed per year tripled, and the number of 
murders increased by 75 percent; the statistics on other crimes 
were equally alarming. These figures reflected, to some extent, 
improved techniques of crime reporting. But the actual 
number of crimes-especially violent crimes-committed each 
year increased sharply. And it is still increasing. 

By the late 1960s, soaring crime rates had become a public 
issue, not only because of the direct harm suffered by victims 
but also because the police, courts, and correctional programs 
were overwhelmed by the numbers involved. During this 
period, delays in police r.esponse to crime, uneven law en­
forcement, overcrowded courts, and inhumane and ineffec­
tive prisons came to be acknowledged generally as public ills, 
and the outcry against crime in the streets became impossible 
for government to ignore. Both civil libertarians and advocates 
of "law and order" called for the federal government to assist 
the states and localities in their efforts to combat crime. 

In 1965, in an effort to provide assistance and leadership 
to state and local criminal justice agencies, the federal gov­
CI'IIIllCllt establishcd the Office of Law F.llf()rC(~llIenl Assis­
tance, which provided money, ill the forlll or granls, 10 help 
local law enforcement. That same year, President Lyndon 
Johnson created the President's Commission on Law En-
forcement and the Administration of Justice. In 1966, the 3 

(2107) 
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Commission published a report that recommended the estab­
lishment of a federal agency within the Justice Department to 
support local law enforcement and criminal justice efforts. 

In 1968, Congress passed t.he Omnibus Crime and Safe 
Streets Act, creating the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad­
ministration (LEAA) as the principal federal agency dealing 
with the problem of crime at the state and local levels. This 
agency would function, according to the provisions of the act, 
in five ways: (1) by supporting statewide planning in the field 
of criminaljustice through the creation of state planning agen­
cies; (2) by supplying the states and localities with block grants 
of federal funds to improve their criminal justice systems; 
(3) by making discretionary grants to special programs in the 
field of criminal justice; (4) by developing new devices, 
techniques, and approaches in law enforcement through the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 
LEAA's research arm; and (5) by supplying money for the" 
training and education of criminal justice personnel. 

The agency has now been in operation for seven years, 
and despite the size of its budget (it has spent $4.5 billion), the 
controversial nature of its programs, and continuing public 
concern about crime, there is no up-to-date, independent 
evaluation of LEAA and its effectiveness. Now Congress 
has before it proposed legislation to reauthorize the agency. 
This Task Force wal) CIiW/)lilihed to assess LEAA 's record and to 
m:Jy.e tl!c.:()mmcndatlons reg~rding its future. 

TI fE PURPOSE OF THE AGENCY 

Since LE.AA's estabJishmen~ crime rates-espedally for ",io­
~11. f.,d-r::":-bi.',,: cr .. mtnU';:c ,0 !'Qar (e::<;.rept fClT a bdef and 
ur-,exp}Xne-d res,pite in 1972). Last year alone, reponed crimes 
""ent up 18 percent, the largest increase since the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) began collecting statistics almost 
50 ),cars ago. Meanwhile, all the manifest ills of the criminal 
justice system persist. State and local criminal justice systems 
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remain as fragmented as ever. The courts are stilI overloaded; 
jails are still crowded; prosecutorial offices are generally un· 
derfunded; and sentencing and parole procedures and deci· 
sions remain arbitrary and uncoordinated. Nor do we know 
any more about the causes of crime than we did before LEAA 
came into being. . 

It would be na'ive.to blame LEAA for not solving these 
problems. Crime, after all, results from a variety of social, 
economic, political, psychological, and institutional forces, the 
relative importance of which is very hard to assess and which 
together resist even the most intelligent attem pts at social con· 
tro!. It is both unrealistic and unfair to expect an agency whose 
budget represents only 5 percent of all state and local expendi. 
tures on law enforcement to have a significant impact on the 
crime statistics. But LEAA certainly is responsible for the con· 
fusion that its own rhetoric has generated regarding its pur· 
pose. 

In the early 1970s,jerris Leonard, then LEAA's adminis· 
trator, proclaimed that LEAA's High Impact Cities Anti· 
Crime program, which involved an expenditure of $ I 60 mil­
lion in eight cities, was going to reduce crime in those cities by 5 
percent in two years and 20 percent in five years. In 1972, 
when the national crime rate took a slight dip, LEAA did not 
hesitate to take the credit. In 1973, a report published by the 
LEAA-funded National Conference of State Criminal Justice 
Planning Administrators paraded charts, facts, and figllres, all 
designed to demonstrate that '1since the passage of the Sa ('e 
Streets Act, the rampaging annual increase ill L'l'ill\c~' 1111.; ht't'll 

halted and reversed."l 
Subsequently, of course, the crime rate resumed its climb. 

In.a ;-~~J)'1 sp-;er...h. rJ;l'; -ii:--;:ctQ.rw d1":: }\'ation<>J J..<lW En[orc~. 

r::oe::7 b:L,.:.e <:~~ J ... ..r!.;:7, Vi .. ~j~;IJ, f'/Q t..r."t.~"d,~..;.."J..:> 
n . ". ..~ ~ _ ....... ; .. ~.,~ -,";'.~ .l.:."J~';; '-'Ii: o#,.t,:r:::._,'"'4--. - -)-... ~::::r:J.~:1\} ~_ ?Ilr.l_.r_ .• ,.L.l"---C~'..,r",';> ~,> it"iV';;" ~ ... "'-".- •• 1: .. 

rr;'m ~';"",';::' -,..,v-,:.., ...... •. , ~.; •••• u. '-'" ~ .. 1.·'-o·-r .. ~ ... - j:j~ ......... llC' 
,60..'\ , .. it" .. 1; t-J ... ~ ~""""'..J" ... ' ... 1. "-'"-'-"- ..... ~. L...I.-.'- ,~\..iJ..\o;')\._ ..... -.L4_ ..... - \.~"" r ... '-' 
r\lture. ,,: 

Donald Santarelli, another former LEAA administrator, 
has expressed the view that LEAA's purpose should be to 
improve the criminal justice system. It is easy to dismiss this 
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view as ajustification forinstitutional self-perpetuation, but it 
is undeniable, too, that the system has room for improvement. 
Police, courts, and corrections could all be both more humane 
and more efficient. And all could coordinate their activities 
more effectively than they now do. To the extent that LEAA 
has pursued the mirage of crime reduction, it has nurtured 
wishful thinking in others and has itself been diverted from the 
useful and critical task of discovering and promoting ways to 
improve and coordinate the various elements of the criminal 
justice system. 

Implicit in all the Task Force's deliberations has been the 
shared assumption that, in spite of the problems that LEAA 
has encountered, the federal government can serve the public 
interest by playing a role in criminal justice and law enforce­
ment at all levels. 

Given the limitations on both the resources and the prop­
erly used powers that the federal government C?l1 bring to bear 
in the area, we have sought to determine what functions can be 
performed most effectively and constructively at the federal 
level, rather than at the state or local level. The recommenda­
tions that follow are based on these considerations. 

At the outset, the Task Force recommends a basic clarification of 
the agency's legislative mandate, eliminating thefalse promise of crime 
reduction and clearly establishing that LEAA's primary purpose is to 
enable the states and the local units of government to improve the 
effectiveness of their police, courts, and corrections agencies in dealing 
with crime. 

With this mandate, LEAA can begin to stimulate creative 
approaches at the state and local levels, where the problem of 
crime in the United States must ultimately be addressed. It is 
the hope orthe Task Force that improving the criminaljustice 
system can also have an impact on the crime rate-if not in 
lowering it, then in keeping it from rising more than it other­
wise would. But we cannot rely on any agency or proc:cdlll'c 
specifically to reduce crime; whereas, we can rely on some 
meaSUft"" to solve the administrative and other problems of 
the criminal justice system. 



2111 

Report of the Task Force 7 

THE BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

For the past two hundred years, a consensus has existed in the 
United States to the effect that the federal government should 
have a severely limited role in domestic law enforcement. The 
criminaljustice system therefore consists, for the most part, of 
state and local government agencies. Accordingly, LEA A has 
distributed mostofits money in the form of block grants so that 
states and localities might address their own programs in their 
own way. 

The legislation that created LEAA required each state to 
establish a state planning agency (SPA) in order to participate 
in the program. Each yea);, the SPAs receive a certain amount 
of money ($200,000 plus an allotment based on population) to 
finance preparation of a plan for the use of funds in the state's 
criminal justice system. The plan must then be submitted to 
federal LEAA for approval. When the federal government 
certifies that the plan conforms to the criteria set forth in the 
legislation, it makes a block grant, based on population, to the 
state, which then makes its own grants to state and local agen­
cies in its criminaljustice system. The block grantsystem repre­
sents an attempt to reconcile the objective of enabling states 
and localities to control their own criminal justice programs 
with ·the objective of ensuring that federal monies are spent in 
accordance with certain minimal standards and program 
goals. 

In pursuit of these objectives, LEAA has encumbered the 
planning process with red tape. The printed guidelines for 
state plans are 200 pages long. The agency has spent hundreds 
of thousands of man-hours and millions of dollars in hureau­
(Tillk hairspliuing wilh 55 Slate alld territorial pl:lIl1ling- ag-('II­
cies over the adequacy of the plans. The SPAs themselves have 
spent hundreds of thousands of man-hours in preparing plans 
that, while they mayor may not meet the complicated LEAA 
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guideline requirements, frequently have little or nothing to do 
with the way in which the funding boards ultimately allocate 
the funds received from LEAA. Some state plans are the work 
of outside consultants who have written them to conform to 
LEAA guidelines rather than to the real needs and priorities of 
the respective states. 

Viewing its primary function as passing on the block 
grants to the states, LEAA is reluctant to withhold funds from 
a state for failing to submit an adequate plan. Instead, its re­
gional office sends the plan back to be rewritten, attaches spe­
cial "conditions," or delays funding, inconveniencing all con­
cerned. Ultimately, except in one or two cases, the federal 
monies have flowed forth, even for defective or inadequate 
plans. Thus, the federal and regional apparatus is something 
of a paper tiger, its negotiations with the SPAs a sort of 
ritualized bureaucratic dance, its threats a charade. 

Moreover, instead of planning for an entire state's crimi­
naljustice budget, most SPAs plan only for the federally pro­
vided 5 percent. Instead of spending their time setting 
priorities and encouraging a comprehensive, coordinated ap­
proach to the problem of crime and its control at the state level, 
SPAs prepare paper plans and administer grants. Mayor Har­
vey Sloane, M.D., of Louisville, Kentucky, speaking on behalf 
of the National League of Cities and the United States Confer­
ence of Mayors, has testified that the red tape imposed on the 
current planning process has undermined the goals of that 
process. By the time local plans have been cleared at the sub­
state, state, regional, and federal levels, "the whole process can 
take mpnths, and more importantly, the end product often 
scarcely resembles the 'needs and priorities' identified by the 
local planning agency and local government."3 

Improving the criminal justice system-through better 
trained police; speedier and fairer trials; better staffed, ad­
ministered, and conceived correctional institutions and 
programs-is at the heart of the effort this nation needs to 
make in dealing with the problem of crime. The LEAA 
bureaucracy has contributed little to this end', in fact, a consid­
erable body of evidence, presented during hearings held by 
the Task Force, indicates that LEAA's administrative maze 
serves, for the most part, to frustrate this objective. 
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The designers of LEAA's block grant system intended to 
stimulate statewide comprehensive criminal justice planning 
and to support worthwhile projects without taking criminal 
justice out of the hands of state and local governments and 
without generating the cumbersome bureaucracy that charac­
terized most other federal grant-in-aid programs. These objec­
tives are certainly desirable, but the block grant program has 
failed, for the most part, to achieve them. This failure suggests 
that it may be impossible to devise an administrative structure 
that can effectively police thousands of agencies and projects 
without infringing on states rights, misconstruing local 
priorities, invading civil liberties I or maintaining a vast, expen­
sive, and ultim.ately counterproductive staff. 

The Task Force, therefore, recommends that the regional bureau­
cracy oj LEAA be dismantled and that one-half oj the monies available 
tmder the law enJorcement assistance program flow directly to state, 
county, and municipal units oj government as special revenue sharing 
dollars to improve the criminal justice s),stem. The money would be 
ajlpl'Ojll'iatrd eithrr to Ihe federal agellcy iISI!!! or 10 thr Trra.w1)1 
Department and would be distributed to the recipients according to a 
slntltiol'yfo/,lilula. (The form ula might take into account popula­
tion, population density; criminal justice expenditures in the 
previous year, andlor crime rate.*) 

The legislation that estab,lished LEAA also imposed 
matching requirements on the sL'iltes and localities. The pur­
pose of these requirements is to ensure that the project for 
which the federal funds are to be lIsed is the object of a 
commitment on the part of the SOI,trCe of the matching funds 
and is not viewed merely as a way to get money from the 
federal government. But the requirements have served only to 
distort state and local priorities without furthering LEAA's 
purposes. The Task Force, therefore, urges that no matching re­
qltirements be imposed on the use oj these special revenue sharing 
Junds. 

Und\~r the Task Force proposal, states and localities would 
be free to spend their special revenue sharing dollars on their 

·Some members of' the Task Force, concerned that the inclusinn of 
"crime rate" might lead jurisdictions to inflate their figures, would prefer to 
omit this element from the formula. 
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own criminal justice priorities without interference from the 
federal government. * Governors, mayors, and county execu­
tives would be accountable for the expenditure of those dol­
lars, as they are for other expenditures under their jurisdic­
tion. The actions of these chief executives may receive closer 
scrutiny from the public than those of state and local planning 
boards and agencies, which, under the current system, are 
largely invisible. The publicity to which chief executives are 
subjected and the public's ability to hold elected officials to 
account are probably the best safeguards available for the 
proper use of funds in the criminal justice system. 

The sole condition attached to the special revenue sharing 
funds would be the recipients' agreement to give the federal 
agency access to their programs for the purposes of evaluation. 
The federal agency would publicize the findings-both posi­
tive and negative-of such evaluations for the benefit of agen­
cies in other jurisdictions that might be contemplating similar 
programs. 

THE STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS 
• I 

OF FEDERAL LEAA 

Tlte Task Force recom1'lends that the national functions of LEAA 
should be peiformed by an entity that might be called the Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Institute (LEAl). This agency would have as its 
primary junction research, experimentation, and evaluation at the 
national level. The director of LEAl should be appointed by the Presi-. 
dent and responsible to the Attorney General. The agency would 
directly control 50 percent of the federal appropriation for law enforce­
ment assistance (the other 50 percent going for special revenue shar­
ing), and the laUl should provide that LEAl would invest at least 
one-1m?! q! this amonnt in res{!arch, emluation, and demonstration 
projects. 

*The federal government would, however, be charged with enforcing 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (see p. 21). And, of course, the use of 
Ihc~c ~(ledall'evenue sllm'ing runcl.~ would he ~\lhjc(:1 10 a\lclit hy the Gc.lcr:,1 
A(:collllling omcc (GAO). 
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At ptesent, most of LEAA's staff in Washington is in­
volved in keeping track of the bureaucracy it has created. The 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and.CriminalJustice is 
the one part of LEAA charged specifically with research, ex­
perimentation, evaluation, and technology transfer. Yet it ac­
counts for less than one-twentieth of LEA A's total budget, and 
little attempt has been made to incorporate its findings into the 
criminal justice system at state and local levels. 

Research and evaluation, through carefully designed 
demonstl ation projects, should be at the core of a program in­
tended to make the criminaljustice system more effective. The 
Task Force urges that a reorganized and restructured federal 
agency devote itself toa national program of criminal justice 
research and experimentation. In particular, the proposed LEAl 
should concentrate on evaluating selected state programs in progress 
and should make a special effort to develop more precise techniques and 
strategies for this purpose. . 

On the basis of the findings of its evaluat ion prqjects and 
other in-house research, this agency would provide basic, reli­
able information to state and local units of government con­
cerning what works and what does not work in law enforce­
ment and criminal justice. It would make technical assistance 
available to state, local, and regional planning agencies seeking 
to upgrade their own planning and evaluation capncity, and it 
would offer incentive grants to induce states and localities to 
undertake carefully designed demonstration projects with 
built-in data-collection features to facilitate evaluation. It 
would undertake to publicize and circulate throughout all the 
states and territories the results of its evaluations in terms of 
which programs were successful under what conditions. In 
addition, LEAl would be empowered to make incentive grants 
or offer technical assistance to jurisdictions that wished to set 
up prqjects patterned after those that hlld proven slIccessful 
elsewhcre. And LEAl would activcly promote tl1(: IISC ol'lilld, 
funds and assistance by the states and localities through field 
visits and a variety of outreach efforts. 

In other words, the Task Force believes that LEAl should 
provide leadership for all the agencies of the criminal justice 
systcm. It would not rr'lllirr the statcs ane! I()c:alitic~; to do 
anything other than administer their grants in accordance with 

60·5070·70· pt.2 ·72 
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the statutory provisions regarding discrimination. But through 
evaluation, education, example, incentives, demonstration 
projects, publicity., and technical assistance, LEAl would at­
tempt to lead the way. 

An example of such leadership from LEAA's own history 
is the independent National Advisory Commission on Crimi­
nalJustice Standards and Goals, created and fun~ed in 1971 to 
develop a set of guidelines for the improvement of the criminal 
justice system and the reduction of crime at the state and local 
levels. In 1973, the commIssion published seven reports: 
Police,' Courts; Corrections; Community Crime Prevention; The 
Criminal Justice System; A National Strategy to Reduce Crime,' and 
The Proceedings of the National Conference on Criminal Justice. 
Although LEAA has disseminated the reports widely, its 
policy is not to endorse the specific reports or to require the 
states to adopt the standards and goals the commission has 
proposed. The Task Force recommends that LEAl selectively en­
dorse portions of these standards and goals reports and provide 
incentives/or states and localities to imf)lement them. * 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 

Although, for practical reasons, the Task Force opposes a federal 
requirement that the states engage in comprehensive criminal justice 
planning, it endorses the idea of planning at 1'egional, state, and local 
levels. Because state governors are in the best position to bring 
together and coordinate the various elements of the criminal 
justice system within their states, the Task Force especially 
endorses the idea of comprehensive, coordinated criminaljus­
tice planning on a Ii~ai·ewide basis. Such planning should in­
volve the state's entire (;,riminaljustice budget-not just the use 
of the proposed. special revenue sharing funds. 

Most experts involved in planning in the area of criminal 
justice believe that the present one-year planning cycle (which 

*Some members of the Task Force believe the Police report, for example, 
to be inadequate but many of the other recommended standards and goals to 
be quite useful. 
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often, due to LEAA's changing guidelines, turns out in prac· 
lice to be a six·month planning cycle) is not long enough. The 
Task Force agrees. So many worthwhile projects take more 
than a year to conceive, tryout, and implement that the re­
quirement of "annual planning" is generally counterproduc-
li\'e. The Task Force, therefore, endorses the idea offive·year 
comprehensive plans and recommends that, rather than pre· 
pare an annual comprehensive plan, those states that continue 
10 support such planning work with the localities prepare 
li\'e·year comprehensive plans and offer annual statements 
relating to the implementation of these plans for LEAl to 
cOllsider as part of its evaluation process. 

The Task Force also recommends that the proposed LEAl encour· 
agr comprehensive planning by providing funds for this purpose to 
/},ou stales that undertake such planning. These state plans would not 
or SII/lject to prior federal approval, but from time to time during the 
(i IIr·)'rn r cycle of the plans, the agency would review and evaluate their 
illl/J/rmrlliation and provide additional funds to expand successful 
programs. 

EARMARKED FUNDS 

Although LEAA is referred to as a block grant program, Con· 
gress has required that special funds appropriated for the 
agency be earmarked for corrections and for juvenile justice. 
Under legislation currently being proposed, additional special 
funds would be earmarked for the courts. The Task Force 
believes that such earmarking is inconsistent with both the 
principle that states and localitie.s should determine how their 
criminaijuslice dollars are spent and the ideal of comprehen. 
sive planning. Accordingly, the Task Force recommends the elimi· 
nation of all specially earmarked funds. 

Over the years, the police have gotten far more than their 
share of LEAA dollars. Congress resorted to earmarking spe· 
cial monies in order to redress the balance in the criminal 
justice system. But the validity of the end does not justify this 
means. Other approaches must be explored to assure that each 
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component of the system gets fair consideration in the funding 
pr.ocess and its fair share of funds. The Task Force believes 
that the federal government's role in the achievement of this 
goal should be the provision of education and incentives at the 
national level and a special revenue sharing program that 
locates accountability in elected officials at the state, county, 
and local levels. 

CORRUPTION AND ORGANIZED CRIME 

Precisely because it cuts across state lines and is remote from 
local influences, the federal government is better equipped 
than other levels to perform a few specific criminal justice 
functions. For example, organized crime is often committed 
on an interstate basis, and efforts to combat organized crime 
may be most effective if they are national in scope. The investi­
gation of official corruption is another area in which the fed­
eral government may make a contribution. Even those state 
and local criminal justice officials who have nothing to hide 
cannot reasonably be expected to fund investigations of which 
they might be made targets. The Task Force recommends that 
LEAl make special provision for direct federal funding of projects in 
these two areas. 

THE GRANTING PROCESS 

The Task Force recognizes that the Justice Department and its 
constituent divisions and agencies are and ought to be respon­
sive to policy initiatives from the White House. But policy 
initiatives are one thing; interference in the granting process is 
another. The Task Force hns heard testimony regarding im­
proper interference on the part of the White House in grants 
to a community organization in the Philadelphia area: ac­
cording to this evidence, a $1 million grant, which normally 
might take nine months or more to negotiate and process, was 
put through in one clay on White House orders in an attemptto 
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secure the support of the mayor, a Democrat, for the Republi-
can candidate in the 1972 presidential election.4 Moreover, it is 
generally believed that, in both the 1m pact Cities and Pilot 
Cities programs, some demonstration sites were selected for 
purely political reasons, in spite of the inappropriateness of the 
cities for the programs, and that the programs suffered as a 
result of this bias in site selection,l; 

The Task Force recommends that applications for incentive 
awards to expand existing programs be subject to stringent and inde­
pendent review procedures. Such procedures should include on-site 
review by LEAl research personnel as well as review by independent 
panels consisting of social scientists and criminal justice professionals. 
Proposals for research and for research-oriented demonstra­
tion projects should be subject to peer review procedures simi­
lar to those followed by the National Institute of Mental 
Health, whose granting process many social scientists regard as 
exemplary.* 

IN-HOUSE RESEARCH 

Although 'LEAA-sponsored research, particularly when 
university-based, has contributed to a better underst.:,nding of 
crime and the criminal justice system, too much reliance on 
outside research has made LEAA's research program diffuse 
and unmanageable. 

The Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 

*This process includes three elements: first, a numher ofunits comprised 
of experts in a specific area, who have their own budget and help shape as well 
as administer research; second, decision-making groups referred to as "study 
sections,'! each composed ofahout a dozen social scientists and practitioners .. 
who meet three or four times a year, I'eview appliraliolls, and (h'dd,' which 
OIWS should htl I'er.ommendrcl to the ndvisory roundl (in addition 10 Ih,~ 
I'ecommendation, these sections provide a detailed evaluation explaining the 
design of the study, the significance of the problem, and the study'S relation­
ship to various problem areas: they also make site visits where necessary and 
assign a priority to each proposal): and third, an advisory council made up of 
citizens, policymakers, and senior researchers, which ul1'iertakes final review 
of research projects and has virtual veto power over those that do not measure' 
III'. . 
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LEAA's research arm, has not functioned in coordination with 
the rest of the LEAA program. Little institute-sponsored re­
search has found its way down to the states, far less to the 
streets. In seven years, although it has sponsored some valu­
able ad hoc research, the institute has found out little about the 
ca uses of crime that were not known when LEAA was founded. 
This failure may be traced to a number of causes: the state of 
the art ofresearch in the social sciences; the complexity of the 
problem; the already-mentioned confusion of goals; the lack 
of an overall research strategy; and, perhaps, the personal 
tensions between various directors and administrators. It must 
also be noted that the institute has been reluctant to build up a 
staff of in-house researchers, on the theory that first-rate talent 
will not want to work for the government. But it is the opinion of 
the Task Force that the proposed LEAl can attract the high-quality 
personnel it needs to carry out its mandate only by establishing its own 
research program with its own research agenda. In addition to provid­
ing grants to outside experts for research and evaluation purposes, 
LEA I should eX/land and u/Jgmrle its own research staff so that it can 
evaluate state and local programs and conduct research on crime, its 
causes, and its /Jrevention. 

THE LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM 

At present, LEA A spends over $40 million per year paying 
for the education of approximately 100,000 individuals "em­
ployed in or preparing for employment in criminal justice 
agencies." The agency's Law Enforcement Education Program 
(LEEP) conducts this education effort through payments to 
institutions rather than to individuals. The statute requires 
participating institutions to establish or maintain programs 
leading to a degree or a certificate in areas directly related to 
law enforcement and criminal justice. Given this opportunity 
to obtain funds at a time of fiscal crisis, many educational 
institutions have hurriedly established a series of jerry-bllilt 
programs "related" to law enforcement and criminal justice. 
Although LEAA has formulated criteria involving such mat-
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ters as the size and location of the institution and although 
LEEP funds have led to the creation of some good programs, 
the agency has certified and financed the LEEP programs 
without auditing them for quality. According to a report by the 
GAO, on one occasion nine people processed 900 institutional 
applications in three days.6 

The average policeman who participates in one of these 
special educational programs frequently finds himself segre­
gated from the non-law enforcement students at the insti­
tution in which he is enrolled. At best, participants in LEEP 
programs get law enfvrcement training. but they do not really 
get the benefits of either a college education or a learning 
experience in a context that might broaden their intellectual 
perspectives and alert them to concerns not generally as­
sociated with the law enforcement community. The Task 
Force believes that special education in criminal justice is best 
left to the regular training programs of criminal justice agen­
cies and that the purpose of sending people to college should 
be to provide them with the education that they desire. The 
Task Force, therefore, recommends that LEEP's provisions be revised 
so that payments are made directly to individuaL~ instead of to institu­
tions, enabling those individuals to attend the college and pursue the 
curriculum of their choice. Such a program should be available to all 
individuals who make a commitment to a career in criminal justice. * 

The Task Force makes this recommendation not because 
it considers criminal justice personnel entitled to a special 
break but because the education available at a liberal arts 
institution can enhance the sensitivity and competence of per­
sonnel in the criminaljustice system and, hence, improve their 
work. 

President ~ord has recently proposed elimination of 
LEEP's budget allocation. This proposal is a response to valid 
criticisms of the program. But despite its failings, the program 
has been one of LEAA's most constructive and successful ef­
forts. Many of its former participants feel strongly that the 

... Apart from limiting participation in the program to individuals already 
employed in the criminal justice system, the Task Force has not dealt with the 
criteria that should be applied to potential recipients of LEEP funds. 
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education they received has im proved their job performance.7 

The proposal to eliminate LEEP threatens to curtail the educa­
tional opportunities of police officers and other criminal jus­
tice personnel at precisely the time when the complexities of 
their jobs demand the breadth of exposure available only 
through continuing education. Therefore, the Task Force op­
poses the abolition of LEEP. 

CRIMINALJUSTICE STATISTICS 

One of the positive results of the LEAA-SPA funding process is 
the development of a community of criminal justice planners 
and researchers. A recurrent theme in the literature of this 
community is the inadequacy of existing criminaljustice statis­
tics. For years, the FBI has compiled annual Uniform Crime 
Reports, but the utility of these figures as an index of real 
crime is in doubt. The Uniform Crime Reports are based on 
local police reports, which vary in quality and integrity. Re­
cently, LEAA has sponsored victimization surveys, which have 
provided yet another perspective on the dimensions of crime 
in the United States but do not come close to satisfying the need 
for a systematic, regularized, reliable set of criminal justice 
statistics. As a general proposition, the Task Force believes that 
it is unwise to place the responsibility for collecting and audit­
ing statistics in agencies whose performance and/or funding 
may be affected by them. The Task Force, therefore, recommends 
that the agency analyze the quality, methodology, categories, and valid­
ity I?f existing crime statistics and give high priority and devote in­
creased resources to the development of a more reliable and regular set 
of criminal Justice statistics. 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND THE AGENCY 

In 1969, LEAA organized Project SEARCH (S;'stem for Elec­
tronic Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories), which 
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underwrote and standardized the adoption of computer 
technology and information systems by the states and localities. 
At the time, only 10 states had such systems. By 1973, LEAA 
had spent over $50 million for this purpose, and in 1974, over 
400 different systems were in use in all 50 states and at all levels 
of government, slightly over half of them operating at the local 
level. These systems have enabled police in Iowa to find out 
quickly and easily whether or not a person in custody has a 
climinal record in Georgia. They are helping to solve many 
other administrative problems of the criminal justice system. 

The idea of using computers to streamline some of the 
operations of the criminal justice system was both sound and 
useful. and LEAA deserves credit for the resulting improve­
ments in record keeping and enhanced access to information. 
But the systems now have a vast potential (which has never 
been systematically explored) for abuse and privacy invasion 
on a nationwide scale. One watchdog group has commented: 

Computer systems are characterized by central storage, 
efficient linkage to other agencies and data bases, and 
rapid and widespread access. The tendency toward cen­
tral storage magnifies the consequences of damage to, or 
destruction of, storage facilities, and the improved effi­
ciency of the system greatly increases the danger that 
inaccurate data will be widely disseminated, or that data 
will pecome available for a purpose other than that for 
which it was appropriately collected. Thus. although se­
curity and privacy problems existed and still exist in man­
ual systems, there is no question that the growing use of 
computers and other automated processing equipment 
produces a fundamental change in both the likelihood 
and consequences of these problems. 8 

Alt.hough Project SEARCH included a program that drafted 
guidelines for the protection of privacy in (he collection and 
dissemination of arrest and conviction records, LEAA has not 
required state and local agencies to adopt these procedures as a 
prerequisite for getting LEAA funding for communications 
systems, nor has it indicated any other steps that it might take 
to enforce compliance. 
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Because LEAA was instrumental in creating this poten­
tially dangerous national information network, it has a special 
obligation to take action to see that the information is not 
abused. The Task Force 'Urges the' agency to promulgate and enforce 
the strictest possible privacy and security safeguards and to prevent the 
misuse of these data by potential employers, schools, creditors, credit 
agencies, and insurers. The Task Force further recommends that LEAl 
playa leading role in educating the public as to the issues involved in 
this highly complex and volatile field. 

But LEAA is not the only agency in the field. The FBI has 
been setting up a computer system. The two agencies are now 
vying for control of the nationwide computerized criminal 
histories network. The Task Force takes no position on which 
agency of government should be responsible for this network. 
But it is obvious that these data are highly vulnerable to exploi­
tation and abuse. Accordingly, the Task Force recommends that a 
review board be established to monitor the uses, practices, and policies 
of the operation. It is critical that the review board be truly independent 
of the olJerating agency so that it willluzve the distance and freedom it 
needs to perform its oversight function without constraint. 

THE AGENCY AND DISCRIMINATION 

At present, members of minority groups are overrepresented 
in the criminal justice statistics as both victims and perpe~ 
trators, relative to their share of the general population, and 
tI nderrepresented among personnel at all levels of the criminal 
justice system. But although LEAA has one of the strongest 
antidiscrimination mandates of any agency in the federal gov­
ernment, it has been slow to act in this area. At present, for 
instance, the agency requires grant recipients to file an equal 
employment opportunity plan but makes no effort to see that 
such plans actually are put in operation. 
. The agency has yet to terminate grants 'on its own initiative 

''to any of the agencies it funds for reasons of discrimination. 
When asked why LEAA do~s not pursue its antidiscrimination 
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mandate more vigorously, LEA A officials say that their pri-
mary job is to get the money out to the states, not to withhold 
it, that the Civil Rights Compliance Office is understaffed, or 
that LEAA cannot be expected to alter local practices when 
its grants are so small a fraction of local spending. 

The Task Force believes that funding policies that support 
disctiminatory enforcement agencies and practices are incom­
patible with the goal of improving the criminaljustice system. 
The Task Force recommends that LEAA (1) set an example by hiring 
more minority group members and women,' (2) supply technical assis­
lance to those agencies claiming an inability to recruit among these 
groups in adequate numbers,' (3) enforce Title VI of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act with regard to those state and local agencies that maintain 
patterns and practices of discrimination, invoking, where appropriate, 
its ultimate weapon, grant termination; and (4) encourage states and 
localities to develop programs located in and dealing with thr. problems 
of high-crime, inner-city areas, taking advantage of minority expertise 
and personnel and providing information about the causes, costs, and 
'J/'{~tlention of crime. 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE AGENCY 

Congress has never conducted a thorough investigation of 
LEAA. And no reliable inventory now describes with accuracy 
the nature, far less the degree of success or failure, of the 
105,000 grants LEAA has funded to date. In response to 
earlier criticisms, LEAA set up a Grants Management Infor­
mation System (GMIS), which is now the primary source of 
information about what LEAA has funded. But the GMIS 
figures are of questionable utility; grant descriptions on the 
GMIS are written by the grantees and not checked for accura­
cy; the categories into which projects are divided are imprecise 
and overlapping; and the same grant is frequently (but not 
invariably) listed in more than one category. Moreover, the 
system's coding procedures are informal, subjective, and unre­
liable. The agency does not require states to supply data for the 
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system. And the National Center for State Courts has dem­
onstrated that the GMIS information is incompatible and inac­
curate. As of February 14, 1975, LEAA could account for only 
39.9 percent of its fiscal 1974 Part C (action, as opposed to 
planning) block grant funds and for only 75 percent of its 1973 
Part C block grant funds, although 90.2 percent of the money ~ 
had been spent. 

Because of its failure to monitor or investigate the agency 
and its activities thoroughly, Congress must bear its share of 
the responsibility for LEAA's problems. As yet, no indepen­
dent congressional fact-finding has established the degree to 
which LEAA's policy goals have been flouted, compromised, 
or realized. Yet, independent of Congress, there is substantial 
evidence that LEAA, as currently structured and adminis­
tered, has generally failed to carry out the mission Congress 
gave it. On the basis of this evidence, and whether or not its 
other recommendations are accepted, the Task Force urges that 
Congress exercise more vigorous oversight regarding LEAA . 

The administration has proposed that LEAA be au-' 
thorized in 1976 for five years at a budget of $1.3 billion per 
year. The Task Force opposes five-year authorization at this time 
without a thorough restructuring of LEAA to eliminate its serious 
problems and weaknesses. The Task Force has designed its rec­
ommendations to bring about such restructuring. 

If LEAA and its program are restructured, Congress 
should carefully monitor the operations of the federal agency 
and review the findings of its evaluations of state and local 
programs. If the agency is not restructured, then this Task Force urges 
only a one- or two-year authorization, a cutback in the proposed level of 
authorization, and a thorough congressional investigation of LEAA. 

CONCLUSION 

In the seven years it has been in operation, LEAA has been the 
object of considerable criticism. Although some of this criti­
cism is politically inspired or simply unfounded, LEAA's per­
formance has left much to be desired. Nonetheless, the Task 
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Force believes that the federal government can plan a positive 
role in nationwide law enforcement. 

Ensuring that each of the numerous state, county, and 
local agencies responsible for criminal justice spends the fed­
eral funds it receives wisely and well is probably impossible, but 
the Task Force believes that the criminal justice system ur­
gently needs money, assistance, and information and that the 
states and localities should not be hindered in setting their 
priorities. 

The Task For<;e would prefer, of course, that federal 
funds be used for constructive programs rather than, as too 
often in the past, for showy but unnecessary hardware. The 
Task Force also would prefer the states and localities to make a 
serious commitment to comprehensive planning. But since the 
federal government cannot effectively enforce compliance 
with these objectives, it should do what itcan-.:supply the 
funds and the intellectual leadership that are necessary to 
improve the criminal justice system and may be sufficient for 
that purpose if the states and localities have the will to use them 
effectively. Without this will, even the most interventionist 
federal program cannot succeed. 

Until relatively recently, it was fashionable in some circles 
to treat law enforcement as a dirty business involving the 
persecution by uniformed "hard hats" of those poorer and 
weaker than themselves. Today, the realization has dawned 
that crime has victims and that the function oflaw enforcement 
and criminal justice is as much to protect the innocent as to 
punish the guilty. Consideration of the broader issues of this 
function is difficult for those who are caught up in its daily 
routine and struggling to handle the problems they face in the 
most expedient and familiar way. The federal government has 
a role to play precisely because it is distant from this daily 
rolllinc and can make available without cocrcioll-Io Ihc Iy»i­
('al overworked, 1I1ldersta ffed police chief, fOl' cX<lmplc-fl'<'sh 
perspectives and the financial means to apply them. The Task 
Force has devoted its efforts to outlining a federal program 
Ihat would serve both the law enforcement community and 
Ihe American people as a force for both humaneness and 
efficiency. 
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