
RESTRUCTURING THE LAW ENFO&lI."'~.",& .... & 

. ASSISTANCEADMINISTRATION 

HEARINGS 
BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME . . 
'OF THE 

'COMMITTEE -O~··THE rODICIARY" 
HOUSE OF I ~EPRESENTATIVES::;' ",-

. . . '. .\ .... :..; . ) - ',' 
, NINETY-FIF'rH OONGRESS.. ' 

FIRST AND SECOND S:mSSIONS :';\,:. 
~ .. '- . "'" .. ., .: . . -'-" 

\ ... :;,: / • oj 

• ~~---.., l' OCTOBER 3 4 20 1977· ANri\MARCH11~78 , _ "", "," . " ' . ,t, ' _. " 

!.~-: .. ,,-,,,,'" ,,~,:' 
! ~. ~. 

>' Serial No. 95-38 !." ", 

for the USe of Jhe Committee on the Judiciary 

.. \ 

! • ,.',-"'"' 
, , ~.''". . .... - \' .~ ~ .... ' 

". ~ . . ' 

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



U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute 01 Justice 

( 

134202 

Tills document has been reproduced exactly as received from the 
person or organization orlgmating it. POints of view or opinions stated 
in this document are those of the authors and do no! necGssarily 
represent the official position or policies of the National Institute of 
Justice 

Permission to reproduce this ~ material has been 
granted by 

p b1icI?gm.E:i)}/~.51:.h j:::_Ql1g:(!2_S S 
tL·_S_!_ HOJJse _Of_PJ~J)IeSeJ),-t_ati ves 

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)_ 

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis-
sion of the ~ owner_ 

I-

e' 



13C/'J()l.f 
RESTRUCTURING THE LAW ENFORCEMENT 

ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

LIBRARy 

DRUa3 ENFORCEMENT ADMI~ISTRA TrON 

HEARINGS 
BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 
OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDIOIARY 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTArIVES 

NINETY-FIFTH CONGRESS· 

FIRST AND SECOND SESSIONS 

PAR'r 1 

AUGUST 1; OCTOBER 3, 4, 20, 1977; AND MARCH 1, 1978 

2(}-613 

Serial No. 95-38 

Printed for ,the use of the Committee on the Judiciary 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

WASHINGTON : 1978 



COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

PETER W. RODINO, Jlt., New Jersey, 011airman 

JACK BROOKS, Texas 
ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER, Wisconsin 
DON EDWARDS, California 
JOHN CONYERS, JR., Mlchl:.;-nn 
JOSHUA EILBERG, Pennsylvania 
WALTER FLOWERS, Alabama 
JAMES R. MANN, South Carol!na 
JOHN F. SEIBERLING, Ohio 
GEORGE E. DANIELSON, California 
ROBERT F; DRINAN, Massachusetts 
B.AltlBARA,JORDAN, Texas 
ELIZABETH HOLTZMAN, New York 
ROMANO L. MAZZOLI, Kentucky 
WILLIAM J. HUGHES, New Jersey 
SAM B. HALL, JR., Texas 
LAMAR GUDGER, North Carolina 
HAROLD L. VOLKMER, Missouri 
HERBERT E. HARRIS II, Virginia 
JIM SANTINI, Nevada 
ALLEN E. ERTEL, Pennsylvania 
BILLY LEE EVANS, Georgia 
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON, California 

ROBERT McCLORY, Illinois 
TOM RAILSBACK, Illinois 
CHARLES E. WIGGINS, Californja 
HAMILTON FISH, JR" New York 
M. CALDWELL BUTLER, Virginia 
WILLIAl\r S. COHEN, Maine 
CARLOS J. MOORHEAD, California 
JOHN M. ASHBRIOOK, Ohio 
HENRY J. HYD1ll, Illinois , 
THOMAS N. KINDNESS, Qhio 
HAROLD S. SAWYER, Mic~i.gan 

ALAN A. PARKER, Gcneral Oounsel 
GAltNER J. CLINE, Stat! Director 

FltANKLIN G, POLIt, AS80ciate OOltn8eZ 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME 

JOHN COl'l'YERS, Jlt., Michigan, 01lairlltan 

ELIZABETH HOLTZMAN, New York JOHN M. ASHBROOK, Ohio 
LAMAR GUDGER, North Carolina TOM RAILSBACK, Illlnbis 
HAROLD L. VOLKMER, Missouri 
ALLEN E. ERTEL, Pennsylvania 

RAYDlilN GRlilGORY, Oounsel 
STEVEN G. RAIKIN, OOltn8eZ 

MATTHEW G. YEAGER, Oonsuzting Oriminologi8t 
ROSCOE STOVALL, Jr., A8sociate OOltnsel 

(ttl 

• 



.' 

CONTENTS 

HEARINGS HEL . ' 

August 1, 19'17 _______________________________ ---_________________ _ 
October 3, 1978 __________________________________________________ _ 
October 4, 1978 ____________________ , ______________________________ _ 
October 20, 1978 __________________ . _______________________________ • 
March 1, 1978 ___________________ .. _____________________________ .-_ 
Opening Statement by Hon. John Conyers, Jr:, chairman, Subcommittee on Crime ______________________________________________________ _ 

WITNESSES 

Armstrong, David L., assistant secretary, National District Attorneys Association ____________________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement _____________________________ .--___________ _ 

Arrington, Saul, representing LEAA's National Minority Advisory CounciL Prepared statement ___________________________________________ _ 
Bell, Griffin B., Attorney General of the U.S. Department of Justice ____ _ 

Prepared statement _______________ .:. _____________ '- _____________ _ 
Boggs, Harry, Director of Community Services, AFL--CIO_'_- __________ _ 

Page 
1 

35 
99 

171 
215 

1 

117 
123 
61 
61 

220 
216 
206 

Bosch, Alan, staff representative, Department of Community Services, AFL--CIO _ _________________ __ ______ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ _________ __ __ 206 
Prepared statement____________________________________________ 203-

Derezinski, Hon. Anthony, member, National Conference of State Legislatures__ _____ ______ ____ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ ____ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ 107 

Ewi:;,eIBi~T~ ~.~t~:~~-Direct~~-oith"E; N ;ti~;~ -i~;tittiti-oTL_;;w -E;: 105 forcement _____________________________________________________ _ 

Feel~y,· ~alcolm M., Department of Political SCience, University of WIsconsIn _____________________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement. __________________________________________ _ 

Fiederowicz, Walter M., Associate Deputy Attorney General, Department of Justice ______________________________________________________ _ 
Prepared statement ___________________________________________ _ 

Gregg, James M. H., Acting Director of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration _________________________________________________ _ 
Holman, Benjamin F., former director of the Community Relations Service, Department of J ustice ___________________________________ _ 

Prepared statement ___________________________________________ _ 
Lagomarcino, John, staff director, National Governors Association ______ _ 

Prepared statement _____ .;. _____________________________________ _ 

3 

67 
68. 

3-
4 

3 

171 
173 
161 
158 

McClory, Hon. Robert, a Representative in Congress from the State of Illinois _________________________________________________________ 26, 99 
Madden, Thomas J., General Counsel, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration__ __ ____ __ ______ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ______ __ __ __ __ 3 
Mazzoli, Hon. Romano, a Representative in Congress from the State of Jrentucky _____________________________________________________ _ 
Morris, Greg, chairman, Justice Planning Board, San Jose, CaliL ______ _ 

Prepared statement ___________________________ . ________________ _ 
Nejelski, Paul A;). Offi~e of Imp~ove~ent.s in the Administration of Justice_ 
Parsons, James v., cluef of police, Blrmmgham, Ala __________________ _ 

Prepared statement ___________________________________________ _ 
Rector, Milton G., president, National Council on Crime and Delinquency. Prepared statement ___________________________________________ _ 
Roberts, Jane, Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations ___ _ Prepared statement. __________________________________________ _ 

(III) 

117 
127 
137 

3 
192 
200 
181 
188 
86 
82 



IV 

Sart1t, Austin, Depar~ment of Political Science, Yale University ________ _ 
Prepared statement ___________________________________________ _ 

Stenberg, Carl, Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations __ _ 
Prepared statemen t ___________________________________________ _ 

Sheran, Robert J., chief justice, Supreme Court of IvIinnesota __________ _ 
Prepared statement ______________ .. ____________________________ _ 

Wald, Patricia M., Assistant Attorney General for the Office of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of Justice ___________________________________ _ 

Walker, David B., Advisory. Commission on Intergovernmental Relations_ 
Prepared statement __________ -_ -- ______ ---_ -- ____ -- --_________ _ 

Wertz, Richard C., executive director, Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, State of Marybnd ___ _ 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

Bufe, Noel C., director, Office of Criminal Justice Programs, State of l\1ichigan ______________________________________________________ _ 
Flaherty, Hon. Peter F., Deputy Attorney General, Department of Justice ________________________________________________________ _ 

APPENDICES 

Page 
251 
245 

86 
82 

268 
262 

3 

82 

39 

36 

3 

Appendix 1, Implementation of the Safe Streets Act; The Role of State 
Planning in the Development of Criminal Justice Federalism__________ 271 

Appendix 2. March 29 1978, letter from Noel C. Bufe, chairman, National 
Uonference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators; March 23, 
1978, letter from Jim Higdon, administrator, Georgia State Crime Com-
mission; regarding the testimony of. Attorney General Griffin BelL _____ . 283 

Appendix 3. Opinion of John M. Harmon, Assistant Attorney General, 
Office of Legal COUIisel, Dep!l.rtment of Justice, on the interpretation of 
th.e :V~canc! Act with respect to the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
mlllllllstratlOn_______________ ____ __ ____ ________________ ____ ____ __ 285 

Appendix 4. LEAA grant-supported. positions anci LEAA grants in the 
State of Geol'gia_________________________________________________297 

Appendix 5. Statement by the Honorable Ted Risenhoover on the needs of 
rural areas for law enforcement assistance __________________ . _______ 339 

Appendix 6_ Some examples of improvements to the Maryland criminal 
justice system submitted by Richard C. Wertz, executive director, 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Stateof Maryland_____________________________________ 341 



RESTRUCTURING THE LAW ENFORCK&IENT 
ASSISTANCEADlllINISTRATION 

AUGUST 1, 1977 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOM1IlTTEE ON ORUIE 

OF THE CO:UJIIlTTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, wt 10 :10 a.m., in room 
2226, Raybmn House Offiee Building, the Honorable J o11n Oonyers, 
Jr. [chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers, Volkmer, and McClory. 
Staff present: Hayden Gregory, counsel; Leslie E. Freed, assistant 

counsel; Matthew Yeager, consulting criminologist; and Roscoe Sto-
vall, associate counsel.. . 

1\'11'. CONYERS. The subcommibtee will come to order. 
The Subcommittee on Crime of the House Committee on the Judi

ciary will commence hearings this morning on the efforts to restructure 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, whioh has been 
undertaken by a group commissioned by the Attorney Geneml to 
draw up their recommendations in this regard. 

They worked assiduously for approximately 2 months, and t.his 
task force study group has now produced their recommenda.tions whicJh 
we have had an opportunity ito review. They have made them public, 
and they are our witnesses tod!~y.OvCl' tihe years It,he subcommittee 
has raised questions about the Law Enforcemen~ Assistance Admin
istration. They have been numerous and we have been critical over 
the years. 

The question thait seems to be very critical, in my view, as we wel
come 'all of you here this morning, is the examirraition of the method
ology.you relied upon !n. t.e~'Ills of getti:r;g your work going and dis
chargmg your responsIbIhtIes and commg to the findings. I would 
like to try ,to get an idea of precisely what was your analysis of prob
lems witJhin the agency, what went wrong, and what was ·right. t look 
forward to 'a dialog in that regard. 

Then, of course, your recommendations will deserve a fait' amount 
of time, including some indication of where you are going from here. 

[The opening statement o,f Hon. Jolm Conyers, Jr., follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR., CHAIRllfAN, Sunco]'rMITTEE ON CnUIE 

I am pleased to welcome here today the distinguished :members of the panel 
appointed by the Attorney General to develop recommendations for a new 
structure for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. This panel 
operatecl from April to June under the aegis of the DeDuty Attorney General. 

(1) 
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As those present may know, the House of Representatives last fall tried very 
bard to put LEU on a short leash-in fact, the House voted only a one year ex
tension to LEU. Unfortunately, our counterparts in the Senate wanted to give 
it one more try, and the agency, through compromise, received a three-year 
extension. Therefore, I am pleased to see a proposal which comes within a year 
.after the new act with recommendations that may dral'tically change the agency. 
This Subcommittee is meeting now to see just how dubstantial these recom
mendations are. 

We are very concerned about distinctions between what can be done adminis
tratiYely, what can be done under the Reorganization Act, and what needs to be 
legislated. And we are not unaware of the context in which the report appears. 
The Attorney General has, by administrative proclamation, closed down one 
layer of the LEU bureaucracy, the regional officeS. The Congress has cut LEU's 
budget almost $100 million from last year. Furthermore, the President has not 
yet appointed an administrator for the agency. Consequently, the bureaucracy 
rolls on, grant applications are received and approved, programs are cut and new 
programs are instituted in the same way they have been over the last eight years. 
There is no designated leadership that would infuse new policy direction to the 
program. All of the programmatic recommendations in the world cannot help 
this agency unless its leadership is sensitive to the fears and needs of the com
munities affected by crime. A whole new outlook is needed. How could a situation 
arise lIke that in New York during the recent blackout, or in Johnstown during 
the flood where people with no previous criminal records and no jobs wantonly 
loot their own neighborhood's small businesses, and what causes law enforce
ment officers to ignore looters and arsonists? Why didn't this happen in 1965? 
We are concerned with the causes of crime. We have urged the National Insti
tute to look into the relationShip between crime and lack of economic opportunity. 
Now nine years after its inception, the agency has commissioned a $600,000 study 
to do just that. Until the result of that 5-year study is in, no one will be n:ble 
to explain New York and Johnstown. 

The Study Group before us today suggested to the Attorney General that it 
was "critical that, after you have considered these recommendations, a phase of 
intensive consultation with appropriate leaders of the Congress and of state and 
local governments be initiated prior to any final decisions." The hearings sched
uled by the Subcommittee are for that very purpose. 

The report covered broad policy issues with specific recommended actions. 
Today we will heal' testimony from the members of the Study Group on the 
methodology used to develop their report. We will heal' how they view the last 
nine years of the operatioll of LEU and how they assessed its utility. We want 
to explore the sources of information utilized by the Group and the effect the 
sb.:ty-day comment period will have on the adotpion of the recommendations. 
We want to Imow llOW active the Justice Department will be in the leadership 
and policy drrection of the agency. 

We will also be exploring the programmatic recommendations of the Task 
Force. The report makes proposals for sweeping change in the grant structure 
of the agency. A llew "simpler program of direct assisfance to state and local 
governments" will be substituted for the block grant program. OUr Committee 
has been struggling with this question for years. Is the new proposal a euphe
mism for "special revenue sharing?" Congress has had broad expe.rience with reve
nue sharing and will be able to lend experienced comment in this area. 

The second major substantive proposal of the task force is to refocus the 
national research and development role into a strategy of basic and applied re
search and systematic national program development, testing, demonstration and 
evaluation. This Subcommittee has held five joint hearings with Congressman 
Scheuer'S Subcommittee of the Science and Technology Committee, and we have 
gained quite a bit of expertise on the matter of a national criminal justice re
search entity. We hope to explore in detail the panel's conception of a research 
institute. 

Finally, as I mentioned earlier, this is a panel of individuals with differing 
viewpoints. The Subcommittee is eager to hear how differences were reconciled 
and what caused the dissenting and concurring views. to be published. 

I welcome you all to these l:earings which I hope will serve as a fruitful new 
beginning for an agency with a need for new direction. 
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Mr. OONYERS. Having said that, we now recognize and welcome 
Associate Deputy Attorney General Walter M. Fiederowicz; Assistant 
Attorney General, Ms. Patricia M. Wald; General Oounsel for LEAA, 
Thomas Madden; the Acting Director of the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement, Blair Ewing; Mr. James Gregg, Acting Adminis
trator of LEAA, and Paul Nejelski, also a member of the task force 
study group~ 

We welcome you all, ladies and gentlemen. We know that the Dep
uty Attorney General has sent a prepared statement, and we would 
welcome you to proceed with it in your own way. 

TESTIMONY OF WALTER M. FIEDEROWICZ, ASSOCIATE DEPUTY 
". ATTORNEY GENERAL, ACCOMPANIED BY PATRICIA M. WALD, 

ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR THE OFFICE OF LEGISLA
TIVE AFFAIRS; BLAIR G. EWING, ACTING DIRECTOR OF. THE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT; PAUL A. NEJEL
SKI, OFFICE OF IMPROVEME1>1'TS IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF 
JUSTICE; THOMAS J. MADDEN, GENERAL COUNSEL, LAW 
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMHUSTRATION; AND JAMES M. H. 
GREGG, ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSIST
ANCE ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. FIEDEROWIOZ. Although the Deputy Attorney General cannot 
be here today, I would like his statement introduced in the record. 

I also have a prepared statement, fairly lengthy, of which I would 
like to read excerpts and have the full statement introduced in the 
record, with your permission. 

Mr. OONYERS. All of the prep3,l:'ed statements will be incorporated 
into the record. 

[The prepared statements of Messrs. Fiederowicz and Flaherty 
follow:] 

STATEMENT OF PETER F. FLAHERTY, DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE 

The hearingll which your Committee has scheduled to discuss the Department 
of Justice Study. Group "Report to the Attorney General" come at a most op
portune time because the Department is currently evaluating the recommenda
tions contained in the Report for restructuring the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

Attoruey General Bell and I have assigned a high priority to the improvement 
of'the effectiVeness and responsiveness of the Department of Justice's program 
of assistance to state and local governments for crime control and criminal 
justice system improvement. Among our initiatives in this area was the creation 
of the Study Group and our charge to the Group that it present for our considera
tion recommendations for change in the program. 

On Jlme 23, 1977, the Study Group submitted its Report to Attorney General 
Bell and me. On June 30, 1977, the Attorney General publicly released the Report 
and asked for specific comments on the Report for a period of sixty days be
ginning on July 1, 1977. 

In response to the Attorney General's request for public comment, the Attorney 
General and I have received a number of letters and reports which cogently dis
cuss the LEAA program and its future. I find this response heartening., As the 
Attorney General noted in releasing the report: "Crime is a problem. which 
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touches every one of us. A Federal roLe in this area must be shaped with the 
greatest possible participation of the American people and their elected leaders." 

At thistime and until the end of the sixty-day comment period, the Attorney 
General and I will be studying the "Report to' the Attorney General," as well as 
the variO'us documents that we receive in response to the AttO'rney General's re
quest fO'r CO'mmentary upon the Report. ' 

I know that the hearings which your Committee has scheduled will enhance 
the quality of the discussion of the issues raised in the Study Group's "Report 
to' the Attorney General" and will assist Attorney General Bell and me to' evalu
ate the Report and the issues which it addresses. 

The AttO'rney General and I lO'O'k fO'rward to working closely with you to re
solve those issues. 

STATEMENT OF WALTER M. FIEDlmOWIOZ, OFFICE OE' THE ATTORNEY GENERA.L, 
DEl!ART:MEN~ O'F JUSTICE) 

Mr.Ch~irman, I want to' take this O'PPO'rtunity O'n behalf of the Department of 
Justice and the members O'f the Study Group to' thank you for this opportunity to 
appear befo:re yO'ur Committee to discuss its "Report to' the Attorney General" 
regarding the restructuring of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

The Atto:rney General has made the improvement of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration and its programs one of bis top priorities. In April 
of this year, he organized the Study Group and asked it to conduct a compre
hensive review of the present LEAA program and to undertake a basic .rethink
ing of the Depaltment of Justice's piogram of assistance to' state and local gov
ernments in crime control and criminal justice system improvement. On June 
23, 1977, ,the Study Group submitted its Report to' the Attorney General and the 
Deputy Attorney General. On June 30th, because of his belief that a "Federal 
role in this area must be shaped with the greatest possible participation of the 
American people and their elected leaders," Attorney General Bell publicly dis
tributed the Report and solicited comments concerning the Repo:rt. 

During the comment period, which e;'{tends through the end of August, the 
AttorJley General and the Deputy Attorney General will be considering the Study 
Group's recommendations and the comments they receive from public officialS 
and the general public. Only after such a process has been completed will the 
Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney General adopt a position concerning 
the recommendations containe(l in the "Report to the Attorney General". Accord
ingly, I would like to emphasize that the conclusions and .recommendations of 
the Study Group in its "Report to the Attorney General" do not necessarily re
flect the official views of the Department of Justice on the issues addressed in 
the Report. Similarly, I would like to empbasize that at these hearings my col
leagues and I can speak only on behalf O'f the Study Group and not on behalf of 
the Department of Justice. 

Today. I would like to briefly outline the process followed by the Study Group 
in examining the LEU program and to highlight the key ilndings contained in 
the Report. In the session scheduled for Thursday it is my understanding that 
we will be asked to discuss the specific recommendations contained in the 
RepO'rt. 

Serving with me on the Study Group were six individuals who have had a 
wide range of experience in and out of government. Patricia M. Wald, Assistant 
Attorney General for the Office of Legislative Affairs, has among numerous otIier 
activities, serVed as a member of the President's Commission on Crime in the 
District of Columbia, as a consultant to the President's Commission on Law En
forcement and Administration of Criminal Justice and on the Executive Commit
tee of the Juvenile Justice Standards Project IJA-ABA. 

Ronald L. Gainer currently serves as Deputy Assistant Attorney General for 
the Office for Improvements in the Administration of Justice. Prior thereto, Mr. 
Gainer served as an attorney in the Criminal Division of the Department of Jus
tice and as Director of the Department's Office of Policy and Planning. In these 
positions, Mr. Gainer has had an opportuility to work on a number of criminal 
justice matters on a policy-making level and to review the operations of the 
LEAA program fOl' the Department of Justice. 

Paul A. Nejelski, Deputy Assistant Attorney General for the Office for Im
provements in the Administration of Justice, was employed by LEU in its Na
tional Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice in 1969 and 1970. He 
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sen"eel as Special Assistant to the Director of the National Institute and as Direc
tor of the Courts Program. He has also served as the Assistant Director of the 
Center for Criminal Justice at Harvard Law School and as Director of the In
stitute of Judicial Administration at New York UniverSity. Most recently, !Ill'. 
Nejelski served as Deputy Court Administrator for the State of Connecticut and 
administered the LE.A..A. court program in Connecticut. 

Blair G. Ewing, Acting Director, National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, has served as the Director of the State planning agency for the 
LEU program in the District of Columbia and as the Criminal Justice Co
ordinator for the Washington Metropolitan Council of Governments. He also 
served as the Deputy Director of the LEU Office of Planning and Management. 

James M. H. Gregg, Assistant Administrator for the Office of Planniug and 
:Management in LEU, sel'ved as the Office of Management and Budget ex
aminer for the Department of Justice, as an Assistant Deputy Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, and as Assistant Director of the Special 
l~.ction Office for Drug Abuse Prevention . 

Thomas J. Madden, the General Counsel of LEU, has worked on all of the 
legislation that has amended the basic LEA.A.. Act since 1968 and he served 
the Executive Director of the National Advisol'Y Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals from 1971 to 1973. 

Deputy Attorney General Flaherty and Associate Deputy Attorney General 
Bruce D. Campbell also attended some of the Study Group's meetings and par
ticipated in some of the deliberations of the Study Group. 

Staffing for the Group was provided by LEANs Office of Planning and Manage
ment and by the Department of Justice's Office for Improvements in the Ad
ministration of Justice. A key staff member working with the group was Robert 
F. Diegelman, Director, Division of Planning and Evaluation Standarcls, Office of 
Planning and Management, who attended all of the Study Group's meetings. Dr. 
Charles Wellford of the Office for Improvements in the Administration of Justice 
also assisted the 'Study Group and attendEd a number of the Group's meetings. 
Representatives of the President's Reorganization Team also attended some 
meetings of the Group during the final stages of its deliberations. 

The Study Group began meeting the first week in April and met on the average 
of two times each week for the next 11 weeks for a total of 22 regular worldng 
sessions. Dnring the initial stages of its deliberations, the Study Group examined 
and discussed the existing LEU program, studied how the program had evolved, 
and sought to identify its shortcomings. A number of sources of information were 
used during this period. 

First of all, I would like to note that the hearings of your Committee and of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee Subcommittee on Criminal Laws and Procedures on 
the 1976 reauthorization of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
were extremely helpful to us in our review. The Study Group also reviewed and 
considered :recent studies of the LEU program, including "The Report of the 
Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration" (1976), the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(ACIR) Report: "The Safe Streets Act Reconsidered: The Block Grant Ex
perience 1968 to 1975", and the "Law and Disorder Reports, III and IV." Other 
reports, including reports prepared by ACIR ancl the Brookings Institute on 
Fedpral assistance programs, were also considered. 

The Study Group also reviewed materials concerning the LEU program pre
pared by LEU officials. In addition, during the months of April and May the 
Study Group received a number of briefings by the heads of various LEU offices 
and programs. DUring these briefings, each manager was encouraged to be candid 
and forthright in his discussion and to make recommendations which the Study 
Group could consider in its deliberations. 

Other sources of information for the Study Group were public officials ancI 
members of the general public who had experience in observing or working with 
the LEA.!. program. I accompanied the Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney 
General to numerous ':leetings at which the LEAA program and its future were 
discussed. Members of the Study Group met with representatives of the National 
Go"ern~r's Conference, the National Leagne of Cities, U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators, the 
National Association of Criminal Jlistice Planning Directors, National Peoples 
Action, the Urban League, and the National Association of Attorney's General. At 
the invitation of the Attorney General, the National Association of Attorney's 
General appointed a task force which prepared a report and transmitted that 



report to the Department of .Tustice. A task force of the National League of 
Cities also met and prepared a report for the Study Group. 

Although the Study Group attempted to cousult with as many groups and indi
viduals as possible prior to its preparation of the "Report to the Attorney Gen
eral," members of the Study Group recognized that it would not be possible to 
meet with all interested parties during its initial phase of activity and felt 
strongly that there should be continuing consultation with public officials and 
the general public after the Report's Publication. Accordingly, in the Introduc
tion to the Reort, the Study Group recommended that "a phase of intensive con
sultation with appropriate leaders of the Congress and of state and local govern
ments be initiated prior to any final decisions on these matters." It was our hope 
that the Report to the Attorney General would stimulate a debate concerning the 
future of LEAA, and it is my hope that during the course of your Committee's 
hearings we will be able to engage in a meaningful dialogue concerning LEAA 
and its future. I know that I speak for the entire Study Group when I say that 
we perceive our Report of .Tune 23, 1977, as only the first step in the process for 
improving or restructuring LEAA. ._ .• 

Once we completed our examination of the exiting LEAA program, the Study 
Group turned its attention to the future. There was general agreement among 
the members of tho Study Group that the Federal government should assist 
state and local governments to strengthen and improve the operations of their 
criminal justice systems. The months of May and .Tune were devoted to an 
identification of the various options for a Federal program and to making recom
mendations for the adoption of specific options . .A.t the completion of this process, 
the majority of the Study Group made two basic recommendations, as follows: 

1. Refocus the natioual research and development role into a coherent strategy 
of basic and applied research and systematic national program development, 
testing, demonstration and evaluation. 

2. Replace the present block (formula) portion of the program with a simpler 
program of direct assistance to state and local governments with an innovative 
feature that would allow state and local governments to use the direct assistance 
funds as "matching funds" to buy into the implementation of national program 
models which would be developed through the refocused national research and 
development program. 

These recommendations will be discussed in more detail on Thursday in sub
sequent sessions of these hearings. 

In our discussions we attempted to focus on the broad policy issues which we 
felt should be addressed by the Department of .Tustice. Once a threshold decision 
was made, we were of the view that it would be easier to deal with the mani
fold subsidiary issues which the Report does not deal with. For example, we 
recognize that the issue of a formula for the direct assistance funds advocated 
ill i:<'\e Report is an important one. However, unlesG and until the Department 
of Justice is willing to adopt a position that (1) financial assistance should be 
provided and (2) such assistance should be provided directly to state and local 
governments, we believed that it would be premature to discuss all of the issues 
pertinent to the design of a formula. 

I would now like to turn to a brief discussion of how we arrived at our 
recommendations. During our examination of the LEAA program, the Study 
Group reached certain basic conclusions. The Study Group recognized that crime 
as measured by the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) Index offenses has shown 
a rapid and steady increase from 1960 to 1975. The crime increase of 13.6 percent 
from 1960 to 1968 was a major consideration of the Congress in creating the 
LEU program in 1968 as the first major program of Federal assistance to state 
and local governments for lawenforcement and criminal justice. Crime trends 
as refiected in the uniform crime rates, as noted by LEAA critics, increased by 
50.7 percent during the period from 1968 to 1975. The Study Group recognized 
the weakness inherent in measuring crime by UCR offenses. However, as the 
Report notes, victimization data, which is generally considered to be more accurate 
than DOR, shows that in 1975 that there were more than 40 million victimizations 
of persons, households, and bl'!)inesses in the United States. 

The Study Group also noted that as crime has increased, the Government's 
response to that crime problem has also increased. Federal, state, and local 
expenditures for criminal justice from 1970 to 1975 have doubled. Persons em
ployed in some phase of the administration of justice have increased from 852,000 
in 1970 to 1,128,000 in 1975. The increases in personnel find funds have not had a 
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significant impact on the crime rate as measured by UOR. They have not stemmed 
the rise in the backlog of the Nation's courts, nor have they curbed the over
population of the Nation's carrectional institutions. 

The Study Group also found that the public concern about the crime rate and 
the public demands for a Federal response to the crime prpblem have grown. A 
National Gallup survey conducted in May 1976 indicated that the crime problem 
was the cotmtry's most serious public concern, followed closely by violence in 
America, lawbrealdng on the part of government officials ancl the problem of 
drug addicts and narcotic 8.ddiction. Results of a similar poll conducted in 1964 
found the five most serious concerns were related to international and defense 
matters. In 1976, the Gallup Poll found that concern about crime was just as 
high in rural areas as it is in urban areas. 

The Study Group considered an analysis recently conducted for LEAA by 
the University of Pittsburgh Oenter for Urban Research. This study has found 
that there is an expressed public desire for a greater Federal role and more 
Federal action against crime. This desim has increased through the 1960's and 
into the 1970's. The Pittsburgh analysis found that increasing numbers of 
Americans favor the use of additional public funds for crime fighting activities 
both nationally and locally. 

IThe Study Group recognized that the high incidence of crime has placed a 
tremendous financial burden on state and local governments. Law enforcement 
and criminal justice agencies must compete at the state and local level with the 
educational system, the health system, and the social services delivery system 
for a very limited fund base. The need for change ill the Nation's crim.'inal justice 
system was recognized by the President's Orime Commission in 1961 and 'by the 
National Advisory Commission on Oriminal Justice Standards and Goals in 
1973. We recognized that competition at the state and local level for funds is 
so great that oftentimes there are no funds available to eJlOperiment with innova
tions and improvements in the criminal justice system. In many jurisdictions, 
funds available ,for the criminal justice system are not sufficient to maintain the 
curr'lnt level of services. 

The Study Group felt that changes must be made if we are going to deal with 
the crime problem and if weare going to be responsive to the public's concern. 
The Study Group felt that the Federal government ,has a responsibility to as
sist state and local governments in dealing with the very serious problem of 
crime. Failure of the Federal government to act, as the Study Group states in 
its report, would be a serious error. Only the Federal government has research 
and development resources which can encourage change and only the Federal 
government can exert national leadership that can encourage change. 

IThe lS,tudy Group then,turned to the question of what that Federal response 
should be and whether the LEAA program was capable of providing the appro
priate response. In resolving these questions, the ,Study Group recognized that 
there are certain constraints imposed on the Federal response. The Study Group 
identified these constraints as follows: . 

1. The primary responsibility for law enforcement and criminal justice rests 
with state and local governments. 

12. Federal resources devoted to the Nation's ,crime problem are only a small 
fraction of the amount expended 'by state and local governments for 'Criminal 
justice. The present LEAA budget of approximately $700 million amounts to 
only 1/20 of the funds devoted to criminal justice purposes at the state and local 
levels. 

13. The criminal justice system of this country has always been plagued by 
extensive fragmentation. In some cases the fragmentation was intentionally de
signed to prevent the concentration of governmental'power. 

14. Orime bas its roots in many social ills which the criminal system is neither 
equipped nor designed to solve. ' 

The Study Group,felt that in light of tbese constraints, the Federal role should 
bave two major components: 

'I. The development of national priorities and program strategies for respond
ing to the major problems which presently face state and local criminal justice 
systems. This component would at a minimum consist of: the systema,tic building 
at the national level of knowledge a:bout crime and the ,criminal justice system; 
the development, testing, demonstration and evaluation of national programs 
which utilize the knowledge developed; and the provision of technical assistance 
and training in the implementation of proven national programs. 
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2. The provision of financial assistance to state and lor.al governments, to aid 
them: (a) in the implementation of programs and projects to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice !lnd (b) in the development of 
the capacity to manage and coordinate the development of criminal justice vro
grams. 

I would like to stress the importance of these components because they pro
vided the fl"amewol"l~ within which the Study Group discussed the LEU pro
gram and formed the basis for the Study Group's recommendations concerning 
Federal efforts to assist state and local governments in crime control activities. 

Our review of the LEU program identified certain major weaknesses in the 
program. These weaknesses arose in part from the blocl~ grant structure of the 
LEAA program and in part from the efforts by LEAA to implement the Safe 
Strr.ets Act. The Study Group reached the following conclusions: 

1. "The detailed statutory specification of the composition, structure, func
tions and administrative responsibilities of the criminal justice planning agencies 
required by the law for receipt of block funds has impeded in many jurisdictions 
the ·effective integration of the criminal justice planning function into state and 
local government operations. Simply stated, the crimnial justice planning agen
cies created with Federal dollars and the accompanying Federal requirements 
have been frequently regarded by State and local governments as an unnatural 
appendage which they are willing to accept because it is the condition for ad
ditional Federal fUnding. In practice, many planning agencies are having very 
little impact on the allocation of total state and local criminal justice funds." 

2. "~'he detailed statutory specification of the content of the required state 
comprehensive plan has encouraged state and local governments to focus more 
on ensuring statutory compliance rather than on undertal;:ing effective planning, 
since they are virtually assured of Federal approval of the final product as long 
as all the requirements specified in the statute and LEAA guidelines an~ met." 

3. "The requirement for state comprehensive criminal justice planning has 
proved to be unworkable in most instances because of the different responsibil
ities and authorities of state and local governments and because of the great 
difficulty esperienced in specifying planning roles, responsibilities and relation
ships among state, regional and local governments in ways that all levels of 
government agree meet their needs." 

4. "Certain amendments to the original statute in each of the program's reau
thorizations hav.e only served to accentuate the problems noted above, since they 
have increased the administrative complexity of the program at all levels by 
further speCification of plan content and by the addition of new planning respon
sibilities in the areas of corrections, juvenile delinquency, and courts." 

5. "Over the last nine years, numerous Federal sttings have been put on al
most all forms of Federal grant assistance, the LEAA block grant included, 
through the passage of additional statutes imposing controls or limitations on 
the use of grant funds. According to the latest count, over twenty Federal stat
utes imposed controls and limitations on the use of LEAA grant funds. These 
statutes range from the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to the Inter
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968. Although each of these facts addresses 
an important national priority, the cumulative effect of their reporting and 
administrative requirements is staggering by the time they are passed on to a 
state agency administering the LEAA block grant." . 

6. "LEU has experienced over the last eight years a rather rapid turnover in 
its top leadership. There have been seven Attorneys General and five LEA.A. Ad
ministrators during the period of 1968 through 1976. This rapid turnover of top 
leadership quite naturally led to frequently changing priorities. In addition, in 
the early years of the program, criminal justice research was a relatively new 
discipline, and there was constant pressure to spend the grant funds appropri
ated to the program. As a result, national level programs were frequently initi
ated by a succession of top leaders without systematic program development or 
the effective utilization of available research findings. The cumulative effect of 
all these pressures has been the lack of a fully coherent strategy at the national 
level to develop systematically lmowledge about crime and the criminal justice 
system; to develop, test and evaluate national programs which utilize the 
knowledge developed; and to disseminate pl'oven program strategies and the 
Imowledge I,;ained to state and local governments." 

The Study Group also concluded that there were some positive lessons that 
could be derived from an examination of LEAA's history. The Study Group made 
the follOwing observation on page 10 of the Report. 
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"In summary, then, the lessons of the past nine years of the LEAA program 
nave been mixed. The comprehensive review undertaken by the Study Group 
led to the conclusion that there is the need for a major restructuring of the 
Justice Department's program of assistance to state and local governments for 
crime control and criminal justice improvements. This major restructuring 
must take place in the context of both the positive as well as the negative lessons 
of the past. LEAA. was always viewed as an experiment. It is time now to cap
italize on the lessons of nine years of experience and design a better Federal 
response to the nation's crime problem." 

Based upon its review of the LEAA program and its :findings, the Study Group 
identi:fied certain major issues pertinent to the future of LEAA, and made recom
mendations to the Attorney General concerning those issues. Mr. Nejelski con
curred only with recommendations Nos. 1 and 2 of the Report. 

As I mentioned at the outset, the Attorney General ana. the Deputy Attorney 
General are reviewing the Report. Over 3,000 copies of the Report have :been dis
tributed for public comment. A listing of the individuals and groups who have 
received copies of the Report is attached to my testimony. The Study Group will 
be reviewing and analyzing responses to the Report, as will the staff of the At
torney General and the Deputy Attorney General. Your hearings come at a most 
opportune time to assist the Department of Justice in its evaluation of LElAA 
and its future. 

My coleagues and I would be pleased to attempt to respond to any questions 
the Committee may have. 

DIsTRmUTloN OF TIrE BEPOR'l' TO ~'HE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

As of this date, over 3,000 copies of the report have been distributed among 
the follOwing groups: 

(a,) All members of the U.S. Congress. 
(0) All Governors. 
(0) AU State Attorneys General. 
(d) All State Chiefs Justice. 
(e) The Mayors of the 120 Largest Cities. 
(1) All State Planning Agencies under the LElA.!. Program. 
(u) All major national. interest groups including: 

(1) National Governors Conference; 
(2) National Association of Criminal Justice Planning Directors; 
(3) National Association of Regional Councils; 
(4) National Association of Counties; 
(5) National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administra-

to,rs; 
(6) National Conference of State Legislators; 
(7) National League of Cities/U.S. Conference of !\fayors ; 
(8) Ac1visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations; 
(9) International City Management Association'; 
(10) National Center for State Courts; 
(11) American Correctional Association; 
(12) Council of State Governments; 
(13) American Bar Association; 
(14) National Sheriffs Association; 
(15) International Association of Chiefs of Police; 
(16) National Legal Aid and Defender Association; 
(17) National Association of Attorneys General; 
(18) National District .Attorneys Association; 
(19) National Urban League; 
(20) National Association of Neighborhoods; 
(21) National Peoples Action; 
(22) National Center for Community Action; 
(23) National Council of La Raza; and 
(24) National CongJ;ess for Community Economic Development. 

(h) All :Mujor Newspapers. 
(i) The General Public upon request. 

Mr. FIEDEROWrcZ. Thank you. 
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.An additional member of our task force who could not be here is 
:Ronald L. Gainer, Deputy Assistant Attorney General for the Office 
'of the Improvement to the Administration of Justice. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take this opportunity on behalf of the 
Department of Justice and the members of the study group to thank 
you for this opportunity to appear before your committee to discuss 
its report to the Attorney General regarding the restructuring of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

The Attorney General has made the improvement of the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration and its programs one of his top 
priorities. In April of this year, he organized the study group and 
asked it to conduct a comprehensive review of the present LEA.A. 
program and to undertake a basic rethinking of the Department of . "~ 
Justice~s program of assistance to State and local governments in 
~rime control and criminal justice system improvement. On June 23, 
1977, the study group submitted its report to the Attorney General 
and the Deputy Attorney General. 

On June 30, because of his belief that a "Federal role in this area 
must be shaped with the greatest possible participation of the Ameri
can people and their elected leaders," Attorney General Bell publicly 
distributed the report and solicited comments concerning the report. 
During the comment period, which extends through the end of Au
gust, the Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney General will be 
considering the study group's recommendations and the comments 
they receive from public officials and the general public. Only after 
:such a process has been completed will the Attorney General and the 
Deputy Attorney General adopt a position concerning the recom
mendations contained in the report to the Attorney General. 

Accordingly, I would like to emphasize that the conclusions and 
recommendations of the study group in its report to the Attorney 
Heneral do not necessarily reflect the official views of the Department 
'of Justice on the issues addressed in the report. Similarly, I would 
like to emphasize that at these hearings my colleagues and I can 
:speak only on behalf of the study group and not on behalf of the 
Department of Justice. 

Today, I would like to briefly outline the process followed by the 
-study group in examining the LEA.A.program and to highlight the key 
findings contained in the report. In the session scheduled for Thursday 
it is my understanding that we will be asked to discuss the specific 
recommendations contained in the report. 

However, I am prepared to respond to any questions you might 
have concerning our recommendations if you wish to cover such 
;ground during today's session. 

Serving with me on the study group were six individuals who have 
had a wi.le range of experience in and out of Government. Patricia M. 
Wald, Assistant Attorney General for the Office of Legislative Affairs, 
has among numerous other activities, served as a member of the Presi
,dent's Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia, as fl. consult
:ant to the President's Commission or Law Enforcement and Ac1min
istration of Criminal Justice, and on the Executive Committee of the 
Juvenile Justice Standards Proj ect IJ A-ABA. 

Ronald L. Gainer currently serves as Deputy Assistant Attorney 
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General for the Office of Improvements in the Administration of Jus
tice. Prior thereto, Mr. Gainer served as an attorney in the Criminal 
Division of the Department of Justice and as Director of the Depart
ment's Office of Policy and Plalming. In these positions Mr. Gainer 
has had an opportunity to work on a number of criminal justice mat
ters on a policymaking level and to review the operations of the LEAA 
program for the Department of Justice. 

Paul A. Nejelski, Deputy Assistant Attorney General for the Oftice 
for Improvements in the Administration of Justice, was employed by 
LEAA in its National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice in 1969 and 1970. He served as Special Assistant to the Direc
tor of the National Institute and as director of the courts program. He 
has also served as the assistant director of the Center for Criminal 
Justice at Harvard Law School and as director of the Institute of Ju
clicial Administration at New York University. Most recently, Mr. 
Nejelski served as deputy court administrator for the State of Con-

'" necticut and administered the LEAA court program in Connecticut. 
Blair G. Ewing, Acting Director, National Institute of Law En

forcement ancl Criminal Justice, has served as the director of the 
State planning agency for the LEAA program in the Distriet of 
Cohmlbia and as the Oriminal Justice Coordinator for the Washing
ton Metropolitan Council of Governments. He also served as the 
Deputy Director of the LEAA Office of Planning and Management. 

James M. H. Gregg is the Acting Administrator of LEAl\", He also 
is Assistant Administrator for the Office of Planning and Manage
ment in LEAA .. He served as the Office of Management and Budget 
Budget Examiner for the Department of Justice, as an Assistant Dep
uty Director of the Office of Management and Budget, and as Assist
ant Director for the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. 

Thomas J. Madden, the General Counsel of LEAA, has worked on 
all of the legislation that has amended the basic LEAA Act since 1968 
and he served as the Executive Director of the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals from 1971 to 
1973. 

Deputy Attorney General Flaherty and Associate Deputy Attorney 
General Bruce D. Campbell also attended some of the study group's 
meetings and participated in some of the deliberations of the study 
group. Representatives of the President's Reorganization Team also 
attended some meetings of the group during the final stages of its de
liberations. 

The stndy group began meeting during the first week in April and 
met on the average of two times each week for the next 11 weeks for a 
total of 22 regular working sessions. During the initial stages of its de
liberations, the study group examined and discussed the existing 
IEAA program, studied how the program had evolved, and sought to 
identify its shortcomings. A number of sources of information were 
used during this period. 

First of all, T would like to note that the hearings of your committee 
and of the Senate J ucliciary Committee Subcommittee on Criminal 
Laws and Procedures on the 1976 reauthorization of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act were extremely helpful to us in 
our review. 
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In your opening statement, you noted some of the issues you had 
raised in 1976. \iV e have also focused on those issues during our 
deliberations. 

Although the study group attempted to consult with as many groups 
and individuals as possible prior to its preparation of the report to the 
Attorney General, members of the study group recognized that it 
would not be possible to meet with all interested parties during its 
initial phase of activity and felt strongly that there should be con
tinuing consultation with public officials and the general public after 
the report's publication. Accordingly, ill the introduction to the report, 
the study group recommended that "a phase of intensive consultation 
with appropriate leaders of the Congress and of State and local gov
ernments be initiated prior to any final decisions on these matters." 
It is our hope that the report to the Attorney General would stimulate 
a debate concerning the future of LE.A..A., and it is my hope that dur
ing the course of your committee's hearings we will be able to engage 
in a meaningful dialog concerning LE.A..A. and its future. 

I know that I speak for the entire study group when I say that we 
perceive our report of J1me 23, 1977, as only the first step in the 
process in the Department of Justice for improving or restructuring 
LE.A..A.. 

I would like to turn to the methodology that we used, a matter that 
you alluded to in your opening statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Once we completed our examination of the existing LE.A..A. program, 
the study gro1lp turned its attention to the future. There was gen
eral agreement among the members of the stlldy group that the Federal 
Government should assist State and local governments to strengthen 
and improve the operations of their criminal justice systems. The 
months of May and J 1me were devoted to an identification of the vari-
0us options for a Federal program and to ma1.-ing recommendations 
for the adoption of specific options. At the completion of this process, 
the majority of the study group made two basic recommendations, as 
follows: 

One. Refocus the national research and development role into a co
herent strategy of basic and applied research and systematic national 
program development, testing, demonstration, and evaluation. 

Two. Replace the present block formula portion of the program with 
a simpler program of direct assistance to State and local governments 
with an innovative feature that would allow State and local govern
ments to use the direct assistance funds as "matching funds" to buy 
into the implementation of national program models which would be 
developed through the refocused national research and development 
program. 

In our discussions we attempted to focus on the broad policy issues 
which we felt should be addressed by the Department of Justice. Once 
a threshhold decision was made, we were of the view that it would 
be easier to deal with the manifold subsidiary issues which the report 
does not deal with. 

For example, we recQgnize that the issue of a formula for the 
direct assistance funds advocated- in the report is an important one. 
However, 1mless and until the Department of Jnstice is willing to 
adopt a position that one, financial assistance should be provicled-and 
that is one of the options afforded to the Attorney General to say 

............ 
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"yea" or "nay"-and two, such assistance should be provided directly 
to State and local governments, we believed that it would be premature 
to discuss all of the issues pertinent to the design of a formula. 

I would now like to turn to a brief discussion of how we arrived at 
our recommendations. During our examination of the LEAA program, 
the study group reached certain basic conclusions. The stUdy group 
also noted that as crime has increased, the Government's response to 
that crime problem has also increased. Federal, State, and local ex
penditures for criminal justice from 1910 to 1915 have doubled. Per
sons employed in some phase of the administration of justice have in
creased from 852,000 in 1910 to 1,128,000 in 1915. 

The increases in personnel and funds have not had a significant im
pact on the crime rate as measured by UCR. They have not stemmed 
the rise in the backlog of the Nation's courts, nor have they curbed the 
overpopulation of the Nation's correctional institutions. 

The study group also found that the public concern about the crime 
rate and the public demands for a Federal response to the crime prob
lem have grown. 

The study group recognized that the high incidence of crime has 
placed a tremendous financial burden on State and local governments. 
Law enforcement and criminal justice agencies must compete at the 
State and local level with the educational system, the health system, 
and the social services delivery system for a very limited ftmd base. 

The need for change in the Nation's criminal justice system was 
recognized by the President's Crime Commission in 1961 and by the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards ancl 
Goals in 1973. "\¥ e recognized that competition at the State and local 
level for ftmds is so great that oftentimes there are no funds avail
able to experiment with innovations and improvements in the criminal 
justice system. In many jurisdictions, funds ava.ilable for the criminal 
justice system are not sufficient to maintain the current level of services. 

The study g.roup felt that changes must me made if we are going 
to deal with the crime problem and if we are going to be responsive 
to the public's concern. The study group felt that the Federal Govern
ment has a responsibility to assist State and local governments in deal
ing with the very serious problem of crime. Failure of the Federal 
Government to act, as the study group states in its ,report, wouJ.d be 
a serious error. Only the Federal Government has research and de
velopment resources which can encourage change and only the Fed
eral Government can exert national leadership that can encourage 
change. 

The study group then turned to the question of what that Fedeml 
response should be and whether the LEAA program was capable of 
providing the appropriate response. In resolving these questions, the 
study group recognized that there are certain constraints imposed on 
the Federal response. The study group identified these constraints as 
follows: 

One. The primary respons1bility for law enforcement and c;riminal 
justice rests with State and local governments. 

Two. Federal resources devoted to the Nation's crime problem are 
only a small fraction of the amount expended by State and local 
gove.rnments for criminal justice. The present LEAA budget of ap-

20-613-78--2 
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proximately $700 million amounts to only one-twentieth of the funds 
devoted to criminal justice purposes at the State and local levels. 

Three. The criminal justice system of this country has always been 
plagued by extensive fragmentation. In some cases the fragmentation 
was intentionally designed to prevent the concentration of govern
mental power. 

Four. Crime has its roots in many social ills which the criminal 
system is neither equipped nor designed to solve. 

The study g.roup felt .that in light of these contraints, the Federal 
role should have two maJor components. 

I have alluded to them, and they are set forth in greater detail on 
page 14 of my statement. 

I would like to stress the importance of these components because 
they provided the framework within which the study group discussed 
the LEAA program and formed the basis for the study group's recom
mendations concerning Federal efforts to assist State and local gov
ernments in crime control activities. 

Our review of the LEAA program identified certain major weak
llesses in the program, which are set forth in greater detail at pages 
15 to 17 in my testimony. Listing these weaknesses was not an attempt 
to place the blame in any particular spot. 

One of the problems we found: 
LEU has experienced over the last 8 years a rather rapid turnover in its top 

leadership. There have been seven Attorneys General and five LEU Adminis
trators during the period of 1968 through 1976. This rapid turnover of top 
leadership quite naturally led to frequently changing priorities. 

In addition, in the early years of the program, criminal justice research was 
'l relatively new discipline, and there was constant pressure to spend the grant 
funds appropriated to the program. As a result, national level programs were 
frequently initiated by a succession of top leaders without systematic program 
development or the effective utilization of available research findings. The 
cumulative effect of all these pressures has been the lack of a fully coherent 
strategy at the national level to develop systematically lmowledge about crime 
and the criminal justice system; to develop, test, and evaluate national program! 
which utilize the knowledge developed; and to disseminate proven program 
strategies and the knowledge gained to State and local governments. 

The study group also concluded that there were some positive les
sons that could be derived from an examination of LEAl~'s history. 
The study group made the following observation on page 10 of the 
report: 

In sum'mary, then, the lessons of the past 9 years of the LEU program have 
been mixed. The comprehensive review undertaken by the study group led to 
the conclusion that there is the need for a major restructuring of the Justice 
Department's program of assistance to State and local governments for crime 
control and criminal justice improvements. This major restructuring must take 
place in the context of both the positive as well as the negative lessons of the 
past. LEU was always viewed as an experiment. It is time now to capitalize 
on the lessons of 9 years of experience and design 11 better Federal response to 
the Nation's crime problem. 

Based upon its review of the LEAA program and its findings, the 
study group identified certain major issues pertinent to the future of 
LEAA, and made recommendations to the Attorney General concern
ing those issues. Mr. Nejelski concurred only with recommendations 
Nos. l'and2 of the report. 
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I think during the course of today's session we will be discussing 
our specific recommendations and Mr. Nejelski's concurrence with the 
first two. 

As I mentioned at the outset, the Attorney General and the Deputy 
Attorney General are reviewing the report. Over 3,000 copies of the 
report have been distributed for public comment. A listing of the in
dividuals and groups who have received copies of the report is at
tached to my testimony. The study group will be reviewing and analyz
ing responses to the report, as will the staff of the Attorney General 
and the Deputy Attorney General. 

Your hearings come at a most opportune time to assist the De
partment of Justice in its evaluation of LEAA and its future. 

My colleagues and I would be pleased to attempt to respond to any 
questions the committee may have. 

I lrnow Mr. Nejelski had a few comments he would like to make, if 
that is acceptable to you, or we could get to them during the course 
of the questioning. 

Mr. CONYERs. No; I would like to recognize him separately, and 
also any of you for any individual additional comments you would 
like to make at the outset. 

Mr. FIEDEROWIoz. Fine. 
nfl'. CONYERs. Mr. Nejelski ~ 
Mr. NEJELSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am sorry I can't be more optimistic about LEAA. Attorney Gen

eral Levi said it was hard to spend almost $1 billion a year and not do 
some good. I think that has been true, especially in the area of com
munity involvement. There certainly have been some accomplishments. 
I think of the work of Oscar Newman and Morton Bard, also projects 
in jury utilization, but these were developed much earlier, often with 
other funding, although LEAA has been instrumental in their 
implementation. 

It has been noted several times because of the 3-year extension of 
LEAA, that Congress realized this was an experiment. It seems to 
me after 9 years the burden shifts to the agency to justify its existence. 

I hope that my remarks will not be seen as partisan. I think the same 
problems existed under OLEA in 1965 to 1968 when it was run in a 
Democratic administration. It was a much smaller program, arguably 
much easier to administer with only a few million dollars. The evalu
ation that was done by Samuel Dash of Georgetown of that experience 
I think is excellent reading, and unfortunately still timely, '7 or 8 years 
later . 

.I think the Congress, and particularly Mr. Railsback, who I notice 
is a member of the committee, and others, did a great service in 1968 
in making this a program not run completely out of Washington. It 
would have been even more chaotic and subject to much more problems 
and abuse. 

I have a copy, which I will not submit for the record because it's 
far too voluminous, of an excellent history of LEAA written by Barry 
Mahoney covering the period 1965 to 1973. It is a dissertation at Co
lumbia University where Mr. Mahoney received his Ph. D. in politi
cal science. I think it details much of the history and turmoil that 
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has gone on in the program in the past, and I certainly found it very 
instructive. 

My feeling is, in many ways, the same as Senator Aiken about Viet
nam in the mid-1960's, "Declare it a victory and get out." I think there 
11ave been successes, but I think they become less and less important 
as the problems of the program go on. 

I have read the same reports, I have listened to the same briefs as 
my colleagues, but I think perhaps my experience has been different, 
and that has helped shape my views. 

I was one of the first employees at the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice in January 1969 when it was 
started. I think the problems of political interference, of studies being 
suppre....~ed,and the difikulty of hiring quality people have been docu
mented elsewhere. 

I will not belabor these points here. 
Since leav.ing the LEAA in 1970, I have worked on various grants, 

and consulted with the National Institute on two occasions about their 
annual plan. When I was in New York City as director of the Institute. 
of Judicial Administration, I worked with the Criminal Justice Co
ordinating Council in N ew York. I was shocked, Mr. Chairman, in 
meeting with the head of that agency, then Judge Altman, who had 
called me down there. He said he wanted our institute located at New 
York University Law School to monitor the juvenile delinquency pro
grams in New York City. We were supposed to do this on a volunteer 
basis. 

I said, ""VeIl, how many do you have?" He said, "Well, I don~t 
know." I think some of this lack of control is shocking, and I am not 
surprised to see in the Wall Street J oumal last week an indictment 
being handed down in the southern district of New York of someone 
who has received $66,000 in Federal grants from LEAA. to provide 
counseling for youths arrested for minor crimes. 

Mr. CONYERs. Weren't those police officers? 
Mr. NEJELSKI. No; this was a young man by the name of James 

Thweatt, and he was supposed to qe counseling young arrested per
sons. Instead he is .accused of buying two Mercedes-Benz, and using 
the funds in other ways. The following quotes convey wha.t I think 
is interesting abqut this matter. . 

A spokesman said that· LEU couldn't explain how Mr. Thweatt had been 
chosen to run the project because the money was administered by. the New York 
State Division of Criminal Justice. "We're four steps removed from any knowl
edge of the project itself," the LEAA spokesman said. 

A spokesman for the State Division of Criminal Justice said he couldn't ex
plain the situation either. "To be ca'ndid witIl you, I don't have the file. The people 
who. worl{ed on it are no longer l1ere." he said. 

Flinally, I spent the last 13 months before rejoining the D~partment 
of Justice as a deputy court administrator in the State of Connecti
cut in charge of Federal grants for Connecticut. I think it's based on 
those personal experiences as well as reading the reports and talk
ing to people and attending these meetings, that I have come to a few 
conclusions. 

One of them is that the planning process is an extensive hoax; that 
no State, with the exception of the District of Columbia, I think, has 
ever been refused funds. As long as there are powerful congressional 
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and political torces, 'Washington will not be able to live up to what it 
hopes to enforce. 

r don't thlnk that the Federal Government should go on subsidizing 
these forever. I think they have been useful in getting folks together 
that had never been together before, in getting some coordination. But 
I think the time has come now to put them on their own, and see if the 
States and the localities think they 'are worth continuing. 

In some ways it's like the judicial cOlmcil movement of the courts in 
the 1920's. Almost every State adopted them, and some have lived on. 
Those have been useful, but it's questionable to me that the Federal 
Government should go on subsidizing State planning agencies forever. 

I think the LEU 1uts had a disappointing record on standards. 
In 1973, the National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals 
spent a lot of money and time coming up with some very good stand
ards. Those were, by and large, not inlplemented or tested out. After 
5 years of work, the Institute of Judicial Administration and the 
AEA have come forward with juvenile justice standards only to find 
LEU has not one, but two sets of standards of its own. I am sm'e 
we will have a haH-dozen before the end of the decade if this keeps 
ongoing. 

Mr. OONTERS. How do you square your recommendation of termina
tion with agreement to the first two points ~ 

Mr. NE.JELSKI. Because I think there is the need fora Feder,~l role. 
I think there are serious problems, 'but I think an agency should be 
created outside of the Department of Justice that can address criminal, 
civil, and administrative justice problems across the board. 

'So, I can 'agree with the group, there is need for basic and 'applied 
research, and demonstration projects,at the Federal level. 

Mr. CaNTERS. All right. Are you nearly concluded ~ 
Mr. NE.JELSKI. Yes; I am, Congressman, if you wish to proceed with 

the discussion. 
Mr. CaNTERS. All right. I would like to get any further comments 

you ha,;e, obviously, to help us here. But we are under a terrible time 
constramt. 

The first, of course, is we are not going to be able to hold any more 
hearings for the remaining week before the recess. The committees 
have been asked not to hold any hearings whatsoever, and we prevailed 
upon the chairman of the Judiciary Committee at least to hav13 this 
hearing, so we can get it on record, and hopefully, encourage other 
people to participate in commenting on the recommendations. 

I am not sure whether we should start off with the most contentious 
problems or the easier ones, if there are any. But I start on a point 
of which there is obvious concurrence, that during the life of LEU, 
we have had seven Attorneys General and five LEAA Administrators, 
and of course, that sort of itself defines one major problem right 
away. 

Now, in the course of all of this leadership, I have been struck by the 
hostility and the arrogance which LEAA has displayed in its rela
tionships with the Congress. I state that not only as a recipient of some 
of the hostility and anogance, but as 01113 who perceives that that 
attitude was reflected in terms of a terrible failure to live up to ciyil 
rights mandates. 
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vVe kept rewriting the regulations. There was literally no enforce
ment mechanisms for enforcing equal opportunity and affirmative ac
tion programs. Ironically, when they finally cracked down, they 
cracked down on a case of so-called reverse discrimination. I mean, it's 
really one step removed from insulting people's intelligence. 

Now, what am I leading into~ I am suggesting that we must really 
clear the decks of all the old leadership. I have talked to employees 
that have been drummed out and forced out by unbelievable kinds of 
work conditions and attitudes that were operative in LEAA at dif
ferent periods of time. 

The whole notion was that the place made black people totally un
welcome. Here we have a prison population, the targets of the crim
inal justice system usually, with a majority of black people being 
involved. 

Yet we have an all white study group before us today. This hostility 
was very, very pronounced. The Oongress was treated with some dis
dain. The House of Representatives, at my urging, consistently re
ported l-yearauthorizations, and we made speeches on the floor that 
we were sending LEU a message, but we were speaking for our own 
edification, it seemed, more than anything else. 

The point I raise concerns the top leadership of the agency. I am 
thinking of a Presidential order reorganizing but never losing any
body, so it could be that everybody's turkeys from other agencies in the 
executive branch will be shifted to LEU. Shouldn't we start off with 
new persOlmel and make a clean break from the past ? Would that be 
objectionable on its face, or woulcl that meet with some violations of 
civil service, or perhaps civil rights? Why not start with a new team 
of leadership? Would that be critical in the reformation process? Is 
there anybody that has obj ection to it, firr:;t of all ? 

Mr. FIEDEROwrCZ. I agree fully with the concept, and I guess the no
tion is how far down one goes, and ther. whether or not one runs into 
civil service problems. I can't purport to speak as an expert as to what 
problems we might have, if you are talking about people who have 
civil service protection. I can't address that issue, and perhaps Mr. 
Madden, as counsel for LEAA, may be able to discuss some of the diffi-
culties we have. . 

As you know, the top schedule C leadership in LEAA during the 
previous administration is not there now, and we are going to be mov
ing very quickly, once the Attorney General has a sense of what the 
Congress wants, and where he wants to go, to bring in new leac1ership 
to try to give some direction to the LEU programs. That issue is 
being addressed. vVhether or not we can change the rank and file, or 
the submanagers, I don't have an answer to that. 

Mr. CONYERS. ,VeIl, please keep it in mind. I am hoping that after 
the recess, or if necessary during it, we can meet again to carryon a 
discussion, if you will. 

I' 
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Mr. FIEDEROWIOZ. I am hOPing that the attitude found previously 
has changed. I know I have spoken to your counsel on occasion about 
difficulties he has had with LEU, frankly, as a learning pro~ess on 
my behalf and on the new administration's behalf. Our report does 
not purport to say we have found solutions that no one else had fmmd 
previously. I recognize your committee and people in the Senate have 
had difficulty with the LEU program in the past, 'and we want to 
learn from our past mista,kes and work together to bring about im
provement. 

Mr. CONYERS. Now I turn to another consideration that I have been 
concerned with since I have been on the subcommittee. It's the idea 
of activating LEAA to work with community people, a consideration 
so elementary that it's almost patronizing for us to sit around and talk 
about it as some guiding principle. But in reality, ladies and gentle
men, that principle has been met with a hostility not just within LEAA, 
but within law enforcement circles generally; it's literally unbelievable. 

The point is this: We know that there is no way on Earth that 
the small number of people who constitute law enforcement at the 
local level can possibly match the kinds of challenges that have built 
up, particularly in urban areas. The fact remains that there is a built
in resentment that has been manifested in LEU in the way they 
have funded and the way they have treated those small groups that 
don't come with an impressive academic organization or institutiun 
in back of them, or that are not a prestigious arm of law enforcement. 

But when citizens come together, as we have been told at our hear
ings going back as far 'Us 1973, they can litemlly hang it up for even 
the smallest kinds of consideration, because LEAA has been concerned 
with how it can get large amounts to large groups and so forth. 
Never more clearly was this hostility manifested, aIter we were able to 
get an amendment to LEU legislation to provide for 90mmunity 
anticrime operations, than in how the office was to be set up. 

Here we were specifically delineating an office and a process under 
which small neighborhood and loral and indigenous groups of cit
izenry could come together and, 10 and behold, what was the reaction ~ 
,VeIl, it wasn't clear what the mandate was. There was some question; 
'What did these Members of Congress mean ~ ,~T e were told that we 
might have to submit a whole new amendment clarifying the process. 

Didn't we mean for these local groups to apply step by step through 
the labyrinth of redtape ~ .AIl kinds of questions were raised; I sup
pose not all of them were spurious. In the end, we ended up with some 
guidelines, after a lot of conversation back and forth, which essentially 
precludes small groups from funding. . 

Unless you are going to be a part of a National Urban League, a 
CETA program administered by the city of Chicago or the muniCipal
ities, or unless you are in some other e:~."isting national organization, 
there still a,ppears to be very little likelihood that a small neighbor
hood club or organization will receive ftmc1s to work with, for example, 
the 13 police precincts in Detroit. 
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I was advised by a lawyer at the lawyers trial conference going on 
here, that his house was broken into and that there seemed to be a 
resurgence of burglary in just one part of Detroit. My interest ,vas 
increased because it was my neighborhood also. If we could have those 
citizens feel that they were participating in the decisions that go on 
at their precinct, it would strongly augment the character of law en-
forcement at the local level in a very positive way. . 

It would seem to me that LEAA would be the main vehicle by 
which this understanding could be generated, and by which some of 
the antipathies of the past could be diminished. That, of course, ,vas 
not the case. 

I would like to just throw out a strong argument, if I could, for the 
notion that developing a program to massively deal with the com
munities would be an important step forward, especially, if we decided 
to reconstitute LEAA .. by setting aside several hundred millions of 
dollars for cOlllImmity allti-crime. I would really like your task force 
group to consider this, and what problems might be connected with 
it, because if we were to begin to involve the community and to break 
down the hostilities that exist, I think we could make a large step 
forward. 

1Yould any of you care to COlllllent ~ 
}\fl'. FIEDEROWICZ. I would like to comment briefly that one of the 

recommendations or one of the findings of the study group was that 
LEAA had not established priorities sufficiently, and I think one of 
the things you are telling us right now is that should be an area of top 
priority. I think if we were to change the structure or if, in fact, the 
pE'l'sOlmel were to work harder to establish priorities, we could move 
into programs like this rather than taking a shotgun approach on a 
hit or miss basis. We could conduct important research into this area, 
and we can have demonstration flmds to be used to supplement that 
research. 

Some of the things you 'are alluding to don't necessarily go to the 
structure of LEAA, but I think some of them do. The Twentieth 
Century Fund report states that the SPA structure, with its block 
grant setup, perhaps contributes to the problems you have mentioned. 
The Schattschneider theory sug,gests that such difficulties occur 
with state-operated programs. "What we are saying in. the report 
is that if we do have national priorities and we ca.n establish them at 
a, Federal level, we will do the reSearch and have LEAA personnel use 
some funds to supplement that research and undertake the tyP€S of 
programs you were speaking of. 

Perhaps Jim Gregg or some of the people from LEAA would like 
to respond generally as to the difficulty inherent in the present struc
ture, or to provide you with their views as to your comments. 

Mr. CONYERS. If yon feel inclined to comment, ladies and gentle
men, just join in the discussion. I am taking advantage of the fact 
that all of my colleagues aren't here today, and it gives me a chance to 
explore some of these areas in a little more detail. 
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You see, I see a conummity anticrime component and a juvenile 
justice component. Obviously we camlot walk away from the Federal 
concern with juveniles. Then I see two other areas that could be the 
target of some major components, if we were to have four components. 

One would be our research activity, and I refer you to the hearings 
that we just concluded with the DISP AC Subcommittee of the Science 
and Technology Committee, because I think you really want to care
fully consider whether you want a research arm inside of the De
partment of Justice, regardless of whose administration, regardless 
of who is the ~t\.ttorney GeneraL 

I am deeply concerned that w.e do not have in tlus country 'any re
search activity in criminal justice that is independent in the sense that 
some of our medical research units are-that don't turn on whose ad
ministration is in or on any political concepts, not to mention partisan 
ones. 

We need a body that can be a repository for examhung the pros and 
1 cons of many of these issues, that can make the analysis free of the 

influence no matter whose administration you locate a research bureau 
in. So I would urge that we consider the merits of locating it outside, 
at least in some quasi-independent capacity. 

The fourth lmit I would recommend for your consideration is one on 
corrections, and the argument I would put forward there is that re
cidivism being what it is, we should focus on that one place that causes 
a continuation of so much crime and criminal activity and antisocial 
behavior. 

So I would come up with, just for discussion purposes, juvenile 
justice, crime research, community anticrime, and a corrections 
component. 

Now, why would we use revenue sharing to shed us of what little 
responsibility that has been ours, when the reason we are here is be
cause there hasn't been any oversight, an(l what we would be doing is 
relieving ourselves of any further responsibility. That is one reason 
why LEAA was created in the first place. The local and State units 
cOl1ldn't do it themselves. Now amazingly enough, in some circles, one 
of the major recommendations is to continue the money flow but shed 
ourselves of any responsibilityz just give it back to the States. If yon 
will read the constructive critIcisms that flow from general revenue 
sharing, I mean, we have got problems in revenue sharing. 

Just to add more money, without specializing it and targeting it 
into criminal justice, would be to mea very questionable response to 
9 years of experience. 

Let me open this up for some discussion. 
Mr. ~IADDEN. Mr. Conyers, I share your concerns about the revenue

sharing aspect of .this thiI~g, and I tlUnk you need to build more ac
countability iIlto the program. We -debated vigorously in tJhe task 
force the concept of Federal control versus State and local control, 
and how you appropriately draw the balance between the Federal and 
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the State local control. At the same time there is criticism over ac
countability, there is criticism the Federal Government is exercising 
too much control over the program. . . . 

'What I did in my additional views was to attemp~ to b.mld ill sO.me 
accountability. In the additional views I cite certaIll tlllilgs I think 
build in accountability, and I would not favor personally the revenue
sharing approa:c:h, because there is no control. There is. a limited amo~nt 
of flillds available under the LEA.A. program, and If they are gomg 
to have some impact, there has to be some direction to the use of the 
funds. 

I think there has to be some mechanism for assuring control to see 
that the flmds are used wl.l~en Stalte. and local governments are pressed 
for financial assistance, and they are, so there is assistance available 
under general revenue sharing, under countercyclical assistance, com
munity development block grant programs, and the OETA block grant 
program that gives them a tremendous amount of Federal flmds. 

1Ve are dealing wi'bh limited flmds and dealing with the Nation's 
No. 1 problem-crime. So I think there has to be a focus between a 
researc:h program on Olle side that 'attempts, working with State and 
local governments, to identify solutions to problems, and certainly 
working in the community anticrime area has Ito be a top priority. 
There if? tremendous potential. That research will identify items and 
work into a demonstration program,and then will provide on the 
financial or direct assistance side a substantial amount of flmds for 
carrying out projects tJhat would lead to improvements in the criminal 
justice system, and would go beyond that. 

We say funds can't 'be spent for certain things. If our research 
shows us certain things don't work, that they are counterproductive, 
th!lJt they are the wrong way to approach things, if our research teIls 
us we shouldn't be spendingflmds on equipment or things like that} I 
think we could build prohibitions into tihe program. I certainly would 
urge 'a statute that would actively build in a mechanism thaJt says you 
cannot fund these things. And if you are going to use funds you have 
to flmd improvements. At tlhe same time you can give State and local 
governments some discretion in leJtting them select priorities. 

In a given area, local corrections may be a significant problem; in 
another area, drugs may be a probkm, burglary may be 'a problem, 
and we should give the locality discretion for seledting from among a 
Yl1l'iety of improvements those things that will help their communities. 

Mr. CONYERs. 'TIhank you very much, Mr. Madden. 
Ms. VV ALD. Congressman Conyers, I would like to make a few 

remarks. 
First, I would like to lmderscore my agreement with your emphasis 

on community involvement. My prior years outside the Depart
ment 11ave reaffirmed my feeling that community involvement is the 
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ultimate solution in terms of being able to get down to the grassroots 
problems in controlling crime. 

We have to involve the community. . 
Under the kind of mechanism that we suggested in the task force 

report, community involvement would be possible. In Mr. Madden's 
and my additional views we emphasize a particular set-aside for com
Immity anticrime, which, if it were even say 5 percent of the grants, 
would end up causi.ng more money to go into community programs 
than under the present setup. 

In terms of the Federal research and demonstration role, we would 
see our recommendation as allowing more concentration-something 
LE1-LA: has not been able to do in the past-that is, to take 7,8,9, or 10, 
however many concepts, really work them out and research ifuem, 
develop them, and test them in a few communities, and have special 
money allowed for their replication in many more communities. 

I would put, realistic and effective community involvement, in the 
criminal control process as my No. 1 or No. 2 priority for such a re
search and demonstration program; it would vie closely with juvenile 
delinquency efforlts. Hopefully in tlhat way we could work out the 
kind of commlmity crime -control relationships we have had such diffi
culty working out within LEAA in tJhe past. 

In other words, we need to be able to get money to local community 
groups and still have some kind of monitoring system that doesn't 
involve a huge escalaJtionin the bureaucracy. 

One other point I would like to make and a,gain it is based on my 
experience on the outside, working with some groups which have been 
LE",\..t\.. recipients, also spending 1 year on the advisory board for tlhe 
Institute a few years back-I came away from these experiences with 
the impression that one of the most imporitant things we coUld do was 
to marry LEAA research with actual demonstration and follow
through. 

I have sat on commissions over the years and I have come away 
with a slightly different viewpoint from my companion here, Mr. 
Nejelski. I worry that there will be too much research that will end 
up in volumes isolated from what is going on in the real world. 

One. of the. great innovations in a restructured LEAA would· be a 
rcqu~rement that good, sound. research be tried out in programs, to see 
how It can work. . 

I am frankly tired of coming to the end of several hundred 'page 
research documents and having to throw up my hands and sa,l:, OK, 
so now what to we do with it ~ I would like very much to see a national 
program which is focused on insuring that that research is devel
oped into workable programs which can then be put on the streets. 

Those, I think, are some of my priorities on how LEAA should go. 
Finally, a last wore1 on Mr. Madden's andmy additional views: ~Ve 

are very much troubled by the thought of any kind of pure revenue 
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sharing thatwouId be tantamolllt to saying, "take the money and 
rilll." On the other hand, we were impressed that we had not ill the last 
9 years arrived at the right mechanism for accoUlltability, that the 
very complicated State planning boards, et cetera, at the gubernatorial 
level were not the way to get accountability. 

Also, I had talked with several groups 'before I came to the Govern
ment who were frustrated by the vast number of LEAA regulations; 
little grantees were trying to figure out how they were going 0 incor
pOl'ate thousands of such regulations in their 20-page grant. 

It is time to relook at the structure of LEAA accountability and to 
simplify it. It should not be done away with altogether but I certain
ly think that we have to simplify the planning process and the Feder
al regulations. What we are doing now is trymg to arrive at a Hew 
compromise which meets those two sta.ndards: AccOlmtability and 
simplicity. 

Mr. CONYERS. You raise an excellent point in terms of accollltabili
ty. It would seem that as large and as experienced as our Government 
is in terms of trying to develop accountability across the board, we 
could arrive at some more efficient and effective means than we have 
in this particular area. 

Research and demonstration raises a very difficult and thorny area. 
I am hopeful that the task force will be able to talk to some of the 
people who are working in research-Saleem Shah and others. I really 
would think that just sitting down for an hour with the people who 
are trying to identify some of the problems would be useful. Pure re
search, of course, can lead us off into academia and later into the 
clouds, ivory towers, and nothing in terms of what affects citizens 
and law enforcement operatives. 

The other problem, of course, is that there are so many demonstra
tion activities that nobody knows what they are. 

I think one of the most interesting LEU grants that couId ever be 
given would be for somebody to find out, of all the hundreds of 
thousands of grants and demonstration projects, which ones actually 
worked. I mean, some good had to be done. 

Time and time again people have been given money to do some
thing that 14: other people have done with varying degrees of failure. 
Yet we keep replicating the failures and not identifying the successes 
sufficiently. If we have 200 or 300 ideas out of these billions and bil
lions of dollars that really are good, we ought to put them someplace 
where they could be identified and not lost on a shelf with hUlldreds of 
thousands of others. That would be a major contribution to our efforts 
in the past. 

Mr. NEJELSKI. If I might briefly respond to that, Mr. Chairman, I 
agl.·eed we need to learn from the past. 

1'Vhen I took over in Connecticut, I wondered how many grants 
hacl been given to the Connecticut Judicial Department in the last '7 
or 8 yearR. The information was not available; what had happened to 
them? Had they been picked up and modified ~ We need to learn from 
that. 

I agTee also with your comment about citizen participation. If I 
lllay draw on my experience, we had Quaker monitoring groups ob-
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serving in the courtrooms and other church groups who set up infor
mation to help people, families of defendants, providinliO" the bail and 
so forth. These people either did not want to receive LE . money be
cause of the strings attached or in one case where I was able to induce 
a group to apply, they were turned down by LEAA because they 
didn't have the bookkeeping capacity, and they felt they didn't have 
the accollltability; so I think there are some serious problems in try
jng to inject what is really the only force 01' one of the few forces for 
reform in the criminal justice system. . 

Finally, I would say I think just >because an institute may be out
side of the Department of Justice doesn't mean that it cannot be re
lated to action. 

I would agree with what r take to be the tenor of your rem.arks, 
that independence is terrily important, and I think this is an admin
istration dedicated to that. I would not have come back to Washing
ton if I did not think that were the case. I think there are just insti
tutional problems of having this kind of operation located squarely in 
the Department of Justice; and I would urge that you strongly con
sider methods to making this independent and outside. 

I think the Legal Services Oorpo.ration is perhaps a good model. 
They have a strong board', a strong director. You are always going 
to have problems of instability when you have an Attorney General, 
a Director of LEAA, and the head of 'a national institute-one of the 
three is going to be changing over a period of time and t1iat causes a 
lot of problems. I think we could set up something outside the De
partment that would engage in action and would not be just doing 
ivnl'y-tower research. 

Thank you. . 
lVIr. OONYERS. lVIr. Fierderowicz ~ Shortly, we are going to recognize 

the ranking minority member of the JUdiciary Committee. 
lVIr. FlEDERoWIcz. Just briefly, to add to what comments you have 

received already, I, too, would agree that independence of the research 
ar111, is impo,rtant. I am not convinced that it must necessarily reside 
outsida of the Department of Justice. 

I think that the NIH, or NIMH models alluded to earlier, as I un
derstand, lie wthin the purview of HE1V' and there are mechanisms 
separate them from political influence. I am hoping we can achieve 
independence within the structure of the Department of ,T ustice and 
also to address some of the concerns Mr. Nejelski addressed about po
litical influence. 

If we do have this .research and screening process, I think our dem
onstration funds can be focused on programs with high priority; and 
I think we could also be of service if we identified this 200 or so pro
grams you were talking about that are of top priority. 

Even if we go to a direct assistance program, the report is not talk
ing about a general revenue-sharing program where we just give away 
the money to State and local governments. It seems to me there are 
certain things we have. learned that should not be done. I think there 
is a list or negatives that we can say your monev should not be spent 
for the following. There are also areas in wh~ch we can say we en
courage yon to spend your money for the followmg. 
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Mr. CONYF..RS. Suppose we had these four components and States or 
localities could make choices within these areas ~ 

Mr. FmDERowIOz. Sure, that is one of the points we are making. ,Ve 
could say we are giving you money and you can spend your money on 
these. These are Federal priorities. ·We will have a 50-50, 60-40, '75-25 
match to encourage States and. to get away from this heavy bureauc
racy that we fOlmd distasteful. Other studies have talked about de
ficiencies inherent-and Paul Nejelski would agree-in the planning 
process. 

We are trying to cut down on the bureaucracy and get more dol
lars delivered; that is what we are going after. ,Ve are not saying we 
are going to abdicate our responsibility to provide leadership. I am 
hopeful we can create a streamlined system. This is step one and there 
are maybe 10 steps we have to go through. We want to get some reac
tion and then move forward on the second, third, and fourth steps. But 
this is the general concept we are talking about. 

Mr. CONYERs. Some 4 years ago when the Subcommittee on Crime 
was in fonnation, Robert McClory of Illinois was the raliking R.epub
lican member on that subcommittee, and he has demonstratt;ld a con
cern with LE.AA throughout his service on the Judiciary Committee. 
He is ,vith us today to add some comments and remarks. 

We are very glad you could join us here. 

TESTIMONY OF RON. ROBERT McCLORY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM ILLINOIS 

Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. . . 
I might say that in my view this hearing today is an extremely im

portant one, I think far more important than the othel' Members of 
Congress perhaps realize and also than the American public realizes, 
because we are facing a real dilemma, if not a crisis, with.regard to 
the whole area of the criminal justice system and law enforcement. 

I, for one, want to speak out very emphatically about my <?xtreme 
concern about whp,t is happening as far as LE.AA is cQncerned or 
some modification of it. I feel strongly myself that a reduction in ap
propriations for the LEAA program in the existing legislation by this 
Congress is extremely serious. 

I am informed reliably that a number of ongoing programs that 
are substantial and that are important with regard to the enforce
ment of the law and the reduction of crime in America are not going 
to be funded because of the fact that the appropriations have been 
cut. 

I want to commend the chairman fLnd the committee for our having 
had extensive hearings, hearing from every level of Government with 
regard to the LE.AA program, and receiving recommendations with 
regard to the existing defects and the need for improvement. Some 
of the things that are referred to in the task force's report are con
sistent with some of the recommendations that we made and that are 
embodied in the amendments to the law that we have. . 

Certainly the importance, as the chairman has brought out, of 
monitoring of these thousands of programs is vital, indeed, essential, 
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if we are going to get full utilization of the Federal funds that are 
being expended. The very useful programs that are being developed 
at the local levels should be evaluated to determine which ones are 
good and which ones deserve to be tried in other areas of the cotmtry. 

I would differ from the conclusion as I interpret it, of the task force 
report about having these programs developed at the national level 
and then disseminated around the country, because I just think there 
is probably very little chance that a national program would have 
more than just utility in some few areas. Certainly a program devel
oped in Idaho, for instance, might have very little use in Harlem ancl 
vice versa, and yet the program developed in Harlem might be very 
useful in Chicago and Los Angeles and Detroit, and the one in Idaho 
might have great utility in Maine and Vermont and some of the other 

, States of the Union. 
The thing that concerns me at this stage is that when the Presi

dent in the course of the campaign said he wanted to abolish LEAA, 
I was just aghast to think that a program that inlportant, the major 
program insofar as support of local an(l State law enforcement is 
concerned, would be abolished. I have a similar fear with regard to 
what appears to be the attitude of the present Attorney General and 
what seems to be implicit in the report of the task force. A substan
tial restructuring, sort of a redoing or a remaking of this whole con
cept that is implicit in LEAA, seems to me to· be a very dangerous 
route for us to start over again by restructuring to the extent that 
there is a massive revision. I worry about the fact that we have already 
apparently dismantled the regional offices. 

We are reaching a hiatus here,and I am extremely fearful about Ia w 
enforcement in this country during this period when LEAA is under 
certain attack and its demise seems to be being caused by a determined 
effort on the part of some without anything in place to replace it. 

I might say that after all our hearings-and we had extensive hear
ings-there is not one word that I saw in the task force report indicat
ing that one word of what we developed in the hearings was used as 
any input in the task force report. If there was, I would like to know 
about it. 

But one of the important things, I thought, and I guess there has 
been some reference to it here this morning, is the recognition that 
crime in America, if it is going to be solved, is going to be solved in 
the neighborhood and the block on the precinct and the ward. The 
chairman's recommendation, or his amendment, to the LEU law to 
establish neighborhood councils or neighborhood law enforcement 
agencies, seemed to me to be an extremely important improvement in 
the law. 

I would say that the law needs enforcement. I will make comments 
to the Attorney General with respect to the report in the hope that, in
steaclof a substantial restructuring, we will revise our thinking and 
recognize that LEAA can withstand some 'appropriate improvement 
and amendments, some changes, to make it better. 

The GAO has indicated ways; the Government Operations has in
dicated ways; and we have indicated ways in this subcommittee and this 
committee, and I think the chance of having substantial input as far as 
Federal support for law enforcement would be substantial. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to, at subsequent hearings, in September 
perhaps, present a more formal statement. And also I would respect
fully request that a day or time be set aside for the presentation of mi
nority views. 

I believe ],11'. Ashbrook would like to bring in a representative of 
State anticrime agencies and State planning agencies to provide testi
mony to our subcommittee, and so I do respectfully make that request, 
and thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 

Mr. CONYERS. I appreciate your comments, as always, and you 
are welcome to this subcommittee on which you have served since its 
inception. 

We are going to have other hearings and we welcome Mr. Ashbrook 
ancI yourself and any of the other members of the full committee who 
would like to bring in witnesses for an extended analysis. Vir e a,re glad 
you could join us and we will look forward to those hearings. . 

Do any of the task force members wish to be recognized at this 
point? Yes, sir, Mr. Ewing. 

Mr. EWING. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like to come back to some, 
comments of yours, your suggestion that this group meet with several 
people in the research community at the Federal level and elsewhere. 

\Ve at the National Institute are pursuing that and have been in 
touch with the National Science Foundation, with the National Insti
tute of Mental Health, and the National Institutes of Health, and 
while we haven't yet arranged for meetings with the whole of this task 
force, we certainly could do that. 

Mr. CONYERs. I think that is a great idea. I am glad that you appar
ently were independently pursuing it all the time. 

Mr. EWING. Second, Mr. Chairman, we have invited the National 
Academy of Sciences Committee which provided testimony to this 
committee to meet with us in mid-September in Washington and to 
discuss further its renommendations with respect to the National In
stitute. 

Again, we had plans to ask members of this task force to join us if 
they could for those discussions and suggested that it would be a good 
idea to identify those projects and programs which have been good 
ones, and to sum up what has been learned. 

In the course of our development of an institute agenda which was 
reflected in my testimony before the committee on July 21, we have 
been developing background papers on each or those major topics 
,,-hich include the areas that you mentioned earlier and those will indi
cate what the scope of those problems may be, what the major research 
findings have 'been and what the major lmresolved research issues are; 
so that responds at least to part of the suggestion that you made. 

It seems to me, finally, on the issue of independence, it is fairly clear 
that the task force was not altogether in agreement on that. 

1vIy own view is, since I support the task force recommendations, that 
the recommendation of the National Science Foundation and also the 
National Academy of Sciences were that every department ouo-ht to 
have its own research capability; and I firmly agree with that. ::::. 

It seems to me, as Ms. Wald suid, you can in fact locate research 
so far outside the mainstream of policy that research 'becomes, or at 
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least runs the danger of becoming, quite irrelevant for policy consid
erations, and somehow or other I think it is important to have a bal
ance, to strike a balance between the risks you run by having it within 
~ department as against the risk of irrelevance which isa risk you 
run outside a department. 

I really believe that there are mechanisms that can be developed and 
installed and made to work which can assure that independence will 
exist to the degree that it is necessary within a department and will at 
the same time assure that research does not become, as you put it, ivory 
tower, or blue sky or, irrelevant. I think that is really the issue. I come 
down very strongly on the side of having it within a department. 

Mr. CONYERS. vVhile you are mn,king that pn,rG of your examination, 
consider the fact that we don't have any undisputed research authority 
in this country on criminal justice. It is an incredible state of affairs 
in one sense. I would like the whole question of statistic keeping re
viewed as well. 

I think it was very important, and for quite salutary reasons, that 
the FBI was made the original repository of criminn,l statistics, but 
the truth, widely lrnown, is that most of those statistics, at least many 
of the local statistics, are merely forwarded from the concerned juris
diction, and what we face now is a flmdame.ntal crisis in such basic 
facts as-how many crimes are cOlmnitted ~ We are still on the grOlmd 
floor in terms of understanding the dimensions and the science of re
porting crime, and it may be quite appropriate, it seems to me, for 
us to consider whether we want the statistics part to be in the research 
arm or should it be separate from whatever finn,l research operation we 
agree on? 

Mr. Fiederowicz? 
Mr. FIEDERowIcz. Mr. Chairman, that is an issue that because it cuts 

across so many lines in the Department of Justice is being studied by 
another group reporting to the Attorney General, but I think it is a 
group that we are going to have to relate to because it does impact so 
heavily on LEAA. 

It is an issue that is importa.nt and the fact that we did not address 
it here does not indicate that it is unimportn,nt. It is under active con
sideration elsewhere in the Department. 

I might mention one other point. vVe did try to strike a balance 
between the national objectives and State and local discretion, and I 
think that one of the questions or one of the issues we would like de
bated is what that balance ought to be. 

W,) did, as I indicated at the outset of the hearing, utilize prior con
gres~.: .)nal debate on this topic, and I didn't allude to it because the 
report wasn't made public, but in 1975 the prior administration pre
pn,red a report similar to ours regarding the possible restructuring of 
the LEAA. We didn't have the benefit of any hearings on that report 
because none were held. The report wasn't made public. Certainly that 
is an issue we can focus on and I think utilize what was done pre
viously by both the executive branch and at the congressional hearings. 

We are not purporting to say that we are generating all these ideas 
on our own. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Would the chairman yield to me for a comment? 
Mr. CONYERS. Of course. 

20-613-78--3 
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Mr. MOOLORY. I was very interested in a statement by Mr. Ewing. 
As the author of an amendment that resulted in the creation of the 
National Institute of Ln,w Enforcement and Oriminal Justice, I am 
extremely interested in the future of that entity. I am encoumged by 
the fact that you are confelTing with the National Academy of Sci
ences, and the National Institutes of Health, and other such national 
research agencies, because I have long felt that a national research 
capability with regard to crime, where we are tremendously deficient 
and continue to be deficient, is essential. If we can pattern such an in
stitute after the other National Institutes and in these other areas, I 
feel that our concern with crime would be shown to be equivalent to 
our concern with health, and with science, and other national interests. 
I think we can improve the capability of the National Institute. 

I would only caution this-at least I would like to throw tIllS out
that there is a substantial effort-and I think it emanates in part 
from the American Bar Association-that the N atiOllltl Institute 
should be a National Institute of Justice which would concern itself 
with both civil and criminal law. I think that would be a dreadful 
mistake, because I have a strong feeling that if it becomes a National 
Institute of Justice, criminal justice is going to suffer and just be 
overwhelmed by the greater volume and greater interest that there 
would be, especially from the bar, generated with respect to the civil 
sideofthelaw. 

I hope you will maintain the concept of n, National Institute of 
Criminal Justice and Law Enforcement because I think thn,t is the 
gret.t need that we have and that is the original purpose. I hope 
meeting this need can be the ultimate development of this nationn,l 
institute. 

:Mr. CON1:""ERS. Let me shn,re my complete agreement with my col
league. He wasn't here for the hen,rings that this committee had with 
the Science and Teclmology Oommittee, but that point was developed 
in some depth. I was led to the same conclusion, thn,t we ren,lly hn,ve 
to sepamte out the criminal justice component or else it is going to be 
shortchanged in any combined research effort. 

I wn,s glad he articulated that. 
nfr. VOLlarER. 1Yould the gentleman yield ~ 
Mr. CONYERS. Yes; I recognize my colleague. 
jUl'. VOLlillrER. I would just like to say that one of the things that 

bothers me about those hearings that I attended, was the limited 
application of the research that had been produced over the years 
and the great amount of money tlutt had been spent, wasted-I will 
put it that way-in my 0pullon, just purely wasted. 

As I understand it, from the staff, there may be available some in
formation that I had requested from the persons who did the study 
of the research and made a report as to which programs under that 
research arm were worthwhile; and as I remember their testimony, 
there were only a couple that they could remember offhand. I question, 
as we are establishing priorities, what is the purpose of the whole 
program, and I question that research altogether. 

Mr. CONYERS. I hope you withhold judgment until the reports on 
the one or two successful programs are in. 
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Mr. VOLKlIIER. Yes; I am holding withholding judgment. I say I 
question the value of that research. 

The other thing I wouldlike-al'.cl I am sorry I came late-but I 
haye been somewhat in touch with LEAA fo::.' a good many years as 
a member of the Missouri General Assembly prior to this time. I saw 
it on that level and now am looking on it at this level, and relating 
back to the people who are stm working on it back there. I flnc1right 
now that they are in a state of flux; in other words, they are ready to 
bailout. They see it as a program with an end, in other words, an 
ending program, to be honest 'with you, Mr. Shail'man. 

I have received lettE'l's in my office from people who arc presently 
working in LEAA who have been there for years trying to find where 
they can get another job. How do yon ccntinue a regional council with 
a director and staff on $13,000 a year ~ So if we arc not going to be 
able to use it, what good is research, anyway? 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Volkmer, the report that you requested, was that 
from the National Academy of Sciences? 

:Mr. VOLKlIIER. Yes. 
Mr. EWING. ,Ve have requestecl their juc1gm.ents with respect to the 

individual projects. 
I think you may have clone, or the staff may have done, that inde

pendently also. ,Ve have yet to receive that information and indeed 
the National Academy has indicated its reluctance to share with us 
its ratings of individual projects. I am not sure what to do except, of 
course, that it is a contract and we n,re entitled to that information. 

Mr. VOLKlIIER. You have a contract with them? 
Mr. EWING. Yes, sir. 
Mr. VOLICMER. ,Vho looked at the contract, your lawyer? 
Mr. EWING. Yes, sir. We asked our counsel if we have the right to 

that information. Of course, we do. I would say, however, that the 
National Acaclemy has said to us that there were more than two 
projects studied. Their view is that while there were a large number 
of valuable projects, they looked at a very large lUunber of research 
projects and programs anc1 some were failures. 

I talked with Saleem Shah, the Director of the National Institute 
of Mental Health. He told me his program, too, has a fairly substan
tinlnumber of failures ancl a good number of successes, 

I am not sure there is a vast amount of difference there between 
our pl'ogram and others of like k"ind in the Fedeml Government. 

Mr. CONYERS. I c1on:t think we could imagine that they would with
hold this information. That is sort of an incredible position and also 
one quite damaging in terms of the conclusions that we might be left 
wit.h if thE'Y aren't cooperative with all the members of the subcommit
tee. 

Might; I ask about the Law Enforcement Education rrogram, be
cause I don't remember much being said about it, and it has become 
increasingly controversial in and out of the Congress; that is, the con
cept that members of the law enforcement operation should be en
titled to eclucation benefits almost as a matter of course by their par
ticipation in law enforcement programs. 

I suppose $30 million in an $800 million program isn't of the largest 
moment, but was there any consideration given to this, or was there 
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agreement that it was decided not to be mentioned in your tusk force 
report~' 

~r[r. FIEDEROWICZ. ,Ve studied the LEEP program, but the decision 
was made that we thought that we should g~t some direction from the 
Attorney General on the broad structural Issues that were confront
ing him. Then the notion woulel be there would be followup, a second 
'Or third study, and that the LEEP program would be addressed dur
ing the second tier of our deliberations. 

As I indicated previously, this report does not purport to answer 
all the questions that are raised with regarel to LEAA, but we thought 
these questions ought to be answered before we focused in on the 
LEEP program, PSOB and other specific components of LEAA. 

Mr. lILll>Dmi". ]Hr. Conyers, in a restructured LEAA, certain things 
like LEEP, have to be carefully looked at, whether or not they should 
be moveel into something like the Office of Education which admin
isters similar education programs. The same is true of the public 
safety officers benefit program, whether or not that should be moved 
to something like the Department of Labor which has hundreds of 
thousands of workmen compensation claims that are similar to those 
that con1.e ill the PSOB program. 

As Walter indicated, we did not get to that at this particular point. 
1Ve wanted to set the broad direction of the agency. 

Mr. COXYERS. ,Vhat are your immecliate plans for the future in terms 
of the scope of your activit-y ~ 

Mr. FIEDERowICz. As I indicateel in my opening remarks, we are re
ceiving some comments on our report. I think we would like to per
haJ.Js, since the Attorney General's preliminary views are due sometime 
in September, engage in further dialog with your committee once we 
get a sense of the direction he is interested in having the program 
take. 

I thiuk the cOlmnittee-it seems to me-will continue to exist and 
will be focusing on specific issues during the fall and next year, if 
there is a consensus developed of what ought to be done with regard 
to LEAA, rangi.ng from the spectrum of 'absolutely nothing, or what 
weare suggesting, or dismantling the agency, as perhaps Paul N ejelski 
is su~gesting. 

I think once we have some debate on that issue and the administration 
is willing to take a position, I think our group would be focusing on 
studying specific programs and on the implementation and serving 'as 
:a liaison between your staff and State and local leaders on this issue. 

Mr. CONYERS. Do you have an observation ~ 
Mr. NE.illLSKI. Just one or iwo. In terms of Mr. Volkmer's com

ment, I think there are some jurisdictions that are returning LEAA 
l1.mds and refusing to accept them. I lmow the court in Idaho, for 
'example, according to Administrator Carl Bianchi, LEAA funds are 
just not worth retaining and they like independence and I think there 
11re substantial problems with the program. 

I would just comment about the need for research in the Depart
ment of Justice. I think LEAA has been dedicated, as we Imow, to 
the State and local problems. It has not addressed, and cannot by 
statute, the Federal domain, which the Department of Justice has 
worked in almost exclusively until 1975. Our Office was created this 



33 

year, the Office Ior Improvement in the Ac~~inistration of Ju~tice in 
the Attorney GeneraFs Office. Even a $2 nulhon buc~get ~or thIS ~~ce 
to do rebearch and work in the Federal system, I thmk, IS c?mpat-Ible 
with the creation of LE.A...1-l. outside the Department of Justlce. 

The research tilmt has been done at LEAA has been of little value. 
to the Federal administrative or criminal system. 

Just a final COlmnent: I think that there is some value to considering 
civil and criminal problems together. :Thfany of the criminal problems 
have a civil counterpart. If you are worried about the exclusionary rule 
in re!!ulating police behavior, you might also want to look at the tort 
remedy that may be available; and I think instead of necessarily 
weakening, it could result in a strengthening of the administration 
of justice. 

Thank you. 
Mr. CONY£RS. Mr. McClory? 
Mr. MCCLORY. I would just like to make this observation: It Sef'llS 

to me we are developing something quite innovrutive with regard. to 
Jawmaking in (ill' country. I notice the chairman's statement that 
he is going to serve as liaison between this committee and the Attorney 
General, and 'between the State agencies, and I assume that out of 
this is going to come some change in the law. Either we are going 
to repeal the existing law or we are going to have some new law. 

I am just concerned about the lawma.kmg function of our country. 
Are we going to receive Irom you some draft bill or is the At
torney General going to prepare a draft bill ? 

Mr. FIEDEROWICZ. Mr. IV[cClory, I am sure the Attorney General 
would like to devote as much time to this problem as it deserves; and 
what I was saying was, I think this committee can serve a role in dis
cussing with congressional staff and at the State and local level par
ticular issues. That is not to say that the Attorney General will ab
dicate his responsibility to provide leadership in this area. 

So if I have permission to deal with the congressional staff, I would 
like to. 

Mr. MCCLORY. The amendments that we developed last year were 
amendments developed here in the markup session of this subcom
mittee, and then in the full committee, and it was a role which the 
Members of the Congress carrieel on. So I was just curious as to the 
extent to which the Members of the Congress were going to be dis
placed by i. task force or by some other--

Mr. FIEDEROWICZ. That is not my intention. 
Thank you. 
Mr. CONYERS. Hopefully, all of this is leading toa recommendation 

which will emanate from the Attol1ley General, whose ultimate dis
position will be determined by Congress. That is the understanding, 
It seems to me, that we are all proceeding under. 

Mr. FIEDEROWICZ. Absolutely. 
Mr. CONYERS. I, for one, want to indicate to all the members of 

the task force, first of all, that your presence and your statements here 
today have very strongly reinforced my hope that you would be con
structively and diligently pursuing your responsibilities. I feel far 
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more supportive now that I have met and talked with you, and I urge 
you to consider the work that you 'are doing to be of really great 
importance. 

I, for one, welcome the idea of discussion. It should have happened 
perhaps years ago and it may have led to a far more constructive turn 
of events than where we are presently. I think your decisions are 
going to be important and there is no reason for me to suspect that 
the Attorney General is not going to weigh them very carefully in 
coming to an ultimate recommendation. Whatever final views that 
you can collectively agree upon, you are going to influence a great 
number of other people, so that in a way, you are assuming a very 
important l'ole in the legislative process. I don't worry about that, 
and I certainly don't quarrel with it. I only hope that we can really 
move toward that sense of responsibility that I think is so urgently de
manded of this administration. 

The Department of Justice is the one area in the Govel'll
mGnt that can be most affected and changed ancl reorganized 
and, if I may say so, frankly, improved. It does not turn upon 
many of the appropriation considerations that form much of our legis
lative work. The Department of Justice and its many important agen
cies are subject to an immediate and very effective reorgani
zation without the benefit of Co~gress, and we are hoping that in this 
one area that we can work WIth you and send a message that I 
think is very much needed among our citizenry, that a fair and impar
tial justice and an effective criminal justice system that cloes not move 
upon emotions or activities of the times but that is really a permanent 
;and enduring operation, is perhaps our best guarantee of renewed citi
.zen interest in the body politic of our country. 

So I hope you will continue your work and that we will meet freely 
-with one another between now and the fall. 

Thank you all for coming. 
The subcommittee stands adjourned. 
[IVhereupon, a.t 11 :45 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 

reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.] 
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The subcommittee met at 10 :10 a.m., in room 2237 of the Rayburn 
House Office Building, the Honorable John Conyers, Jr. [chairman of 
the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers, Holtzman, and Volkmer. 
Staff present: Hayden Gregory, cOlUlsel; Matthew Yeager, consult-

ant; and Roscoe Stovall, associate cOlUlsel. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Good morning. 
vVe are today continuing our examination of the Attorney General's 

-efforts to reorganize and restructure the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

The Attorney General is to be commended for his prompt recogni
tion of the need for such action, and for starting in motion steps 
necessary to make it a reality. 

A study group appointed by Attorney General Bell filed its report 
with him in late June. The report analyzed the structul'e and the 
record of the LEAA program, and gave the Attorney General a list of 
:several optional courses of action, with its recommendations as to each 
·of the series of options. 
. Most admirably, the study group made no claim of infallibility of 
its own judgments, and, as its final recommendation, suggested that 
the Attorney General take no action on the group's reorganization 
recommendations until LEAA's clientele and the general public had 
-an opportunity to review the report and file their own comments. 

The Attorney General adopted this recommendation. 
\iVe have been reviewing those comments which have been sent to 

this subcommittee. I'Ve have been taking testimony from some of the 
witnesses who have submitted their own views consistent with the 
motion made by the Attorney General and his study group .. 

IVe will be hearing today and tomorrow some of those vle~s that 
have been com1l1lUlicated to the Attorney General. As we w111 soon 
llear, there is by no means lUlanimity or even a clear consensus as to 
the proper courses of action for the future of LEAA. 

In some ways this is a healthy state of affairs, for out of the com
peting and testing of ideas, we hope will come the best solutions. 

(35) 
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It is in this spirit of inquiry that we welcome our first witness, :Mr. 
Richard Wertz, director of the Governor's Commission on Law En
forcement and the Administration of Justice for the State of Mary
land. 

Welcome, sir. We will incorporate your statement in the record at 
this point. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Eufe follows:] 

STATEMENT OF NOEL C. BUFE, DmECTOR, OFFIOE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS, 
STATE OF l\fIOHIGAN ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENOE OF STA'rE. 
CRIMINAL JUSTIOE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS 

lVIr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the committee, on behalf of the 
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators and as 
Director of the Office of Criminal Justice Programs of the State of Michigan, I 
appreciate the opportunity you have extended to me to submit the views of 
the National Conference on the question of the reorganization of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration programs and the operation of those 
programs. 

THE NATIONAL CONFERENOE 

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators 
represents the directors of the fifty-six (56) State and territorial criminal 
justice Planning Agencies (SPAs) created by the states and territories to plan 
for and encourage improvements in the administration of adult and juvenile 
justice. The SPAs have been designated by their Jurisdictions to administer 
federal financial assistance programs created by the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 as amended (the Crime Control Act) ancl the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (the Juvenile Justice 
Act). During fiscal year 1977, the SPAS have been responsible for determining 
how best to allocate approximately 60 percent of the total appropriations under 
the Crime Control Act and approximately 64 percent of the total appropriations 
under the JuYenile Justice Act. In essence, the states, through the SPAs, are 
assigned the central rOlE! under the two Acts. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE STUDY GROUP REPORT 

U.S. Attorney General Griffin B. Bell created in April 1977 a Department of 
Justice Study Group Report to review the LEU program and recommend 
changes to improve the effectiveness and responsiveness of that program of as
sistance to state and lr;cal governments for crime control and criminal justice 
system improvements. On June 30, 1977 the Attorney General invited interested 
parties to comment on the Study Group Report entitled "Restructuring the Jus
tice Department's Program of Assistance to State and Local Goyernments for 
Crime Control and Criminal Justice System Improyement". The National Con
ference responded to the Attorney General with comments on AugnRt 31, 1977. 
Attached to and made a part of this statement is a letter to Attorney General 
Bell, dated August 31, 1977, from me on behalf and as Chairman of the Na
tional Conference. 

SUlILMARY OF NA1.'IONAL SPA OONFERENOE REAOTION TO THE REPORT OF THE JUSTICE 
DEPAI~TlIrENT STUDY GROUP 

The Justice Department Study Group concluded that the present LEU block 
grant program should be essentially abandoned in favor of a new approach to 
delivering Federal assistance to state and local governments for criminal jus
tice s~stem improvements. The National SPA Conference finds the Study Group 
conclusiollS amI recommendations largely precipitoUS and unsubstantiated. We 
believe the recommendations of the Study Group for restructuring the LEAA 
program are less likely to promote its own stated purposes than the current LEA..>\, 
program. 

The primary goal of the Stuc.:y Group should have been to recommend the best 
program for delivering Federal assistance to state and local governments for 
improving their criminal justice systems. Howeyer, incorrectly the Study Group 
chose as its primary goal the elimination of red tape. The Study Group was less 
concerned with the goal of SUbstantive achievement (improYing the criminal 
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justice system) than the goal of improving form (reclucing bureaucracy). We 
must conclude that to the Study Group, form was more important than substance. 

The Study Group recognized that tlle primary responsibility for law enforce
ment and criminal justice rests with state and local governments and supported 
continued Federal financial assistance to state and local governments. It advo
cated integration of Federal assistance into the normal budgetary and legislative 
processes of recipient governments so allocation of Jrederal resources could be 
considered and decided in the same manner. The National SPA Conference 
strongly concurs with these recommendations of the Justice Department Study 
Group. 

In rejecting the block grant concept as a mechanism for delivering Federal 
assistance, the Study Group opted instead to recommend a revenue sharing ap
proach, euphemistically called "direct assistance". In effect, the Study Group 
rejected the concept of comprehensive planning inherent in the present program, 
preferring criminal justice system "coordination". The National Conference 
strongly disagrees with the rejection cf comprehensive planning and the block 
grant concept. "Coordination", in whatever form, cannot be effective without 
good planning, priority setting and programmatic resource allocation. 

We maintain that the purpose envisioned for a Federal assistance program 
must be supported by the process selected to deliver that assistance. The mech
anism which can best deliver this assistance is the block grant approach in its 
pure form, unburdened with the categorization and red tape it lias been saddled 
,vith o,er the last eight years. 

There is a real need to reexamine, thoroughly and carefully, the LEU program 
of lJ'ederal assistance in criminal justice. The Study Group work does not con
stitute the needed reexamination. 

While the Study Group report represents itself as a "comprehensive review" 
of the LEAA program, the composition of the Study Group itself denies that such 
a review could lJe undertaken and credible recommendations produced. 

There are structural, administrative and management problems that must be 
l'esolved if LEU is to be improved. The Study Group has provided one perspec
tive on those problems, but its recommendations evidence unfamiliarity with 
the operations of the program at the state and local levels. In doing so, it ignored 
certain facts of life about the interaction at various levels of government and 
the need for planning. Thus, its recommendations are fatally flawed. 

The greatest significance of the Study Group's failure is that its proposal will 
not support the goals that body itself set for Ferleral assistance to state and local 
governments in criminal justice. Direct assistance and national research and 
demonstration administered under revenue sharing will not help state and local 
units to integrate Federal, state and local resources in a coherent strategy of 
improvement in the criminal justice system. Such a strategy remains to be 
cbarted. 

'.rhe National SPA Conference proposed that a representative task group (com
prised of: Department of Justice and IilllAA personnel, representatives of Con
gress, officials of state and Iocul general government; the SPAs; and their re
gional components) be convened to rethink the program of Federal assistance in 
criminal justice. We believe this group would recommend how to improve, not 
dismantle, the block grant, streamline Federal requirements, eliminate red tape 
and enhance planning. 

IMJlIEDIATE SIGNIFICANT PROBLEMS NOT ADDRESSED BY STUDY GROUP 

The Nutional Conference is concerned that the Department of Justice may be 
follOwing a policy of malign neglect with regard to the LEU program. As a 
result of the Department's actions or inactions, the LEAA program has been 
dangerously drifting. ~'he National Conference senses a lack of commitment in 
the Department to support the purposes, programs, structures and mandates of a 
Congressional Act. The Attorney General has given little personal attention to 
the LEAA program despite the fact the program represents about thirty percent 
of his Department's budget. He has not provided public support for the program, 
going, in fact, to the opposite extreme. Utilizing the excuse that he wanted to 
study the program, he has dono nothing. The top leadership of LEU has been 
absent from LEAA since February of this year. The Administration has made 
only one of its top five political appointments to LEAA. The highest positions in 
the agency, those of Administrator, two Deputy Administrators anrl the Director 
of the research institute, have been left unfilled for a period of seven months. 
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During this time major policy and administrative decisions have been deferred, 
and solutions of a short term nature have been adopted. Program continuity and 
momentum have been lost at the national level. 

The Department has not given significant support to providing adequate finan
cial assistance to state and local governments. '£he Department requested a $50 
million reduction in the LEU budget for fiscal year 1978. When it came to pro
viding support for its $704.5 million budget request before Congress, the Depart
ment's inaction was readily apparent to all. Moreover, on two occasions in the 
last foul' months, it has supported further financial reductions in state and local 
assistance. $2.2 million of state and local block grant and planning monies have 
been used to pay for the closing of LEAA's Regional Offices and the transfer of 
their personnel, and $2.7 million of fiscal year 1978 money will be taken from 
LEU to pay for increases in the budgets of the Civil, Criminal and Anti-Trust 
Divisions. 

The Study Group report did not address the question of growing federal 
bureaucracy and administrative expenses coming at the expense of state and 
local support. First, according to LEU papers, LEAA has 'been increasing its 
positions yearly: Fiscal Year 1976, 822 positions; fiscal year 1977, 830 positions; 
fiscal year 1978, 900 positions requested; and fiscal year 1979, 921 positions re
quested. At the same time, Part B planning funds for state and local planning 
has been reduced; fiscal year 1977, $60 million; fiscal year 1978, $50 million; 
and for fiscal year 1979 our understanding is the request for Part B planning 
funds will be only $30 million. All of this when the program is essentially a block 
grant and primarily administered by the states. Second, the At.tomey General 
decided to close the Regional Offices at an approximate expense of $2.2 million. 
To pay for this federal administrative cost, he decided to use money originally 
intended for state and local programming. The Attorney General has recently 
decided that $2.7 million of additional monies will be needed for the Criminal, 
Anti-Trust and Civil Rights Divisions in fiscal year 1978. 'l'hus, in the fiscal year 
1978 Supplemental Budget Request, the Attorney General has aslmtl for a $2.7 
million increase for those divisions and a simultaneous $2.7 million decrease to 
LEU's fiscal year 1978 budget. Third, it appears to be no coincidence that the 
overall Department of Justice budget has grown slowly, some individual divi
sions have grown significantly, and state and local grant-aid has decreasecl 
significantly. The logical conclusion to be reached is that the Department of 
Justice keeps within overall Presidential budgetary limitations and permits Di
visions of the .Tustice Department to grow by diminishing state and local assist
ance to improve criminal justice. 

The Study Group also faileel to note the failure or inability of the Depart
ment of Justice to consult with state and local governments prior to under
taking actions affecting their programs. As examples, first LEAA's consultation 
on how it will spend its National Institute, demonstration, data systems, techni
cal assistance, reverted dollars, 01' unallocated dollars is minimal or non-exist
ent. Asa result, LEAA programs undertaken often do not relate to state and 
local needs, are impractical or unrealistic. Second, the Attorney General 'Ilecided 
to close the LEAA Regional Offices without prior consultation. And third, the 
Study Group itself contained only representatives of LEAA and main .Tus
tice; it did not have any state or local representation. 

The Study Group, in general, failed to examine how federal actions may have 
contributed to program problems. 

NATIONAL CONFERENCE POSITION 

The National Conference believes that the block grant is the best way to· 
deliver needed federal assistance for improving criminal justice at the state al!(I 
local levels. Block grant assistance shoulrl be supporterl by research, demon
stration and technical assistance funds which meet state anci local needs. Re
search, demonstration and technical [lsRistance programs and grants shonld be 
initiated only after prior consultation witl! I'tate al1c110cal government. Red tape 
associated with these programs must be reduced. Federal, state and local plan
ning is essential for ultimate program success. 

NATIONAL CONFERENCE REC01.I:MENDATIONS 

All LEAA programs were just authorized 01' will soon be reauthorized. The 
Crime Control Act was reauthorized through September 30, 1979; the Juvenile· 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act will soon be reauthorized through 
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September 30, 1980; and tbe Public Safety Officers' Benefits Act of 1976 was 
given an open ended authorization. As a consequence, the LEAA programs bave 
several years to go before any expiration. These are important and continuing 
programs which cannot be left to drift. Thus, the National Conference recom~ 
mends, first, that the Attorney General give LEAA his immecliate and personal 
attention; that he appoint strong and effective leadership, filling the positions' 
of Administrator, Deputy Administrators and Director of the National Institute' 
ancl that he give stronger and visible policy direction and leadership to the' 
program. Second, we recomme11(1 that the Congress hord the Attorney General 
closely accountable for the proper operations of the LEAA program; and that the 
program be operated as intended by the legislation. Third, we recommend that 
the Congress and the Attorney General support LEU appropriations at the 
leYel of authorization; and not undercut statutory mandates through the ap
propriations process. The National Conference is particularly concerned about 
the level of Part B funding and Part C and E block funding. Fourth, we recom
mend that the Attorney General ensure that immdeiate steps are taken to reduce 
red tape Imd needless guideline requirements, Fifth, we call for LEU ll.l1d De
partment of Justice to consult with state and local governments prior to develop
ing or implementing plans 'and programs. Sixth, we call for LEAA to provide 
to state and local government recommendations, advice anci ass~stance after the 
review of plans, proposals and applications. All too often LEAA's communica
tions are limited to approvals, disapprovals or compliance monitoring. 

In terms of longer range objectives, the National Conference calls for the 
com-cning of a group representative of federal, state and local interests to develop 
recommendations for the improvement of the block grant program in time for 
the Administration to develop its Crime Control Act reauthorization proposal. 

I!'inally, in sUPl10rt the foregoing conclusions a11(1 recommendations, I am sub
mitting for your information a copy of a recent National Conference publication 
entitled: "Why the Block Grant?". A major point made by that report is that a 
significant number of problems anci red tape flow from the recent Congressional 
reauthorization of the Crime Control Act. 

The Nntional Conference woulcl be happy to make itself available to worlc with 
~taff of your Committee, representatives of the Administration and staff of the 
National Governors' Association to identify problems in the present program and 
recommell(l solutions. 

The Nntional Conference thanks the Committee for this opportunity to express 
its views. 

Mr. CONYERS. Please introduce your colleague accompanying you. 

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD C. WERTZ, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, GOV
ERNOR'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AJ,\1D THE ADMIN
ISTRATION OF JUSTICE, STATE OF MARYLA~m, ACCOMPANIED 
BY RICHARD A. GELTMAN 

Mr. ",VERTZ. Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the opportmlity 
to be ll0re and make my views known to the committee. I have with me 
here today Dick Geltman who is the executive director of the National 
Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators. 

As :vou indicated, I am the executive director of the Maryland State 
planning agency, and I also serve in the capacity of special assistant to 
the Governor of Maryland for criminal justice matters. 

",Vith your permission, I would like to suggest or request my state
ment, which I have submitted to you and the statement of Noel Bufe, 
who is thE' Cllrrent chairman of the national conference be entered into 
the l'('cord. I am appearing here today, I guess, in kind of a dual 
capacity. 

I am a past. chairman of the N ational SPA Directors' Conierence, 
and )'Ir. Bufe could not be here tocby. He asked me to present his 
testimony to the committee which I would like to do for the record. 



40 

I am also appearing here as an individual, and I have some rather 
strong feelings about the task force report and the future direction of 
LEAj\", some of which I believe might go beyond the official position 
of the national conference. 

So there is a separation between the two that I would like to make' 
clear. I wou'ldlike both issues or both sets of testimony entered into 
the record with your permission. 

Mr. CONYERS. Weli, I have some reluctance. First of all, I don't know 
what he is saying. I respect his position. I do appreciate the position 
that you are in, but I wish you had advised us before you wall~ed before 
the mikes, unless you have been talking to counsel about tlus. 

Mr. ,VERTZ. I ha ye tall;:ed to counsel. 
lVIr. CONYERS. I am not in the habit of dumping any statement that 

somebody brings into the record. ,Ye are not going for volume. I have 
no idea what our friend suggests from the SPA organizations, and 
I might want him to come in person. I have to very conditionally, 
1.mder those circumstances, accept it for our perusal and we will de
tennine whether it will be made a part of this record or not. I am 
sorry. 

:Mr. 'YER'l'Z. I mlderstand your position, sir. 
That being the case then, the remarks I would have to make would 

l'epresent my own point of view and I appreciate the opportunity to 
present thrm to you. 

I would like to do three things today, as briefly as I can, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I would like to very briefly critique the task force report. You 
a.1ready have seen a copy of my letter, and I would like to just briefly 
reit.erate some of the maj or points and some of the reasons that I feel 
that the task force report is not an appropriate way to proceed .. 

Once that is done, I would like to identify what I consider to be 
some of the major problems currently confronting the LEAA and the 
administration of LEAA and the crime control program, and last, I 
would like to recommend seven specific steps for resolving the prob. 
lems that I feel are currently inherent in the LEAA program. 

First of all, the critique of the task force report. In general, I feel 
that the task force report is inaccurate in its analysis of the problems 
confronting the crime control program and inadequate as a road map 
for its improvment. 

The task force itself was composed entirely of Department of Jus
tice employees. I believe that they lacked the insight. and experience 
in the crime-control program ,,:hich a much broader-based group 
could have provided. 

The task force plan of action for improving LEAA and the crime 
control program constitutes eithcr a retreat or a complete surrender 
in the war against crime which I need not tell you is far from won. 

lt substitutes a prolifcration of demonstration projects for the com
prehensive plmming, goal setting, and priority-setting system that 
has evolved at the State and local level over the last 9 years and which, 
in my opinion and the opinion of many other, has resulted in some 
very significant improvements in our Nation:s criminal justice system 
and the ability of that system to deal with our Nation's crime problems. 

It proposes mountains of additionalredtape, the total loss of physi
cal and program accountability, ancl erosion of State 'andlocal control 
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over their criminal justice agencies. r offer the follo"\ving specific 
comments on the major sections of the task force report: 

First of all, the recommendations relating to research and demon
stration projects. r guess, of all the sections of the report, r have less 
problems with this. 

The stated objectives of the task force, however, in the research and 
demonstration area are the very same types of recommendations and 
objectives that have been made by attorneys general and LEAA ad
ministrators and other LEA.A. and Justice Department task forces 
for nearly a decade. 

They are saying essentially the same thing. There is nothing new 
here. The reason that the recommendations of previous task forces or 
previous people who have studied that LEAA research and demon
stration program have not been implemented r don~t think has been 
a lack of desire on the part of the Department of Justice, but a lack of 
leadership within LE1L~'s structure, the fragmentation of the research 
and demonstration function within the LE.A.A. organization, and the 
simple fact that, at this point in time, dramatic cures for crime are 
just vel'y few and far between. 
If the task force report were adopted, the entire Federal effort 

would be redirected to"\yard a search for miracle cures and the imple
mentation of demonstration programs based on these cures. 

,Vl1ile it is true that a well-run Federal research and demonstra
tion effort could have an impact on the quality of our criminal justice 
and the crime control program, it is my opinion that the really impor
tant long-term changes in the criminal justice system will be imple
mented at the State and local level and they will involve not miracle 
cures but the implementation of things that we already know, things 
like- the consolidation of police agencies, the development of infor
mation systems for the courts, the development of standards and goals 
for the correctional systems. The cures are not completely unknown. 

The problem is that we have lacked the resources or, in 'Some Cc'l.ses, 
the ability to plan and implement many of uhe things that probably 
should have been implemented a long time ago. 

r am sUppOl'lting the idea of a consolidated research 'and develop
ment program. I support the idea that LE.A.A. discretionary gmnt 
money should be directed toward the implementaJtion of new ideas, 
but I don't think that it should be the sum total of the Federal 
effort. 

I believe that it is only the tip of the iceberg, and r think that, in 
the long term, the implelll!.mtation of much more mundane sorts of 
things are probably much more important and will have a much 
greater impact. 

Regarding the recommendations of the task force on assistance to 
State and local governments, the task force's recommendations in 
this area of concern I feeI evidence a basic lack of lmderstandinO' of 
the LEU program at the subgrant level, a failure to recoQ11izeOthe 
~dministr,ative . inefficiency of ~E.t\A, an inability to under~and the 
mterrelatlOll\slllpS among agenCIes III the criminal justice system and 
a naive conception regarding the management of chanO'e. ' 

To sl~mmarize.,the maj?r points in my testimony Ol~ this issue very, 
very bl'lefiy, a dIrect aSSIstance or revenue-sharing type of grant-in-
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aid program, such as recommended by the task force, would be simpler
only if you. assIDlled that the Federal GoverU111en~, the Department of 
Justice, unlike the St.'Ltes, could ignore or would Ign:o~e the numerous 
statutory requirements that currently a~ply to th~ Cnme Control A~t 
progmlJll. Just because there's a ol~ange III the dehver;Y ?ys~em doesn:t 
lllean that the other Federal reqmrements, such fl,S CIVIl rIghts, enVI
ronmental protection, historic site preservation, would not apply to 
the program. 

I don't agree with the point made i~ the task f?l'ce repo~i that the 
direct assistance program would be sImpler. In mct, I tlunk thrut 'It 

strono' n,r'O'ument could be made for the fa,ct tha,t it would be much 
more b con~plica,tecl. A coordinated statewide improvement program 
would be impossible to implement lUldel' a direct assista.nce program 
such as Iblle one recolluuended in the task force report. 

Mr. ChairmUJl, in my testimony, I cite an example of a statewide 
program ill the State of Maryland that ilLvolved 20 separate major 
lUlits of loca,l government as well as the State of Maryland. ,Ve were 
able, in the block grant concept of things, to coordinate the c.:lIorts 
oiall those jurisdictions and to tie improvements in our lower court 
system to LEAA funding. This sort of statewide improvement e:lIOli 
would simply not be possible in a direct assistance progra,m. 

The Ij:,hircl point in tIus area, the fOl'muh distribution system, in 
my opinion is connteI1)1'0c1uctive when it's used below the Statc.level. 
Such funding tends to dissipate available funds and make it impos
sible for large high-priority needs or opportmrities of the moment to 
be taken adya,ntage of. 

Fonrth, the formula flmdingat the substate level tends to redllce 
the fllndsavail able to large jurisdictions and to provide smaller 
jurisdictions with meanin!51ess grants that are really too small t.o 
implement a,ny sort of criminal justice change or criminal control 
activitv. 

Finally, the suggf'stions that direct grant-in-aid funds be nsed for 
match~ng demonstratior:- grant purposes is, in my opinion, laughable 
when It'S compared agamst one of the other thrusts of the task force 
report which is to pr'ovide the States and localities more antonomy 
a}1d more decisionmaking authority. In order for the smaller jurisdic
tIon to amass enough money to do something worthwhile, they are 
going to haye to playa gral:tsmanship game. They are g.oing to have 
to go after the demonstratIOn grant money. That's gomg to meo,n 
they are going to have less autonomy and less ability to implement 
their high-priority projects and programs. 

I would also point out that with this sort of grantsmanship pres
sure being exerted on LEAA that the likely end result would be a 
dilution of the research and development effort. There would be tre
mendous pressures aimed at trying to get LEAA to fund thinD'S that 
were compatible with local needs and priorities. b 

Regarding the recommendations on minimum levels of assistance, 
the task force recommendation to require minimum levels of assistance 
to certain high priority functional areas, however well intended, fails 
to recognize how the financial aid system works and the unique nature 
of the separation of funds and duties within each individual State. 
Under a direct assistance or revenue-sharing program, the a,llocation 
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of funds to a particular functional area is really an accountant's 
charade. It's worked this way in revenue sharing. If you want half the 
money to go to police, then the accountants in the jurisdictions can 
make it come out that way. And simply put, that is what is happen
ing, in my opinion, to the revenue-sharing program. 

I wouid also point out that a functional balance in terms of dis
tributing funds among various criminal justice functions is simply not 
appropnate for many jurisdi~tions. For example, only one munici
pality out of over a hundred m the State of Maryland has a court 
function. All the rest just simply do not, because Ws a State Dmction 
or it's a county function. 

To require the jurisdictions in Maryland under an assistance pro
gram to mandate a certain percentage of the money they get to the 
courts is simply ludicrous. Again I feel the members of the task force 
failed to recognize the uniqueness in the individual State criminal jus
tice systems, and this recommendation is simply not responsive to 
that basic fact of life. 

Regarding the recommendations on coordination, the fact that the 
task force chose to dwell on the concept of coordination is clear evi
dence of its lack of insight into the problems of criminal justice reform 
at the State and local level. Coordination can be very valuable, par
ticularly on a day-to-day operational basis. However, what we need in 
the criminal justice system in this country is the establishment of 
strategic policies, the development of comprehensive plans, and a set
ting of priorities. "Vi! e need some long-term comprehensive thinHng 
about where we should go and what we ought to do, and those long
range plans ought not to take into account particularly the status quo 
of the existing system. 

In my opinion, the coordination reconunendation would encourage 
deals and the dividing of the Federal pot among police, courts, and 
corrections agencies. It would encourage everybody to arrive at an 
accommodation so that everybody would stay out of everybody else's 
turf. In my opinion, this section of the report calls for a retreat back 
to the every-man-for-himself policies of the criminal justice system 
of 15 years ago. It would be tragic, I ibeli(we, to seethe watered-down 
concept of coordination replace the more worthy goals of compre
hensive interdisciplinary criminal justice planning as defined by the 
Congress in the Crime Control Act. 

Regarding the recommendations on the limitation of use of direct 
assistance, the task force recommendation in this area was a very 
interesting one. However, a good-faith attempt to implement the 
requirement would require an army of auditors; computers; massive 
amolmts of redbape; and a need for the Department of Justice to 
relate to thousands of grantees, each lumdreds of miles away. It is 
interesting to note that such factors as cost effectiveness, for example, 
that would normally be weighecl in the expenditure of Federal funds 
are apparently ignored by the task force. 

I would also point out that without an assumption o:E the cost pro
vision, which is not addressed in the task force report, all the impact 
that Federal funds would have would be lost after the first year be
cause there would be no requirement for the localities or the State to 
pick up projects after 'a reasonable period of time. So aiter the first 
year of opemtion, in essence, you are out of business. 
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I would think it must be obvious by now that I don't particularly 
like much of what I ha.ve read in the task force report to the Attorney 
General. I do, however, a.gree with the ta.sk force in its basic assump
tions tha.t they a.re serious prolblems in the crime control program 
a.nd tha.t immeclia.te action is required if our objectives in crime control 
a.ml crimina.l justice improvement a.re to be met. 

In my remaining time, I would like to quickly identify seven of 
what I consider to be the program's most pressing' problems and pre
sent my specific recommendations for resolving these problems. 

First, over the last 8 months the positions of a.clministrator, deputy 
administrator for administration, and deputy 'administrator for pro
grams in LEAA. have become va.ca.nt. Some of the results of this tota.l 
leadership void ha.ve been increased confusion in the LEL~ (liscre
tiona.ry gmnt program, a.ncl the inability on the part of LEAA. to 
m'ake critica.l policy decisions in a. timely manner a.nd the creation of 
lmcertainty and low employee moml in pla.nning units at the Fec1eml, 
State, a.nclloca.llevels. In addition, a. major cut in the action fl.mds 
available to the States and the loca.lities, I feel, must be blamed on 
the lack of an 'administrator at LEAA. There was simply no Federal 
officia.l of a.ny stature willing and able to defend LEAA.'s budget 
request. 

Lastly, I Ibelieve that the absence of a Presidentially appointed 
'administrator in LEAA. ha.s resulted in a runaway burea.ucracy in the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency, which is headed bya 
Presidentia.lly a.ppointed associate administrator who seems, quite 
fra.nkly, reluctant to deal with the a.cting administrator or with 
LEAA. That in turn has meant much confusion to the States and 
localities in terms of the administration of the juvenile justice 
program. 

My first spr,"_ific recommendation for you and the committee is that 
the Attorney General should be urged to immediately ta.ke steps to 
recruit and a.ppoint requested individuals to the rositions of Aclminis
tl'ator, Deputy Administrator for AdministratIOn, and Deputy Ad
ministrator for Programs of LE.A ... A., I point out also that the DIrector 
of the Research Institute of LEAA. is a.lso vacant, and ha.s been for 6 
months. Tha.t, too, is a critical position. 

Incidentally, the Na.tiona.l Governors Conference, which I believe 
will testify tomorrow, concurs with me in this recommendation. 

Point No.2. In June of this year, the Depa.rtment of Justice an
nounced that LEA1\.'S 10 regional offices would be closed on Octo
ber 1. The annOlmcement came as a. complete surprise to everybody, 
including, appa.rently, the Acting Administra.tor of LEAA.. The deci
sion to close the regional offices was made prior to the completion of 
the Department of Justice's task force report on restructuring of the 
crime control program and prior to the development of any alternative 
program delivery structure. The result of this poorly planned a.nd ill
conceived change in LEAA.'s administrative structure has been near 
tota.l chaos. 

For exa.mple the States were not certa.in, until they actually sub
mitted their 1978 comprehensive plans, who within the LEAA.·struc
ture, or at which level their plans would be reviewed and approved. 
The fact is that this uncertainty has resulted in delays in plan review 
tha.t a.re running fa.r beyond what we experienced last yea.r. 
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Mr. CONURS. Could I urge you to summarize your other six points 
as quickly as you can? 

Mr. WERTZ. Yes, sir. 
My second recommendation is very simply that the new LEAA 

Administrator should be directed to place top priority on resolving 
the management chaos in part caused by the unplanned closing or 
LE.AJ\.'s regional offices, and a greater decisionmaking authority 
should be delegated to the States and the localities S0 that unnecessary 
delays in program administration can be avoided. 

The third point relates to the understanding that we have that the 
Department of Justice has directed LEAA to submit a fiscal year 1979 
budget request ror part B planning which supports State, regional, 
and local planning activities of only $30 million. This cut of over 50 
percent when compared to the previous fiscal year or 40 percent "hen 
compared to tIns fiscal year would really cause disastrous conseqL ~l.ces 
to the planning apparatus currently in place. 

Simply put, we would not be able to meet the congressional man
dates in the administration of the program. So recommendation three 
is that the Congress should reject apparent plans by the Attorney Gen
eral to further cut planning funds available by 40 percent since such 
an action would make implementation of the goals and directives of 
the Congress impossible. 

Congress rightly set very high goals for the crime control program. 
However, in order to meet these goals, it is necessary to have adequate 
funding. There n,re some figures in my written testimony that I think 
are very striking. The one that I will summarize quickly is that if you 
compare the 1978 block grant appropriation with the 1975 block grant 
appropriation and figure in an inflationary !1gure, :ve actuall~ have 
57 percent less money --57 percent less effective buymg power 111 our 
program than we did in 1975. The appropriations issue is critical. 

My fourth recommendation is that in order to meet the goals or 
Congress relating to crime control and the prevention of juvenile 
delinquency, Congress should appropriate the rull amOlmt authorized 
for the Crime Control Act in fisca-l 1979. Again, the N-ational Gover
nor's Conference agrees with me on tills point. 

It is ironic to note that there is more money stolen, if you follow the 
GAO reports, in some program areas, such as medicaid, than is appro
priated for the entire LEAA program. I would also point out that the 
CUlTent emphasis being placed by the administration and the Congress 
on employment could be met in part with increases in LEAA appro
priations. 

My figures show that there are over 25,000 people currently em
ployed in LEAA block grant programs. These figures are being re
duced because the LEAA appropriations are being reduced. If LEAA 
appropriations -are increased, people can be put back to work in mean
ingful positions in criminal justice. 

Mi'. CO:NYERS. Well, everybody could argue that employment would 
be stimulated. The B-1 bomber, if we did that, would put people 
to work. If we hire more cops, there would be more jobs. If we double 
the Congress, we could reduce lmemployment. 

How can everybody come before a committee of Congress and 
argue, "Let's just beef up our end, and we will be fighting unem .. 
ployment" ? 

20-613-78-4 
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Mr. MJ~RTZ. JYIy point, sir, is that we would not only increase em
ployment, but the fact is that employment in the police, courts, cor
rectional, and juvenile <.1elinquencyareas are vitally needed to meet 
our program objectives. The two are tied, together, I believe. 

I will try to very quickly summarize--
Mr. CONYERS. Yes. "VVe have it here. If there is a point you want to 

make on the other four, you made them quite explicit in your report. 
I would like to get into the questioning. I am afraid we won't have 
time to do that. 

Mr. ,VERTZ. Fine. 
Mr. CONYERS. First of all, I want to tell you that after having re

viewed the statement submitted on behalf of the National Conference 
of State Crimulal Justice Planning Administrators and the 'accom
panying letter, we will incorporate them into the record. [See p. 36.J 

I am hoping to get a chance to· meet Mr. Bufe sometime between the 
rnd of my congressional career and his tenure Ul the bureaucracy of 
LEAr\.., sUlce we are in the same State. Maybe someday our paths will 
lutve occasion to cross. I will accept his statement. 

First of all, let me say I welcome the observations that you have 
made, and I think that I personally have some sympathies rlIDnulg 
with some of the critique you made. The more I look at the study 
group report, I think, the more we perhaps may even need another 
study. Yo.U did no.t go. as far to. suggest that. 

I suppose discretion and'common 'Courtesy on your part precluded it. 
Is ,it beyond our discussing it, Mr. ,Vertz, that perhaps there should 
be an additional study? 

:Mr. -WERTZ. Mr. Chairman, if I could switch hats for a second here, 
one of the major recommendations of the National Conference in the 
Bufe testimony that I submitted to you is that indeed there be another 
study of what could be done in the LEAA program, and that the 
second study be done by a group co.mposed not only of Department of 
Justice employees, but representatives of the State planning agencies, 
representatives of the local planning agencies, and representatives of 
the user agencies who ultimately we all work for. 

We feel that one of the maj or problems with the task force report 
was that it was an in-house document and it lacked perspective. The 
National Conference does indeed recommend that another study be 
done. I would concur with the National Conference position. 

However, I feel that there are some things that just simply have to 
be done on a more immediate basis. The seven recommendations that 
I present on my own here really ought to be done regardless of wIlether 
there is another study or not. 

Things like the appointment of an administrator are so critical and 
so immediate that they can't wait another 6 to 8 months while we do 
another task force report. 

Mr. CONYERS. I join you fully in that reco~mendation. I have per
sonally urged the Attorney General not to wtut for the outcome of the 
studies on LEAA, but that indeed we appoint responsible men and 
women to those positions and that they hopefully participate in the 
final development of whatever way we go. 
lt raises a question in my mind about the confidence in whom the 

Attorney General may appoint if all the policy decisions have been 
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made, and then you go out and find somebody for the job. It demeans 
the men and women that will be coming in here. 

One thing that will be obvious is that they had nothing to do with 
the policy that they· are now in .charge of implementing. It is an 
extremely curious approach to a great opportunity t1'>at is at hanc1. 

As you know, there has been a great deal of difficulty persOlmel-wise 
in LEAA across the years in several ways. First of all, a lot of in
house bickering up at the top has resulted in many of the top people 
being rotated far sooner than they should have been, and second, 
'there has always been a shortage of blacks and women in the whole 
-LEAA structure. It. has been increasingly embarrassing as we begin 
to consider the fact that much of this arose out of an attempt on the 
Government's part, honestly stated, to react to the law and order 

,cries that were being raised in the late sixties. 
In other words, the LEAA operation was originally directed towarcl 

the disorders that were erupting in the cities. Those frequently in
volved black citizens. TheIl too, the juvenile facilities are overloaded 

-with "minority users," as you use the term. 
Yet in LEAA, one of the, continued wea1rnesses is their affirmative 

action programs. :Many of the LEAA horror stories revolve around 
their poor sensitivity to race relations. 

As I reviewed your statement, ancI I haven't seen 1\11'. Bufe's, there 
is literally no mention of that. 

Mr. ,VERTZ. You are correct in your assessment of my statement. I 
don't specifically mention that problem. I would share your concern 
,about it. I believe that there probably has been a lack of sensitivity in 
certain areas, particularly at the Federal level, relating to the recruit
ment of blacks, women, other minorities to the LEAA services. 

I would think that it probably conld be steppecl up. I l1ave to agree 
-that it is a serious problem. The LEAA program should be sensitive 
to :it, that our programs should be reflective of bringing more blacks 
and minorities into decisionmaking positions not only in the planning 
structure but in the operation structure of the criminal justice system. 

Now at the State level, at least in the State of Maryland, we have 
funded projects specifically aimed at tl'ying to attract, recruit, and 
train minorities for leadership positions in criminal justice. 

I know for a fact that thnt some sort of programing has been done in 
. other States. I can't tell you what LEl\.A has done to encourage it. 

Mr. COIITERS. Well, I am glad that you have been sensitive to it in 
'Maryla.nc1. I hope you have. I know that one Congressman from your 
State has always urged me to come in and hold hearings about some 
.of the problems that they have had in trying to get minorities hired 
at all levels there. But, of course, if there isn't much going on at the 
Federal level, why shoulcl it come from the States and localities~ 
'So that raises a serious question about the tone and policies of LEU 
headquarters. 

Now we also have had, historically, a lot of problems with race rela-
tions inside law enforcement itself, so that when you get an absence 

.of concern even in the Federal Government's major law enforcement 

.-assistance program, to me it creates a spirit that IS almost self-defeat
:ing in terms of those kinds of goals. 
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. I really feel strongly that SPA's ~hould be the most sensitive to this 
kind of problem, because the complamts have been quite numerous, and 
yet very little has been done. One of the things that seems to me to be 
important is that we take that into consideration in this new restructur
ingeffort. 

Mr. ·WERTZ. Mr. Ohairman, I would like to provide you with one 
piece of information. During my term as chairman of the National 
SPA Conference, we became concerned about-really I guess what you 
are talking about, the lack of LEAA initiative particularly in the 
implementation of the civil rights requirements of the statute. In order 
to try to expedite the activity in this area, we appointed a special con
ference committee on civil rights. That committee ultimately was 
chaired by Mr. Saul Arrin!!l;on, who at that time was the executive 
director oHhe Washington §tate Planning Agency, my counterpart in 
the State of Washington. Mr. Arrington has since moved on to much 
greener pastures. He is, however, present here in 1;.he room and he 'would 
be able to tell you about our conference activities in that area. 

The point is that this is an example of an area where we did not see 
leadership coming from LE.A..A., the Federal palt of the structure; and 
the States themselves, as an organized body, took the initiative and 
actually developed training programs, and I think pushed LE.A..A.. 

What I am saying, I think, is that in some cases the States themselves 
see needs that are so inlportant that 'are being ignored by the Federal 
Government and in some cases we have indeed as a group taken action. 
I think civil rights is a good example of that. 

I still have to share your concern about the amolUlt of emphasis that 
has been put into tIllS area in the past. 

Mr. CoNYERS. One of the overall problems that I feel has not been 
resolved is the fact that law enforcement is not successful at many 
levels; and so to separate out LE.A..A. and improve it, first, creates some-
thing- of a difficulty. . 

I franldy look upon LEAA as an unsuccessful Federal operatlOn. 
Part of the reason, of course, is that the larger forces in Government 
have not been effective either, so perhaps it is asking- too much that 
LEAA be a perfect instrument to impact upon a much larger law en
forcement apparatus that is itself largely ineffective. 

Nevertheless, that's what we have been called upon to do. It seems to 
me that we should have a research function. I am anxious just to find 
out from you whether you feel that it can be safely housed wit~lin the 
Department of Justice and what should be the nature of the lnnds of 
research activities, since the research arm of LEAA has clearly been 
subordinated almost into nonexistence. It is very sad what is happen
ing in its current form 

'Mr. WERTZ. As I indicated earlier, I feel that there's a very important 
role for the Federal Government to play in the area of research and 
development. 

I think it is important also, however, not to oversell or to raise the 
expectations too high in terms of what research will generate quickly. 
I think that research into the causes of crime is going- to be a long
term thing that must be initiated now, must be carefully done and 
then integrated into what we are doing at the operational level as it is 
proven out. 
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I have a recommendation regarding the administrative structure 
for research that I don't have in my written testimony. I think, yes, 
it probably can be effectively run in LEU or in the Department 
of Justice. I think probably the biggest prob~em in the past, however, 
has been the fact that the research that's done IS very often not relevant 
to the real needs in the community at the operational level. My sugges
tion would be that the Department of Justice possibly, based on legis
lation from the Congress, should appoint a supervisory board for the 
research effort or a board of directors for the research effort that would 
be composed of representatives of operational agencies, representatives 
£0111 the lmi-uersities who do research and who know how to go about 
doing quality research, representatives from State and local planning 
agencies so that, very simply, we can assist the Federal Government in 
identifying what needs to be researched, what our priorities in research 
are, and how the Federal Government can best use its ability to do na
tionallevel research to help us. 

I can guarantee to you that if LEAA's research arm gives me a 
program design based on quality research that will help me do a better 
job in Maryland, I am going to take advantage of it. 

Mr. CONYERS. Couldn't that be accomplished by merely appointing 
a research director who is sensitive and would talk to the SPA's 
across the country ~ 

You meet in conferences; and there are so many notices of meetings 
and conferences that it looks like you would be sitting down in the 
room and a sensitive person in that responsibility who would say, 
"Look. let's connect up and give you some research that means some
thing. 'What would you like to have ~" 

You would have it. To start an elaborate bureaucracy all over 
again, who needs it ~ 

:nfr. ,;VERTZ. Certainly the first step is the appointment of a qualified 
research director. That clearly should have been done some time ago. 
The reason I recommend a board of directors, a supervisory board, is 
because I think it keeps the bureaucracy honest. I am a bureaucrat in 
my own State; but I work for a supervisory board of 30 people that 
includes elected officials, private citizens, and representatives from 
the criminal justice community. In my opinion, that supervisory board 
has played a very important role in the direction of the crinunal 
justice improvement program in Maryland. They have kept the staff 
of the Governor's commission honest in terms of our recommenda
tions for improvement. 

I beJieve that a Federal research effort, if it had to undergo the 
scrutiny of a board of officials who were really the users of the re
search product, I believe the program would' be much stronger. I 
think it could be clone without a huge bureaucracy. 

I1Ir .. CONYERS. Well, I am happy to hear about your Maryland 
experIence. Too many people have tolcl me, frankly, that the law en
fOl'C'pment people dominate the SPA's and tIll'Y become creatures of 
their own existence, and that the citizen. the ultimate recipient of 
this, is about the last person that has any clout when you have a bUllch 
of judges, a prosecuting attorney, former cops and ex-cops deciding 
where the money goes. 
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These people frequently build up an imaginary wall of expertise
about how complicated the subject of law enforcement is and that "we 
don't need any just ordinary citizens armmd." You know, I have a 
yery different picture of what SPA's do around the country. I don't 
know much about yours in particular. It is not very reassuring. It is 
that same kind of clubbiness that has helped create solll'~ of the
problems. 

Mr. IVERTZ. I would have to myself agree to that statement. I think 
there have been some problems; but I would maintain that the super
visory board structure, along with the requirement that we do our
business in open public meetings has in my opinion, at least for my 
own State, been one of the most importrmt factors in terms of directing' 
our program at real change as opposed to just cutting the pie. 

I guess, :Mr. Chairman, what I am saying here regarding research is' 
in the past the decisions as to what woulel be researched and who would 
do the research and how yon would go about it have been made in a 
closed room without adequate consultation. 

IVhat I am suggesting here is that there ought to be a mechanism for 
involving the nser agencies ancl the State and local planning groups 
and professional researchers so that research done by the Federal GOY
ernment is more relevant to our needs. IVhether it is a supervjsol'Y' 
board or whether it can be done through another means I am less' 
concerned. 

Mr. CONYERS. Let me get to the final and perhaps main question. IVe' 
have got an argument now going on between block grant funding" 
revenue sharing, and categorization within a block grant structure .. 
Some want to go back to the earlier methods of funding. What kincl' 
of observations would you make in this connection? 

I myself have been 'impressed with the notion of takin!2' three areas, 
such as community anticrime programs, juvenile justice; and prison; 
alternatives (md allowing states to be able to participate in them. As a 
matter of fact, I have spoken :favorably of turning- the whole LEAA 
program into one dealing with communities and neighborhoods across· 
the country. It seemed to me, it would have a tremendous impact in' 
terms of dealing with the nature of crime as it exists in urban, subur-· 
ban, and rural areas in the country. 

Could you speak to these very considerations, please? 
Mr. WERTZ. Obviously I am a supporter of the block grant concept., 

I feel it has been effective. I feel that there have been some problems: 
with it, but by and large it's done the job. If you compare the criminal" 
justice system of 1977 with the criminal justice system that you de
scribed earlier, 1968, I think it is more effective, more Immftne, more' 
efficient .. I think the difference bebyeen the two systems are the diffel'
ence between night and day. I think the changes have not only been 
cosmeti~, but have included some yery basic changes in structure. I can' 
categorIcally say-again I hate to keep referring to my own Sta.te, but 
I know it best-I can categorically say that therp, have been literally' 
hundreds of major significant changes in ~:[arylan(l's criminal justice 
system in the last decade; and I can't think of one of those major 
changes that hasn't in some way involved the crime control program 
in either flmcling, the prov.jsion of technical assistrmce, or in planning
support. 
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Now, I make that statement categorically. I can't think of one 
ma,jor improvement, out of hundreds, that didn't in some way involve 
the Federal crime control effort. So I believe that the block grant pro
gram with its problems, which I think by and large have beenresolvedy 

has been an effective delivering mechanism. 
In my paper I suggest, as one of my recommendations, that the block 

grant program should be decategorized. I think that over the years one 
of the major problems has been that Congress has attached too many 
strings and restricted tht flexibility of the States and the localities in 
terms of fund expenditure. I do feel, however, that Congress has the 
right to identify high priorities of concern, such as the community 
anticrime program or juvenile delinquency and that there's a reacly
made mechanism already in the program for dealing with those. 

That's the use of discretionary grant money. Fifteen percent of an 
the part C and part E money, over 50 percent of all the juvenile de
linquency money is reserved to the Federal Government for discre
tionary high emphasis grant programs. It seems to me that the best of 
aU possible worlds would be to de categorize the block grant pOl'tionr 
give the States and the localities more flexibilities so that "we can iden
tify our own priorities that are peculiar to each of our individual 
States and jurisdictions; and the Congress, through the earmarking of 
discretionary grant funds or the setting of priorities for discretionary 
grant funds can identify high priority program areas such as those 
that youhaye described and place special emphasis on those. 

:Mr. CONYERS. But corrections wouldn't have gotten a dime any
where in the country unless we had done it. ,~T e were forced to Cf1tC'

gorize. The prison systems in each state aren't sitting in those" SPA. 
organizations, being considered. ,iVe were virtually forced into that. 
The judges finally started pointing out that many of the problems 
emanate from inadequate courtroom activities that could be helped, 
and they began asking us to give them some help, Thi.ci is a demon
stration of a system that was reacting to those who had the most musc1e 
and the people with the real power were the police organizatio:ls. So 
we were in a weapons race for the first several years. It was msane 
what IIEAA was doing with t.hat money. Tanks, helicopters', "Flash 
Gordon" 7adgetry. It is a monument of embarrassment what we did 
aR rational people in law enforcement. 

You tell me now that we shouldn't categorize it and that the pl'isons 
would have been taken care of; it seems to me a look at the' record 
indiC'ai"('s otherwise. 

]\.>[1'. ,VEUTZ. Mr. Chairman, I think it's important to separate the 
early T('W' years of the operation of this program from more recent 
years. I think it's absolutely necessary, and I think it's valid. The 
atmosphere in which the. Crime Control Act was initially passed, I 
agree with you, was the era of the riots, a reaction to tIlat type of 
problem. 

I point ont that in the first year of operation, it was LEAA that 
pushed the States to actually provide assistance to the police depart
ments for riot control purposes. I recall vividly that in tIle fi'rst block 
grant that I was ever il1yolwd in, there was a Fec1eralmandate that 
in essenre required the States to submit plans to do s0'l1ethi'ng about 
the problem of rioting and crime in the streets. That was in 196'8 
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legislation. That seemed to indicate that was a high priority. Many 
States, in fact, resisted that and did not buy riot equipment. 

I think as the years have gone by, there:s been a number of ex
tremely important changes. I think the emphasis on the police com
munity, not only in equipment but police programs, has declined across 
the couutry. The courts and correctional systems, who 11udno plan
ning apparatus, who didn't have the grantsmanship experience that 
the police initially had, have been brought up to speed. Even if there 
had been no congressional mandates) there would have been an evo
lution toward a more equal distribution of the program ftmc1s. 

I can tell you right now that in practically every State that I am 
fmniliar with, the problem of corrections overcrowding is probably 
the No.1 issue that there is. I can tell you categorically in Maryland 
that even if there were no strings attached to the block grant program, 
that the correctional problem would be receiving the vast majority of 
our attention because it just calUlot be ignored. 

Mr. CONYEHS. Well, that's exactly what I was going to ask you to 
do, because I would like the record to reflect what LEAA has been 
doing in the way of improving the prison system in the State of Mary
land, which I am quite frank to tell you I understand has been very 
little. I don't want to prejudice anything you are going to submit to 
me, but that is the reason I am asking this question. 

The other thing I would like you to submit to me is some indica
tion of the hundreds of major changes which LEAA. was responsible 
for in improving the criminal justice system in the State of Maryland. 
I think that would give us a perceptive base on which to measure 
some of your remarks about the Maryland experience. 

Mr. WER'l'Z. Mr. Chairman, I would be delighted to do both. I will 
prepare the material and submit it. I would like to very quickly com
ment on your first remark. 

[See appendix 6, page 341.] 
What has LE_A.A. done in the prison area ~ I am not going to talk 

about the program part. I want to talk about the planning part and 
I want to talk about one of the reasons beyond just the administration 
of the LEAA. program, why it's important to have the sort of pln,nning 
apparatus that we have. 

Mr. CONYERS. Of course, they wouldn't have gotten their money if 
there hadn)t been a categorization. I supnose we have to recognize that 
LEAA., you believe, would have stepped in there anyway~~ 

Mr. 'WERTZ. I do, 'but my point relates to really the impact of the 
LEAA. planning structure on non-LEAA. funds, which I think is an 
important point that we probably haven't talked about. 

About a year ago, the Governor asked me and my staff, the LEAA. 
planning group at the State level in Maryland, to produce a correc
tions master plan. The end result of that plan was the appropriation 
by the general assembly of $46 million in capital funds for new prison 
construction to alleviate the overcrowding situation, and the appro
priation of $1 million to improve the parole and probation operation. 
Phase II of the plan, which will address programing and correction 
alternatives, will 'be submitted to this year's general assembly session. 

My point is that my staff, a part of the LEAA. planning apparatus 
in the State, actually did the master plan, plmmed lor general revenue 
funds of the State of Maryland, not I..lEAA money, and had a very 
significant impact to the tune of about $50 million in terms of the re-

i 
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sources available for corrections. The task force is suggesting that this 
very same type of planning apparatus should be dismantled. 

Mr. CONYERS. Now if you are reciting that as a typical incident that 
has happened in several States, assuming the best, positive influence,. 
yours would be the only State in the Union that has implemented such 
a program. In :Michigan that doesn't happen. Most States, I am toldt 
are hard pressed for cash in the first place, so it isn't that they need 
somebody's great idea to realize that they ought to get into a con
struction race. The simple point of the matter is that they are strapped 
for funds, so that your point isn't representative of my experience 
at all. 

I am going to stop. I have taken up far more time. You presented 
a great amount of material. Certainly your time here has been very 
important. 

I was wondering if Mr. Volkmer would permit me to allow the stair 
to ask a few questions ~ 

Mr. VOLKMER. I have another appointment. 
Mr. CONYERS. If you do, you may ask some questions. 
Mr. VOLKl\IER. They will be very short. 
I would like to know, in the State of Maryland, how much help has 

the LEA.A. research been in terms of your operations on crime and 
improvements in the criminal justice system? 

Mr. ·WERTZ. My experience, sir, has been that the LEU exemplary 
projects program has been very worthwhile. That's a program where 
grantees are invited to submit programs that have been funded, that 
they feel are really good. 

LEAA goes out, takes a long hard look at them, evaluates them;. 
and if they agree that they are good, they write up the program and 
get the doocriptiolls of the programs to us at the State and local plan
rung level. They also hold seminars on how to run alternatives. 

Mr. VOLKl\IER. That would be a clearinghouse for programs that 
have worked on local or State levels ~ 

Mr. ·WERTZ. That's right, sir. 
Mr. VOLKl\IER. 'What about their research that has been going on 

for years ~ How much assistance has that been ~ 
~1:r. ·WERTZ. My experience has been that very little of that type of 

research has been of any direct value to us. 
Mr. VOLK~mR. Do you feel that the people on your staff are more· 

capable of making the decision as to what is necessary for improve
ments in the State of Maryland or should that decision be made in 
Washington ~ 

Mr. ·VVERTZ. Categorically, sir, I believe that officials at the State an(l 
local level are much more sensitive to the needs, are much more fa
milial' with the problems, and have a much better idea of where our
criminal justice system should go than does a Federal bureaucrat. 

Mr. CONYERS. If the gentleman would yield ~ 
Mr. VOLKIIIER. Yes. 
Mr. CON"l"'ERS. Of course, I guess it was a leading question to begin 

with. I guess if you got up here and said the Federal Government could 
tell us better than the State, they would stop you at the line between 
Maryland and Washington. 

[Laughter.] 
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Mr4 CONYERS. I mean, really, for us to give the Federal money, 
that's perfectly :fine. For us to suggest what ought to happen to it in 
the 50 States is a very sensitive area. They are all deeply concerned 
:aboutit. 

Mr. VOLlli\IER. 117'ell, it's been my experien.ce that in many instances, 
being one who lived for 10 years in State government-I came here 
this year-one of our main problems in J\1:issouri was the control, the 
strings fro111 Washington. The people from VVashinp,ion had never 
been to :Missouri, don't have any idea what it looks like, what people 
do, 01' what the socioeconomic conditions are or anything'. 

My last qnestion. Assuming there is a reduction in :GEAA funding, 
where do you think the cutbacks should occur as long as the flUlding 
'is cut back? Aclmhlistration, research, grants? 

1\11'. ,VERTZ. Congressman, in my statement I really point with 
extreme ala·rm to the funding situation. I will very quickly hit a 
couple of figures. I don't believe you were here. 

1\£1'. YOLKllmR. I am sorry, I wasn't. 
1\11'. 'YERTZ. Since 1975, the amount of block grant funds effectively 

a vuilable for grants in aid at the State level has been reduced by 57 
])ercent-47 percent of the reduction has been caused by cuts in the 
actual grant program, and another 10 percent plus has been caused 
by just tIle effect of inflation. Where in 1975 I had in Maryland about 
S9 million of block grant funds to distribute, effectively today, count
ing both inflation and reductions, I have less than $4 million for 
criminal jllstice improvement programs. That's buying power that I 
am talking about. . 

1\f1'. VOLlli\IER. Yet you are supposed to be doing more. 
Mr. VVERTZ. That's correct, sir. 
In my opinion, we are getting perilously close to the point where 

('yen I, wIlO am being paid out of the system, have got to seriously 
question whether it's worth it if we fall below a certain level of AC
TION funding. For that reason, I don't believe that I can directly 
answer your question. 

My recommendation, sir, is that in fiscal year 1979 LEAA be appro
priatecl tIle full amount that is authorized by the Congress for the 
,program. IIJelieYe that any efforts by the Department of .Tustice to 
reduce the p1anning program should be resisted, because I believe that 
much good above and beyond the allocation of Federal dollars has come 
from the planning program. And I think that the block grant portion 
of t.he ACTION funds should be sig1lmcrmtly increased. 
If I were pressed to the wall and asked where cuts would have to 

come from, assuming cuts, I would say start with a long hard look 
at LEA..~ administration. Second, you might want to amend the for
mu 1a and reduce the amount of discretionary action funds available 
to LEAA. In point of fact, in my testimonv, I suggest that perhaps 
011(' of tile proble.ms with the resrarrh and demollstratjon effort of 
T.JEAA is they might hlwe too mnch discretionary money. That might 
IHlve been one of the problems in the past. 

l\fy suggestion is that the phLllling apparatus certainly shonldn't 
'be reduced. and the block grant portion of the AOTION fmlds ce.r
tainly sllOu1d not be reduced and preferably, both of those shoulcl he 
increased. 

~Ir. VOLIT.:Imn. 111'. Chairman ~ 
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Mr. CONYERS. Yes. 
Mr. VOLKl\IER. I would like to, if I may, request that the staff provide 

-Ior me from LEAA in the last 2 years, the administrative costs, per
sonnel, numbers that they have had on board and whether that has 
continued or whether we have had a reduction of 57 percent on admin

"istrative costs. I would also like information on research with the 
. discretionary funds. 

Mr. CONnRs. That call easily be supplied to my colleague. 
~Ir. YOLKl\IER. Thank you. 
Mr. CONYERS. I l11n !2:oing to yield to minority counsel, Mr. Stovall. 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Wertz, you stated 

,during your testimony, and in the information that was provided to us, 
,on page 7 of your statement items 5 and 6, flmds appropriated for 
ACTION grants should be used for ACTION grant purposes in item 5, 
-and you refer to the need to reduce the number of words on the LEAA 
guicleline by 50 percent. 
~ Doesn't this point out sort of a tongue-in-cheek ap,proach to a need 
to stop spending money 0:1 staff and h? stop spendlllg money <;>n the 
system of reportlllg that is currently gOlllg on between the SPA's and 
theLEAA~ 

"V auld you care to comment on that and whether or not the study 
such as the ACIR study, which I am sure you are familiar with, recom
mending a multiyear planning effort would reduce the number of 
words to which you refer and reduce the amount of staffing expense you 
"ould have to pa,y ~ 

Mr. WERTZ. I believe you have caught me with my fmger in the 
1Jroverbial cookie jar. 

Mr. STOVAJJL. Could I ask you a question about the ACIR report 
-that you weren't aware of? 

Mr. "VERTZ. No. I am familiar with it. Let me try to answer your 
·questions in turn, in reverse order. In regard to the ACIR report, I 
am indeed familiar with it and I do strongly support the idea of a 
lllultiyear comprehensive plan. . 

I would estimate that approximately a third of my total staff time, 
-and probably over a :half of the staff Hme available' at the local level 
is used merely on updating' the plan annually, and while it is an 
:important function, I don'fbelieve that it has to be done that often. 
I think that 3-year cycles would be sufficient. I believe that LEAA, 
the SPA's and'the Congress could come up with a cycle for updating 
yarious sections of the plan that would allow us always to have a 
,current document. 

So, I do support ACIR's recommendation in regard to multiyear 
·lilanning. I would like to briefly comment on the two points in my 
trstimony that you brought up. Item 5 relates to a concern that I have 
'[lbout what I understand to be a tendency on the part of the Depart
ment of .Justice and LEAA to divert ACTION funds, funds that wr.re 
-originally appropriated by the Congress for programing, for admin
Istrative purpose-'l. 

I understand that the closing of the regional offices is estimated to 
('ost $2 million-this money-saving idea of the Department of Justice. 
That $2 million would be naid for out of devertec1 ACTION funrls that. 
have gone back to LEAA from the States. I understand that there is 
:a hlJdget request pending. 
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Mr. STOVALL. Did you say $2 million ~ 
Mr. ,VERTZ. That is the estimate I heard. 
Mr. STOVALL. Isn't that going to be used for staff funding in their 

movement from regional offices to Washington ~ 
Mr. ·WERTZ. That is my understanding. It will pay the costs of relo

cation of staff and in essence the administrative costs of closing the' 
regional offices. 

Mr. STOV~\LL. So, money won't be available for regional ACTION 
programs~ 

Mr. ,VERTZ. My lmderstanding is the suggestion or the intent of 
the Department of Justice is to pay for the costs of closing the regional 
office out of ACTION grant money that has been reverted back to the 
LEU from the States, but which is legally recyclable back to the· 
States. In my testimony, there is another example of what I under
stand to be a pending request for a modification in the fiscal year 1978 
budget which again would use flUlds originally appropriated by the 
Congress for ACTION grant purposes for beefing up certain sections 
of the Justice Department. 

Mr. STOVALL. Are you saying, Mr. Wertz, that the closing of the 
offices actually is then costing additional money ~ It is costing an addi
tional $2 million over and above the allocation for the regional offices ~ 

Mr. WERTZ. I understand that the cost of closing the regional of
fices, the relocation of staff and the other costs associated with it, are 
estimated to cost $2 million, and that that $2 million will come out of 
reverted action fLlnds. 

Mr. CO}'rrnRs. Will counsel yield on this point ~ Can you give us 
some indication as to where you are getting your information ~ 

Mr. WERTZ. I would prefer not to, sir. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, I won't press you. You know, we keep tossing 

t?ese figlll'es around. Then we say, well, we understand it is coming 
from somewhere. 

Mr. VOLIomR. Would the Chairman yield? 
Mr. CONYERS. Yes. 
Mr. VOLli.UER. Perhaps we can get the LEU in later on and ask 

them. 
ltir. GONYERs.'Vell, I would hate to call them back to say a witness 

told us that he heard that $2 million--
ltfr. VOLli.1\IER. Mr. Chairman, may I request the staff contact them 

and verify it or not verify this? 
Mr. CoNYERS. Yes. I think that we should try to clear it up. 

. Mr. WERTZ. I would very much urge you to plll'sue both of these 
Issues. My point in No.5 is that if, in fact, my information is correct
and I have reason to believe that it is-that in these two instances 
nearly. $5 million that was originally earmarked for programs has 
been chverted to administration. My recommendation in No. 5 is that 
this not be permitted by the ConO're8s . 

. In No.6, I have been in this program, I guess, 7 years as an SPA 
dIrector. I have no way of telling you how much increase there's been 
in LEAA gu~delines. 'There just simply is no way of measlll'ing it. 
I know that It has been a heck of a lot. It is probably quadrupled, 
plus. I have scratched my head, I have thought and thought in terms 
of how you control the proliferation of guidelines and rules and regu-
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lations. Recommendation No.6 is a very simplistic suggestion on how 
you control it. 

In my opinion it is arbitrary; in my opinion it would probably be 
tho only effective way to deal with this sort of problem. 

·While it might perhaps at first glance look like a tongue-in-cheek 
proposal, I make it in all seriousness. 

Mr. STOVALL. Would it be possible that the same idea you are trying 
to pursue could be accomplished by other means; for example, elimi
nating the-I am sorry. Maybe you can help me. 

The flUlds that are allocated-
Mr. WERTZ. Categorization. 
Mr. STOVALL. You speak against them. Would you favor-and I be

lieve you have said, haven't you, that you favor total decategorization. 
Is that correct ~ 

Mr. liVERTZ. Total decategorization with the proviso that Congress 
ought to be given a very strong role in the development of priorities 
for the discretionary O'rant program. 

Mr. STOVALL. By ,r'iliscretionary grant program," I assume that is 
the direct grant ·~o the State planning agencies ~ 

nfr. WERTZ. No. The discretionary grant program is the 15-percent 
money that is reserved to LEAA for ilirect grant purposes. 

Mr. STOVALL. Then the other moneys that are to be allocated to the 
State planning agencies at lea:>t currently, are you suggesting that Con
gress then not involve itself in limiting the use of tliose flUlds ~ 

Mr. WERTZ. Yes, sir. 
~11'. STOVALL. Iyould you agree that at least funds should be limited 

to nonsupplantatIOn of normal budgetary processes ~ 
Mr. WERTZ. Yes, sir. I agree very strongly with the nonsupplanta

tion requirement. 
~rr. STOVALL. Do you also agree the funds should be utilized for 

limited time periods so as to allow the States and local governnlents 
then to take over those functions ~ 

:Mr. WERTZ. I do indeed, sir. My recOlIDnendation in terms of a spe
cific time period would be 3 years. I have used that for 7 years, and it 
is a long enough period of time to allow the grantee to get the pro
gram up and rUIDling. It is a long enough period of time to let uS 
evaluate its worth. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. ·Wertz. My time us up. 
Mr. CONYERS. Ms. Holtzman ~ 
:Ms. HOLTZi\IAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. "Vertz, do I understand that you are the head of the SPA in the 

State of Michigan ~ 
Mr. "VERTZ. I am Richard liVertz. I am head of the SPA in the 

State of Maryland. 
Ms. HOLTZ1>IAN. The staff put the wrong document in front of me. I 

apologize for that. 
How long 11ave yon been head of the SPA in Maryland~ 
nfr. WERTZ. I ha ye been director for over 7 years . 

. ~fs. HOLTZllIA~. O~er that period of time, what important innova
tIOns can you Identify that LEAA has financed in the State of 
Marvland~ 

Ml,. WERTZ. The chairman has asked me to suhmit a EstinO' which 
I will do. Let me give you a couple of examples. The public d~fenders 
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system of the State of Uaryland was planned for by my planning 
agency. The first 3 years or operation ,vere largely funded with the. 
level in our State . 

.. Another example is--
:Ms. HOLTZlIUN. Is it now funded by the State? 
Mr. ,VERTZ. Yes. 
Ms. HOLTZlIIAN. 'Would it haye been funded initially without 

LEAA? Let me rephrase that question. In the absence of LEAA. funds, 
what would hayc happened to the public defenders program in the 
State of Maryland? 

Mr. ,VERTZ. ,VithoUG LEAA, it probably would have been a less 
effectively planned program from the outset and would probably have 
been operated on a much smaller level. 

Ms. HOLTZlIUN. Give me another example. 
Mr. "VERTZ. Another example is that 7 years ago, we llad n mngistrate· 

system for our lower court system in :;',faryln,ncl. The State planning
agency, again, did the plan for the district court system and provided' 
major funding in the establishmrnt of the district court system. 
Related to that, 7 years ago when we had the magistrate system, there
was no prosecutorial representation in the Tim1:l areas and in most 
urban jurisdictions at the lower court level. 

We decided about 7 years ago, as one of our highest priorities, that 
we wanted adequate full-time prosecutorial representation at the dis-· 
trict court level. In cooperation ,,·ith over 20 individual counties, we· 
set about to implement thnt program. In my opinion, that program,. 
whrn combined with the establishment of the public defender system. 
has resulted in a much higher quality of justice at the district court; 
level in our State. 

Ms. HOLTZl\IAN. 'iV ould that have been possible without LEAA? 
Mr. ,VERTZ. I believe that the prosecutorial part would not be .. 

because the prosecutorial part would hnve required the commitment
of funds from over 20 individual jurisdictions. 

You see, the renl advantage of our program as it's strnctured, is' 
that we can provide secure funding for reasonable periods of time, .. 
in our case, 3 years. I believe thnt that is reasonable. It allows the" 
local jurisdictions to get a project up and running, to get the bugs 
out. It allows us to do a complete evaluation report which we make
available to the head of the' local unit of government. 

As a result of the secure funding, and as a result of our evahmtion 
program, we have had a greater-tlum-85-percent assumption of cost 
rate at both. the State and local levels. Now that means at the end 
of 3 years of funding, 85 percent OT all of our projects arc picked up' 
by either the State or a unit of local gm'ernment or a private organiza
tion, to one degree or another. Xot always fun funding, bnt always' 
some funding. I believe that that 85-percent figure is extremely signifi
cant. 

I think that if we had not had the LEAA funds to get in. to experi
ment, to evaluate, that many of the programs we now have onerating· 
in our criminal justice system "onld never have been started. 

Ms. HOLTZl\IAN. Do you have a consistent evaluation of all the LEAA. 
programs~ 

1>11'. 'iVERTZ. ,,\Te do indeed. 
:Ms. HOLTZlIIAN. Have you had such evaluations fro111 the ontse£~ 
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j)fr. ,VERTZ. No. I established my evaluation unit on j)Iu,rch 231 

1973. It was my birthday as a matter of fact. I remember it well. 
As of that date I arbitrarily divided my planning staff in half. 

Since that date, half of my planning staff has deyoted its time to 
monitoring ancl evaluation. In my oplllion, the evaluation documents· 
that I\e produce are the single nost important factor in terms of why 
we have a high pickup rate and also the most important ability that 
we have to influence non-LEAA 111 oney. 

Ms. HOLTZnIAN. Has any other State had the benefit of those evalua
tions? Has the national LEAA asked for them to use for possible 
dissemination ~ 

Mr. WERTZ. We distribute to national LEAA those evaluation re
ports that we do on their discretionary funds. ,Ve treat DF grants 
just as if they were our own. The national SPA directors conference, 
which Mr. Bufe represents and which I am indirectly representing' 
here today, became concerned about the problem of evaluation about 4: 
years ago. ,Ve formed a special evaluation committee with the purpose 
of allowing the States to share the wealth on what everybody was 
doing in the field. 

There is now a subgroup of our organization composed of the heads 
of the evaluation units of the various SPA's who actively share infor
mation and evaluation techniques, methodologies; anci. in point of 
fact, there is a newsletter that is produced by one of the SP Ns that 
shares information on how to do it. 

Ms. HOLTZnIAN. But the national LE.AA never asked for the evalua
tions of the programs funded under these block grant programs; is 
that correct? 

Mr. "WERTZ. We are required by guidelines--
Ms. HOLTZlIIAN. I am talking about prior to the passage of the new 

law. 
Mr. ,VERTZ. To the amenclment? 
Ms. HOLTZnIAX. Yes. 
}'Ifr. '1rERTZ. I don't believe so. I know that we are required to 

submit--
Ms. HOLTZlIIAN. I didn't mean that as any criticism of you. I think 

that that indicates a failing on their part. 
In view of the fact that it appears that you run a tight shop with 

careful planning, 'Careful evaluation, find an apparently high success 
mte, I am intere~ted in your suggestion ~hat LEAA just hand out 
funds to Sta~es wlthout any safeguards wlth respect to evaluation of 
programs, wlthout any safeguards with respect to the planned use 
of the funds, without any safeguards with respect to priorities. 

I would say to you that in my jUdgment the greatest failure of 
LEAA took place from 1968 to 1976, when most of the States took 
most of the money and bought shiny llew police cars, helicopters, 
mace, and a variety of other pieces of equipment and did little to 
strengthen the capacity of the criminal justice system to do just1ce 
or to deal with the problems of crime. 

I am concerned that if we eliminate the safeguards enacted in 1976, 
we are going to find more shiny new police cars, more helicopters, more 
mace,. an.cl w~ are going to find th~ cril~lillal justice system StillllOt 
functlOnmg III most of the States m tIns country the way it should. 



60 

Mr. WERTZ. Could I try to correct a misimpression that I am afraid 
I rrave you ~ 

1: recommend the decategorization of the block grant portion of 
the LEAA program. I think that the Federal strings in terms of 
program priorities should be removed. I recommend a drastic reduc
tion in the amount of Federal redtape and guidelines and rules and 
regulations that we are confronted with. 

I do not recommend that LEAA merely become a check-writing 
organization and turn over to the States and localities the action 
funds or planning funds with no controls. I believe that the annual re
view of the action component of the States' comprehensive plan by 
LE.AA ought to continue. I believe by reducing the guidelines that 
the comprehensive plans could be drastically reduced in size. 

I think you can take out an awful lot of the information require
ments and routine compliance roquirements, out of the comprehensive 
plans and you can have left a policy oriented document that would 
allow LEAA to know specifif' .illy where each State is going in its 
criminal justice improvement and crime prevention program. 

I believe LEAA ought to continue to have the function of reviewing 
comprehensive plans. I think that the criteria needs to be changed. 
Right now with the categorization which has evolved ovor tho years, 
the main thrust of LEA.1\..'s review is: Is 'Corrections getting its man
dated minimum perccntage ~ Is juvenile delinquency getting the man
dated minimum percentage ~ Are all the other statutory and other 
requirements being met ~ 

I believe LEAl\. ought to look at the State's planning process. It 
ought to look at the question of whether the State is actively involv
ing local lU1its of government and clients of the criminal justice sys
tem and the general public. I think it ought to look at the question of 
whether or not the end product, the comprehensive plan, is indeed 
comprehensive, whether it's addressed all the issues that ought to be 
addressed, whether it's based on adequate data; and that LEAA ought 
to have a review and approval authority such as they currently 
have. 

,Vhat I am suggesting is: Reduce the artificial restrictions, reduce 
the redtape that is not absolutely germane to the function that I have 
just described; and redirect LEAA's role toward the review of plans 
to determine whether or not they are comprehensive. 

Ms. HOLTZ1'l:fAN. ·Withall due respect, I don't think you have an
swered my question. First of all, calling something artificial doesn't 
begin tlie process of analysis. 

I won't take the committee's time now but I would certainly wel
come your further thoughts with some details as to what you mean 
by saying we should elin1inate the irrelevant and artificial restrictions 
ill the program. 

I stil] don't understand how the Federal Government protects 
against its money being used on flashy hardware rather than on the 
upgrading of the criminal justice system. I don't think the Federal 
Government ought to be in this business to buy flashly hardware. I 
think the Federal Government ought to be in this business .~o help 
States help ~hemselYes iIf fighting crime. 

I am afraId I really clicln't get an answer to that in your response. As 
I just said, I won't take the committee's time now 'but I would cor-
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tainly appreciate hearing from you in detail as to how the process can 
be streamlined, where the redtape can be eliminated. I also am pro
foundly opposed to reverting to the system we had before 1976, which 
I think was a failure. 

:Mr. OONYERS. Well, I can understand the woman propounding 
future questions. 

NIr. Wertz, we hope that we will be able to continue this discussion 
through interrogatories, some of which may be entered in the record. 
As you can see, you have raised a good deal of questions among the 
members. We have used far more time than we would have normally 
allotted to you for your testimony, but we think that it was needed 
and we are very grateful for you joining us tIllS morning. 

]\f r. ,"\V ERTZ. I appreciate the opportunity. Thank you. 
Mr. OONYERS. Our next witness is Mr. Saul Arrington. Formerly 

he was the administrator for the justice planning council for State 
of Washington. Previously he had an exclusive career in law enforce
ment and is a member of the National :Minority Advisory Oouncil 
formed last year and is their witness before the subcommittee on our 
subject today. 

TESTIMONY OF SAUL ARRINGTON, REPRESENTING LEAA'S 
NATIONAL MINORITY ADVISORY COUNCIL 

Mr. OONYERS. ViTe will incorporate your statement into the record. 
That will allow you the maximum time to make any comments that 
you would like to make. 

:Mr. AruuNGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Arrington follows:] 

STATEMENT OF SAUL ARRINGTON, REPRESENTING LEU'S NATIONAL ADVISORY 
OOUNCIL 

~Ir. Ohairman, members of the subcommittee, I appreCiate the opportunity to 
present to you ~he views of the National Minority Advisory Oouncil on criminal 
justice regarding the restructuring of LEAA and would like to say at the out
set that I concur with Mr. Wertz, the previous witness concerning the need 
to appoint at the earliest possible time an administrator to head LEU and 
such other deputy administrators as are appropriate. 

The National Minority Advisory Oouncil is a 15-member multiracial council 
charged with the responsibility to advise LEAA on crime and criminal justice 
related problems of minorities at the Federal, State, and local level. 

In terms of racial representation, the Oouncil is composed of nine blacks, four 
Hispanics, one Asian, and one Native American. The racial and professional 
backgrounds of the Oouncil members serve to give a voice and understanding to 
the unique problems of the country's 36.4 million minorities who constitute 17.7 
percent of the total population. 

The Ohair allUded to the absence of any recognition of this particular group 
in the LEAA study and, therefore, my testimony will focus primarily in that 
area. 

As a means of further generating input from the Nation'S minority population, 
the National Minority Advisory Oouncil has recently established a minority 
coalition that represents numerous organizations such as the National Urban 
League, the National Oongress of American Indians, Afro/American Policemens 
League, and the United Ohurch of Ohrist. The linkage with these organizations 
combined with the more than 50 organizations represented by the various 
members of the Minority Advisory Oouncil represent a wide ranging minority 
perspective. 

20-G13-78-5 
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The National Minority Advisory Council on Criminal Justice was created in 
June 1976 for a 2-year period. A preliminary phase of the Council's efforts is to 
identify and evaluate minority problems and concerns as they relate to crime 
and the criminal justice system. 

To date our various hearings around the country has centered on the needs 
of adolescents, diversiQnary treatment programs, the growing crime problem in 
the Asian community, particularly the city of New York, the double standard of 
justice, particularly as it pertains to MeAi.can/ Americans and Indians in the 
Southwest and other parts of our country, and the lack of representation in 
the criminal justice system, particularly at policymaking levels of minorities 
of all ethnic origins. 

Recent census figures indicate that our black population is approximately 24 
million. The Hispanic population is approximately 11.2 million. Native Americans 
comprise 633,000 of our population along with a similar representation frolll 
the Asian community. 

Still minorities represent less than 4 percent of all law enforcement personnel 
and have little voice in decisions that directly affect the quality of their lives, 
Because of this vast voicelessness and void in the criminal justice system, the 
National Minority .A 1visory Council undertook to 'bring together minority rep
resentatives from all over the country for the purpose of attempting to gain a 
wide range of ('onsensus as to the future existence and/or direction of LEAA. 

Iu response to a report to the Attorney General regarding restructuring' LEAA, 
dated June 23, 1977, the National Minority Advisory Council in concert with the 
coalition of minority organizations developed a response which was previously 
provided to the committee. 

I would like to briefly review for you some of the specific areas of concern 
the National :Minority Advisory Councillookecl at. 

One, research. concerning causes of crime and criminal justice issues is needed. 
The National Minority Advisory Council feels strongly that research activities 
which will have an impact on minorities should be designed and implemented 
by minorities. For far too long, minorities have been impacted by researcl\ 
studies and research efforts where the sensitivity of minorities in a participatory 
mallner in terms of those research activities was totally missing. 

Two, national demonstration criminal justice programs should insure mean. 
ingful participatory involvement by minorities and other nongovernmental agen
cies. LEAA's national demonstration programs, some of which have been alluded, 
to this morning, and certainly your review of some of these programs reflect a 
total absence of any minorities or nongovernmental entities involved in that 
process. 

,Ve think that perhaps the most classic example of that was the study dOlle 
concerning the restructuring of LEAA. I am talking about the aspects of the study 
that was preliminary to it going out to public-for public consumption and public 
reaction. 

We fee!, that, again, LEAA's past record of demonstration programs and the 
development of such programs are reflected in the recommendations of the study 
group--more of the same. 

Revenue sharing programs have traditionally failed to directly impact the 
minority communit~'. The LEAA program should not be converted to a form of 
revenue sharing. \Vhatever form is adopted for fund distribution should allow 
for priority funding directed to those· areas ,vith the greatest crime problems. 

Community anticrime programs should be developed and implementecl as man
dated by Congress in 1976. The National Minority Advisory Council found it ab~ 
solutely abhorrent that a program mandated by the Congress to date has still not 
found its way to implementation and to dealing with and addressing the prob
lems that Congress identified more than a year age. 

LEAA should operutionalize a strong positive civil rights compliance program. 
Governmental agencies that discriminate and. nongovernmental agencies that dis· 
criminate should not be subsidized with LEAA or other Federal funds. 

l'Ifinorities should be appointec1 and assigneel to policymaking positions within 
LEAA. That issue has been alluded to earlier ths morning and it is an area that 
should not be ignored as LEAl.. moves toward its future in providing assistance 
and improving criminal justice in this country. 

Community inyolyement is an essential part of any realistic effort to control 
and reduce crime. vVe think that the LEAA program has failed in many areas 
to illYolve citizens and provide the necessary resources for meaningful commu
nity involvement at every leyel of government. 
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As I mentioned earlier, public hearings in various regions of our Nation reflect 
a great deal of despair and sense of hopefulness directly attributed to the lack 
of sensitivity and concern by Federal, State, and local governments toward the 
needs and problems of minorities, particularly in the area of criminal justice. 

This is particularly true also with respect to jobs. Unemployment among minor
ities, particularly black American males and teenagers is alarmingly high. The 
National Minority Advisory Council perceives a positive relationship between 
crime and unemployment. Consequently, there is a compelling need to identify 
the extent to which racism, discrimination, and the lack of employment oppor
tunity contributes to the overrepresentation of blacks and minorities in our 
prisons and jails. 

Blacks account for approximately 25 percent of all arrests and their representa
tion in prisons, both State and Federal, is even higher. 

Mr. Norm Carlson, who is the Director of the Federal Bureau of Prisons, re
cently made a statement that I think is important in this regard. "We lock up 
offenders in cages that only serve to breed hostility, bitterness, and further crime. 
Depriving inmates of privacy and dignity has not solvecl the Nation's crime prob
lem. It has only made it more acute." l\finorities in general, and black men in 
particular, are disproportionately represented among the Tanl{S of the unem
ployed and in the cells of our prisons. Black people, poor people, and minorities in 
general are becomingg increasingly disillusioned with our criminal justice process 
and procedures and practices tailored to fit those who are economically endowed. 
Such a system must be abolished. 

Justice is the standard by which all human conduct is measured. It is under
standable that we should support and pursue the development of international 
rights, It's essential that we also make this a national reality. 

Mr. Chairman, I have used my time to reflect on what we think are the needs 
in focusing the future of the LE.A.A program. 'Ve need a program designecl to 
deal with the crime problem in this country relative to the people in the c1untry 
who are most impacted by the problem of crime. It was the purpose of my com
ments here to focus on this issue ancl as you pointe.cl out earlier, not to dwell on the 
comments that are in the recorcl andlJ.efore you concerning the specific restruc
turing of LE.AA. 

I would hope my comments woulcl frame, if you will, the tenor that the 
National Minority Advisory Council perceives for the future direction and 
·structure of LE.A.A. 

Thank you very mUCh. I will be willing to respond to any question you may 
have. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to presell~, t{\ you the views of the National 
Minority Advisory OOlllCil 011 crimi.Gal justice regarding the restruc
. turing of LEAA and would like to say at the outset that I ('.oncur 
with the:'-'with Mr. 1Vertz, the previous witness, concerning tht need 
to appoint at the earliest possible time an administrator to head LJ~.A_A. 
and such other deputy administrators as are ·appropriate. 

The N ationa.l Minority Advisory Oouncil is a 15-rnember multiracial 
COlllCil charg-ecl with the responsibility to advise LEAA on crime ancl 
criminal justice-related problems of minorities at the Federal, State, 
and local level. 

In terms of racial representation, the council is composed of nine 
Blacks, rour Hispanics, one Asian, one native American. The racial 
ancl professional backgrounds of the Oouncil members serve to give a 
voicp. ancl unclerstanding to the unique problems ·of the country's 36.4 
million minorities w'ho constitute 17.7 percent of the total population. 

The chair alludecl to the absence of any recog11ition of this particular 
group in the LE.A.A study and therefore my testimony will focus pri
marily in that area. 

As a means or further generating input from the Nation's minority 
population, the National Minority Advisory Council has recently estab
lished a minority coalition that represents numerous organizations 
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such as the National Urban League, the National Congress of Ameri
can Indians, .Afro/American Policemens League, and the United 
Church of Christ. The linkage with these organizations combined with 
the more than 50 organizations represented by the various members of 
the minority Advisory Council represent a wide ranging minority 
perspective. 

The National ~Ijllority Advisory Council on criminal justice was 
created in June of 1976 for a 2-year period. A preliminary phas3 of the 
Council's efforts is to identify and evaluate minority problems and con
cerns as they relate to criIne and the crllninal justice system. 

To date before our various hearings around the country has cen
tered on the needs of adolescents, diversionary treatment programs, 
the growing crime problem in the Asian COllllllUnity, particularly the 
city of New York, the doub16 "tandard of justice, particularly a~ it 
pertains to Mexican/Americans and Indians :in the Southwest and 
other parts of our country, and the lack 'of representation in the 
criminal justice system, particularly at policymaking levels of minor
ities of all ethnic origins. 

Recent census figures indicate that our black population is approxi
mately 24 million. The Hispanic population is approximately 11.2 lnil
lion. Native Americans comprise 633,000 of our population along 
with a siInilar representation from the Asian cOllllllunity. , 

StH! Ininorities represent less than 4 percent of all law enforcement 
personnel and have little voice :in decisions that directly affect the 
quality of their lives. Because of this vast and voicelessness that we 
have and the void:in the criminal justice system, the National Minority 
Advisory Council undertook to bring together minority representa
tives from all over the country for the purpose of attempting to gain a 
wide range of consensus as to the future existence and/or direction of 
LEA ... L\... 

In response to a report to the Attorney General, dated June 23,1977, 
the National Minority Council :in concert with the Coalition of Minor
ity Organizations developed a response which was previously provided 
to the committee. 

I would like to briefly review for you some of the specific areas of 
concern the National Minority Advisory Council looked at. 

One, research concerning causes of crime and criIninal justice issues 
is needed. The National Minority Advisory Council feels strongly 
that research activities which will have an impact on minorities should 
be designed and implemented by minorities. For far too long, minori
ties have been impacted by research studies and research efforts where 
the sensitivity of minorities :in a participatory manner :in terms of 
thoEe research activities was totally IniSEing. 

Two, national demonstration criminal justice programs should in
,sure meaningful participatory involvement by minorities and other 
:llongovernmental agencies. LEAA's national demonstration programs, 
(Some of which have been alluded to this morning, and certainly your 
;Teview of some of those programs reflect a total absence of any minori
ties or nongovernmental entities :involved in that process. 

We think that perhaps the most classic example of that was the 
study done concerning the restructuring of LEAA. I am tall\:ing about 
the aspects of the study that was prelllninary to it going out to the pub
lic-for public consumption and public reaction. 
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We feel that,again, LEAA's past record of demonstration programs 
and the development of demonstration programs was reflected in the 
efforts of that study group. 

Revenue-sharing programs have traditionally failed to directly im
pact the mi:i:lOrity community. The LEAA program should not be con
verted to a form of revenue sharing. vVhatever form is adopted for 
fund distribution should allow for priority funding directed to those 
areas with the greatest crime problems. 

Community anticrime problems should be developed and imple
mented as mandated by Congress in 1976. The National JYIinority Ad
visory COUJlcil found it absolutely abhorrent that a program ma,n
dated by the Congress to date has still not found its way to imple
mentation and to dealing with and addressing the problems that Con
gress identified more than a year ago. 

LEAA should operationalize a strong positive civil rights com
pliance progTam. Governmental agencies that discriminate and non
governmental agencies that discriminate should not be subsidized with 
LEAA or other Federal ftmds. 

Minorities should be appointed and assigned to policymaking posi
tions within LEAA.II think, again, that has been alluded to earDer 
this morning and it is an area that should not be ignored as LE.A.A 
moves toward its future in providing assista,nce and Improving crimi
nal justice in this country. 

'Community involvement is an essential part of any realistic effort 
to control and reduce crime. We think that the LEA-4... program has 
failed in many areas to involve and provide the necessary resources 
for meaningful community involvement. 

As I mentioned earlier, public hearings in various regions of our 
Nation reflect a great deal of despair and a sense of hopelessness di
rectly attributed to the lack of sensitivity and concern for Federal 
State, and local governments toward the needs and problems of 
minorities, particularly in the area of criminal justice. 

This is particularly true also with respect to jobs. Unemployment 
among minorities, particularly black American males and teenagers is 
alarmingly high. The National Minority Advisory Council perceives 
a positive relationship between crime and unemployment. Conse
quently, there is a compelling need to identify the extent to which 
racism, discrimination, and the lack of employment opportunity con
tributes to the overrepresentation of blacks and minorities in our 
prisons and jails. 

Blacks account for approximately 25 percent of all arrests and 
their representation in prisons, both State and Federal, is even higher. 

Mr. Norm Carlson, who is the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons, recently made a statement that I think is important in this 
regard: 

We lock up offenders in cagl"l that only serve to breed hostility. bitterness, and 
further crime. Depriving inmates of privacy and dignity has not solved the 
Nation's crime problem. It has only made it more acute. Minorities in general, 
and black men in particular, are disproportionately represented among the 
ranks of the lmemploye:·...: and in the cells of our prisons. Black people, poor people, 
and minorities in general are becoming increasingly disillusioned with our 
criminal justice process and procedures and practices tailored to fit those who 
economically-who are economically endowed and this system must be abolished. 

Justice is the standard by which all human conduct is measured. It is under-



66 

standable that we should support and pursue the development· of international 
:rights. It's essential that we make this a national reality. 

Mr. Ohairman, I have used these comments to reflect on what we 
think is the need to focus the future of the LEAA program, a program 
designed to .deal with crime in this country as an element or a people 
in this country who are most impacted by the problem of crjrne. It was 
the purpose of my comments here to focus on this and as you pointed 
out earlier, not to dwell on the comments that are in the record and 
before you concerning the specific restructuring of LEAA. 

I would hope my comments would frame, if you will, the tenor that 
the National Minority Advisory Council perceives for the future of 
LE.AA and the future direction and future structure of LEAA. 

Thank you very much. I will be willing to respond to any question 
you have. 

Mr. CONYERS. I am trying to recall whether the report, which this 
hearing is directed to get recommendations about, mentioned any
thing about improving race relations within LEAA. 

lHr. ARRINGTON. With the LE.Ai:\" program, Mr. Chairman, I think 
specifically within our report, where we talked about the need for an 
active civil rights compliance--

Mr. CONYERS. I am talking about the study group's recommenda
tions, except in the additional views of Pat VVald-

Mr. ARRINGTON. I'm sorry. The study group's report did not in any 
way-it skipped the whole subject, yes, sir. Again, I am sorry if I 
didn't maIm it clear. This was precisely my point. The task force 
study report was totally silent on this whole subject, and it reflected 
again the need for any futm;' direction of LEAA to assure optimum 
involvement by minorities both in the study efforts and in the 
implementation of programs. 

I guess my comments were aimed at focusing on and identii-ying 
tIllS as a real problem and showing, I guess, in a rather flagrant way, 
how LEAA avoided that. 

Mr. CONYERS. As you pointed ont, there were no minority members 
on the study group. I guess the point is well made there. 

There is some consideration about requesting a restudy. It's come 
now from two different sources during the hearings. I don't know if 
the minority advisory COlIDCil is willing to go that far or not. As you 
know, this subcommittee has been privileged to examine the recom
menclations that are coming to the study group. Many of them' are 
very critical about the superficial examination that has occurred so 
far. 

So, in a way, it seems to me that I am becoming more and more con
vincecl. I haven't taken it up with the subcominittee members as a 
group yet, but I am really becoming more and more convincecl, Mr. 
Arrington, that it might be very desirable, esp<.>cially since nothing 
<.>1se has happened in terms of appointments or policies, that we really 
11a ve another crack at it. . 

I see this as a wonderful opportunity, one that no one could have 
created. It happened. I think we should say the Department of Jus
tice was sensitive to the criticisms that had built up over the years. 
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It seems to me if a 'newly reconstituted study group were to take the 
.June report and build from there, it probably would leave us in a 
much stronger position to help make these decisions than if we got 
piles of criticism about the study group. 

Is that compatible with your views ~ 
Mr . .8.nIUNGTON. Yes, it is. I again would agree with the previous 

testimony concerning the inadequacy of a study that was largely 
conducted or-totally conducted in-house within LEAA 'and the Justice 
Department aimed at restructuring a program that impacts as broadly 
as this program impacts. 

So I guess what I am really saying is that I agree with you that 
the present study is not a very firm foundation upon which to build 
the future of the LE~U program. 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to my colleague or recognize her for her own 
time. 

Ms. Holtzman. 
Ms. HOL'l'Z~rAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I think the witness has made a good point. p.art of his point, 1 

think, fits right into the comments that were made about the need 
for redoing the study. 

Obvi.ously an expanded study, a new study: ought to be done with 
people who have different perspectives about the operl1tion of the 
criminal justice system as well as the operation of LEAA. 

I think this report reflects the very narrow viewpoints of the people 
who were charged with doing it. Not only was the report prepared 
entirely in-house, but I think the experien'ce of the people preparing 
it was very limited. I think ihata new study is warranted. I think 
the comments here about the people who prepared this study are 
very well taken. 

I yield back my time, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. C01-.TYERS. There will probably be a need to stay in touch with 

you. 
\;yr e recognize and appreciate the work of the advisory cOlmcil. 
They have a great job in Iront of them. I would ask that any further 

communications on the issue be forwarded to you to be answered 
and included :in the record. 

Thank you very much for joining us. 
Mr. ARRINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. Our next witness is from the University of Wisconsin, 

Dr. Malcolm Feeley, department of political science. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. MALOOLM FEELEY, DEPARTMENT OF 
POLITICAL SCIENOE, UNIVERSITY OF WISOONSIN 

Dr. FEELEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and members of 
the cOl1unitte(', for the opportunity to testify on the operations and 
fUllctions of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

I would ask that a copy of my prepared statement be submitted in 
the record, and due to the lateness of the hour, I will move quickly 
through trying to summarize my main points. 

lVIr. CONYERS. We will do that. 
[The complete statement follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF MALCOLM M. FEELEY 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and 'the members of the Committee for the 
opportunity to testify on the operations and functions of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration. 

For the past several years I have been engaged in research and teaching about 
innovations and reform in the criminal justice system. This work has involved 
me in both practical efforts to overcome obstacles to progress in criminal justice 
administration and scholarly analysis of organizational change. Among my sey
eral research projects has been, in collaboration with other colleagues, a study 
of the operation and function of state planning agencies, state government agen
cies which were created in response to provisions in the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe streets Act of 1968. In particular, we set about to determine how they 
were pursuing their mandates to comprehensively plan, innovate, and evaluate, 
and it is some of the conclusions of this study that I propose to share with this 
Committee. I am focusing my comments on our findings on the various con
ceptions of comprehensive planning held by SPA and RPU staff members. After 
this, I will make some observations on several proposals to restructure LEAA. 

I have chosen to focus on the mandate to engage in comprehensive planning, 
because if Title I of the Safe Streets Act and LEAA are emphatic about any
thing, it is planning. Part B of Title I conditions the state receipt of federal funds 
upon the creation of a state ;planning agency, and specifies that is must develop 
"comprehensive plans for improvement in the criminal justice system as a whole." 
As the Act has been amended over the years, this mandate has been underscored 
and enlarged. All of the LEAA administrators, from the awkward trioka of 
1968-71 to Richard Velde, have taken this charge seriously and have insisted 
that the state's planning documents be detailed and comprehensive. To this ellCI, 
LEAA first admonished the SPAs to plan, then prepared a detailed set of guide
lines setting forth its expectations for the state plan, and has continued to issue 
a steady stream of pronouncements to clarify these requirements. 

The language of the Act and its subsequent interpretation by all the LEAA 
administrators has in effect generated in mini-theory of the problems of the 
criminal justice system, a theory which holds that one of the central soluble 
problems of the criminal justice system is that it is in fact a non-system, a 
collection of independent and often antagonistic agencies wllOse fragmentation 
all too often leads to inefficiency and ineffectiveness. This theory and LEAA's 
proposed solution to it are implied in the frequent references to such terms as 
"system," "integrated analysis," "coordination," "cooperation," "combination," 
"long-range," and "comprehensive." Comprehensive planning in this view is an 
effort to overcome the central soluble problems of the criminal justice system, 
problems which are caused in large by a lack of coordination and the criminal 
justice system's inability to function smoothly as an integrated unit. By bring
ing the hitherto separate agencies together for the purpose of planning, many 
of the problems of the administration of criminal justice, it is hoped, should be 
ameliorated. 

By conditioning the receipt of the Part C Action Grant funds upon LEAA's 
acceptance of an "annual comprehensive plan" from the SPAs, the Act permits 
LEAA to take an active role in the planning process. Although LEAA has the 
power to disapprove the SPA plans and to withhold transfer of these action 
grant funds, to date no funds have been permanently withheld to any of the 
states. However, the regional offices of LEAA have frequently "special condi
tioned" the annual plans and have forced the SPAs to spend considerable time 
and energy overcoming thEir objections. Thus while the block grunt concept 
envisions maximum freedom for the states, the provision that the states must 
have their comprehensive plan approved by LEAA opens the door for a sub
stantial federal role, and one which LEAA has actively pursued almost from 
its beginning. 

For the most part, observers familiar with LEAA have been critical of the 
SPA's planning record. Both friend and foe alike regard the SPA's planning 
process as all too often little mOle than the production of a compliance docu
ment for the consumption of LEAA administrators. A recent report by the Ac1-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), places the blame 
squarely on LEAA itself, claiming that "LEAA has been unwilling or unabJe 
to establish meaningful criteria against which to determine and enforce state 
planning comprehensiveness and SPA effectiveness." A Twentieth Century Fund 
Task Force Report also criticizes the SPA planning process, concluding that the 
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Guidelines LEJ.AA has forced on the SPAs are "so complex and fluid that, in
stead of streamlining the planning process, they have reduced it to drudgery 
and irrelevance." While this first observation criticizes LEJ.AA for being too 
vague 'and general, the second criticizes it for being too detailed and specific. In 
short, while there is considerable agreement that the SPA planning processes 
are inadequate, there is no agreement as to cause. However each of these 
criticisms also sha~es another important similarity. Each implies that compre
hensive planning could take place if the impact of an overly bureaucratic LEAA 
were minimized. This observation is important for it assumes that there is 
some consensus as to what constitutes comprehensive criminal justice planning 
and innovation. 

We too began our study with such an assumption. Our initial aim was to 
identify those states which were and were not engaged in effective comprehensive 
planning and then explain the variation in terms of the organization of the 
SPAs and the social nnd Political structures of the states. However, once our 
investigation was underway we quickly came to question this approach, What 
we found were not only structural and bureaucratic obstacles to effective plan
ning, but more fundamentally we uncovered a conceptual crisis. Despite the 
Act's and LE.AA's emphasis on comprehensive planning, despite the production 
of annual plans, and despite the SPAs' several years' experience in planning, 
there is no consensus among SPA staff officials as to what the term compre
hensive planning-in the context of their jobs-means. Those who are labeled 
planners in fact have quite different conceptions of the planning function and 
it is this, not the awkward bureaucratic relations, which I think is at the heart 
of the planning problem at the SPAs. We explored this problem in our inter
views with SPA officials, and discovered six quite distinct conceptions of 
comprehensive planning. These positions are summarized below: 

(1) Oontllrchensive llZanning as comm'ehensive cont7'ol Of the Dudget.-To some 
comprehensive planning is a long-range ideal. It involves working toward the 
creation of a unified criminal justice budget, and then using this as a means foI' 
plaIllling and promoting new programs and assessing the effectiveness of the 
criminal justice system as a whole. People holding this view argue that it is un
realistic to expect the SPAs as they are now constituted to ever be very effective 
because they only have a partial voice in spending the Part a Action Grant funds 
(which amount to no more than 3 Dr, rcent to (] percent of a state's criminal jus
tice e:qJellditures), and virtually no 'oice in the expenditure of the other 95 per
cent-D7 percent of the funds provicled directly from state anel local funds. Ac
cording to this position, unless anel until the SPAs are able to have a voice in 
11launing for ancl spending these. funds, no meaningful comprehensive planning 
can taJ;:e place. 

(2) Planning as the cutting ellge of ·innovation.-Others hold a quite different 
conception of their jobs. These planners regard their primary tasl;: as engaging in 
rp~earch finel dcvclo])l11t'nt of new and innovative ideas, find reject the notion that 
they should take responsibility for overseeing the system as a whole. This view 
cau be summarized as follows: "Because we control such a small amount of 
money, we cannot do everything. What we should do is use our limited resources 
to develop and promote a handful of really good ideas." Comprehensiveness in 
this perspective is not understood as an exhaustive analysis of all aspects of the 
criminal justice system, but rather the thorough analYSis of those few problems 
SE']rf'tecl for intenf'ive focus. 

(3) aompre7~en8ive lllannin{/ as the creation of a cafeteria menu.-This view 
of planning might be regarded as a literal reaction to the Safe Streets Act and 
LEAA's Guidelines, both of which provide a lengthy list of problems to be ad
dr('sspcl by SPA planning stuffs. The Guidelines identify each of the major com
ponents of the criminal justice system and indicate that the plan must speak to 
each of them. The list is extensive, and what we term the cafeteria menu ap
proach to planning is a position which holds that "comprehensive" planning is the 
deyelopment of a list of "al)provecl" ideas it will support under each of LE.AA's 
hea dings. 

(4) Oompre7~('nsive planning as agenCl/ aavocacl/.-A fourth position which is 
]lelcl by a substantial minority of planners holds that in essence SPA and RPU 
planners are representatives of one or another of the traditional criminal jus
tier agenciE's. Often recruited from the estahlished agencies thbmselves, these peo
ple hold that it is their job to get a "fair share" for "their" agency. Eveu when 
the planners lack prior experience with an agency, the specialization within the 
SPA facilities cooperation by the agenCies, so that many SPA and RPU planners 
quickly come to identify most strongly with their agency. 
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(5) Plann'ing as grant 1/)1·iting.-A number of planners we interviewed viewed 
their jobs as little more than grant writers and grant expediters, something like 
hired hands for the criminal justice agencies. They differ from agency advocates 
in that they have a passive conception of their role. They are not strategists in 
behalf of agencies nor activists in behalf of specific causes. Rather they see 
themselves as people experienced in helping agency planners weave their ways 
through the uncharted and constantly shifting channels of the federal LEAA. 
bureaucracy. Their work is to facilitate the "paper work" related to applying 
for "a federal grant." 

(6) Oomp1'ellensit;c planning as the p1'oduction of a compliance document.-
2.'here is a last planning role acl011ted by a small but still significant number of 
SPA and RPU planners. IVe term this conception of planning as the production 
of a compliance document. That is, some planners we talked to came to under
stand their entire job in terms of producing an annual plan acceptable to LEAA. 
~~his was typified by the response we received from one chief planner, who, when 
querried tlS to what constituted good comprehensive planning responded without 
hesitation 01' a tracc of irony that it was an annual plan Wllich would pass the 
LEAA regional office without receiving a special condition. This chief planner's 
perspective may be an extreme case, nevertheless it does illustrate the very wide
spread preoccupation with regarding planning primarily as the production of a 
document-the annual plan-whose primary audience is a group of remote 
officials in LEAA's regional and national offices. 

While any complex piece of legislation contains confusions which frustrate 
and challenge those charged with carrying out its provisions, the Safe Streets 
Act seems to have had more than its share. After eight years the SPAs continue 
to be preoccupied with the questi{)n, what to do rather than how to do? Such 
continuing confusion over its mission is debilitating for any organization. 

This problem has been evident from the outset, and over the years both LEAA 
and Congress have sought to resolve it. Responding to early charges that the 
SPAs were spending federal funds for projects of dubious value, LEAA developed 
a set of Guidelines to structure the SPA planning process. Throughout the years 
these Guidelines have been amended and expanded in 'an effort to overcome the 
continuing problems faced by the SPAs. LEAA has also undertaken several other 
efforts deSigned to upgrade the SPA's capacities to plan and innovate. One such 
effort was to promote "crime specific" planning, a process which LEAA officials 
argued would allow planners to reduce aU types of programs to a common 
denominator so that comparisons and choices could be made among what hitherto 
had been considered noncomparable. Although promoted heavily, this program 
met with stiff resistance and was short-lived. Another LEAA effort derived 
from the Standards and Goals Project. It consisted of a campaign to implement 
the recommendations issued by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice. This effort was not well received by the states and it too was quickly 
abandoned. 

Congress has also sought to upgrade the capacities of the SPAs. Through a 
series of 'amendments to the 1968 Act, Congress has attempted to broaden the 
horizons of the SPAs by expanding their functions, redefining their planning 
priorities, and forcing them to devote greater attention to some of the more 
neglected elements in the criminal justice system. 

Despite these and other efforts to clarify the SPA mission, the crisis of misflion 
continues. To date both LEAA and Congress have been unsuccessful in instilling 
even a minimum consensus of purpose amoug SPA planners. The question is 
why have these efforts failed? Let me suggest Igeveral partial answers. 

First, the notion of comprehensive planning as applied to an area as broad 
as criminal justice administration suggests 110 obvious meaning and is open 
to a wide range of interpretation. In short, it can mean all things to all people, 
and in the absence of a clo'sely monitored and carefully controlled organization, 
it is inevitable that a widely divergent set of views will emerge. 

Second, is the practical problem of performance. SPAs are expected to plan, 
but they 'are also charged wrth administering grants. :Many SPA. planners find 
an incompatibility between these two functions, and argue that the immediate 
and prq.ctical problems of grant administration come to absorb most of their 
time and energies and at times this comes to be understood as planning itself. 

A third factor is location. The Act envisions the SPAs as important statewide 
organizations and assumes that they will take an aggressive role in planning 
for the criminal justice system as a whole. But the criminal justice system is 
not organized on a statewide basis and for the most part the SPAs have not 
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assumed additional duties beyond those deriving from the Safe Streets Act. Thus 
they remain as artificial appendages grafted on to a highly fragmented criminal 
justice system comprised of a collection of fiercely autonomous agencies. The 
Act and LE.A..A.'s efforts notwithstanding, the SPAs are not in a position to demand 
the respect or command the authority necessary to generate a system out of 
what has so aptly been termed the nonsystem of criminal justice. To the extent 
that the SPAs pursue such <a position, they are likely to find themselves isolated 
and ineffective. Alternatively if they adapt to the existing structure of the 
criminal justice system by adopting an "agency" as opposed to a "systemwide" 
perspective, they are likely to be unnecessary ,because there are other more 
efficient ways to channel federal money to these agencies. 

This confusion as to mission and these problem!:! are inherent in the very 
concept of the LE.A..A. block grant structure, but they have been largely over
looked in the recent critical assessments of LEAA. The emerging conventional 
wisdom is that the problems with the SPAs are due largely to a top-heavy anll 
overly bureaucratic LE.A..A. whose excessive demands and cumbersome require
ments prevent the SPAs from supporting meaningful comprehensive plan
ning, truly innovative programs, and carefully constructed evaluations. This 
seems to be the view contained in both the ACIR report anci the Twentieth 
Century Flrod Task Force Report. It is also the position subscribeci to in the 
Attorney General's study group report on the restructuring of LEAA. In its 
report the study group concluded: 

"The detailed statutory specifications of the content of the required state 
comprehensive plan has encouraged state and local governments to focus more 
on ensuring statutory compliance rather than on undertaking effective planuing." 

This view contains a good measure of truth and as a consequence it is gain
ing momentum. But it also contains what might be termed a state of nature 
fallacy. That is, implicit in this argument is the belief that if the Act 
and LEAA imposed fewer guidelines and fewer conditions, the SPAs 1vould 
naturally do a better job. What such 'an argument fails to adequately appre
ciate is that these guidelines anci these conditions originally arose out of an 
earlier felt necessity, a widespread belief in Congress and LE.A..A. that most 
states could not or would not develop rational comprehensive plans on their 
own. What the Act anticipated and sought to correct in advance and what 
LE.A..A. administrators experienced first hand, was that the states needed guill
ance to assure the development of a meaningful planning capability. 

If my analY8is is correct, then the most recent impulse-to simplify and 
reduce the national LEAA role-will prove to be no more satisfying than most 
of the previous efforts mounted by Congress and LEAA. By identifying the 
detailed requirements of LEAA as the primary obstacles to meanillgful com
prehensive planning and impediments to innovative 'activity, the SPAs will 
have completed full cycle and be back where they are several years ago. In 
the words of Paul Nejelski, a dissenting member of the AttornE'Y General's 
Study Group, such a recommendation "represents tIle victory of hope OVE'r 
experience." 

If my observations have done anything, they have tried to expose the con
tradictions inherent in the block grant concept as it applies to statewide plan
ning in the criminal justice system. On one hancl the object of blocl;: grants 
is to minilnize the federal presence, to free states to pursue their particular 
problems as they themselves see them. On the other hand, federal funds are 
likely to be provided for support in areas in which the stutes have been UD
successful in coping on their own. In some cases it may be lack of money 
alone which is the reason for the shortcomings, and if so perhaps block grunts 
are the answer. Whatever the case, it is clear that the Safe Streets Act and 
LE.A..A. were not premised on the belief that more money alone is the answer. 
The Act rests on a quite different premise. It contains an implicit theory which 
seems to hold that the major impediment to meaningful criminal justice reform 
is due to the fragmented anci decentralized nature of the criminal justice 
system. and sets about to clmnge the organization of the states in this area. 
It is an effort to generate a new way of thmking about the problems of crime 
and crime control. Historically most states have not had any statewide C1:i1l1inal 
justice planning capabilities, and despite the SPAs these ideas remain foreign 
to most state and local criminal justice agency officials. It is, I think, unlikely 
that the relatively weak SPAs with their extremely lilnited authority anci re
sources 'are in a position to do much about this problem. 
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In my opinion the record shows the LIllAA block grant programs to be a bold 
.... -experiment .but a noble failure. To date few if any of the SPAs have emerged 
·11S the important organizations the Act seems to have envisioned them to be, 
-llnd for the reasons I have already touched on, it does not appear likely that 
things will change. The SPAs are appendages, state agencies precariously 
',grafted onto preexisting systems of criminal justice. They are not nurtured 
from within the states and remain wholly dependent for their e~:istence from 
support fromLEAA. While some may have thought that over the years the 
SPAs would naturally grow to assume a large role in this process and become 
important institutionalized state agencies, there is little evidence pointing to 
such a trend. After eight years their primary and often exclusive function is 
to distribute LEAA funds. If LEAA were eliminated, most if not all of the 
SPAs would cease to exit. 

,I do not want to sound overly pessimistic. The SPAs and LEAA have had many 
successes. They have distributed large sums of money to hard-pressed criminal 
justice agencies and they have undertaken some truly innovative and experimen
tal programs. But each of these i'unctions can be pursued more effectively. If the 
primary goal of the Act is to distribute federal funds to the hard-pressed state and 
local criminal justice agencies, there are simpler and more cost-effective ways 
than worldng through the SPAs. Specific revenue sharing which earmarks funds 
for state and local governments' criminal justice functions is one such method. So 
too is general revenue sharing, an alternative which would give communities an 
even broader range of choices. In either case federa1 funds could be distributed 
on a formula basis at a cost far less than the LEAA-SP A block grant program. 

Alternatively, if the primary goal is to use federal funds to support tru~y inno
vati\'e law enforcement and criminal justice programs, Congress should consider 
creating a law enforcement assistance grant-in-aid program, one which operates 
much like the current LEAA discretionary grant program. Here interested agen
cies with a commitment to experimentation and innovation and a demonstrated 
.capacity to pursue these goals could apply for funds for a 'demonstration plrogram 
whi('h could then be carefully evaluated bya combined federal and state research 
staff. If experimentation and innovation are the Act's primary objectives, these 
goals ~ould, I think, better be pursued by a small national program which is capa
ble of exercising tight contlrol on those few experimental projects it supports. At 
present such is only rarely the case with the supposedly experimental programs 
funded by the SPAs. 

On balance, I come down in support of the second alternative, and urge the 
Congress to give serious consideration to the recommendation that it allow LEAA 
authorization to lapse at the end of its current expiration date and that in its 
place Congress create a relatively small demonstratiou program modeled after 
the current discretionary fund program. 

Mr. OONYERS. vVe welcome you today. We notice that you have been 
:a consultant to a number of LEAA-:C,mded programs; your research 
interests lll:clude studies of the lower criminal courts and the effective
ness of the State planning agencies. ,Ve welcome you here. 

Dr. FEELEY. Thank you very much. 
For the past several years, I have engaged in research on innovation 

and reform in the criminal justice system. One of my projects has been 
an examination of the nature and operation of State planning agen
cies. I want to confine my comments here to some of the findings that 
my colleagues and I have made on the various conceptions of com
prehensive planning held by SPA and RPU staff members. After this, 
I will make some brief comments on several proposals to restructure 
LEAA. 

It seems to me that the language of the Safe Streets Act and its sub
sequent interpretation by all LEAA administrators-and I might 
add, the subsequent amendments that Oongress has provided-has in 
effect generated a minitheory of the problems of the criminal justice 
system, a theory which holds that at least one of the central soluble 
problems of the criminal justice system is that in fa:ct it is a nonsystem, 
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a collection of independent and often antagonistic agencies whose frag
mentation all too often leads to inefficiency and ineffectiveness. 

This theory and LEA..t\..'s proposed solution to it are implied in the 
frequent references to such terms as comprehensive planning, system
wide thinking, coordination, cooperation, et cetera. The act attempts 
to provide a ~olution to this by proposing to br~g th~ hith~r~o 
separate agencIes together for th(~ purpose of J?lannmg. 1V"Ith tIns It 
is hoped that many of the problems in the admmistration of criminal 
justice will be ameliorated. This, it seems to me, is the thrust of t!~f' nrt. 

Despite the block grant nature of the program which gives consider
able freedom to the State, the act also permits LEAA to take an 
active role in the planning process. It does this through LEAA's power 
to approve or disapprove of annual State plans. \V"hile LEAA has, 
as far as I know, never ultimatedly refused to accept a State plan, it 
has however special conditioned them on numerous occasions, in an 
effort to get the SPAs to alter their priorities. 

Despite this authority, observers familiar with LEAA have con
tinued to be critical of the SPA's planning record, pvnd many are 
critical of LEAA's role in this process, arguing that its excessive 
redtape and excessive bureaucratic meddling have undercut the SPA's 
powers. 

As I look over the ACm report and the 20th century task force re
port, it appears that people disagree as to precisely what 'Causes the 
SPA's problems. On the one hand, some say that LEAA's guidelines 
are too ambiguous, while others say there are too many. We have heard 
this in the earlier testimony this morning. Everyone admits there are 
probleIns, but they point to different culprits. 

There is, however, one similarity in these criticisms, and it is this: 
Each implies that comprehensive planning-and I might add, iImo
vation and evaluation-could take place if the impact of an overly 
bureaucratic LEAA were minimized. This observation is. important 
for it assumes that there is some consensus as to what constitutes com
prehensive planning, innovation, and evaluation. 

We, too, began our study with these same assumptions, trying to 
find out what causes and conditions gave rise to effective planning 
and innovation and evaluation, and what causes and conditions workecl 
against it. 

However, once our investigation was lmderway-after we began in
terviewing SPA staff officials-we quickly came to question this as
sumption. In our interviews, we found that not only were these struc'
tural and bureaucratic obstacles to effective planning, but more funda
metally we uncovered a conceptual crisis. Despite the emphasis on 
comprehensive planning, there IS absolutely no consensus among SPA 
staff officials as to what the term conmrehensive planning, in the con-
text of their jobs, means. .>: 

Those who are labeled planners in fact have quite different con
ceptions of their role and nmction, and aim at quite different things. 
This, then, became the object of our stUdy. "We explored this problem 
in interviews and discovered six quite different conceptions of com
prehensive planning. Let me briefly summarize them. What we tried 
to do, is ask the people, the planners, what are you trying to do? How 
are you trying to work toward your goals and what are tlley? We 
found different lJeople were wor1.'"ing towards quite different things. 
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On the Olle hand, we found a llumber of people sllgo-esting that 
comprehensive planning is really comprehensive control of the budget. 
They wanted control over the criminal justice budget as a whole. They 
wanted to come to grips with the system as a whole and try to find 
out whether they should put more money in police or in corrections 
or in courts. 

On the other hand, we found another group of people who were 
equally enthusiastic about a quite different approach. Essentially they 
said, because we control so little money, just 3 to 5 percent of the total 
crinunal justice expenditures in the State, we want to narrow our 
focus on a handful of truly innovative things and be comprehensive 
about those things which we are doing. 

Still another view of compl'ehenslve planning was the creation of 
what we term a cafeteria plan. That is, the planners would provide 
a list of approved programs sponsored by LEAA or in good circula
tion, and then let the criminal justice agencies select those they thought 
were best. 

Still another view we found quite prevalent was what we termed 
agency advocacy. vVe interviewed a number of planners who viewed 
their jobs as representatives of one or the other of the criminal justice 
agencies, that is, police, courts, corrections, et cetera. Often these people 
had been recruited from these agencies so it is not surprising that 
they continued to maint~in this allegiance. We found that many were 
€asily co-opted by these agencies, agencise some of them were planning 
to go to work, if and when LEU were to shrink. ' 

Still another view of planning was that it was little more than 
grant writing. That is, many planners said, Our jobs are to facilitate 
the efforts of crinlinal justice agencies in. obtauung Federal grants. 
. Lastly, we came across a number of people who argued that com
prellensive planning was nothing more than the preparation of an 
mmual plan for consumption by offi.cjals in remote regional andna
tional offices. Good comprehensive planning, according to this perspec
tive, was a plan that received no special conditions. 

Now any complex piece of legislation contains confusions to chal
lenge those who carry it out, but the Safe Streets Act seems to have had 
more than its share. After 8 years, the SPAs continue to be pre
occupied with the question what to do rather than how to do it. Such 
continuing confusion over their mission is debilitating to any organiza
tion and has certainly limited LEU's effectiveness. 

These problems were evident from the outset, and LEU and the 
Congress have made a number of efforts to try to overcome them. 
LEU has issued guidelines, and when they have failed, it has issued 
still more guidelines in order to try to get the SPA's to act witlun the 
spirit of the act. The major LEAA. efforts have not been tremendous 
successes as the continuing conceptual cdsis seems to indicate. The 
crime specific planning and the standards and goals emphases are only 
two of several such efforts. 

Likewise, Congress has tried through a variety of amendments to 
expand the horizons of the SPA's. in an effort to get them to do what 
in fact the act envisions them doing in the first place, to engage in a 
widespread and comprehensive view of the criminal justice systen:: 
as a whole. 
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Despite these efforts by both LEA-<\" and Congress, the problems 
continue; the crisis of the SPA's mission continues. To date, both 
LEU and Congress, I think, have been unsuccessful in instilling even 
a minimum consensus of purpose into the SPA's. Why is tllis ~ 

There seem to be several problems. One is the problem of theory. 
Comprehensive planning is ambiguous. It can mean all tllings to all 
people, and the SPA planners we spoke to all held in good faith that 
what they were doing was the proper and right thing to be doing. So 
one of the problems is, the mission and mandwte is so broad that every
one can breathe his or her own ideas into it. 

There is a second problem of practical performance. On the one 
hand, SPA's are expected to plan and engage in planning. On the other 
hand, they are mandateel to administer grants. The grant aelministra
tion is practical and immediate. A good portion of the planners time 
comes to be taken up with the practical task of getting money ont to 
the recipient agencies and processing grants. To many, in fact, plan
ning becomes nothing more than the process of grant administration. 

Third and perhaps the most important is the problem of location. 
The act envisions the SPA's as important statewide organizations and 
aSSlllles that they will take an aggressive role in planning the 
criminal justice system as tt whole. Yet they remain n,rtificial append
ages grafted onto a llighly fragmented criminal justice system. The 
act and LEU's efforts notwithstanding, the SPA's are 110t in a posi
tion to command the authority necessary to take a broad and compre
hensive vigorous look. If they attempt tIllS, as Congress and LE.A..A. 
has continued to press them to do, they are likely to find themselves 
isolated and ineffective in a system that is highly fragmented. Alterna
tively, if they adapt to the existing structure of the criIninal justice 
system by adopting what we have called an agency perspective, they 
are likely to be ineffective or unnecessary since there are other more 
efficient forms of getting money to the agencies rather than working 
directly through the SPA's. 

Tllis confusion as to mission and these problems are inllerent in the 
very concept of the LE.A..A. block grant structure. It has been largely 
overlooked, I think, in the recent critical assessments of LEU . 

.Mr. CONYERS. What alternatives nre there for disbursing money to 
the States other than through the SPA's? 

Dr. FEFLEY. If, in fact, the function of the act is to get money out, 
then there are types of general revenue sharing or special revenue 
sharing that can distribute money on a formula basis more efficiently. 

If on the other hand, the SPA's job is to stimulate innovation and 
I tllink that is the spirit of the original act and all its efforts subse
quently, then a different tack to pursue truly innovative ideas ought 
to be taken. 

I recommend that Congress opt for the latter, institutionalizing 
only a portion of the current LEA.A structure, the discretionary grant 
provisions. 

I may be in a unique position in arguing that Congress save the 
taxpayers a lot of money by adopting a very small discretionary grant 
program that pursues only a few truly innovative and ~xperimenta1. 
programs, somethlng that the discretionary grant in theory at least is 
currently supposed to clo. 
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Let me Ibriefly just comment on what I see as the dilemma facing 
the Congress. The emphasis of many reports on LEU suggest sim
plification of LEU by reducing the LEU bureaucracy. PreslUll
ably then, the States will be free to innovate and plan. We have heard 
those sentiments this morning. It strikes me tIns argument contains 
what might be termed a state of nature fallacy. Implicit in it is the 
naive belief if the LEAA imposed fewer conditions, the SPAs nat
urally would do a better job. 

In the words of Paul Nejelski, in a separate statement to the task 
force report, tIns view seems to represent a victory of hope cyver ex
perience. If my observations have tried to do anything, they have 
tried to expose the contradictions inherent in the block grant system, 
as it applies to the criminal justice system. It seems to me that the act 
places contradictory mandates on the SPA's that no amount of amend
ments are likely to be overcome. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, your suggestion is unique, that we use only the 
discretionary grant process and that there we would be able to empha
size innovation. 

I don't have any trouble with that. I just think it may have trouble 
getting 'a lot of support, maybe because of the nature of the Congress. 
It could be argued here that some would be made available on some 
appropriate formula basis to everybody in the country or at least to 
every State. 

Dr. FEELEY. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have no object jon to the Federal 
Government's supporting law enforcement and criminal justice activi
ties in the States. IaI?- simply arguing that if the goal is to support 
these programs and lIttle more, that there are other formula-based 
mechanisms for distributing money that wouldn't require the elaborate 
SPA charade of plmming, evaluation, and innovation. Simply deliver 
the money ona more efficient formula basis. 

On the other hand, if the thrust of the Federal interest is getting 
new and. different ideas implemented, then tighter control from a 
central place is probably 'a good idea. 

Mr. CONYERS. Let me yield to counsel representing the minority 
side who may have a question or two. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Freeley, we have seen during your testimony a criticism of the 

State planning operation and the cause. ,Ve saw a criticism during 
Mr. Wertz testimony of tIns. Did you hear his criticism of the amount 
of staffing required to implement the planning process? 

Dr. FEELEY. I came in midway through his statement. 
Mr. STOVALL. He did say during his testimony that approximately 

one-third and one-half of his staff is required to really devote to on
going planning 'operations. 

Now, if your proposal were adopted, how many States would still 
keep the State planning agencies and how many States would still 
keep the regional planiiing units? 

Dr. FEELEY. I suspect 48 out of the 50, if not the 50, would drop 
the SPA's. If this is cOlTect, then it is strong evidence of the fact that 
they have not taken root in the Sbates and become important agencies. 
They have remained appendages to the system that presumably they 
are trying to influence. 

Mr. STOVALTJ. Can you verify that statement? 
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Dr. FEELEY. Not directly, sir; although this was the overwhelming 
consensus of those SP A planners that we interviewed. In fact, one 
of our questions was, What would happen if LEA . ...t\.. dried up ~ Almost 
invariably they said-there was one exception-that the SPA's woul i. 
be out of existence. 

A numlber of RPU planners said they might be folded into local 
planning 'agencies. The one exception where we received some reser
vations was in the State of Kentucky which has something of a lmique 
arrangement in that it is established by legisJ:ation, rather than by 
Executive order. Since interviewin~ the SPA staffs; there may be 
other States, like Kentucky; I can't be confident on that. 

Mr. STOVALL. Mr. Gonyers 'and I were discussing the possibility of 
getting further detail. It sOlmds as though your study might be of 
further interest to us. Would it be possible fo,:, us to obtain any further 
information regarding the detailed questioning and evaluation that 
went on with your study ~ 

Dr. FEELEY. Yes, sir. We are in the process of writing it. This is a 
joint enterprise among people scattered throughout the country. That 
has slowed us down. We have published one article which has been 
made available to the committee, and I would ask that it be placed 
in the record. I have a couple of copies here today I will be happy to 
passon. 

LThe article may be found in the appendix at p. 271.] 
Mr. CONYERS. Fine. 
Dr. FEELEY. The rest of our work will be emerging in the future. I 

would be delighted to make it available. 
Mr. STOVALL. Because we are unaware of any deadlines, we don't 

know what the Justice Department's deadline mIght be, internally, al
though we realize there is a possibility of legislating initiatives, could 
you give us any possible date which we might anticipate those mate
rials? It would be helpful to us. 

Dr. FEELEY. Why donlt I say the first of the year? ,Ve will pass 
drafts on as we get material out. 

Mr . STOVALL. That would be very helpful. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS . ..A:n,y other questions ~ 
Mr. GREGORY. I think you were here when Mr. Wertz testified about 

the influence that the SPA in his State had on non-LEAA funds. 
Did you feel that to be common in your study of SPA's ~ 

Dr. FEELEY. 'When any organization distributes money, they are 
likely to have an influence. Yes, the SPA's have had an influence. 
I cannot comment on Mr. Wertz's two examples of the public defender 
system and the magistrate ":>urts in Maryland, but I can comment 
on one cxample that we came across in Pcnnsylvania, where LEAA 
funds through the SF A and RPU in Philadelphia, were used to 
implement a Federal court order mandating certain minimum con
ditions in the Philadelphia prisons. We asked, Is something that a 
Federal judge says is a constitutiona.lly minimal standard an in
novation that LEAA ought to be funding~ That is, if a Federal judge 
says it is constitutionally required, is it really innovation ~ They said, 
"But that's where we have to spend our money; it's an important thing 
to do, Rnd there is no money elsewhere." 

20-613-73--6 
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Yes, the SPA had an influence here, Lut whether "it is innovation, 
~md whether it was a result of planning-at least in this instance-"or 
the result of a Federal j ndge, I leave that to you. 

:Mr. CONYERS. Of course, the problem is that if LEAA doesn't move 
there, there is a fair chance perhaps nobody will. 

,Ve might get the wrong answer to your perfectly obvious question. 
Then where would we be ~ That's the difference between the reality 
that ,ye are faced with in many places, that LEAA funds are not going 
for purely innovative activities, but frequently just bringing a juris
diction up to a standard. 

Dr. FEELEY. Certainly, the. State criminal justice agencies are hard 
pressed. 

Again, I reiterate there are simpler and more cost-effective ways 
for giving these agencies flmds to deal "lvith these obvious problems. 
There is no need to call it innovation which has come about as a result 
"of an elaborate planning process. 

::'\fr. CONYERS. Subcommittee staff? 
:Jh. YEAGER. Dr. Feeley, I want to quote you a statement by John 

Oardner, a former Director of the National Institute of Law Enforce
ment and Criminal Justice, and ask you if this is a generally true or 
false statement. 

He stated, and I quote: 
The basic fault in the LEAA model is a misconception of the structure of the 

.American criminal justice system. We have not a system but rather thousands 
of totally independent agencies each with its own goals and priorities. The cre
ation of LEAA did nothing to change that fragmentation or those goals. It merely 
provided funding opportunities for agencies to eXll:\l1d existing programs or to 
initiate some new activities. From all available evitience, Washington-mandated 
initiatives and state-organized planning routinl';" did virtually nothing to change 
the priorities set locally. 

Are we dealing hG1'e with what is essentially a political problem as 
opposed to a lack of flmding problem? 

Dr. FEELEY. I tend to agree with those sentiments. I am not sure I 
understand your question. 

::.\11'. YEAGER. We heard testimony to the effect that the agencies 
need more funding. We have heard testimony to the effect thf),t the 
State plann.ing agencies are relatively limited in their impact. 
It seems to me that the reason they are limited is because of the struc
ture, they have no control over the various agencies. So my question is 
are we dealing essentially with a political problem in terms of restruc
turing agencies in States and counties as opposed to more LEAA 
funding? 

Dr. FEJ<lLEY. I think the act envisioned those two things to be fought 
simultaneously. As I lmderstand it, the spirit of the act and the sub
sequent efforts by both the National LEAA administration and the 
Congress, is to try to make the SPA's a strong central unit which can 
pull together and coordinate the various fragmented agencies. I am 
suggestmg that to date this has not taken place. 

The SPA's have not emerged as those important units, and theevi
dence, I offer to support this is that most SPA's would probably die' 
if LEAA funds dried up. SPA's are appendages, conclufts to receive 
Federal money and to spend it, not institutions which organize the 
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.criminal justice agencies to spend that other 95 to 90 percent of the 

.State and local criminal justice budget. 
This expanded function, has not happened, nor do I think it is likely 

to happen from an effort based in ·Washington. It would have to 
.emerge within the States rather than be foistecl on them by Federal 
funds. It is a political problem indigenous to States rather than one 
likely to be solved by further moneys from We.shington. 

MI. OONYERS. If I might just add there, but isn't it really clifficult 
for them handing such a small part of all law enforcement money to 
really be otherwise than an appendage ~ 

I mean it would be hard for an SPA to-even with the support of 
the Governor and the State legislature-really be more than one 
of a number of important parties deciding how the criminal justice 
budget shoulcl be appropriatecl. 

Dr. FEELEY. I think that's right. I am suggesting it is, although I 
think the act envisions much more, that they are to engage in plan
ning for the system as a whole. 

Mr. YEAGER. One last question. The task force study makes a re'c-
·ommendation relative to statutory criteria for what shou.ld be consid
ered crimillal justice improvements. They state the criteria should 
prohibit the ilnplementation of any criminal justice practice proven 
ineffective. . 

Do you see any problem with the concept of a criminal justice im
provOluent, pal'ticularlyas it has been implemented by the States 
who have testified today that 85 percent of these programs have been 

,continued., have been carried on by the localities in terms of their 
operatioas ~ 

Dr. FEELEY. Well, I believe Mr. "'¥ ertz suggested that that would 
simply spawn a new game of grantsmanship and that everything, 
every idea that was put forward would be easily related to a notion 
of improvement. That is probably what would happen, and indeed 
some national office would then begin laying out guidelines to 
explicate what was meant by improvement and we would be back in 
the same boat that we are in now. 

1YIr. YEAGER. I assume, then, there is a consensus in your research 
· concerning what innovation is ~ 

Dr. FEELEY. Like the term "planning," "innovation" is what vir
tually everyone thinks it is. Again, there's 'absolutely no consensus as 
to what innovation is. Some· people argue it's innovation if it's new 
for our police force, and others argue it's innovation if it's never 
been tried anyplace before. Then there are ranges in between. Still 
other people say innovation is a meaningless term, that what we need 

· is system improvements. These peoph argue that there are long
standing problems we have had in our hip pockets for years. "'¥ e simply 
need funds to implement them. 

ilfr.CONYERS. Mr. Stovall. 
~Ir. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Oonyers. 
Dr. Feeley, the effectiveness of the current demonstration program 

is something that would have to be evaluated in the context of our 
proposal. 

Now, there have been some that we have seen in the past, partic-
· ularly you oCan-I am sure you will recall the high impact crime pro
gram which was attempted in which there was an expectation of a 
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5 to 10 percent reduction in crime in those eight communities in which 
it was attempted; $160 million was spe.nt on a free form socia~ actio? 
project. Those are the words of the MItre Corp., when they dId theIr 
study on the program. . 

This being a discretionary grant program which spent about $20 
million per 'city, showed no demonstrable effect apparently from all 
fronts concerned. Now! have you seen an effectiye demonstration pro
gram? I think this is not really a demonstration program per se but 
the use of those clcclicated nmds. Haye you seen effective demonstra
tion programs that you can point to to say that this proves your case, 
that demonstration programs can effectively aid the criminal justice 
system~ 

Dr. FEELEY. Well, yes, I have seen some efforts that I considered 
worthwhile. I didn't get to my problems with evaluation though. Con
trary to what others have said today, I have found LEA.A. has spawned 
virtually no first-rate evaluations. In part, I speak as a member of the 
National Academy of Science's committee that has evaluated the re
search of the N ational Institute. I think that tended to be our own 
conclusions, the committee's conclusions as a whole. 

Mr. STOVALL. You were on the comlllittee that did the evaluation? 
Dr. FEELEY. That's right; yes, sir. 
Mr. STOVALL. TIllS is not the evaluation of the NILE ~ 
Dr. FEELEY. Yes; it is. I was on that committee. I said there we 

found very few first-rate cases of research. 
You ask the question, are there programs that ihave a demonstrated 

capacity? lam responding by saying there are very few of anything 
that LEA.A. has done where you can say unequivocally there is a dem
onstrated capacity. Evaluation has not proceeded very well so no one 
can speak with much confidence. One project that I think very highly 
of that has been replicated around the country began right here in 
Washington, D.C. That is the PROl\US system. The prosecutor in this 
city implemented it to improye his prosecutorial capacity by having an 
automated information system which would proyide a great deal of 
data very quickly-rationalize the intake system, automatically notify 
witnesses, coordinate the prosecution of offenses, alleged offenders with 
long records of serious crime, and give priority to those sorts of cases. 
That's an idea whose time has corne, I think, and tIllS system has been 
well received across the country. 

Pretrial release agencies ha,;e aJso received some discretionary nmcls. 
There have been problems with discretionary nmds that I have 

heard of, although I haven't walked through a list of all of them. For 
instance, I have heard of instances where a police chief or a corrections 
official was unable to get money from his SPA, and "has then tried an 
end run around it and come directly to Washington to try to get sup
port from the discretionary funds. 

:1\£1'. STOVALL. That points up a logical question that is part of this. 
Aren't you afraid that by doing this, by using the discretionary nmd
ing concept, that it will be a complete Federal-municipal, Federal
cOlmty, or possibly Federal-Statn bargaining for funds in which the 
Federal level in the Attorney General's office, which is really charged 
with the duty of Federal prosecutions, will be making decisions on. 
what the locality should be doing entirely with Federal funds ~ 
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Do you have any alternative to safeguard against that kind of au-
"thoritarian decisionmaking that might occur ~.. . 

Dr. FEELEY. ·Well, it seems to. me tha~ there IS a consIderable S~~tI
ment in particular places and tImes to mnovate, and what I ~nVlslOn 
is a relatively small amount of money to be used for supportmg only 
occasional research or demonstration projects and their replication. 
It would not be a source of funds for all criminal justice agencies 
across the country. 

I am concernecl that a lot of ideas prematurely gain currency and 
then money is thrown out after them very rapidly. Pretrial diversion is 
a case in point. I don't know how many clozens if not hundreds of mil
lions of donal'S hav,:} been spent on pretrial diversion since it first 
became popular several years ago. Now, 4, 5 years later there are a 
number of people that are beginning to scratch their heads about it, 
wondering whether it was such a good idea a,fter a,ll. It was an idea, 
which I think was prematurely publicized as a terrific idea by LEAA, 
and as a, result, States across the country got on the bu,nclwagon be-
causE' they lmE'w that LEAA wonld be snpportive of it. _ 

I would rather have seen a limited number of demonstration or 
pilot programs on diversion operate for a couple of years and been 
.ca,refully ~watched. I:f it turned out good, a national orgrnization could 
then have told the States: "This is a good idea; try it.\ 

Mr. STOVALL. Have the prescriptive package programs that the 
Nationa,l Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice de
veloped been helpful ~ 

Dr. FEELEY. I don't know. Again, we interviewed people and asked 
them if they thought they were helpful. A number of people said yes, 
·and others said no. Many people thought the prescriptive packages 
were advertising ideas prematurely, before they had been sOlmdly and 
firmly proved to be useful or not useful. 

:Mr. STOVALL. Do you feel as though the method by which the fund
ing is developed tlirough your proposal could be channeled in such 
a way that the decisions a,re made by some level other than the Justice 
Department ~ 

Dr. FEET~EY. I am not sure what you have in mind. What I envision 
is an agency of State or local government making application for 
funds. saying they are prepared and committed to operate an experi
mE'ntal program and then have a judgment by a research staff in 
Washington to see if, in fact, that's the case. I:f so, perhaps to nmd it. 

How priorities could be set, I am not quite sure. 
Mr. STOVAL. So you are saying they would make the determination 

on what they wanted to d~ in the locality and make application rath~r 
than the Fl?rlerallevel tellmg them what model programs to follow; IS 
that correct ~ 

Dr. FEEU1Y. Something like that. Obviously it would be a brokered 
or a negotiated arrangement to some extent. 

~fr. STOVAUo. I 11 ave taken more than enough time. 
Thank you, Dr. Feeley. 
:\{r. CON1.'"ERS. Did Mr. Yeager have one final question ~ 
:Mr. YEAGER. Dr. Feeley, we have heard a number of suggestions 

for a restudy of the study. Do you think the composition of the 
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Justice Department's task force we are evaluating tod.ay had anything
to do with some of the conclusions it made ~ 

Dr. FEELEY. Well, yes. I believe three of the members of the task" 
force were not only Justice Department officials but where high offi
cials in LEAA itself. Come to think of it, as I heard the earlier' 
testimony, I did realize that there was one user perspective represented 
on the group, that is, one person with a State perspective. That 
was Paul Nejelski, who just prior to his coming to Washington,. 
had been assistant executive seeretary of the State judicial department 
in Connecticut. 

~ir. Nejelski, as you know, issued a strongly worded separate 
statement which amounts to a rather bitter dissent. 

It seems to me he does represent at least one perspective from a 
State user, and that is highly critical of LEAA. 

Mr. CONYERS. Very good. 
We are glad to have you here. Sorry that you are not more conven

iently located to the Washington area. We have appreciated your con
tribution here this morning. 

Our ne2..i; witnesses are Dr. David VjTalker, Dr. Carl Stenberg, and 
Ms. Jane Roberts, who have put together their statement which is 
very much appreciated. ,Ve hope that you will also feel free to make 
any comments based on any of the discussion that has gone on among 
previous witnesses. 

Your statement will be placed in its entirety in the record at this 
point. 

[The complete statement follows:] 

STATE11ENT OF THE ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS BY 
DAVID B. WALKER, CARL W. STENBERG, AND JANE F. ROBERTS 

Mr. Chairman 'and members of the subcommittee on Crime, the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) appreciates the oppor
tunity to appear before you today to present our views regarding the study group 
report on the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEU). The ACIR, 
as you know, is a permanent bipartisan body established by Congress in 1959 
to monitor the American federal system and to recommend improvements. Of the 
twenty-six (26) Commission members, nine represent the federal executive and 
legislative branches, fourteen represent state and local governments, and three 
represent the general public. 

The Commission initially reviewed the LEU program in 1970. At that time, 
we found that although there were some gaps, the block grant was "a Significant 
device for achieving greater cooperation and coordination of criminal justice 
efforts between the states and their political subdivisions". The Commission 
recommended that Congress retain the block grant approach, and that the 
states make further effort to target funds on high crime areas and to improve 
ther criminal justice planning and admnistrative activities. 

Two years ago, Commission staff initiated a re-examination of the LEU 
program. This work was part of a comprehensive study of intergover-umental 
planning, policy and program development, and management under federal cate
gorical and block grant programs. The research on LEAA involved questionnaire' 
surveys of all state criminal justice planning agencies ( SPAs), regional planning 
units, and local governments over 10,000 population j E'xtensive USE' of the LEAA 
Grants Management Information System data j scrutiny of state planning grant 
documents j and first-hand observations of program operations in ten states,. 
including interviews with over 480 elected officials, administrators and planners. 

The factual 'and attitudinal information ,that we compiled and analyzed tell 
much about the experience in implementing the block grant portions of the LEAA 
program. While our report is not definitive-nor by the way, do we believe that' 
any report on LEU thus far constitutes the autIlOritative assessment-we do 
feel that it provides a solid baflis for assessing the program and for discerning' 
necessary changes in its design and administration. 
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ACIR concluded that the LEU record has been mixed-neither as bad as its 
critics claim nor as good as its supporters state. However, our evaluation of the 
block grant ~xperience was, for the most part, positive. 

:Most significantly in the Commission's judgement, the block grant approach 
taken in the LEU program has helped reduce crime and improve the adminis
tration of justice in three basic ways: 

Stimulation of new activity that otherwise would not or could not have been 
undertaken by recipients; 

System building through setting in motion a process for planning and decision
making that would produce greater lmderstanding and better coordination among 
the functional and interlocal components of the criminal justice system, non
criminal justice officials, and the general public; and 

System support by providing funds to upgrade the operations of law enforce
ment and criminal justice agencies at the state and local levels. 

Although much has been accomplished since 1968, we readily acknowledg~ 
that changes shoulcl be made to strike a better balance between achieving the 
national interest in reducing crime and improving the criminal justice system,. 
and state and local desires for flexibility, simplicity and certainty. As such. tl1e' 
Commission hus recommended that Congress assure the integrity of the block 
grant approach by: minimizing categorization; authorizing major localities to 
submi.t plans to their SPA for a "mini block" grant award, thus eliminating 
further SPA action on individual applications; and removing the ceiling on 
grants for personnel compensation. In addition, the Commission has called on 
LEU to develop meaningful standards and performance criteria against which 
to determine the extent of comprehensiveness of state planning and funding, and 
to more effectively monitor and evaluate state performance. We also have rec
ommended that a five-year comprehensive plan with yearly updates be authorized 
in lieu of an annual comprehensive plan submission. 

At the state level, we have recommended that the SPA be given a broad man
date to engage in systemwide comprehensive criminal justice planning, evalua
tion, and budgetillg, and have urged that state legislatures give statutory recog
nition to the SPA, review and approve the state portion of annual plans for 
criminal justice improvements, include LEAA-supported programs in appropria
tions requests, and encourage committees to conduct periodic oversight hearings. 

In sum, the Commission's recommendations may be summarized in four '\'i'ords : 
Simplicity, stability, authority and credibility. We believe that our work and 
recommendations are particularly relevant to the current scene. And further, it 
is within this framework-and in the context of the Commission's seven years 
experience with the LEU program-that we analyzed the study group report. 

The study group report does offer a useful point of departure for discussing 
the future and direction of a federal aid program for state and local criminal 
justice efforts. However, we believe that the report contains some basic flaws: 
it is superficial and simplistic; it overlooks some basic issues; it contains 
inherent contradictions; and it does not address the ramifications of imple
menting its own recommendations. Indeed, it appears to us that, at best, the
report raises more questions than it addresses or answers. 

Turning to the sLlldy group's recommendations, ACIR's studies have not COIl
centrated on the national criminal justice research effort. However, the study 
group's recommendations for a basic and applied federal research program and a 
national demonstration program to utilize research findings appear to 'be appro
priate. We would caution, though, that it would be unwise to assume that so
called "national models" could be replicated consistently on a broad scale at the 
state and local levels. Hence, great care in the development, management, ancI 
evaluation of a national research program is essential. 

The Commission also is unable to assess fully.the value of the proposed linkage 
between the direct assistance program and the national research and develop
ment pl'o~ram proposed by the study group. At the same time, many questions 
can be rUlsed about the nature and scope of this research effort. Additionally. 
'Ye are con~erned that tIle proposed linkage might lead to the arbitrary i.nposi
tion of national programs at the expense of state or local prio:dties thanks to 
tho proposed "financial incentives". ' 

The Commission agrees completely with the study group that a federal assist
ance program to state and local governments should continue. But we oppose 
replacing the block grant with a program of direct assistance that appears to
resemble special revenue sharing. Congressional acceptance of snch an approach 
is doubtful if the past is any guide. Moreover, there are solid programmatic 
reasons for relying on the block grant device. 
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In our view, experience has proven that the 'block grant is the most feasible 
way to develop an effective intergovernmental criminal justice system. 

JPirst, the block grant is uniquely suited to achieve the "system building" goal 
which has been one of the great strengths of the existing LEAA program. With
out the block grant, and a planning mechanism to support it, the desired catalyst 
effect of federal funds would be diminished substantially. A direct entitlement 
apvroach likely would enhance fragmentation of the criminal justice system, 
thus reversing the positive trend of the past nine years. It would do little to main
tain existing linkages or build new ones within the criminal justice system and 
between state and local jurisdictions which have been the goals of all who have 
studied the problem. 

Secondly, the blocl~ grant provides a means for insuring accountability for the 
proper use of federal funds-something in which Congress has shown an intense 
and justifiable interest over the years. It should be noted that the "tracldng" of 
funds is difficult-if not impossible-under special revenue sharing because of 
the greater chance for fiscal substitution under this grant format. 

The Commission does believe that the LEAA program should be simplified, but 
through decategorization and a streamlined planning process, rather than by 
eliminating planning and converting the program to a direct 'assistance or reve
nne sharing approach. Unfortunately, the study group has equated "planning" 
with many of the negative elements which have been associated with federal 
assistance-red tape, paperwork, bureaucracy, etc.-in defense of its recommen
dation to scrap the 'block grant. The Commission agrees that the program has 
become too complex, confusing, and cumbersome. However, it must be remem
bered that the source of a great amount of this paperwork is 'Congress, which 
l1as imposed more than twenty-five government-wide requirements (civil rights, 
environmental impact, etc.) on the recipients of LE.A..A. funds. The study group 
does not address this 'aspect of the red tape problem. 

In short, we feel that there is a need for planning arrda system building goal 
in federal assistance for criminal jnstice purposes, and that at the very least 
other options should be explored prior to their elimination. In Heu of Part B, 
project grants for those jurisdictions interested in planning would be one alter
native. The 'Commission's recommendations for streamUning the existing plan
ning process, and reducing paperwork and administrative staff time would be 
another-and, we 'believe-a more preferable approach. 

The report also contains some inherent contradictions. On the one harrd, the 
study group professes that maximum discretion should be provided to states and 
localities under a so-called simpler direct assistance program. On the other 
hand, the study group recommends that there should he specified levels of mini
mum support for certain functional areas-such as juvenile justice, courts and 
community anti-crime-which appear to be politically popular. The study group 
appears to be engaging in the revenue sharing "shell game" under the guise of 
maximum programmatic discretion and simplicity. These are antithetical objec
tivps and should be recognized as such. 

Another recommendation calls for the performance of a criminal justice co
ordination fun('tion by recipient governments. We agree that coordination is ex
tremely importaint. However, given the program design 'offered by the study 
group, we question whether any meaningful coordination can e..nst when funds 
are allocated to a range of jurisdiction on an entitlement basis. Such a process 
undermines the identification and development of functional and integovern
mental linkages. It ignores the paramount role of the state in all state-local 
criminal justice systems. And, it provides only a meager 'basis for effective moni
toring by the federal administering agency. Further, what are the basic requisites 
of a "coordinating capacity"? Local units which have jurisdiction over only a 
few criminal justice responsibilities clearly cannot coordinate the effort. 

The question of coordination raises another concern of considerable magni
tude-the state role. It appears that the issue of a state role largely ,has been 
a,·oided by focusing on the issues of direct funding and the elimination of paper
work ancl red tape. Unfortunately, this tactic ignores the primary role of the 
state in the criminal justice system. particularly in the areas of judicial and 
correctional activities. In many areas, only the state has the broad authority, 
functional responsibility, and financial resources necessary to operate and co
ordinate criminal justice programs. The state is hardly 'the silent-or even an 
equal-partner in these instances. We find this lack of attention to and 'acknowl
edgement of the fundamental role of the state to be a glaring and grievous de
fect in the study group's report. 
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Finally, the study group proposes that funds should be used only for the im
plementation of criminal justice system improvements, but leaves the matter 
of what constitutes an improvement largely in the hands of recipients. We se
riously question the acceptability, particularly by Congress, of a recipient-by
recipient definition of what constitutes a criminal justice system improvement. 
The study group also would prohibit the funding of criminal justice practic~s 
which have been proved "ineffective," however this may be defined. ThIS 
overlooks the fact that a program whi.ch proves unsuccessful in one jurisdiction 
could prove quite successful in another location, and vice versa. Further, the, 
potential for federal intrusiveness here is great, and the judgmental implications 
of this proposal are staggering. 

Mr. Ohairman, we wish to reaffirm the Commission's belief that there is a need 
for a complete ana1ysis and airing of LEAA's strengths and weaknesses, as well 
as for a consensus regarding goals and objectives prior to any attempts to re
structure or terminate the program. In our view, the eleven week effort by the 
study group did not accomplish this task. 

For example, among the questions the study group report either fails to answer, 
or itself raises, are: 

What are the basic goals and objectives of the program envisioned by the study 
group? 

What is the best way to achieve coordination and systemic change in the 
fifty (50) state-local systems with their varying patterns of parcelling out 
judicial, correctional, prosecutorial, police and juvenile justice responsibilities 
between and among states, counties and cities? 

What is the fiscal magnitude of the program recommended by the study group? 
How would funds be allocated among the states, between a state and its locali

ties, and among localities? 
If only those local jurisdictions of a certain size (such as those over 100,000 

population) are to be eligible, then how will smaller localities be treated? Will 
they no longer be permitted to participate? Will they have to worl;: through the 
state? Will they have to compete for discretionary categorical grants? 

Are we to repeat the interjurisdictional battles which have characterized the 
community development block grant? 

What impact would the proposed changes have on the planning and program 
mechanisms established under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act'! 

With respect to the federal research program, is it intended to include the 
existing criminal justice research activities of other federal agencies? What, 
if any relationship does this recommendation have to other Department of Jus
tice efforts currently underway focusing on the establishment of a single crimi
nal justice statistics office? 

What is to be the relationship between applied and basic research in terms of 
funding levels, $ffing, ancl technology transfer efforts? 

Who will establish the research priorities? Will this be done in conjunction 
with state and local governments as well as the Congress, and through what 
means? And, 

What provisions are to be made (if any) to phase-in a new program strncture? 
In concluding, we would like to stress that the snccessful efforts to operate 

an improved criminal justice assistance program depend in large part on the 
federal administrative role, Unfortunately, the study group did not address 
this issue. 

Many of tbe problems associated with the existing program can ,be attributecl 
directly to LEAA's poor management. The agency has not developed adequate 
performance standards for evaluating the equality of state plans and imple
mentation efforts. Its planning guidelines have been oriented more to financial 
management and control rather than to SUbstantive planning and systems 
develon.ment as a result, an impression bas emerged that LEAA has been 
interested more in procedures than in programs or policies. 

LEAA-or its successor-must pay greater attention to more substantive mat
ters, to communicating the results of successful programs, to improving its 
monitoring, evaluation, and auditing capabilities, and to reducing unnecessary 
paper \york and overhead. More leadership and less "crisis management" at the 
national level, and a closer partnership between the Federal Government and 
the States and their political subdiviSions are fundamental to the success of 
any program and especially one adhering to a block grant approach. 

Attrition among top management at the federal level has deprived the pro
gram of a vital continuity in policy and administration. This critical problem 
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has been exacerbated during the past months because of the failure to appoint 
.a permanent administration. Unfortunately, this latest prolonged period of limbo 
comes at a time when firm leadership and capable management are needed 
mo!'t. Delay only serves to complicate an already serious problem, and as such, 
we urge the immediate appointment of qualified inclividuals before a self-ful
filling prophecy of failure develops. 

In light of the serious deficiencies of the report, further and more careful 
-e,aluatioll of LEAA's performance and an assessment of alternatives clearly 
are desirable. Concomantly, we believe that immecliate steps should be taken 
by the new agency administrators, in consultation with Congress and within 
the structure and timeframe of the existing legislative authority to simplify 
ancI streamline the program. In our view, this would provic1e an element of 
continl1ity, underscore the Administration's commitment to the concept of a 

'federal criminal justice assistance program, and afford an opportunity for a 
trnIlsition period to test desired structural changes. 

)Ir. Chairman, again we appreciate this opportunity to present our views, and 
we woulc1 be happy to respond to any questions: 

TESTIMONY OF DR. DAVID WALKER, DR. CARL STENBERG, AND 
JANE ROBERTS, REPRESEl~TING THE ADVISORY COMMISSION 
O~T INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 

Dr. ,1' ALEEn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, It's a pleasure for my 
·colleague and me to be here to testify on behalf of the Commission 
r!.'.Q"arcling our own earlier report on the LEAl:\" and that of the study 
gl:OUp. As you know our commission has three House members, three 
Senators, three executive branch people, but 14 State and local people 
and three public members as well. It's from that perspective that we 
'are here. 

There is 110 need-since our statement highlights it-to, extend 
the. discussion we had last year on what the Commission's regular 
positions 'are regarding LEAA. Some of these we were happy to find 
the committee adopted as its position in the renewed legislation. 

,'Ve stilI think that the block grant approach is the correct one, 
though our earlier testimony highlighted many pro1)lems with it. I 
think at this point we are getting to the point where we lmow what a 
block grant is about. Regarding the stimulative issue on that was 
discussed earlier, our LEAA research found that there was some 
stimulation of new actidtv. You heard testimony about that hom 
the gentleman from Maryland. In part, the study commission at
tempts to further that particular effort in terms of its discretionary 
grants proposal. 

A systemic impact is something, we think, was also intended by the 
·Congress. Certainly the Congress last year focused heavily on that 
component's effect in its renewal of and amendments to the legislation 
last year. If there is one basic weakness in the study group's report it is 
its failure to focus on tlus particular goal. Support of ongoing activi
t.ies obviously was and is one of LEli's objectives as 'Well. That is 
taken care of by the special revenue sharil1g component in the study 
-commission's report. 

So in terms of what block grants are all about, two of the three 
purposes are covered in the tlunking of the study commission, but only 
two of them. Yet, to me, one of the most important dimensions of 1;he 
-eutire effort-systems building-is ignored in this report. That, I 
think, is sometliing that the committee will have to worry through. 
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In terms of our own report, the commission recommended that the 
'Dongress insure the integrity of the block grant approach by minimiz
ing the categorization, authorizing major localities to submit plans to 

· their SPA, and removing ceilings on personnel compensation. 
In addition, the commission called on LEAA to develop meaningful 

· standards to more effectively monitor and evaluate State performance. 
Here we feel that if this were really done, it 'Would eliminate much of 
the redtape that has been complained about this morning, many of 
the ambiguities we heard from the previous witness. 

We also recommended a 5-year plan in lieu of an alillual comprehen-
· sive plan submission. This would relate to getting rid of that one-third 
to two-thirds of the time that the SPA's spend on annual plan updates 
and the grantsmanship activities related thereto. 

More critically-and the committee worked through this last year
at the State level, we recommended that the SPA be given a broad 
mandate to engage in systemwide comprehensive planning. That's a 
big phrase, but it boils clown to giving them a haneTIe by State law on 
some of the budgeting decisions relating to more than their own rather 
puny, in a fiscal sense, activities. You made that point earlier, Mr. 
Chairman, what a small proportion of the criminal justice kitty they 
have. 

Again I was remindecl by listening to the previous witness, that be
tween now and 1978. if the legislation of last year is to be fulfilled, all 
SPA's will have to be placed on a State statutory basis. This, I think, 
is a critical dimension of what was missing in the earlier period. 

Moreover, we caTIed upon the States to include LEAA supported 
programs in appropriation requests going to the legislatures, and we 
tried to meet one of the great defeds in this by way of encouraging 
State legislative committees to conduct periodic oversight hearings. 
11'[o1'e times than not, when you cHscuss LEAA with State legislators, 
the issue of it being a gnbernatoriallv dominated program arises. If 
this effort is going to have a systems component, then the legislatures 
have to be involved. They alone can enact the vital legislation. 

It's ap,'ainst this backdrop that we look at this study group's report. 
To be rather blunt about it, we think it is superficial and rather sim
plistic. It overlooks some very fundamental basic issues. Above all in 
terms of hasic issues overlooked, it ignores how the various coml1O
nents of the State criminal justice system are to be interrelated. The 
interplay of eourts, proseeutors, eorrections, and police, nnel tIle way 
thesp interrelate. and the stark constitntional faet that. no basic. Cllange 
in those interrehtions can occur without the State having the basic 
initlntive here are an overlooked. 

Finally, its failure to refiec.t the lessons we should know by now 
from the CETA and commnl1lty development block grants of devel
oping a snbstate allocation formula that dOf'sn't spread money to the 
four winds. lYe now know that problem. The Congress has been ad
dressing that this year and with CETA last year. This is an extremely 

·com11lex issue of how von develop an appropriate equitable formula. 
The report contains inherent contraclictions which my collf'agues 

will highlight. It does not really support. its l'f'commenclations. It ap
pe>urs to ns the report raises more questions than it answers or even 

· arldresses. 
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Dr. Stenberg~ 
Dr. STENBERG. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment with respect 

to some of the specific recommendations made by the study group in 
light of the previous research ACIR has done in this area. 

,Ve agree with the study group that continuation of Federal finan
cial assistance to State and local law enforcement and criminal justice 
agencies is desirable. We have strong doubts as to whether the recom
mended approach which would involve essentially replacing the block 
grant with a program of direct assistance which may resemble a form 
of revenue sharing is desirable and feasible. 

At the outset, though, we should take into account a number of basic 
facts of life about the structure and the operations of be crime con
trol program, and in particular the block grant instrument that has 
been historically associated with it. 

First of all, we don't truly have a block grant in the criminal justice 
area. There has been much talk about how the block grant has failed. 
It should not be overlooked that from the outset of the program, the 
block grant was subject to what may be called creeping categoriza
tion. Over the years, the scope of discretion as well as the amOlmts of 
funds that State and local governments could allocate with some flexi
bility to suit their interests, needs, and priorities was steadily reduced. 

Second, block grants have amounted to less than 5 percent of State 
and local criminal justice expenditures from their own sources. So the 
LEAA program is not only categorized, it is very small. 

Finally, the criminal justice system historicaJly has been fragmented. 
We have to raise some questions about the high expectations that have 
accompanied the inception and reconsideration of the program as to 
how this well-inp:rained fragmentation can be overcome. 

The first question we would raise about the study groups' report re
lates to one of the basic purposes that the block grant has sOlW:ht to 
achieve over the years. That is system building. The question is, Should 
it 1)(' continued ~ 

We feel that the block grant and a planning mechanism to support 
it is a desirable way to insure that Federal funds will have a catalyst 
effect on State and local expenditures. If we are going to grapple with 
the fragementation of the criminal justice system, then the block grant 
provides a desirable framework, especially when you consider the 
alternatives, which are a direct entitlement program and project based 
categorical grants. In our view, both of these approaches would en
hance fragmentation in the criminal justice system and undo what 
progress has been made at the State and lor-allevels in trying to pull 
this system together. 

The approach that's recommended in the study group report raises 
accountability questions, something which Congress has been very 
much interested in, and rightfully so, over the years. We know from 
the experience under general revenue sharing that these moneys are not 
l'adio!.),ctive. It is almost impossible to track their flow down through 
State and local jurisdictions to the point of expenditure. 

How can we track a direct entitlement in the law enforcement area '? 
How do we know whether the moneys are beino- spent for the pur
poses that Congress intends ~ How do we insure that exotic equipment 
IS not being purchased and that officials at the local and State levels 
are not engaging in creative acts of accountancy ~ 'Dhese questions have 
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not been addressed by the study group, but they are inherent in a direct 
entitlement approa0h. 

Manageability considerations also have to be raised here, particularly 
in light of the conce.rns that have been voiced about the LEAA bureauc~ 
racy. How can a program of direct entitlement to unspecified hundreds 
or thousands of local governments and States be managed ~ Is LEAA 
going to take it upon itself to review and approve applications from 
these governments ~ If so, who will do this especially now that the 
regional offices have been closed ~ These and other questions should 
have been raised and dealt with in the report. 

Mr. Chairman, the Commission strongly believes that the LE.A..A 
program needs simplification. There should be a reduction in the paper~ 
work, redtape, and delays that have become all too characteristic of 
intergovernmental relations in this program. But we feel that de~ 
categorization of the block grant and streamlining of the planning 
process can be much more effective ways of going about doing this 
than simply eliminating planning requirements and the block grant 
and converting it to some form of direct entitlement assistance. 

It seems as if the study group has equated planning and the block 
grant with many of the negative elements that have been associated 
with Federal assistance and bureaucracy-redtape, paperwork, delay, 
and the like-without looking closely at the causes of these problems. 
We would urge that if there is a followup report, some of the Govern~ 
ment-wide requirements that have been imposed upon tile acbninistra~ 
tion of this program by the CongTess be a candidate for scrutiny. 
~fany of these requirements have absolutely 110 relationship to law 
enforcement and criminal justice. We would be willing to supply a list 
of these if the committee wishes. 

In short, we would urge the committee to consider retaining the 
system-building approach that we feel is one of the major justifications 
for the block grant. We would urge it to consider other options to the 
planning process but not to eliminate planning. For example, in lieu 
of part B, the amounts of moneys that are going now to SPAs as an 
entitlement could be provided to State and local governments but on a 
competitive basis. Therefore, those jurisdictions that are serious about 
planning and coordination would come forward periodically and in~ 
dicate their concern and capability through applying for funds. Pre
sumably, they would have to defend the results of their efforts. 

We also feel the Commission's recommendations for extending the 
planning process from an annual to a 3~ or 5-year period would have 
a major effect in reducing administrative costs, time lag, and paper~ 
work associated with the program. 

The committee should be aware of a number of inherent contradic
tions in the study group's report that need to be resolved before we 
can get about the business of restructuring LEAA and the act tnn.t. 
brought it into being. 

A particular concern that our Commission has is the contradiction 
between, on the one hand, desirability for direct assistance and, on 
the other hand, desirability for specific minimal levels of support for 
juvenile justice, courts, and community anticrime programs. While the 
latter is certainly understandable in terms of the appeal they have in 
the Congress, we must decide whether State and local governments 
are going to have discretion or whether they are not going to ha'Ve 
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it. It seems as thou&,h perhaps the study grOl~p is ~ngagillg iiI the o~cr 
revenue-sharing shell game. Now, you have dIscretIOn; now you don't. 
It would seem this potential contradiction needs, if nothing else, 
further elaboration. 

Another recommendation of the study group calls for the perform
ance of a criminal justice coordinating fUllction by recipient govern
ments. Like planning and innovation, coordination is something that 
means different things to different people. liVe agree that it is impor
tant, if only as a goal. However, the program design that:s been offered 
up by the study ~group makes coordination very difficult to achieve., 
There is no process for building linkages-functionally or intergov
ernmentallv-in the program through a direct entitlement .. 

Money is disbursed to eligible units of government. There is no real' 
basis for developing cooperativc> programs between local goverlUl1en~s: 
and their State or among themselves. There is no basis for developing 
cooperative programs between the police and the courts and the correc
tion agencies and other components or the criminal justice system. 
The study group has taken a leap of faith. There is a need for an au
thoritative process to assure that coordination happens, or else moneY" 
will be wasted. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the question of coordination raises a con
cern that is fundamental in our judgment. That is the State's role. 
Unlike community development block grants or manpower block 
grants, which appear to have been used as a model for some of the 
recommendations, in the law enforcement and criminal justice area 
the States are the big spenders. The States have the authority and 
the legal capacity to plan and to inlplement criminal justice and law 
enforcement programs. But the State's role is not mentioned ill the· 
report. Its role as a coordinator, its role as a dispenser of funds from' 
its own sources, its role as a standard setter and enforcer are not dealt. 
with. 

It seems to us that unless LEA A is prepared to make grant awards' 
to thousands of local governments, and in short is prepared to grow in 
terms of the amounts of staff and money given over to administration, 
the State's role as a planner, as a coordinator, as an evaluator should 
be seriously considered. It can:t be dismissed out of h: d. 

Ms. Roberts will summarize some of the lingering questions that we' 
hope the committee could address h1 its further deliberations. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank yon. 
Ms. ROBERTS. Thank you, :Hr. Chairman. "r e wish to reaffirm onr strong belief that a Federal assistance pro

gram for criminal justice should continue. IVe, further believe that 
there is a need for a complete analysis and airing of LEAA's strengths 
and weaknesses, as well as for a consensus regarding goals and objec-: 
tives, prior to any attempts to restructure or termlllate the existjng 
program. . 

In om view, the .11-week effort by the study group did not accom
plish this task. 

For example, among the questions the study group report either' 
fails to answer, or itself raises are: What are the basic goals and objec
tives of the program envisioned by the study group ~ W1Iat is the best. 
way to achieve coordination and systemic change in the 50 State-local' 
systems with their varying patterns of parceling out judicial, correc-· 

--I 

-.,. 
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tional, prosecutorial, police, and juvenile justice responsibilities be
tween and among States, counties, and cities ~ ,Yhat is the fiscalmagni
tude of the program recommended by the study group? How woulcl 
flUlds be allocated among the Stat£s, between a State and its localitiesr 
and among localities? 

If only those 10c<'11 jurisdictions of a certain size-such as those onol' 
100,000 population-are to be eligible, then how will smaller localities 
be treated? Will they no longer be permitted to participate? Vnll they 
have to work through the State? ·Will they have to compete for dis
cretionary categorical grants? 

.Axe we to repeat the interjurisdic60nal battles which have charac
terized the community development block grant and others '( ,Yhat 
impact would the proposed changes have 011 the planning and pro
gram mechanisms established under the Juyenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention Act? ,Vith respect to the Federal research pro
gram, is it intended to include the existing criminal justice resea.rch 
lLctivities of other Fedeml agencies? ,Vhat, if any relationship docs 
this recol11.mendation have to other Department of Justice efforts cur
Tently Ullderway to establish a single criminal justice statistics bureau? 

What is to be the relationship between applIed and basic research in 
terms of funding levels, staffing, and technology transfer efforts? ,'rho 
w~ll establish the research priorities? ,~Till this be done in conjunction 
WIth State and: local governments as well as the Oongress, and through 
what means? And, what provisions are to be made, if any, to phase in 
a new program structure? 

In concluding, we stress that the successful efforts to operate anllll
proved criminal justice assistance program depend in large measure on 
the Federal administmtive role. Tllis factor has been emphasized in 
other t.estimony this mOrnlllg. UllforttUlately, the study group failed to 
address this critical issue. 

Many of the problems associated with the existing program can be 
at.tributed directly to LE1'..A'S poor management. The Agency has not 
developed adequate performance standards for assessing State plans 
and implementation efforts. Its plannlllg guidelines have been 
oriented more toward financial management rather than substantial 
planning. 

Evaluation efforts continue to be a question mark. As a result, an 
llllpression has emerged that LEAA has been interested more in pro
cedures than in programs or policies . 
. In fact, Mr. Ohairman, the greatest irony of the study group report 
in my view is that it recommends increasing LE1\..A'S role in areas 
where it has been historicallyalld consistently weakest-research, 
evaluation, and national discretionary programs. . 

LEAA, or its successor, must pay greater attention to more sub
stantive matters, to communicatlllg the results of successful progmms, 
to improving its lllonitorlllg, evaluation, and auditing capabilities, 
and to reducing unnecessry paperwork and overhead. 1\1ore leac1el'
ship and less crisis management at the national level, and a closer 
pa1"tnership between the Federal Government and the States and 
their political subdivisions, are- fundamental to the success of any 
program, and especially one adhering to a block grant approach. 

This point takes on added significance in light of the closing of the 
10 regional LE.t\ .. A. offices. 



Attrition among top management at the Federal level has deprived 
the program of a vital continuity in policy and administration. This 
critical problem has been exacerbated during the past months because 
of the failure to appoint a permanent administration. Unfortnnately, 
tlus latest prolonged period of limbo comes at a time when firm leader
ship and capable management are needed most. 

Delay only serves to complicate an already serious problem. We 
urge the inunediate appointment of qualified individuals before a 
self-fulfilling prophecy of failure develops. 

In light of the serious deficiencies of the report, further and more 
careful evaluation of LE.A . .A's performance and an assessment of alter
natives clearly are desirable. Concomitantly, we believe that immediate 
steps should be taken by the new agency administrators, in consul
tation with Congress, State and local officials, and others-and within 
the structure and time frame of the existing legislative authority-to 
simplify and streamline the program. 

In our view, this would provide an element of continuity, lUlder
Score the administration's commitment to the concept of a Federal 
criminal justice assistance progTam, and afford an opportunity for a 
transition period to test desired structural changes. 

Mr. Chairmd.n, we appreciate this opportlUlity. to present our views, 
and we would be happy to respond to any questIons. 

Again, ~fr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to be here 
today. We would be happy to answer any questions. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, I want to thank all three of you. You have 
made extremely pertinent comments and defended your positions 
rather well. 

I fIDd myself wondering if ACIR itself would not undertake to 
comment 011 some of the questions that you raised. I say that because 
I am not sure if we are ever going to get an answer before all of this 
goes down. You raised some good questions. W' e are in the process of 
polling our subcommittee to find out if there is any strong feeling for 
a newly constituted committee. 

I guess we don't want to send the first group out in dishonor. Sup
pose we just say that we appreciate their preliminary efrorts and that 
we move toward some of these questions that are very difficult to 
answer. Raising options is a polite way of flipping the problem back 
to the people who read the report. We were hoping that they would 
have used their in-house experience at least to come to some con
clusions on their Owll, so they even failed us in terms of justifying 
whatever they tlunk ought to be done. 

It was really just a way of giving it back to us. I would like to be
lieve-and optimism is a necessary requisite to staying around here
that the Department of Justice would be sensitive to tlus. After all, 
they have at least recognized the problem, and moved to correct it. We 
now are able in retrospect to suggest that perhaps a new study team 
should be created, composed of more people who are critical observers 
and not people located inside the Department. itself. They should per
haps take your comments and many others that have been coming in 
and move toward a more definitive paper. 

But we haven't stopped them from making appointments and I 
just can't understand the rationale for leaving an agency of tliis 
magnitude leaderless for such a long period of time. 
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That really is puzzling, but I think you should try to give us some 
further thinking in terms of the questions, because we may not get 
an additional study group. I think the answers should be examined in 
more detail than you may be in a position to do. 

Dr. ·WALKER. We would be happy to try to flesh out possible im
plications of some of the questions that have been raised and certainly 
provide that for the committee and to whatever task force is to be 
reappointed by the Attorney General. 

Mr. CONYERS. Let me raise a possible alternative that I have begun 
to think about. One is the idea of dealing in certain limited areas. I 
don't know if you put. enough focus on the fact that much of the 
LEAA effort is spread out all over hell's half acre. Nobody is ever 
going to lmow that it did any good. One area that I have been con
.eerned about for a long time is the community. There seems to be a 
basic reluctance on the part of law enforcement to really want to 
involve citizenry in supporting and complementing their efforts at the 
precinct and neighborhood levels. 

If it were given a chance, a half a chance, that concept would be very 
important. I would also like to give some thought to the fact that 
race relations and affirmative action programs have really been largely 
swept aside with only an occasional platitudinous referral in LEAA. 
I think, considering the fact that minorities make up such a large 
proportion of those who come into the criminal justice system, that 
the implications are clear. To build up support for the system, we must 
involve the community of victims and the families of criminals. 

Suppose we were to take those areas plus the prison alternative 
areas-since everybody is loaded with statistics and observations 
about recidivism and what incarceration isn't doing-and use those 
three areas plus juvenile justice as another major one. Suppose we try 
to work within that fl;amework. 

vVl1at if we intentionally begin to focus on these areas where LEAA 
has been weak, that is, communities, corrections, juvenile delinquency 
and research? 

·We might build a case for some demonstration programs or for 
'Some innovative programs that might produce results. As you pointed 
out, we hayen't communicated the successes very adequately. That 
might, I think, move away from some of your principal positions, but 
yet it would be a very credible alternative. 

Would you comment, please? 
Dr. WALKER. We certainly think in the area of the discretionary 

Tunds that LEAA now has, that these three areas certainly merit far 
more attention than they have received to date. 

Another point 'about which we are not clear, really, is the degree of 
success, even within the Action fund area, of the moneys expended in 
the three efforts that you cite. This is a caSe where disse~nination of 
the evaluative rep ods that LEAA has been receiving, insofar as they 
covel' these three topics, would be helpful. . 

The community based idea you get into, Congressman, is an appeal
ing one, but let me respond a bit. The typical city has police and an 
-overnight lockup and that's it. Prosecutorial actions come from juris-

20-613-78-7 
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dictions at a higher level. The penal part of the system, in terms of the 
more permanent forms of incarceration, are ahnost always at a higher 
level and increasingly at this point in time is State-dominated, as far 
as standards and il.mding are concerned. 

Then, there is the broader question we discussed in last year's hear
ings. Title I of CETA is important in this discussion, ahnost as lln
portant as LEU and its failure or its success. 1Ve willlea.ve it to his
tory as to how that program is worklllg out, but many think the pro
gram is in trouble, especially title I-the block grant component of the 
effort. 

Down the road apiece, one could look at conuIllmity development. It 
too is not irrelevant to the topic before the cOlmnittee this InOrlllllg. It 
is from the broad perspective that, you get into the multiple facets of 
crline reduction. Education, jobs, the difficulties of youngsters that 
were looked at last year aIlel this morning with other witnesses are all 
part of the effort. 

So, it is a broad-based, multifaceted unclertaking, 'and heavily up to
State-local officials in other functional areas as well as those III criminal 
justice. I get a little upset when I think of a community-based pro
gram in the LEAA .. context alone because it only llwolves a small
a very small cut at the problem. 

:Manpower, education, ancl comlIllmity development components are 
significant there. Here, city officrals now have more hancUe on these 
programs than over the many parts of the typical State-local criminal 
justice system. It is a difficult, cOlnplex, intergovernmental topic we
are looking at. 

Other programs the Congress has enacted-and that are the corner 
of other committees-are just as llnportant, particularly, the CETA 
program and, the countercyclical effort. I agree with you then, that 
juvenile delinquency should be looked at, that conununity relations 
should be looked 'at. Conceivably the use of some of the discretionary 
funds in LEA.A. could help here. Broad dissemination of the results 
could be helpful. I think these activities are conceivable and feasible, 
but the broader issue raised by your concerns needs attention, too. 

Dr. STENBERG. Mr. Chairman, as I understand your question, you 
seem to be asking, given the likelihood that LEAA flmds as a percent 
of State and loca;} direct criminal justice expenditures will not exceecl 
5 percent, and may well shrink, how can we best use this money? 

One way not to use it is to spread it across the country on projects 
of little or no impact, but to concentrate it on undertakings that are of 
national interest, would not occur without Federal investment, and 
should be replicated in other places . 
. There are other purposes that need to be given careful attention. 

One is the system building. \'Ve feel that this is desirable; but what 
portion of the total amolmt of the LEAA appropriation should be de
voted to this purpose. How much should be used for accelerating the 
pace of projects that would not have occurred without Federal invest
ment or would have been delayed in their implementation ~ 

Another question involves how much money should be given over 
to perhaps national emphasis activities, what are now called cliscre
tionary projects, and how large should that pot be ~ 
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Congress periodically defines these projects, and they are expec~ed 
to be carried out at the State and local levels. So it is a balancmg 
act here I am tailing about, Mr. Chairman. On the one hand, funding 
activities arrived at building a criminal justice system that can 
develop governmental and n.illctionallinkages within the LEAA pro
gram, as well as identify better ways of spending not only Federal 
money but the 95 percent of the arrival justice pie that carries from 
State and local budgets. 

On the other hand, it imTolves providing a source of moneys for re
search, demonstration, and these national emphasis projects that Con
gress feels should be undertaken immediately and with some assurance 
that the moneys will go to the intended targets. 

Mr. CONYERS. You know, I keep thinking that some of our presen
tations have been very excellent even though they go in different direc
tions. 

One of the things I am considering is to invite, for example, a 
selected number of witnesses who have testified before us and are very 
know leclgeable to join with us in a new kind of session. 

I think that the committee system of hearing witnesses from pre~ 
pared statements and questions has an initial threshold value; but 
sooner or later, the very good subcommittee staff counsel that has been 
working with me and about 30 people of whom 20 might show up 
should sit down, without a record, and begin to discuss on an itemized 
basis the Droblems with each particular proposal. That might lead us 
to a lot sh:-arper thinking than pouring through what now is about 20 
or 30 well prepared statements, and hours and hours of questions 
coming from every possible direction. 

I guess we could ask the staff to do it, but it might be better if all 
the members of the subcommittee were able to participate in such a 
session. I am beginning to think that wouldler.d us through what ill. 
the end will be difficult decisions because some of the recOlmnendations 
are absolutely contradictory. 

At that point we are going to have to use our best judgment and 
rely upon our intelligence to guide us in terms of those decisions. 

We have hearings going on now studying the relationship between 
unemployment and crIme. We just woulcllike to invite your participa
tion if you feel that it is pertinent because we are trying to tie in these 
questions. 

I. a~ impressed with. your suggestion with respect to community 
antI -Cl'lme that there mIght be an even better vehicle than LEAA to 
develop these programs, in .view of the fact that only a small amoIDlt 
of money would be involved. It is too bad we couldn't have done it 011 

some pilot level to see what would happen if you took one area and 
used LEAA strictly for community anti-crime. That could be very lln
portant. It seems tha.t maybe as we move toward what the final recom., 
mendations are gOlllg to be, we ought to select several major items and 
concede that we can not take on all issues and just move in those 
particular areas. 

In the Congress, you know, we have the problem that everybody 
waI?-ts to make sure they get their share. You get this equalization 
notIOn no matter where CrIme may be focused. liVe have to face the 
practicalities of that kind of feeling which is very strong. 
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I am hopeful that we can take this back to the Department of Justice 
and move to the next level. 

Your testimony here, although it might not have been what I 
would have wanted you to say, is very well thought out and quite 
expertly presented. I am very grateful to you all for being here. 

Ms. Roberts? 
Ms. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, one of the problems that has clearly 

plagued the program from the very beginning is the lack of more 
realistic assessments you have just been describmg. For example, the 
program is based upon a rather universal good of reducing crime. It 
IS conventional wisdom that that program should and can reduce 
crime, and it's doomed to failure if we do continue to subscribe to that 
assumption. There also is a need to dispel the "folk lore" which has 
surrounded the l)rogram in recent years. 

:Mr. CONYERS. There is another thing I would like to tack on to your 
comment. You know, despite all of our protestations to the contrary, 
criIne is approached from a very emotional point of view. Once our 
indignation has been aroused, look out for whoever the particular 
offender is 'ata. particular point in tiIne. 
After a while, we become quite accustomed to the offense or the 

offenders and there's no problem; but somehow or other, our re
searchers, our experts have not been able to help us move away from 
the emotional approach. 

Again LEAA is only one part of the whole law enforcement 
context. 

Sometimes I think we are perfecting this small area, when the 
fact of the matter is that here is the whole system or set of systems 
that is desperately in need of overhaul as well as LEAA. Those are 
the views that cause me to respond to what I think is a very, very 
thoughtful and helpful paper before us. 

Does any of the subcommittee staff have questions or comments? 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Yeager? 
IvIr. YEAGER. I do have one question. You recommended that there 

be a minimum of categorization, that there be a lessening of restrictions 
on reimbursement of employees in the criminal justice system, and a 
host of other measures that would get rid Qf the bureaucracy that 
seems to permeate LEAA and the SPA's and the RPU's and what 
have you. 

On the one hand I read that as the nature of your testimony. 
Then On the other hand, you state rather emphatically that what 

LEAA so hadly needs is performance criteria. 
My understanding of performance criteria, from a research point 

of view, in terms of effectiveness, is that it requires a great deal of 
research design, adherence to regulations, so that the progmm actually 
is measurable. It requires a great deal of statistics and coll~ction. It 
requires a lot of regulations in terms of prohibiting what you can and 
cannot do. 

Don't you find those two recommendations at odds with each 
other? 
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Dr. WALKER. Not at all. vVhat we have said is that we have had a1ll. 
awful lot of conditions and procedural guidelines attached to LEAA. 
The incredible flow chart that LEA.!. developed last year for this sub
committee, showing the differences between 1968 and 1976 is indicative . 

. The point is that this committee was in no better a position in 1976 
to assess "halt program, despite all the ;procedure rigam:arole, ,than it 
would have been if they had ndt been applicable at all. 

vVe are concerned hete with 'a block grant. The only way a block 
grant succeeds through time-and most of them don't succeed through 
time-is if the committees of the Congress have 'alt least a modicum of 
satisfaction about the performance of that program. 

So we 'are not 'arguing for total State-local discretion. We lare calling 
for a balance between a certain measure of State and local discretion
that is the first part of what you have described-and enough con
stJ.'aints to assure the achievement of certainll'ational objectives. 

It would have been far better over the last 8 years to have achieved 
a position where the LEAA administrators and their field staff would 
be ill the 'position of making substantive judgments about SPA plans 
rather than focusing or procedural and administerial questions. 

Mr. YEAGER. I still see a problem here. 
Dr. W ALliER. You still are going to have some redtape. There is 

always redtape with Federal-aid money. We 'are not naive on this 
issue--

Mr. YEAGER. Wihy not just 'adopt a discretionary progra!ll, if youme 
going to adhere to a recommendation for rigid performance criteria ~ 

On the one hand, I still see ilt as fundamentally contradictory to 
your position. You are asking for a minimum of categorization. I 
would assume you would be against hardware expenditures. 

We have the N'athan 'report on what happened to general revenue 
sharing funds in LEA.!.. Most df it went into Shoring up existing 
agency p~actices. 

Onlthe one hand, you are certainly not in favor of that kind of out
come for LEA.!.. Y Oll have suggested a minimum of categorization 
and a rescinding of the amount of funds that could go for personnel 
expenditures. 

So you ·are not too far away from general revenue sharing. 
Dr. W ALliER. No; I think we are a far cry from that. 
There are two points to be made here. One is wlhat you just said, to 

get into performance standards is to get into substantive issues about 
the performance of the program. That, LEA.!. has been reluctant to 
do. That, I think, they have t'O do to satisfy this subcommittee and 
others. And that involves some regulations and redtape. 

There is no ge:tting around that. 
This is Fedeml money and the Federal Government h:as a right 

,J' to lmow what is going on in the program. 
The second is tlhrut the LEA.!.-and more specifically, the SPA's, I 

think at this point in time-are much more balanced now in fahe.ir 
approach to the interfunctional disputes and the criminal justice 
groups that are represented on the agencies. 

The running ,away with the public hardware has long since ceased. 
I have no fears about a reJi;urn to that. 



98 

1Vith correctiDns, I am n'Ot sure that &e mandaJted expenditure 
requirement is needed nDW, given the 'Outlays at this P'Oint in time in 
this area. 

Mr. YEAGER. DD YDU see a cDnsensus being reached 'On what CDn
st:i!tutes perf'Ormance criteria.~ 

Dr. WALKER. TlllS will 'take quite a while. There is, h'Owever, S0me 
cDnventiorral wisdDm regarding SDme c'OmpDnents. 

Mr. YEAGER. May I be allowed t'O ask 'One last questiDn ~ 
Mr. CONYERS. Let's let him respDndfirst. 
Dr. 'WALKER. I was going to respDnd that there is a significant. 

,degree 'Of consensus abDut what is wr'Ong with the judiciary, fDr in
stance, and what is difficult with regards tD prosecut'Orial flllction. 

'J.lhetw'O 'areas ti1:at I think are the m'Ost unlikely to pr'Odu~ an 
early cDnsensus-is in the area 'Df p'Olice, the area we ltalked abDut 
before,and, clearly, correctiDns. I have 10'Oked at a l'Ot 'Of studies on 
the laJtter. One is left Witil total frustration in tenns 'Of these hlghly 
quantified, presumably reliable rep0l1i;s and the summary judgments 
that flow frDm them. 

'so with corrections, I would say there wDuld be a lot 'Of latitude 
thm'e, ouher than tile fact that we kn'OW thalt there is no easy way to 
increase funds in the area. 

Mr. CONYERS. Again I want to thank YDU 'On behalf 'Of the subcom
mittee. I think Y'OU have c'Ontributed immeasurably tD the b'Ody 'Of 
informatiDn that we will hopefully be able t'O put t'Ogether. 

Thank YDU again. 
Dr. WALKER. IV' e appreciate the Dpp'Ortunity to be bere, Mr. 

Chairman. 
MI'. COm:ERS. The subcDmmittee stands adjDurned. 
[IVhereupon, at 1 :34 p.m., the subcOlmnittee hearing was adjDurned, 

tD reconvene at 1 p.m., Tuesday, Oct'Ober 4,1971.] 



RESTRUCTURING THE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 4, 1977 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SunCOMl\UTTEE ON CRIME 

OF THE COl\I:i\IIT.rEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met at 2 :05 p.m. in room 2226, Rayburn House 
'Office Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr. [chairman of the subcommit
tee] presiding. 

Present: Representative Conyers. 
Staff present: Hayden Gregory, cOlmsel; Roscoe Stovall associate 

counsel; Matthew Yeager, consultant. 
J\fr. CoNYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
This afternoon, we continue hearings before the Subcommittee on 

'Crime of the House Committee on the Judiciary continue on the task 
force report to restructure the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

We are very privileged to have as a leadoff witness the ranking 
minority member vf the House Judiciary Committee, an original 
sponsor of the legislation that created LEAA, Hon. Robert McClory 
from illinois, who was at one time a member of this subcommittee. 

We are very pleased to have you with us to express your views on 
this very important subject. 

And without objection, your prepared remarks will be incorporated 
into the record at this point. 

"Welcome to the subcommittee. 

TESTIMONY OF RON. RODERT McCLORY 

Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I, first of 0,11, want 
to compliment you on conducting these hearings. I can't think of any 
&ctivity of this Congress that is more important than subcommit
tee hearings on oversight of the Law Enforcement Assistance Act. 

As I have said many times before and as should be well known 
throughout the cOl.mtrY, including the persOlmel of this administra
tion, the principal Federal legislation in support of local and State 
law enforcement is the Law Enforcement Assistance Act. So the 
subject that you are dealing with is the principal Federal activity 
that is related to local and State law enforcement. 

The June 23, ~977, report of the Department of Justice's study 
group on LEAA contams several recommendations for changing the 
LEU, including ,possible elimination of the State planning agencies 
&nd the block grant formula in effect since 1968 and reaffirmed in 
October of last year. 

(99), 
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According to the study group's recommendations, iJ-. is my under
standing that the discretionary and categorical grant programs will 
be converted into a grant program similar to revenue sharing. The 
categorical programs have been added, to the greatest degree, during 
the past two reauthorization periods. 

They have served, in my view, to mmecessarily burden LE.AA and 
constrict its ability to assist States in the innovative programs of se1£
help which are imperative to improving the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the criminal justice system. 

If any portion of the LEAA structure ought to be excised, it is the 
mandate that stated percentages of LE.AA's funding be allotted to 
certain segments of the crinlinal justice system regardless of need. 

In readmg the report of the study group, there is no reference to 
the extensive hearings on LEAA conducted in both the Senate and 
House last year. In the House, for example, the record of this subcom
mittee on which I sat at that time as you are aware, Mr. Chairman, 
covers more than ~,OOO pages of testimony and exhibits. 

It seems unreasonable that the task force report would give no indica
tion that anybody had examined the record that we established at that 
time. 

Last fall, there were nearly 3 full days of debate on the House floor 
and as many days in conference. The record of our hearings presum
ably was not reviewed by the task force. 

'Witnesses before this committee yesterday stated that the task force 
did not meet with the people most responsible for the operation of the 
State and local LEAA programs. 

I understand, Mr. Chairman, that you most accurately stated that 
while the task force was a project from which discussions could ema
nate, it was certainly not sufficient in terms of enlisting free-choice 
options from various components of the criminal justice system in this 
cOlmtry. 

And it is my understanding we are going to hear from those unheard
from segments in the course of this hearing. 

Mr. CONYERS. You are quite right. 
Mr. MCCLORY. I am also distressed about the potential political 

abuse which could flow from the suggested use of demonstration/ 
project awards, as well as the political influence which can affect a 
grant program directed almost exclusively by the bureaucracy here in 
Washington. 

It seems to me that a Federal agency in \V'ashington, subject as it 
naturally is to political control, is not the place where decisions regard
ing State and local priorities in law enforcement should be made, par
ticularly when millions of dollars and millions of voters are involved. 

Likewise, the tremendous expense that has been thrust upon the 
States and the local planning agencies for the purpose of satisfying 
LE.AA planning guidelines has caused overstaffing and overpayment 
of administrative costs at those levels. 

I think Mr. Wertz in his testimony yesterday pointed out most ac
curately the concern that State planning administrators have nation
wide in that staffs arc devoted to producing paper and not results. 
There is no evidence, however, to believe that planning in Washington 
is any less expensive than planning on the State or local level. 

Especially disturbing is the Attorney General's dismemberment of 
the regional planning offices which was accomplished at the same time 
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he was ordering this task force study and before he had receivecl a 
single recommendation from the task force. 

On July 19, 1977, the 10 LEAA regional offices were ordered to be 
·discontinued as of October 1. This committee and, to my knowledge, 
the Members of Congress involved in the LEAA legislation, were not 
notified or consulted. This arbitrary action was seerrungly done in the 
name of cost cutting "\vith the pronouncement that $3 million could be 
saved mmually by the abolition of the offices. 

This assertion is highly questionable since no mention has been made 
of the relocation of transportation costs and shifting of employees from 
regional offices to "'Washington. 

There is evidence, however, which came from hearings yesterday in 
which Mr. Hertz told us that $2 million would be diverted from action 
programs on regional levels to the administrative operation of the 
LEAA. 

This is a very serious charge. And I hope that you, :Mr. Ohairman, 
will follow very closely his staff's work in trying to ferret out the an
swers to the questions Mr. "Wertz raises. 

The LEAl\.. admi.njstrator fI1vl two c1eputv achninistrators' vacancies 
have caused a failure in credibility in tlns'system -and a lack of faith 
in the President's commitment to aiding the criminal justice system. 
How can an agp.ncy operate even in an interinl period with no execu
tives ~ 

The new personnel, if ever brought into the agency; will feel like 
unwanted stepchildren-having had nothing: to say whatsoever about 
the organization of their -agency. ~ 

The "Acting" Administrator may well be serving without lawiul 
authority and may be in violrrtion of the Vacancy Act, Tjtle V, United 
'States Code, Section 3348, which provides that the President may fill a 
vacancy by death or resignation temporarily for a period of only 30 
days. 

To conclude, it would be my understatement to say that I Rm most 
unhappy with the conduct in the criminal justice fielcl by this adminis
tTation. The failure to make propel' appointments, negiect in not con
sulting with people on the State and local levels regarding continuation 
of the LEAA program, not communicating and not consulting with 
Members of Congress, particularly those that served on tIns subcom
mittee, and. the failure to work with Congress, leads me to the inescapa
ble conclUSIOn that we must assert ourselves as :Members of Congress 
collectively to assure that the people of this Nation receive the best in 
criminal justice services. 

The intent of the LEAA legislation was to help the States, not to 
dictate policy. It was further the announced policy of LEAA that we 
recognize that crune in ~~merica was going to have to be solved at the 
10ca.llevel. 

It was your amendment, Mr. Chairman, which established-for the 
first time in the LEAA concept. t.he neig:hborhood anticrime program . 
.. And believe me, understanding'the-problem as you and I do, we recog
nize that it is going to be people in the blocks; in the neighborhoods, in 
the precincts, at that level, that crune in the streets in America is going 
to be solved. 

I am confident tha,t tIle recommendations wInch we made, others 
which might well be made, can lead to an improved criminal justice 
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system in our Nation; but not in the direction of the recommendations 
or steps which have been taken so far by the task force or by those 
acting under the Attorney General of this administration. 

Thank yon, :M:r. Ohairman. 
Mr. CONYERs. I want to express my appreciation for a fine and 

thoughtful statement. And I construe it to mean that your initial con~ 
cern with LEAA and the work of this subcommittee will continue even 
though you are not on it. And I am grateful--

Mr. MCOLORY. Absolutely. . 
Mr. OONYERS [continuing]. You will be working with us. 
I note parenthetically that you were extremely supportive especially 

on the floor in connection with my community anticrime amendments. 
Mr. J\{COLORY. Right. 
Mr. OONYERS. Let me refer to a point that you raised on page 4 that 

occurred in yesterday's discussions. Mr. McOlory. in which Mr. Wertz 
on behalf of the SPA directors advisecl us that he had heard that $2 
million would be spent in administration costs as a result of the closing 
down ofthe regional operations. 

We have already invesigated that, and I am sorry to tell you 
that it is not only accurate, ibut it is approximately $2.2 millbn. 

We had some question about the validity of that cOlDJ1lent. And, 
unfortunately, he is right that these costs. Sometimes, you Imow, we 
think we are a:ffecting economy, when we a.re really creating increased 
costs. 

So I would Jike you to know about that right off the bat. 
The next thing I would like to ask you about is if you considered the 

Research Institute, the amendment which you caused to come into being 
when we were writing the law in LEAA in the late sixties. There. have 
been a munber of discussions. And most recently, this subcommittee 
held joint hearings with the gentleman from New York, Mr. Scheuer, 
in which a number of people were testifying about really how we 
could help strengthen the research arm. , 

It is my view that that part of LEAA has, for reasons that I am not 
able to lmderstand, played a diminished role in terms of its true poten
tial. I don't know if it has performed fully in the way that you had 
hoped that it would, but it would seem to me that the discussion now, 
sir, turns on whether, first of all, it should be continued inside LEAA, 
whether there should be another research arm independent of LEAA, 
in the Department of Justice, or whether it should be outside of the 
Department of Justice. 

Mr. MCOLORY. Well, Mr. Ohairman, I am very interested in that. 
And as you say, I was the author of the amendment that established 
the National Inst;itute on Law Enforcement and Oriminal Justice. It 
has had great difficulty in rea,lizing its potential, partly because of a 
very strong opposition which was evidenceu hy the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation under the late Director. I don't think that kind of 
opposition persists. 

However, the Institute does require more funding and requires a 
more autonomous stature or condition. It has been subverted and sub
jected ,to too much domination by LEAA. And the Director of tl'8 
Institute has never been the kind of an independent professional inrli
vidual that I think would be attracted if we had much greater inde
pendence on the pare of the Institute. 
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. I feel that we need a research and perhaps a demonstration agency 
in the Federal Government with regard to the subject of crime com
parable to that which we have in the area of health in the National 
Institutes of Health or in the National Science Foundation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Would you take it out of the Department of Justice~ 
~1:r. MCCLORY. Well, I think it could be under the general jurisdic-

tion of the Department of Justice. It has-
Mr. CONYERS. Quasi-independent. 
Mr. MCCLORY [continuing]. Someplace to go. 
I don't think we should establish a separate, unattached, inde

pendent agency. I think perhaps the contact certainly with the De
partment of Justice would be good so that there is coordination 
between what the National Institute does and the projects that are de
veloped through the LEU program. But it does require autonomy. 
It requires independence, it requires adequate financial support, and 
it requires the naming of a high-level professional who could head up 
this agency. 

Then, I think it would provide the kind of leadership in research 
and the kind of leadership in project development that could be ex
tremely helpful. It is possible that the Institute could do some of the 
monitoring and evaluating of work that is authorized to be done 
through LEAA. 

Mr. COID.""ERS. Of course, evaluation has been one of the acknowl
edged shortcomings. 

Mr. McCLORY. Right. 
Mr. CONYERS. Would you see the researcher also determining what 

projects work? Could that be part of the In~titute's function? 
Mr. MCCLORY. That could well be part of It. 
Mr. CONYERS. After all, we have hundreds of thousands of studies, 

research papers, and if we just had a way to communicate those suc
cessful projects, it seems that we would be a lot further down the road. 

Mr. MCCLORY. Those were improvements that you and I recom
mended in last year's law. And the thing that is so distressing to me 
is that recognizing the deficiencies that we found in LEU and 
recommending the improvements which were to overcome those defi
ciencies, to jlmk all that and to call for a new structure seems to be 
most unfortunate. 

It takes a period of time to develop an 'agency like the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, and it takes changes to make 
it improve. But to abandon the whole concept and try to start over at 
a time when you are just about arriving at a serviceable and a desirable 
result seems to me to be most unfortlmate. 

In a way, I guess it sort of indicates a lack of understanding of how 
useful Federal programs can and do develop. 

Mr. CONYERS. Are you aware, sir, of the projected cutoff of the 
victimization survey in LEAA? This was a program in which for the 
first time, we were able to vertify some of the FBI crime index reports 
in a specific way that we had never been able to corroborate before. 

And a number of us are frankly distressed because of these statistics 
have been very valuable in helping us pinpoint some of the reporting 
problems. 

I would like to bring that matter to your attention. But I would also 
like to find out if you have any suggestion as to what I should do 
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as chairman of this subcommIttee ~ It is my view that after hearing al
most 'all of the witnesses and a number of Members of Congress ex
press their dismay about the inconclusiveness of the study group's re
port, I have decided to write a letter to the Attorney General urging, 
to put it kindly, that the study 'Continue. 

Let's consider it a first study, impressions that they have gathered 
initially. 

And I think that if you would consider sending a letter yourself, it 
would greatly strengthen the Attorney General's determination as to 
what to do. 

Many others have testified in the same direction that you have; that 
the report really can only be considered a beginning document and that 
it could be a lot more definitive than it is. 

Mr. MCCLORY. I have written to the Attorney GeneraI. I haven't 
written along that line, but I would be happy to. I think that is a very 
good suggestion. I just regard this as 'a preliminary study document 
not to be a docmnent acted upon, but to be filed for future reference. 

r think that would be a very good result. 
I\fr. CONYERS. The last question that your comments here this after

noon raise, 1\11'. McClory, is that one of the reasons we began to develop 
categorization was that corrections hO;(l been getting very little con
sideratior. from the State plalming agencies' granting apparatus. 

And although I realize there has to be some point at which we dis
continue categorizing otherwise, we would turn it into somethin,., other 
than a block grant, don't you think, particularly with refe:.ance to 
funds for cerrections, that a set sum was pretty sorely needed ~ 

Mr. MCCLORY. I think that it is a mistake to designate a particular 
percentage. I think it varies from State to State and community to 
eommunity. And r have really felt, even though I '9.m strongly in sup
port of allocating funds for corrections, allocating funds for juvenile 
delinquency, crimes against the aged, and all of these other categories 
that we have developed in the law, that to mandate any percentage or 
any particular amount is a mistake because I think that is the kind of 
decisionmaking that we should leave up to the States and the local 
areas. 

MI'. CONYERS. Well, I think this covers your unusual evaluation of 
the study group's recommendations. And I am at a loss, quite frankly, 
to explain what has happened to what r thought would be 'a new and 
spirited move forward with regard to LE.A_A. I think your comments 
here will guide us. 

I am not sure when we urge more study that many of us are talking 
about the same issues. However, there is clear agreement that the 
evaluations and recommendations so far are really not in any depth: 

So it was ahnost like handing the ball back to us and to the many 
people who are now reacting to it. So, I think these comments will 
serve as a benchmark as we try to come up with not only more sep
cific recommendations, but urge that the study group in the Depart
ment of Justice continue the work that they have begun. 

In the spirit that you have served with me on LEAA for so long, 
I want to express my gratitude to you for coming to us this afternoon. 
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Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. The National Conference of State Legislatures has a 

representative befor~ us ~his afternoon. on. the subj~ct matter.:And it. is 
Senator Tony Derezlllski from the MlClugan LegIslature, 'lIce chaIr.:. 
man of the Michigan Judiciary Committee, chaIrman of the Senate 
CorJ?orations and Economic Development Committee, and a former 
sherIff. 

",Ve welcome you, Mr. Derezinsld, and appreciate your coming for
ward from Lansing to be with us here in ",Vashington today. 

",Ve will incorporate your entire statement into the record so that you 
can talk arollIc1 it or read parts of it as you choose, sir. 

STATEMENT 'OF SENAT'OR ANTH'ONY DEREZINSKI, nIICHIGAN F'OR THE NATIONAL 
C'ONFERENCE 'OF STATE LEGISLATURES 

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure t'O appear before you and the distinquished 
members of the Subcommittee on Crime of the House Judiciary Committee. I 
am Senator Anthony Derezinski, Vice ·Chairman 'of the Judiciary Committee in 
the State of Michigan. I am appearing here today on behalf of the National Con
ference of State Legislatures, which is comprised of the Nation's 7,600 State 
legislators and their staffs in all 50 States. 

This current review of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is 
long overdue. While NCSL has been a strong supporter of the program, we, have 
also sought many improveemnts in past years. As you may recall, representatives 
of NCSL have appeared before you with several suggestions and amendments 
many times. 

During August a group of legislators experienced in State and Federal criminal 
justice programs met t'O review the report of the Department of Justice study 
group on reorganizing LEAA. The group developed a policy pOsition, which the 
full National Conference of State Legislatures subsequently adopted at our 
conference earlier this year. 

On the basis of this pOSition, and discussions during this meeting, I would 
like to share with you some of our opinions on the eight recommendations sub
mitted by the study group. 

NCSL agrees fully that there is a need for a Federal program of criminal 
justice research combining both basic and applied research. However, legislators 
have voiced two concerns with the recommendation for a Federal Research 
program. First, they suggest that the research and demonstration programs 
not be the major focus of the agency. In past years as Federal appropriations 
for LEAA continuously shrank ancI State and local governments were faced 
with increasing demands on their own resources, the Federal discretionary pro
grams consumed proportionately larger shares of the total appropriations. 

Second, State lawmakers feel that the first recommendation of the study 
group's report does not identify an adequate role for State and local officials in 
determining the direction of research programs, and those issues which wiH 
become priority research projects. Because the report calls for a closer connectioH 
between the research and demonstration programs, State and local officials will 
eventually be called upon to implement the demonstrati:on programs. It is there
fore crucial that State and local criminal justice leaders be involved in planning 
the research program 1ll1d efforts at an earlier stage. 

The second recommendation of the study group was for a strong program of 
federally assisted demonstration programs. State lawmakers supported the con
cept generally, but als'O felt that funding should not be limited to a federally 
developed list of projects. State and local governments have proven their ab'ility 
to create innovative approaches. In fact, many Significant innovations that 
JJEAA has highlighted have had their genesis in state or local programs. 'Where
fore, NCSJJ feels that the research program should be designed to promote 
experimentation as well. 

At this point, I would also 1iI;:e to criticize the study group for failing to fully 
analyze the record of J,EAA's evaluation efforts. Because the necessary clear
inghouse function for the experience of State and local governments with new 
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programs has not been effectively carried out, decision makers have not been 
able to profit from the experience of other projects. If I,EA.A. had widely pub
licized successful programs and especially the unsuccessful programs, the LEA.A. 
experience would have been a much more productive one. 

NCSL has consistently supported the concept container I in the third recom
mendation for Federal assistance to State and Local Governments for crime 
control and criminal justice programs. Our support continues. 

I must caution you however that the usefulness of Federal assistance is closely 
linked to guarantees against further reduction in funding levels. Because Federal 
aid accounts for only 5 percent of the total criminal justice expenditures now 
and appropriations in recent years have been continuously cut back, and addi
tional reduction 'Would reduce the impact of Federal funding on State and local 
governments to the point of insignificance. 

In addition, legislators strongly urged that funding be placed on a multiyear 
cycle. Long term budgeting and planning are rendered significantly more difficult 
if funds that are expected later vanish. Responsible budgeting in the face of 
insufficient revenues calls for funding only short term projects if funds are only 
assured for the current year. 

NCSL feels that the most important recommendation of the stucly group was 
the fourth, suggesting that the present block .portion of the LEU 'be replaced by 
a simpler program of 'direct 'assistance mrd that the federal requirement for de
tailed State plans be removed. NCSL particularly supports the recommendation 
on page 18 of the report that the "distribution of these direct assistance funds 
shoulc1 be integrated into the legislative and budgetary processes of the eligible 
jurisdictions and treated in the same manner as the General revenues of those 
jurisdictions." 

In the past years, NCSL has appeared before this subcommittee and testifiecl 
that legislatures had been precluded from involvement in LEU State level 
programs beyond the very mechanical procedure of appropriating matching State 
funds for' LEAA programs. I would like to cOlUmend you for taking the :first steps 
to correcting the situation last year by allowing legislatures to request review 
of the general goals, priorities and standards in the State plan. I can report to 
you that many States have already taken advantage of these new 'Powers, 'and 
are now commenting on plans and conducting oversight of LEA.A. assisted 
activities. 

This unusual independence of the Governor creates a difficult budgeting prob
lem for legislators. Legislators are unable to coordinate federally funded pro
grams with other State criminal justice outlays, because the Governor and the 
SPA can determine expenditures without legislative approval. When Federal 
funding eventnally expires however, State lawmakers are then expectecl to mesh 
these already established programs with other State criminal justice programs 
and priorities this weelr. 

NCSL therefore fully supports the study group's recommendation for il1te
grating direct assistan'ce funds into the State legislative and budgetary processes 
as t1ll important .step in remedying this problem. 

State legislators also suggest that funds initially flow to the legislatures for 
appropriation. Funds could still be passed through to local governments, but use 
of the State appropriation process woulcl improve coordination. To fully coordi
nate State criminal justice aid to local governments, the State legislatures must 
be informed about what funds are available. 

The sixth recommendation of the stuc1y group calls for minimum levels of 
support for special problems. I think most of my legislative colleagues across the 
country woulcl agree that efforts to solve the problems of juvenile delinquency, 
the courts ancl community anticrime must be central to improving the criminal 
justice system. In tlle past, NCSL has strongly supported the .TuYenile Justice 
Act and ranks prevention, control, and treatment of juvenile delinquency as one 
of the highest priorities for criminal justice systems. 

The recommenc1ations put forth by the stuc1y group create difficulties however. 
If each State is compelled to adopt the same minimum effort level for each cate
gory, r,esources may be wasted needlessly. Different jurisc1ictions may have 
already invested substantial func1s in improving one of these problems, for exam
ple, and need to concentrate their resources on' another. To force juriSdictions to 
divide their allocation according to a national model may therefore actually 
hinder the success of effective reform efforts. Lawmakers at the State level, 
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therefore, recommend that maximum. flexibility accompany any minimum levels 
o()f support that are adopted. 

Legislators also agree that coordination functions should be retained and that 
Federal funds should be made available for that function. However, they also 
recommend that the legislatures in each State designate the speCific agency 
,clmrged with that coordination function, and delineate the responsibilities it 
will fulfill. 

Finally, legislators supported the r.ecommendution that Federal criminal jus
tice assistance should be devoted solely to improving the system rather than to 
supplanting operational expenses. Lawmakers also expressed a strong concern 
that the Federal Government should assume only a minimal role in establishing 
,criteria for improvements, and that States should be ,encouraged to establish 
their own goals and priorities for criminal justice. NCSL opposes a Federal 
statutory definition of the tel= improvements, because too much speCificity will 
hinder experimentation and innovation, anel may very well produce the same 
burdensome Federal guidelines which have plagued the current programs. States 
.are far more likely to commit State resources to the achievement of objectives 
and goals they have reviewed lU!d chosen for their State, than those imposed by 
Federal legislation. 

SU1>U,IARY 

A Department of .Tustice study group has prepared a series of recommenda
tions to the Attorney General for the restructuring of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA). The report has proposed that the three 
block grant programs of LEAA be replaced by direct assistance grants to State 
.and local governments for improving their criminal justice systems. The pro
posal also recommends the establishment of a national program of basic and 
.applied research leading to the development of national model programs. Fed
eral financial incentives would be available to State and local governments to 
implement the model programs. 

The Attorney General has invited comment on the recommendations from 
states, localities and other interested parties. NCSL has examined the study 
group report and mak.es the following recommendations: 

NCSL commends the Department of Justice for initiating this timely review 
.and assessment of LEAA and appreciates the opportunity to comment. 

NCSL supports ,a change in the present LEAA program to provide direct 
assistance grants to states for the purpose of improving the administratiorr of 
justice. 

NOSL has expressed its concern about the lack of opportunity tor legislative 
participation in the present LEAA programs and agrees with the study group's 
recommendations that the Federal efforts be assimilated into the overall State 
program for criminal justitce. To achieve this objective distribution of direct 
assistance funds should be integrated into the legislative and budgetary proc
'esses of the States and treated in the same mamler as their general revenues. 

Legislatures should establish priorities for improvement of the criminal jus
tice system ill the States including the adoption of realistic standards and goals 
and should designate the State agency charged with planning and coordinating 
the program. 

Ultimately, the success of efforts to restructure LEAA will depend upon legis
lative and administrative actions. Therefore, NCSL urges the Attorney General 
to consult with state and local officials throughout this process. 

TESTIl\WNY OF TONY DEREZINSKI, MEMBER, NATIONAL 
CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES 

Mr. DEP.EZINSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Ohairman. 
As you indicated, I am appearing today on '1ehalf of the N ationall 

Conference of State Legislatures which is comprised of appro xi
mutely 7,500 lpgislators from all the States. 

"'IV e represent a distinct portion of the political balance in the Calm

try and frequently feel that we have to assert ourselves much more 
:Strongly in the planning of Federal programs, particularly with re-
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gard to the impact of those programs on our State legislative proc
esses. And that is one of the main reasons why I am here today. 

We believe that the current review of the Law Enforcement As
sistance Administration is long overdue, but we have long been a 
supporter of this program and have also sought improvement over 
the past years. 

Dming August, a group of legislators exp~rienced in State and 
Federal criminal justice programs met to reVIew the report of the
Department of Justice study group on reorganizing LEA.A.. The 
group developed a policy position which the full National Conference' 
of State Legislatures subsequently adopted at our conference earlier 
this year. 

NCSL agrees fully that there is a llC'ed for a Federal program of 
criminal justice research combining both basic and applied research~ 
However, legislators have voiced two concerns with the recommenda
tion for a Federal research program. 

First, they suggest that the research and demonstration programs 
not be the major focus of the agency. In past years, as Federal appro
priations for LEA.A. continuously shrank and State ancI local gov
ernments were faced with increasing demands on their own resources, 
the Federal discretionary programs consumed proportionately larger 
shares of the total appropriations. 

Second, State lawmakers feel that the first recommendation of the' 
study group's report does not identify an adequate role for State 
and local officials in determining the direction of research programs 
and those issues which will become priority research projects. 

Because the report calls for a doser connection between the research 
and demonstration programs, State and local officials will eventually 
be called upon to implement the demonstration programs. It is there
fore crucial that State and local criminal justice lead'ers be involved 
in planning the research program and efforts at an earlier stage. 

The second recommendation of the study group was for a strong 
progam of federally assisted demonstration programs. State law
makers supported the concept generally, but also felt that funding 
should not be limited to a federally developed list of projects. 

State and local ~overnments have proven their ability to create 
innovative approaches. In fact, many significant innovations that 
LEA.A. has highhghted have had their genesis in State or local 
programs. Therefore, NCSL feels that the research program should 
be designed to promote experimentation as well . 
. At t.his point, I woulcl also like to criticize the stueTy group for fail
rug to flllly analyze the record of LEAA's evaluation efforts. Because 
the necessary clearinghouse function for the experience of State amI 
local goy~rnments with new programs has not been effectively carried 
out, declslOnmakers have not been able to profit from the experience' 
of other projects. 
lf LEAA has widely publicized successful programs and especially 

the unsuccessful programs, the LEAA. experience would have been a 
much more productive ono. 

NCSL has ~onsistently supported the concept containeel in the thircl 
recom~nendatlOn for Fecle~·al. assis~ange to State and local governments: 
f?r CI'lme control and crlll1mal JustIce programs'. Oua: support con
tmues. 
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I must caution you, however, that the usefulness of Federal assist
ance is closely linked to guarantees against further reduction in fund
ing levels. Because Federal aid accounts for only 5 percent of the total 
criminal justice expenditures now and appropriations in recent years 
have be61i continuously cut back, any additional reduction would re
duce the impact of Fecleral fmlding on State andlocal governments to 
the point of insignificance. 

In addition, legislators strongly urged that flUlding be placed on a 
multiyear cycle. Long-term budgeting and planning are rendered sig
nificantly more difficult if funds that are expected later vanish. Re
sponsible budgeting in the face of insufficient revenue calls for fund
ing only short-term projects if funds are only assured for the current 
year. 

NCSL feels that the most important recommendations of the study 
group was the fourth, suggesting that the present block-grant portion 
of the LEAA be replaced by a simpler program of direct assistance 
and that the Federal requirement for detaiJ.~d State plans be removed. 

NCSL particularly supports the recommendation on page 18 of the 
report that the "distribution of these direct assistance funds should be 
integrated into 'the legislative and budgetary processes of the eligible 
jurisdictions and treated in the same manner as the general revenues 
of those jurisdictions. 

In past years, NCSL has appeared before this subcommittee and 
testified that legisla;tures had been precluded from involvement in 
LEA.A State level programs beyond the very mechanical procedure oT 
appropriating matching State funds for LE.AA programs. 

I would like to commend you for taking the first steps to correcting 
the situation last year by allovl'lng legislatures to request review of the 
general goals, priorities and standards in the State plan. I can report 
to you that many States have already taken advantage of these new 
powers and are now commenting on plans and conducting oversight of 
LEA.A assisted activities. 

Basically, I speak to you as a fellow legislator. vVhen we get the 
budget in the Michigan Legislature, it comes before us, and our only 
function is basically to approve the matching funds. 

vVe do not get the input that we have in other State programs. And 
tlus is a big problem in terms of our planning and priorities and also 
coordinating our organization for law enforcement. 

Basicttlly, I think the present program in using primarily local gov
ernmental units skews it against the State legislative process. 

As a fellow legisl>ator, I think if you were in my position on the 
State level, you would feel much the same way as if, for i.llstance, 
the President had the same power on the Federal level. 

VVe believe that setting prioritjes on the State level and fighting 
crime is primarily a legislative function and that the present systenl 
skews that function out of our control. 

This unusual independence of the Governor crC'ates a difficult bud,g
eting problem for legislators. Legislators are unnJble to coordinate 
federally funded programs with other State criminal justice oui'Jays 
because the Governor and the SPA can determine expenditures with
out legislative approval. 

'When Federal funding eventually expires, however, St1nte law
makers are then expected to mesh these already established l)J'ofrl'alllS 
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with other -State criminal justice programs and priorities that we have. 
Basically, this is pr'0bably the major problem we face on the State 
leyel. 

NCSL, therefore, fully supports the study group's recommendation 
for integrating direct assistance funds int'0 the State legislative -and 
budgetary processes as an imp'0rtant step in remedying this problem. 

State legislators also suggest that funds initially flow t'0 the legis
latures for appropriation. Funds could still be passed thr'0ugh to l'0cal 
goYernments, but use '0f the State appropriation pr'0cess would im
prove coordination. T'0 fully coordinate State criminal justice aid t'0 
local goYernments, the State legislatures must be inf'0rmed about what 
flUlds are ayailable. 

The sixth recommendation of the study group calls f'0r minimum 
levels of support for special profblems. I think most of my legislative 
colleagues across the country would agree that efforts to solve the 
pr'0blems 'Of juvenile delinquency, the courts and comllllUlity anti
crime must be central to improving the criminal justice system. 

The rec'0mmendations put forth ,by the study gr'0Up create difficul
ties, however. If each State is compelled to adopt the same minimum
-effort level for each category, res'0urces may be wasted needlessly. 
Different jurisdictions may have already invested substantial funds 
in improving one of these problems, for example, land need to con
centrate their resources on another. 

To force jurisdictions to divide their allocation according to a na
tionalmodel may, therefore, actually hinder the success of effective 
reform efforts. Lawmakers at the State level, therefore, recommend 
that maximum flexibility accompany any minimum levels of support 
that are adopted. 

Legislators also 'agree that coordination functions should be re
tained and that Federal funds should be made available for that 
ftUlction. However, they also recommend that the legislatures in each 
State designate the specific agency .charged with that coordination 
flUlction land delineate the responsibilities it will fulfill. 

Finally, legislators supported the recommendation that Federn,l 
criminal justice assistance should be deyoted solely to improving the 
system rather thn,n to supplanting '0perational expenses. -Lawmakers 
also expressed a strong concern that the Federal Government should 
assume only a minimal r'0le in esta;blishing criteria for improyements 
and that States shouldlbe encouraged to establish their own goals and 
priorities for criminal justice. 

NCSL opposes a Federal statutory definition of the term improve
ments because too much specificity will hinder experimentation and in
lJOvation and may very well produce the same burdensome Federal 
guidelines which have plagued the current programs. States are far 
more likely to commit State resources to the achieyement of objectives 
and goals they have reviewed and chosen for their State than those 
imposed by Federal legislation. 

I would like to thank you again for the opportunity to appear here 
today, particularly when the chairman is from my home State and 
certainly is well acquainted with a number of State legislators I work 
with every day . 

.1:1nd I would be glad to answer his questions at this time. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Thank you, Senator. I just wanted to talk with you 
for a minute about how you see the problem rrom a State legislative 
]?oint of level. 

It seems to me one or our big difficulties has been trying to get the 
.sPA's to coordinate the State anticrime effort. I shouldn't put it all on 
he SPA's. 

Nevertheless, they seem to plan for only those Federal moneys and 
grants coming to them. They never really get to the rest of the larger 
questions. Is that because of reticence on the part of the State govern
lllent or is it because of some shortsightedness within the State plan
ning agencies themselves ~ 

Mr. DEREZINSKI. I think that the State planning agency in Michigan 
11as done what it lCan in terms of what they are minimally required 
to do by the Federal grants. I think it has been the experience in 
·other States as well that they are there primarily to get Federal 
flU1c1s and projects which are bubbling up from local governmental 
1U1its and what they can develop. 

But if they are only there to meet these minimums to get the fmlds, 
then it is very hard for them to open up their perspectives or to get 
the agreement with the State budgetary process as a whole in per
forming the planning flIDction which they ought to be doing. 

I say you have to first of all get rid of the isolation that they now 
11ave from the rest of the State budgetary process. 

Mr. CONYERS. How can that be clone, though ~ 
:Mr. DEREZINSKI. Basically, I think it is a matter of providing that 

those funds go through the ordinary State buc1.getary processes rather 
than just through the Governor's office or the chief executive in which 
it now is housed; and rather than only have the legislature be respon
sible for providing match funcls that it ought to be able to set the 
priorities just as in any other matter. 

In effect, that is taking away the isolation that the State planning 
:agency has now and making it part or the regular budgetary process 
jnst as with any other department. For instance, I understand that 
there are a number of opinions by the LEAA which indicate that 
l)riorities set by the legislature violate certain sections of the LEU 
Act itself. 

J:\..nd I think that what you have to do is to make that part of the 
Tegula!, budgetary process rather than a process which is primarily an 
-executIve one. 

:Mr. CONYERS. Would that mean good-bye to the regional planning 
units? Would the Detroit Wayne County operation, for example, be 
-out of busjness ~ 

Al Montgomery would probably be in Lansing if 'he hears of this 
discussion; it might precipitate a visit to you. 

Mr. DEREZINSKI. The door is always open. 
No, I don't thing it has to. Because I do think you need that cOOl'di

nating function. However, again, I think there has to be, though, more 
emphasis on the State legislative input into the program. It can cer
tainly use the efforts of the regional planning associations. 
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I ha,ve met, for instance, with my regional planners on the west 
].iIicruganlewl a number of tlrnes. And yet, I am in a, very, very poor 
position frequently to do a,nybhing abou t it because it isn't a legisla
tive decision process. 

I think basically, the pattern of government that we have is that the 
legislature-and I think it is the same on the Federal level-is pri
marily responsible with setting priorities, with being innovative in 
new program". A.nd when you upset that level by having another 
branch of government take the lead, which I believe the present LEAA 
system encourages, then you have a problem. 

The relationship both between State and local governments is upset 
as is the one between the executive and the legislature. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, some people before us have pointed out that 
SPAs spend most of their time administering grants and compiling 
an annual planning document and also forcing other people to do a 
lot of paperwork to make this huge annual statement, for which we 
are not sure what happens after it gets submitted. 

Have you talked to Mr. Bufe in Lansing ~ 
Mr. DEREZINSJIT. A number of times in my capacity as vice chair

man to Senator Basil Brown concerning a lot of the programs that 
eventually impact on wha,t we do on the judiciary committee. He is a, 
very responsible and ha,rd-working man. I have nothing but good to 
say a,bout him. 

But I think it is the structure of the program itself which takes it 
basically out of the main strea,m of the legislative priority-setting
process that I have my problems with. I have been on a, number of 
panels with him in terms of trying to see where we are going on a 
State level with criminal justice. 

My impact being on the judiciary committee is primarily statutory 
changes in law which I think are necessary. His is more of, like you 
say, an administration process dealing with LEU funds. He views 
the criminal justice svstem as I do wruch is one which is much more 
complex and calling ~or much more complex answers than the usual 
simple answers that we usually read about would indicate. 

However, I think there has to be a closer relationship particularly 
with the aproriations committee and all State legislators and the 
State planning agency. And that is something that he can't do any
thing about because the pro,Q:ra,m itself practically denies that, other 
than coming up with the matching funds from us. 

Mr. CONYERS. Senator, let's just spend a minute on the proposition 
you advocate that fighting crime is a legislative function. Suppose 
someone argued that it was a law enforcement function and that the 
legislatures, besides creating the criminal statutes and determining 
how much appropriations should go to law enforcement agencies, have 
a minimal role. 

As a matter of fact, a lot of times, there is a great deal of emotion
ality that accompanies the crime issue. I remember recently in the 
Michigan Legislature, that a number of your colleagues were hellbent 
on increasing sentences for certain crimes. 

And the head of State corrections, Mr. Johnson, was begging several 
members not to vote for such mandatory sentences because they 
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had failed to consider how many more places of incarceration would 
be needed and an impossible situation would be created. 

I forget the result, but it seemed to me it was an overwhelming vote 
in opposition to the pleas of the head of the prison system. 

And so I often find that we are caught in real or imagined political 
situations in which emotionality plays a large, very large, role. 

,Ve have jurisdiction over legislation to prevent sexual exploitation 
of young children. Notwithstanding the fact that one portion of it was 
of questiona:ble constitutional validity, it was overwhelmingly passed. 
And the members commented quite freely that nobody would be able 
to understand back home that there was a constitutional nicety that 
prevented them from voting to e2..'1:eJld the criminal penalties to people 
who were engaged in these obviously odious acts. 

How does that real day-to-day experience impact on your view of the 
legislative role in fighting crime? 

Mr. DEREZINSKI. I imagine that it starts with what your presump
tions are about legislators, both their intelligence and their courage . 
.:ind I certainly hope we don't differ on that. 

Mr. CONYERS. You mean that they are not very courageous or that 
they are very courageous? 

~:(r. DEREZINSKI. Oh, I think you have to presume that-at least 
stalt off with the presumption that-they will do the right tIling in 
terms of their own convictions, in terms of what ,they view is best for 
the State. 

That always isn't borne. out obviously at either level of government, 
but--

Mr. CONYERS. Then, we shall start making a long list of exceptions, 
ha,ing made that statement. 

:;\11'. DEREZINSKI. But I think in terms of some of the things you have 
mentioned, the problem with mandatory minimum sentences is we 
have only passed one bill witllin my tenure in the legislature, short 
though it is, which 11.as imposed mandatory minimums. And that was 
-only for those crimes committed with a gun where you have a 2-year 
add-on. 

The other major provisions that lVIr. Johnson has talked about a 
number of times would impose mandatory mhlinnU118 across the board, 
some of them as high as 10 years, for what amounts to rather middle
road felonies. You have a problem with that also . 

. A..nd I think, basically, lVIr. Johnson's view has been the call of 
better reason. And so far, we have not adopted the rather Draconic 
propositions that some people are anticipating. and wanting. 

Basically, it seems in the :Michigan Legislature, anyway, that the 
sentencing provisions that we are going to adopt are fairly close to 
those which are now contained in the rewrite of the U.S. Criminal 
Code, a ID0clel called either "stan.dard" or "presumptive sentencing." 

So here, you see a State expert, a very fine public servant. saying 
that these provisions that you are thinking of adopting, that is, 111a11-
clatory minimums, are questionable in terms of their deterrence or any
thin~ else and, all the other hanel, will provide me with a prison 
ponulation which I ;ust can't handle. 

So far, that has hael the effect of not allowing those heavier and 
extremely gross types of legislation to come through. But here, too, 
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I think it is a matter of how the legislature uses the expertise which is: 
available to jt through its agencies. 

And here, too, I think it is a question of who sets the prioritie& 
in the State budgetary process. Many of these problems resolve 
themselves down to economic ones. Are you going to build mom 
prisons ~ Should that be out of the revenues of the State ~ Who makes· 
that decision ~ 

I think it has to be the legislature. And that changes from time' 
to time, too. 

The other thing is we are in a representative democracy, and the 
more you insulate the decisionmaking: £r'om the public or, let us say,. 
from the representatives of the PUblic, I think you run a danger 
there in making your government less democratic. 

When constitutional questions arise as to legislation, legislators' 
are sworn to uphold it. And I have some very grave doubts as to< 
when I see a bill that I think is unconstitutional come through the 
legislative process and I would like to see all legislators devote their
conscience or at least their knowledge with regard to the constitu
tion. It doesn't always happen. 

But I think you have to presume that they are going to do it. 
Mr. OONYERS. Well, I would like you to follow some of the problems 

that we have been experiencing, Senator, with LEAA. 
First of all, it is highly unrepresentative in character in terms 

of hiring minorities and women: We had to strengthen the com
pliance laws within LEAA last year. 'We are hoping the new bw 
will have a telling result. We find that minorities are largely excluded 
from the agency at all levels. 

A second major problem and one that I can move away from rather 
quickly was the original problem with hardware, which has now gone' 
into software. There is now a computerfad, systems-craze going on. 

vVe have to ask ourselves what does planning and innovation really 
mean ~ And how does it really improve the quality of justice ~ 

I would like to make aVfLilable to you certain selected passages 
from our hearings that I hope will be a basis of me visiting Lansing 
to meet with you and some of your colleagues. 

There has been an exclusion of citizen participation. It is no secret 
that LEAA has been dominated by people in, or formerly in, law 
enforcement activity, which has had a very chilling effect on some of 
the experimentations that could have occurred. The possibility of 
working with citizens in police precincts is the key to really good law 
enforcement. 

In a way, the resolution of crime in this country does not involve 
the law enforcement system at all. We might improve the system and 
do very little in terms of reducing the rate of crime. 

I am thinking now of a number of social conditions that seem to 
aggravate the problem. 

So I would like to merely extend tIllS invitation so that you, I, 
and our colleagues in Michigan and in the Oongress can work close 
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together as we continue to try to improve this part of the justice 
system. 

Mr. DEREZINSKI. I would certainly take you up on that invitation 
because we are basically doing the same thing. ,Ve are all after the 
same product. And I agree with you also that making the system bet
ter is not necessarily indicated by a reduction in crime rate. 

The system can be much better, and the crime rates can remain the 
same or even go higher with regard to 'Conditions completely outside 
such as unemployment, if I want to signal one, if not the major, fac
tor which operates independently. 

And frequently, too many simple solutions have been proposed. 
And when you see the complexity and when you get experts at the
local level such as Noel Wolf or Perry Johnson, you have to take that 
into accolmt. 

And I would be very happy to work at the Federal level or with 
Federal legislators with regard to this. And I am certain that I speak 
for my 'Colleagues in the Michigan Legislature, many of whom you 
know very well would greatly desire the opportunity to get together 
with you. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you very much. 
The subcommittee staff counsel has questions, but I notice that my 

colleague on Judiciary, MI'. Mazzoli, is here in the hearing room. Aner 
so I am going to use his presence as an excuse to ask staff to just limit 
it to a question each. 

I will start with Mr. Stovall, the subcommittee minority counseL 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would be happy to limit it to one question. 
Yesterday, the witnesses, including the Advisory Commission, 

witnesses and others, stated that the reduction of crime is not the best 
priority item to gage success in criminal justice efforts. You saicl that 
just now. 

We have heard criticisms from all fronts about the lack of success: 
of demonstration projects. For example, the eight-city crime project 
that was attempted in 1975 that fell into disrepute because none of the 
cities indicated a reduction in crime. 

People are criticizing the system yet people are sayinR; that crime is 
not tihe best way to determine whether it is successful. Now, could you 
give us any guideline we could use as people on the Federal level in 
determining whether or not the Federal funds are being put to a good" 
use~ 

Mr. DEREZINSKI. The reduction of crime or the reduction in the crime 
rate which has occurred over the last year in Michigan ~ The drop was" 
6 percent in Detroit. The Washington Post says today in an article by 
Coleman Young it has dropped 24 percent. 

Does that mean LEA.A is successful ~ It may very well be tied to 
the fact that unemployment has decreased substantially. It cannot be
the only factor. 

I think if crime rates go down, that is one indication that the pro
gram is working. But it is a much more complicated formula or num-
bel' of ways by which to tell your programs are successful. 
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I would think other ways are, first of nIl, how 'about a reduction in 
:L'ecidivism rates? I think for certain aspects of the !?-riminal justice 
program that statistics would be significant if you can compare base 
years to progTams that are ongoing. 

The reduction of time of getting to trial, for instance, in terms of 
court procedures would be significant. That is an improvement in the 
judicial system. Justice delayed generaliy is said to be justice denied. 
And I thinl{ that is a very significant aspect of it. 

In addition to that, I think you can have other factors such as the 
.elimination of certain status offenses which your criminal justice 
system, may very well be an improvement in the criminal justice 
system to. 

In addition to that, I think elimination of certain nonfelony offenses 
from your court dockets could be a significant way to improve your 
syst~m and a reduction of that could be that LEAA is working also. 

These are thing8 that are somewhat related to the reduction of crime, 
'but I think they are significant in themselves. I think what we are 
:after basically, too, is improvement of the criminal justice system 
which is the flip side of reducing crime. And any factor which goes to 
that would also 'be significant. 

)11'. CONYERS. Thank you very much. 
Subcommittee counsel, Mr. Hayden Gregory. 
n.fr. GREGORY. I have a question regarding your organization recom

mendation on the passthrough of funds through the State Jegislative 
budget process. I must. 8lly I didn't understf~nd fully the study group's 
rec01mnendation in this regard, especially when you put it in context 
of the fact that they recommended that there be a form of revenue 
sharing, Federal direct assistance program through which, on a for
mula basis, units of government would receive apparently an entitle
ment. 

If the funds are going to these lower units of government, counties 
and cities, on a formula basis, pre'lumably a fixed amolUlt each year, 
what reason is there to pass that through the legislature? 

The legislature can't influence it, I would take it. It would be an 
'entitlement they could not make a determination on. So what value do 
yon fiee in the passthrough ? 

Mr. DmmZINSrrI. You could do that a number of ways. First of all, 
I think the reference to formula was that there would be a base entitle
ment formula for the States themselves according to certahl guidelines 
whichever you might come up with in terms of what States get how 
1nueh money. 

I think that has to be fairly specific. . 
Then. as to wlUtt the passthrough percentage is or what certam 

mi~imum. requirements there might be, I think that decision should 
'be left up to the States so that the passthrough, 'Control of that pass
through, meeting cprtahl minjmum requirements, again, should be in 
the control of the States so that they can better assess the priorities 
that they want the States and local governments to work on. 

I t.hink that would be the recOlIDnendation. But insofar as the 
Federal Government goes, it should be more on a revenue-sharing 
model than on a present block-grant system. 

1\£1'. CONYERS. There is a record vote underway on the :floor of the 
l-Iouse. So we will recess and then come back with Mr. Armstrong, a 
"witness from Kentucky. 
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I want to thank you, Senator, and convey my regards to 'all your' 
colleagues 'at the State senate. 

Mr. DEREZINSKI. I certainly will. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will stand in recess. 
[Whereupon, a recess was taken.] 
:Mr. CONYERS. The sub~ommittee will come to order. 
Our next witness is the secretary of the National District Attorneys. 

Association, Mr. David L. Armstrong. 
I notice he is being accompanied by our colleague from Kentucky,. 

Mr. Romano Mazzoh, a memuer of the JUdiciary Committee. I would 
ask both of them to join us at the witness table. 

We will incorporate Mr. Armstrong's prepared testimony, and I 
will yield now to my colleague from Kentucky. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. ROMANO MAZZOLI, REPRESENTATIVE HI CON
GRESS OF THE UNITED STATES FROM THE THIRD DISTRICT OF' 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY ; DAVID L. ARMSTRONG, ASSISTAlilT 
SECRETARY, NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION, 
ACCOMPANIED BY FRED JOSEPH 

Mr. JHizzOLI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee. I apprecrate your courtesy today. Knowing full well 
that we are in session, and that votes come and go, I will keep my intro
duction very brief. 

I would like to acknowledge, Mr. 0hairman, the fact that with Mr .. 
Armstrong is his colleague from his office, Mr. Fred Joseph, who I 
would ask to come forward and sit in the chair next to me since I 
will have to leave shortly. 

Mr. Fred Joseph was connected with our Judiciary Committee 
before he went back home to Kentucky, as counsel to the Civil Rights 
Subcommittee and, of course, is familiar with many of the battles 
which have been waged by yourself and other members of our commit
tee on behalf of our great Nation. 

I would just like to mention that David, Mr. Armstrong, is a very 
highly qualified professional in the field of criminal justice. I-Ie is the 
head of the National District Attorney's Association. He is, Mr. 
Chairman, the chief prosecutorial officer in Jefferson County which is' 
my home county. And it is the county of approximately 25 percent of 
the State's entire population. 

So David has the vpry difficult chore of operating the criminal jus
tice system for roughly 25 percent of the State's entire population, 
which gives him an entree into the most pernicious and. most difficult 
kind of problems affecting crime. And that is dealing with the prob
lems of unemployment and lack of good housing and all of the
background elements which lead to criminal activity, and perhaps a 
life of crime. 

I have known David for many years. I remember vividly when a 
few years back, David, with his very charri1ing wife Carol, was a 
participant in a coffee that we held, and a friendship formed which· 
has burgeoned over the years. 

So it IS my real pleasure, Mr. Chairman, to yield my time to the gen
tleman from Kentucky, our Commonwealth's attorney, Mr. David! 
Armstrong, for statements on this very important subject matter. 



118 

Mr. CONYERS. I am ghid that you are here, too, as well'as Mr. Arm
:stronO" because Kentucky has a unique approach to LEU that sepa
rates it from the other States. So if there is any occasi.on to include any 
-observations about that in your remarks, Mr. Armstrong, we would be 
grateful. 

The podium is yours. 
Mr. A.ImSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . 
Distin O'uished members of the committee, and my good fnencl and 

:member ~f this committee, Mr. Mazzoli: I appreciate very much his 
very kind remark~. . .. 

~fr. Chairman IS aware, I represent the NatlOnal DIstrIct Attor
neys' Association as chairman of a special committee that ha" studied 
the problem of restructuring LEAA and has provided to the Attorney 

'General a response to his special study group's recommendations on 
this subject. 

Our committee, as well as our association, are composed of prose
·eutors who represent jurisdictions that vary in size, political per
suasion, and obviousl}" in their need for financial assistance from the 
Federal Government. I recognize that this committee has studied 
the Federal Government:s role in providing financial 'assistance in the 

criminal justice area, and its expertise and experience in this field is 
one that is widely recognized by this association. 

I cannot overstate the absolute need that prosecutors have throuO"h
·out tIlls cOUlltry for Federal financial aid. Since taking office in 1976, 
I have personally been associated with the direct discretionary fund
in~ from LE~U as well as the State bloc grant funding of progTams 

·designed to service citizens who come within the criminal justice 
svstem . 

.. I would like to take a moment to describe some of those services 
from which our citizens in Kentucky have benefited and which I 
think enhance not only the criminal justice system, but certainly pub
lic respect for Congress through its aid to local and State prosecutors 
and constituent members of the criminal justice system. 

We heard earlier today references to citizen initiative programs, 
programs that involve services to victims of crime and to witnesses 
that are brought within the criminal justice system. One of the major 
programs dealing with such problems is sponsored by the organiza
tion I represent, the National District Attorneys' Association. Cer
tainly without programs irutiated by the National District Attorneys' 
Association and with the funding assistance of the Federal Govern
lnent, the attitude of those thousands of people throughout this Nation 
would certainly be different today than they were many years ago 
:vhen such vic~ims a!ld. w.itnesses were often ignored, and certainly 
III many occaSlOns VIctlmlzed the second time by the system itself. 

The NDAA's victim-witness project, that has grown from an origi
llal seven offices throughout the Nation, is now affecting every prose
-cutor throughout the United States. The services that are rendered 
to victims, ranging from just very simple services such as babysitting 
to tr~nsportation or sophisticated advice as to victim's rights, have 
'certu,lllIy gone a great way to preserve the rights of individuals who 
-are touched by our criminal justice system in this country. 

This project is illustrative of the chi1llge of the role of the prosecutor 
in the criminal justice system. He continues to be the system's "gate-
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keeper" obligated to the seeking of justice, but has assum~d responsi
bility for delivering services and being a compassionate gUlde through 
the maze of criminal justice system for victims and witnesses. 

I know that the National District Attorneys' Association through 
its exemplary project of victim witness assistance has gone a great 
way in changing the attitude of victims of crime an.d of witnesses who 
now desire to seek their day in court. 

I would like also to take a moment to talk briefly about one of the 
o()ther exemplary projects that the National District Attorneys' Asso
ciation has developed and sponsored. That is the economic crime proj
.act, originated in 1974. 

Our office in J effetson COlmty recently through the assistance of 
this project was able to stop a $1.4 million fraud scheme that would 
have spread throughout the Nation has this project not given us tech
nical assistance that we needed. In cooperation with the State's attor
ney's office in Connecticut, we were able to bring about an early indict
ment and disposition in this case thus preventing losses by many inno
'cent poor and unsuspecting potential victims. 

Credit for the project must be given to the individuals who designed 
the program within the National District Attorneys' Association. It 
is, in fact, an exemplary project and now leads the way of encouraging 
distrid attorneys throughout the Nation to begin and operate such 
projects. 

I have, quite frankly, Mr. Chairman, only highlighted a few of the 
many programs operated by the National District Attorneys' Associa
tion. It is an extremely valuable source of technical assistance to 
prosecutors throughout the Nation, and its effectiveness has received 
immeasurable benefit from financial assistance from LEA1\... 

",Yithout tIlls continued fllnding, I am confident that the National 
District Attorneys' Association would certainly not be able to continue 
these exemplary projects. 

I would like at tIllS time to make a couple of comments about the 
Attorney General's study group report and expand upon several 
thoughts articulated in my prepared statement previously furnished 
tovou. 

The report addresses the issue of the vehicle by which Congress 
can directly fund local and State governmentfl.1 units dealing with 
criminal justice. I would like, as was mentioned earlier by another 
speaker, to suggest that one of the vehicles should be a continuation 
of LEA1\... But more t.han a continuation is needed. Congress must 
continue the program in such a way as to demonstrate to State and 
local governments that Federal funds can be counted upon and planned 
for from year to year. 

One method of achieving this objective would be a procedure of 
the I?ultiyear appropriations such as presently are being used ~n health 
sprVlces progTams and in the Department of Defense. TIllS would 
allow funds appropriated during the fiscal year of 1978 to be used 
in fiscal years 1978 and 1979 or until otherwise expended. 

The other alternative would be the contract authority procedure 
such as is used in certain welfare programs and, I believe, in certain 
programs administered by the Environmental Protection Agency and 
the FAA. This procedures essentially commits Cong-ress to matching 
local expenditures with a certain percentage of Federal funds. It 



120 

would encourage increased local expenditures in the criminal justice 
area while not reducing Federal controls on the uses for which this 
money may be spent. . . 

Multiyear availability of ftmds would also assist in resolving the 
problem caused by differing fiscal years among governmental units. 
Many States operate on a fiscal year that ends July 30, while Congress 
works from a fiscal year ending September 30, while this would appear 
to be rather insignificant in many instances, it often has a major 
impact on the planing of utilization of LEAA funds to State and local 
govEnnments. .. 

I strongly support the long-range planning which could be achieved 
by multiyear appropriations. Such would solve local agencies' current 
problem of not really knowing what amounts will be received or the 
direction that Congress will take or whether delays will be caused by 
needs for 'Continuing resolutions, and so forth. 

I was asked earlier by the committee's counsel to comment briefly 
on several specific questions, so I will detract from my original address. 
It was mentioned earlier that funds should .be perhaps directed to 
the State legislature for its deterlnination of discretionary funding. 

I am speaking only from a personal observation at this time, and 
would suggest that when CongTess last year passed the Mazzoli
Kennedy amendment to establish the mini-block procedure for State 
block ftmds it took a step in the right direction hy giving local govern
ments more control of ftUlc1s. 

I think only cities and major urban cities of this Nation know what 
their problems are, so further direction as to priorities must be given 
to such urban areas. All too often, by going through State legislatures 
or State planning agencies urban areas have experienced unnecessary 
problems in use of LEAA funds. These problems ran~e, depending 
on whom one discusses the situation with, from politIcal blackmail 
to addition of administrative costs, which detract from the delivery of 
resources, to undue delays. 

So I would encourage, Mr. Chairman, that in the recommendations 
contained by the Attorney General's report we consider carefully the 
second recommendation, which allows for direct discretionary funds 
to go to major urban areas that have obviously the large an:lOunt of 
crime and problems that are unique to those particular areas. 

Basically, the problems are many, and the National District At
torneys' Association, which represents this country's prosecutors, is 
moving toward an ever-increasing awareness that maybe the solution 
to fighting crime is not necessarily with longer term convictions, but 
with providing services to people and the improvement and manage
ment techniques and the improvement in the overall attitude ancI per
ception of the average citizen who becomes far too often victimized 
by the system that is designed to help it. 

I feel from a personal observation that the prosecutor can do more 
in this country to seek justke for victims of crime, to protect the 
individual.rights that you, Mr. Chairman, referred to earlier, of ever:v 
citizen of this country. You really stand as the champion for all 
individuals. 

I hope that I ha,ve accurately represented the views of the Natiunnl 
District Attorneys' Association. My oral presentation has jumped 
around in response to issues raised by witnesses who preceded me and 
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by committee counsel. My prepared statement in a more organized 
way presents the views of ND.A.A. on the Attorney General's study 
group report. 

I would be happy to answer questions on behalf of that association. 
Mr. CONYERS. Thank you for a fine statement, including the in

sightful comments that you have added. 
I am trying to understand the relationship between the local and 

the National Government in this area. 'Ve are constantly being told 
how local communities know their problem better than anybody else. 

I am trying to make sure that we don't lean improperly on the com
munities ·and the local units of government. At the same time, of 
course, the main reason that the Federal Government has even gotten 
into this is because of the tremendous disorder that has occurred at the 
local law enforcement level. 

I mean, someone in the course of these hearings ought to put in a 
word elsewise, otherwise its sOl.mds like the Feds just dreamed up 
the notion of LEAA so that they could dominate local law enforce
ment policy and practice. 

My view of this whole matter is that law enforcement was reluctant 
to experiment, such that even this modest infusion of Federal money, 
support and suggestions would be helpful. 

We have had instance after instance in which local projects would 
not have been undertaken, for example, had there not been a Fed
eral resource to encourage it. System improvements have made a quan
tum leap and is one of the things I think LEAA can be justifiably 
credited with. 

Is there, in your view, much of a struggle between the Federal and 
the State and local entities as to how this is to be handled? What I 
see more frequently as the problem, Mr. Armstrong, is that the State 
planning agencies end up with immediate money, and they are plan
ning how to spend the Federal money, and they arc not able to co
ordinate it with the larger law enforcement process going on within 
the State. 

'That has been your experience? 
Mr. AIUfSTRONG. My experience in Kentucky has been that with some 

60 percent-and statistics oftentimes can be used to one's advantage, 
but a very accurate report of 60 percent-of all indexed crimes within 
the Commonwealth of Kentucky are committed wituiIl my community. 

However, we have received only somewhere in the terms of 20 per
cent, less than 20 percent, of all Federal block-grant moneys coming 
to the State planning agency. 

So obviously, it becomes a situation when urban areas are often 
times discriminated against by e1ements within a rural-dominated 
State. And it is hard to make rural citizens of a State, or a State plan
ning agency responsible to such individuals, awara of, or sympathetic 
to, the problems within a large urban area. 

I think more importantly, though, the direct assistance is still sub
ject to the innovative program restrictir)lls that have always been 
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present. And I think that fact alone has encouraged many muni
cipalities to adopt ongoing programs because of its direct assistance' 
by LEU in the area of law enforcement, in the area of our court 
system, obviously in the area of prosecution. 

But you mentioned one coordinated effort among Federal ancl non
Federal agencies in the law enforcement area. This is something I 
would hope to see eventually, and I have heard both President Carter 
and the Attorney General address the problem. 

To date, I have not seen that kind of cooperation. 1\:[any times in 
the area of drug enforcement within our community, for example~ 
dealing with crimes having both State and Federal implications be
comes the burden of the local law enforcement authorities simply be
cause the Federal Drug Administration agents are limited in number. 

In the entire State of Kentucky, we have a total of 5 EDA agents. 
Obviously, those 5 agents Cl1llll0t anywhere approach the problem of 
drug enforcement. So that burden far .... <A> the local community. And 
it is a burden, I think, that should not only be shared, but coordinated 
with the Federal authorities. 

I hope that any decision that would be ml1de toward funding a role 
for the Federal Government in law enforcement would be tied to 
an effort to Icoordinate Federal, State, and local I1gencies in an inter
disciplinary approach to fighting crime. Perhaps the demonstration 
grants that were suggested in the Attorney General's report be COildi
tioned on the development of interdisciplinary approa-ches so that 
prosecutors, police, courts, and corrections are all not going their 
separate ways on complex problems affecting all of them. 

1\:[1'. CONYERS. Could I ask you if the mini-block-grant program has 
had any effect in reducing the domination that you referred to in your 
State~ 

1\:[1'. AmfSTRONG. The mini-block-grant program has not been imple
mented in my State. 

1\:[1'. CONYERS. That is due to what reasons ~ You don't feel it is nec
essary 01'--

1\:[1'. ARi\fSTRONG. LEU has never issued formal regul~tions imple
menting the mini-block-grant program, although they did advise 
States to use the LEU block grant regulations in reviewing applica
tions for mini~block proposals. In my community our local crime 
commission had prepared its mini-block plan before LEAA had 
make clear to the Stputes exactly what the ground rules would be. ';V e 
now are on the same wave length with the State and are well on our 
wu,y to hu,ving our plan approved. 

Such approval only gives local crime commission only the right 
to approve applications for programs approved by the State. It does 
not gIve us a greater percentage of the total LEU dollars given to 
the State. It does not even give us the right to choose how to spend 
LEU clollars in our community. 1\:[1'. Chairman, it is clear both of 
these problems must be dealt with. 

1\:[1'. CONYERS. "Ve do have a time problem, and I would like to ask 
more questions. 

Does any of the subcommittee staff have questions that they would 
like to pose at this time ~ 

1\:[1'. Stovall, do you h:1Ve one ~ 
1\:[1'. STOVALL. Very quickly, 1\:[1'. Chairman, I do have one. 
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Sir, yesterday, one of our witnesses testified that the use of direct 
local aid is laughable. This is Mr. Wertz who represents the State
Plaruring AssoCIations and admittedly has his own interest. 

When the task force report itself says that it seeks more local auton
omy and less redtape and you are saying that you agree that local 
funding and that the regional concept is helpful, don't you also see ill 
your cOlrunellts a problem, a basic flaw, ill that there will be thou
sands of plaruling units that will be proliferated that will be bar
gaining directly with the Federal Government and thereby exposing 
redtape as Mr. Wertz coined the phrase yesterday ~ 

Mr. An:USTRONG. No, I don't. Ancl the reason I don't is that if we take 
the present statistics prepared by thE. l,{ ational League of Cities
United States Conference of Mayors which were furnished me by 
my local pI aIming agency, the ratio of congressional appropriations 
in general terms of the cOlrununity development funds to safe street 
£urids is about four to one. 

By the time the funds for both of these programs are chaIme]ed 
into Louisville, the ratio all of a su6den becomes seventeen to one. OI~ 
in Salt Lake City, for example, the ratio is close to forty to one. Ob
viously a substantially greater percentage of community develop
ment funds reach local programs than safe street ft.mds. 

So I think if mlmicipalities, if the urban areas, can in effect present 
an appeal through LEAA based on the guidelines that I think will 
be eventually proposed by that agency, you would not receive a 
proliferation of agencies any more so than the proliferation that is 
already being monitored or was monitored by the regional offices 
through the State planning agency. 

I thmk the approach recommended by the Attorney General's report 
is to see that municipalities and those in need receive the money as 
expeditiously as possible with as little administrative cost as so en
cumbered LEU over the past few years. 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, we want to thank you very much. We hope 

you will follow our attempts to urge further study of the report. 
We also want to welcome attorney Fred Joseph who once served 

on this committee as staff. I am sure you are getting excellent assist
ance from him. 

vVelcome back to our vicinity. And thank you very much. 
Mr. Anl\fSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman . 
.fThe prepared statement of Mr. Armstrong follows:] 

STATEMENT OF DAVID L. ARMSTRONG, Co1>IMONWEALTH'S ATTORNEY FOR THE 30TH 
JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY, TESTIFYING AS CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL 
DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION'S SPECIAL Cmc\UTTEE ON THE RESTRUCTURING 
OF LEAA 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the members of this Subcommittee for 
the opportunity to share with you my thoughts concerning the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration and Federal financinl assistance to state amI local 
governments in the area of criminal justice programs. I am well aware of the 
expertise and experi~nce which you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of this 
Subcommittee have in dealing with the problem of crime, and only hope that 
I can provide some additional insight on this most important subject. . 

I am here today as Chairman of the National District Attorneys Association'S 
Special Committee on the Restructuring of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
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.Administration. As I am sure you know, the NDAA is composed of prosecutors 
representing communities differing in size, po'litical persuasion and need for 
Federal financial assistance. The special committee which I chair is similarly 
-eomposed. 

Unless indicated otherwise, the views I express are intended to retlect a con
sensus of the members of the Special Committee and hopefully a consensus 
·of the NDAA's membership at large, rather than my own personal views. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot overstate the absolute necessity of Federal financial 
.assistance to local and state governments in their efforts to combat crime. 
Increasingly, as the cost of salaries, services and goods has risen and tax bases 
have falIen, local governments, particularly urban governments, have found 
themselves unable to maintain even their traditional services in the criminal 
justice area. The development and implementation of new and innovative pro
grams are simply out of the question in most cases without Federal financial 
.assistance. 

i.\fr. Chairman, as you lmow from your personal experience in Detroit, much 
of the early LEAA funrling went into what may be politely called "police 
llardware". Unfortunately, very little went into new programs aimed at the 
protection of the rights of victims, witnesses and the accused. 

As a prosecutor, I .am most concerned about the protection of individual 
rights, and am aware that many of the exemplary programs in this area could' 
not have been developed but for LI<JAA financial ai>sistance. Diversion programs, 
victim witness programs and PROMLS are only a few of the innovative programs 
made possible by LEA...<\. funding. 

I come before you today, distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, hopeful 
that we can take as a "given" the need for a continuation of the role of the 
Federal Government in the criminal justice field. What remains to be discussed 
IS the vehicle by which such assistance is to be provided. 

I understand the purpose of these hearings to be the evaluation of the conclu
sions reached by the Department of Justice Study Group on Restructuring the 
Department of Justice's Program of Assistance to State and Local Governments 
for Crime Control and CriminaI Justice System Improvement. For the sake of 
simplicity, I shall refer to this group or their June 23, 1977, report respectively 
:as the "Study Group" or the "Stndy Group Report." 

In general, the members of the NDAA Special Committee agree with the' 
recommendfltions of the ,Study Group Report. Implementation of the StuQY 
Group's recommendations would appear to cut significantly the current "red 
tape" which must be enconntered in seeking LEAA assistance yet still provide 
badly needed Federal dollars for worthwhile programs. 

I. THE ROLE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE. 

The Study Group Report begins, as it logical'ly should, by asking the purposes 
to be accomplished by Federal financial assistance. I endorse its basic conclusions 
found on page 5 : 

"1. The development of national priorities and program strategies for respond
ing to the major problems which presently face state and local criminal justice 
systems. This component would at a minimum consist of: the systematic building 
at the national level of knowledge about crime and the criminal justice system; 
the development, testing demonstration and evaluation of national programs 
which utilize the knowledge developed; and the proviSion of technical assistance 
and training in the implementation of proven national programs. 

"2. The provision of financial assistance to state and local governments, to 
aid them: a) in the implementation of programs and projects to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice; and b) in the deve10pment 
of the capacity to manage and coordinate the development of criminal justice 
programs." . 

ViTl1ile I agree that these are the most important aspects of the program, I 
also believe funds must be made available in order to meet the -problems facing 
local communities, problems which the individual community callnot solve with 
its own limited resources. The Rtudy Group found (lJage 9) that the block 
grant programs "responded to a 8ig11lijica,nt nee(~ for additiona~ criminal justice 
funding at the State and local levels" (emphasis added). In recommending the 
adoption of Option A, in Issue 3, the Study Gronp appears to recognize this 
need. The elahoration in the discui:<sion of issues 4, 5, 6, and 8, particularly 8, 
however, seems to negate this conclusion, however. Although I generally be-
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lieve that" the use of direct assistance should be limited to "system improve
ments", I think some money must be made available for" situations where severe 
local hardships exist. Even if alternative sources of funding are available, as 
Mr. l\Iadden and Ms. Wald point out on page 30, a community in "desperate need 
of funds for law enforcement will likewise nave need in other areas for which 
the alternative funding source dollars might be used. For exaniple, a city unable 
to pay its pOlicemen may also be unable to pay its sanitation workers and the 
sources cited in the lVIaddeli.·Wald statement could just as properly be used for 
the sanitation workers as the police, in which case, the law enforcement agency 
would be left' without funds if an' alternate source of funding is not' available. 
Consequently, I urge that a limited'part of the funds to be distributed as direct 
assistance be earmarked for hardship cases where extreme need can be shown 
to exist. If these funds are not required for hardship cases, they could be re
apportioned for special research or demonstration programs. 

ll. THE VEHICLE ANI> STRUCTURE OF DlsrnmUTloN OF FUNDS 

The Study Group' Report, as well as many other reports, have documented 
many of the administrative problems which have plagued LEU in its nine 
year existence. I would prefer not to dwell on such problems, but with one 
exception move on to suggestions for improving the method of distributing 
Federal financial ·assistance. 

I haVE: been particularly impressed with figures developed by the National 
League of Cities-United States 'Conference 'Of Mayors furnished to me by the 
Louisville and Jefferson County Regional Crime Commission, concerning the 
percentage of Safe street Funds actually reaching local communities. 

According to the National League, the ratio of Congressional appropriations, 
in general terms, of Community Development funds to Safe Street funds is 
4 to 1. By the time funds for both programs are channeled into a city such as 
Louisville, the ratio is 17 to 1. In Salt Lake City, the ratio is close to 40 to 1. 
Obviously, a substantially greater percentage of Community Development funds 
reach local programs than do Safe Street funds. Again, according to the National 
League of Cities-United States 'Conference of i)!Iayors, oi1ly37 percent of Safe 
Street money ever reaches local projects. 

Although statistics can play funny games, it is clear that a substantial part 
of the difference relates to administrative costs. One of the key issues which must 
be faced in any reorganization of the plan by which law enforcements funds 
are to be expended is how to reduce these administrative costs. 

rt is very easy to be critical of LEU for excessive "red tape" and bureau
cratic delays. Many NDU members have become so frustrated with such 
problems as to refuse to participate in LEU programs. In my personal experi
ence, LEU personnel have been much more helpful and available than have 
some of the "checkpoint" agencies, required to act on grant proposals prior to 
LEAA approval. 

We baSically agree with the Study Group that there should be two major 
thrusts of Federal financial assistance: 

(A) .A centralized Federal program which combines basic and applied re
search with "follow-on" demonstration closely linked to the research program. 
(Study Group Issues 1 and 2.) 

(B) Replacement of the present block (formula) portion of the program with 
a simpler program of direct assistance to State and local governments. (Study 
Group Issues 3 through 8.) 

The research-demonstration functions are essential if new programs are to be 
developed. The change to direct assistance is important if the program is to be 
administered, in the words of the Study Group on page 17, "in such a way as to 
[Juumntee a minimum of disruption to general governmental processes at the 
State and local levels. (Emphasis added.) 

Rather than reiterate the specific individual recommendations of the Study 
Group and their rationale for each, I think it is sufficient to state for the record 
tllat the NDA.A Committee, of which I am chairman, agrees with both the 
recommendations and the rationale for each. Having given this general endorse
ment, let me raise some issnes which I believe are not adequately dealt with in 
the Study Group Report. 

Issue 2.-The research· demonstration programs must be given some relief 
from nhat the Study Group calls "numerous Federal strings" attached to grant 
funds. Although in its discussion of such problems on pages 8 and 9 of its Re-

20-G13-7S--9 
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port, the Study Group refers to block grant programs, the problem is similarly 
applicable to discretionary programs. 

I881te 5.-In its discussion of Issue No.5, the Study Group concentrates on the 
question of "implementation costs", suggesting that the Federal government be 
willin"" to pay such costs for a specified period. The Study Group does not, how
eyer, focus on the question of what constitutes an "implementation cost". 

Experience has shown 'that even in a city wll!:re al?- LE.A.A-sponsored pro~ram 
has proven successful, many times these local Uillts of government are financlally 
unable to continue worthwhile LE.A.A funded programs after such assistance 
terminates. It is crucial to ask at what point a program ceases to be "imple
mentpd". In a program where there are easily identifiable one-time capital out
lays, f·or example, implementation costs might be fairly easy to. d~termine .. A 
program where a substantially larger percentag~ of the cos~s lS lllvolved III 
personnel, however, is harder to evaluate as to lmplem:cutahon costs but the 
burden of such expenditures on state and local governments are just as great. 

As in the disccussion of Issue 8, the obligation/benefit/necessity of continuing 
Federal support for a program it has initially funded, particularly as a research 
or demonstration program, should be at the heart of our discussion. Asked dif
ferently, should a successful demonstration program end because a local unit 
of government caunot assume funding responsibilities at the endof a one, two 
or three year period? 

Issue 6.-'.rhe Study Group recommends in response to issue #6 that there 
be support for specified functional areas in the direct assistance program. We 
endorse this concept as particularly necessary in the area of comts and prosecu
tion. As Mr. Madden and Ms. Wald point out on page 31 in their separate views, 
such set aside "is critical if we are not to undermine the court!' under the separa
tion of powers doctrine found in each State constitution." 

In reviewing the particular programs which the Study Group found most sig
nificant, it is noteworthy that two of the three programs mentioned lay within 
the prosecutorial component of the criminal justice system. Notwithstanding the 
fact that the prosecutor in every system acts as the "gatekeeper" for thr: system, 
prior to LE.A.A involvement, this area of criminal justice received the least atten
tion. It is important that funding of research for continued innovation in prose
cution be continued. 

Issue B.-The discussion of issue 8 regarding an "improvement" in many ways 
raises the same question as the discussion of "implementation costs" in issue #5. 
I agree with the general principle that Federal financial assistance should be 
used for improvements rather than relieving State and local governments of their 
traditional responsibility for law enforcement. 

It is imlJOrtant to :Eocus, however, on the question of what is an "improve
ment". What is new today will be old tomorrow. Throughout the history of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, we have seen programs, good and 
bad alike, discontinued by State and local government due to tlle inability on the 
part of such governmental units to continue funding. We would urge that what
ever definition of "improvements" be adopted, the definition be broad enough to 
prevent State and local governments tlle obligation of assuming all funding of 
LE.A.A-created programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I am personally most familiar with law enforcement problems 
in metropolitan areas. For example, roughly 60 percent of the violent crimes 
committed in the Commonwealtll of Kentucky occm: in my jurif1diction, Jefferson 
County. Neither I nor my Committee is, however, unaware of problems facing 
State governments and local rural areas. We would concur with the suggestion 
of Mr. Madden and Ms. Walel on this subject: 

"Each State government and each local government over a certain population 
should be entitled to receive direct assistance. A portion of the State entitlement 
;;hould be available for discretionary distribution by the States to those units 
of local government whose population is below the limit set in the statute. A por
tion of the State entitlement should also be available to support programs re
quiring statewide coordination. Such programs could include development of 
stateWide information and tele-communication systems." (P. 31) 

III. MATTERS NOT DEALT WITH BY THE STUDY GROUP 

Mr. Chairman, the prime focus of the report and the various eight recom
mendations contained therein is on financial assistance to governmental units 
at vari?us levels. A number of LEAA.'s more successful programs have resulted 
from ald to non-governmental organizations, having as their basic interest par-
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ticular 'problems within the criminal justice system. In the area of prosecution, 
the National District Attorneys Association has been the recipient of extensive 
federal financial assistance. The Association has provided invaluable aid not 
only to prosecutors but to other 'Parts of the criminal justice system through its 
<;iemonstration projects, its training programs, its technical assistance fuucti~lUS, 
and its Na.tional College of District Attorneys in Houston, Texas. In determin
ing the expenditure of research-demonstration funds, it is importunt that the 
Department of Justice continue to look to such non-governlllental organizations 
for their continuing contributions to the criminal justice system. 

The Study GrauP Report discusses the need to allow Federal funds to be in
corporated into local planning processes, but did not refer to Congress' part in 
the current problem. By giving relatively short extentions of LEAA autlioriza
tions and continually varying appropriation levels, Congress has made·it difficult 
for State and local governments to budget criminal justic.e expenditures. 'For 
example, the Federal government is now on a fiscal year' which ends Septem. 
bel' 30th and often appropriates on a continuation basis, while many State and 
local governments, such as ours, continue to operate. on a June 30th fiscai year 
Dasis. With such overlapping times and unpredictable changes in levels of appro
priation; it is difficult for a local government to determine how much it will be 
called UPOll to spend for specific purposes. We have found this to be true with our' 
LE.:-U-assisted programs where we cannot anticipate the level of Congressional 
appropriatJon to LEAA or when LEAA would receive the funding. ()ons~uently, 
our local funding sources have been unable to antieipate our needs. I would hope 
that us a result of these and additional hearings on the role of Federal financial 
assistance to state and local governments, Congress will make a long term and 
substantial commitment to helping such governments in their struggle to make 
their residents safe and secure from the threat of crime. 

Those of us at the 10ca11evel, as well as the Legislative and Executive branches 
of the IPerleral government must commit ourselves to change. We involved in law 
enforcement at the State and local level must adopt an interdisciplinary approach 
to law enfOl'cement and cease to treat various constituent areas of the criminal 
jnstice system us separate functions vying with one another for limited resources. 
'Ve must strengtllen our capacity to plan for the most efficient USe of what will 
always be limited funds. You in Congress must make a strong commitment to 
continue adequate levels of Federal financial assistance to law enforcement pro
grams. At the same time, the Department of Justice must eommit itself to pro
yide enthusiastic and imaginative leadership to stimulate innovative research 
and to link the re,sults of such research with continuing action programs. 

1Ir. Chairman, the Roman statllsman Cato is said to have concluded each of 
his speeclles with the statement, "Delenda est Carthago", Carthage must be 
rlestroyed. It is similarly appropriate for me to ena as I began: I cannot oV(>r
state the absolute neeessity of Federal financial assistance to State and local 
goyernments in their efforts to combat crime. 

Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate 
the opportunity to meet with you, and I applaUd your interest in this vital area. 
l would be pleased to respond to your Questions. 

Mr. CONYERS. 'We move now to the clu1irman of the Regional Crimi
nal Justice P~anning Bo.ard for Santa Clara COlmty, Mr. Greg:Morris, 
an att0111ey, IOrIner pohce officer for 7 years, a member of the council 
in Sunnyvale, and a person who probably has to catch a plane to O'et 
back to one of those pending responsibilities. b 

V'( e welcome you before our subcommittee. You have been very 
patIent. 

We will incorporate your 39-page prepared testimony into the rec
orcl. Ancl tha.t will allow you to place the emphasis where you like. 

\7\T elcome before the Subcommittee on Crime. 

TESTIMONY OF GREG MORRIS, CHAIRMAN, REGIONAL CHAIRMAN, 
JUSTICE :PLANNING BOARD, SAN JOSE, CALIF. 

:MI' .. MoRIns. Thn,nk you~ Mr. Chairman. 
I ,Y111 attempt to chop up the 39 pages in a workable form in the 

interest of time. I feel comfortable in doing so after listening to the 
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comments of the chairman and Mr. McClory. My impression is that 
your comments certainly demonstrate a more tha,n adequate grasp of 
the situation as perceived from the local level. 

And I am pleased to see in your comments from yesterday, Mr. 
Chairman, that you intend to keep a close and watchful eye on the 
reorganization efforts of LEAA. I am sure from the perspective you 
demonstrated to us in the past that local needs will he well served. 

I appear here today as the chairman of the criminal justice planning 
board which is a regIonal planning unit for Santa Clara COIDlty, 1 of 
21 regional planning units in the State of California. I will try to 
address some specific issues which I have heard you raise today. 

First, the revenue sharing concept. The task force report concerns 
o;f revenue sharing are ·reported by several special interes~groups 
because they offer a simple solution to the bureaucracy of LEAA 
and provide substantial sums of money for large cities. But like many 
easy answers, revenue sharing is an oversimplification. 
If there is a basic message today, it would be to rely on the old 

adage "don't throw the baby out with the bathwater," the bathwater 
being the r<;dta pe and the baby being planning. 

We have seen attempts at changing LEAA. funding to revenne 
sharing a number of times, starting aboutG years agQ.when the 
admiIlistration of President Nixon twice attempted to bring that 
matter to some conclusion. Both ,times, Congress saw fit; once after 
lengthy debate, to maintain the existing system of block grants. 

Four years later, after the last attempt, we now find the same pbn 
proposed by an advisory group in the Justice Department. Like the 
bills put forth by President Nixon over 6 years ago, the current 
revenue sharing plan fails to recognize the intent of Congress, at 
least as perceived by local government units. 

We believe there are a variety of deficj~ncies in the revenue sharing 
concept proposal: 

First, that the nmovative use of LEAA ftmds would be eliminated 
if direct assistance were provided and funds were lost in the general 
expenditure of local government. . 

Second, that a formula distribution of lllndswould leave smaller 
communities with little or nothing, regardless. of how· seve:r;~ their 
problems might be. . . 

Third, that arbitrary quotas would inevitably reward large com
munities with large sums whether or not they needed such amounts. 
And let me point out that I represent as a councilman a city which 
1.mder the last formula would qualify as a large city. So in that sense, 
I am speaking against my own interest. 

Fourth, as direct assistance would not require identification of 
regional problems, funds would be spent within indi:vidual 1.mits of 
government and not used to support interj1.~ris~icti?nal programs. 

Further, the development of a formula for clistl'lbl'ttlOn presupposes 
that Washington officials understand the needs of distant local com
munities, and history has shown that this is far from the truth. 

Next, that the flexibility to respond to local problems ancl to sct 
priorities would be terminated by fixed pel;centage dist~ibutions. 

Since 1971, we have learned to c:r:eate programs which respond to 
our most critical needs. Revenue sharing would -reverse'thisreason
ing by compelling units of government to devise projects which match 
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f/,vailable Federal dollars mther than encouraging development of 
solutions to their real problems. 

I don't mean to suggest those two don't overlap,. bilt thl],t overlap 
is not always as efficient as we would like to be. And we are talking 
about Fedeml funds which equate out to sOll1ew:Q.ere between 3 and 5 
percent of the total criI¢nal justice budget of OttI'. county. We.can't 
afford to waste any LEAA funds. '; _. . 

Another p:ropbsed rule' of the task force wouldJ;estri~t the use of 
LEU. funds for implementation of iluprovements in criminal jus
tice. Such a requirement represents a desperate attempt tQ prevent 
the inevitable ahuse of revenue-sllaring funds, attempting to correct 
their own suggestion. .' .'. . . 

Several studies have demonstrated that revenue sharing would 
allow LEU dollars to be consumed by routine expenditures of local 
government. . . 

I have cited some study reports in the 39-page document. ' 
Supplanting by direct revenue funds at least in the experience at 

my level is not just a vague' fear; it occurs. If you removed from the 
city of San Jose, for example, a city of app'proximately one-half 
million in our cOlmty, all of the Federal funds £l;om communities 
having the block grant, public works, employment act, and so on, I 
doubt that they would be able to make it to closing tiIne without 
folding up shop. 

Large cities have no choice, at least in our area, other than to use 
revenue-sharing funds or any other kind of Federal nmds they can. 
to supplant local budgets merely in order to avoid bankruptcy. 

There are a number of myths which surrollld the block grant 
process. I realize it is kind of a bastard child between categorical 
grants and direct revenue sharing anyway. I will attempt to dispell 
some of those myths. The citations in support of these statements are 
available in the document: 

First, there is a myth that large cities have not received their "fair 
sha.re" of LEU funds through the block gl'.ant process. 

The ACIR record which we cite extensively has pointed out cities i 
and counties throughout the United States have been the recipients 
of an equitable distribution of funds. 

There is a myth LEU funds are used primarily to snpport thb 
police and that there is not an even distribution of dollars through
out the crimina,} justice system. 

There are a number of studies that show that the block grant sys
tem has produced an appropriate distribution of funds. I cite those 
to you in the report. 

A myth exists that a substa,ntial amount of LEAA money has been 
used ·to buy hardware for law enforcement agencies. A variety of 
study groups, including those of Congress and GAO, have deter
mined that this is simply not the case. 

There are some good horror stories around, but there are also some 
good examples of how many agencies have managed to resist the 
temptation to purchase machine guns and helicopters and computer 
systems, but have used these funds for people programs which is 
what we perceive at our level they were originally intended to be. 
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Om attempt has been to use the dollars to change the system for 
example, to have narcotics addicts rehabilitated, to not handle alco
holism as another crinllnal problem, and to make some necessary 
changes in the j ail system. 

\;V11en we buy hardware, we attempt to do so in a way that it will 
directly aid the system. If we put computers in police cars, it makes 
the police cars look fancier, but also allows them to get faster to the 
scene of a call. We perceive these as people programs. 

r believe that was part of the original intent of Oongress. 
There is also a myth LEAA is merely another source of revenue for 

local governments. ·Without the block grant system, it will become 
another source of revenue, a supplanting source. 

There is a myth in that block grants provide only temporary sup
port for poorly conceived programs, and there is not much pickup. 
I invite you to come to Santa Olara OOlmty where over 90 percent of 
the programs nmded by the LEAA. in the last 6 years have been picked 
up by local units of government. And we intend to continue that. We 
make an ongoing effort to insure this and require from each project 
proponent that a local unit of government include a resolution indicat
ing that if the budget allows, they will keep the program alive. 

:Mr. 001\'YERS. Do you have much contact with your State SP.A ~ 
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Ohairman, r was afraid you were going to ask me 

that question, and r don't mean to sound at all facetious in giving you 
the answer, but the SPA in Oalifornia has served primarily to accom
plish two functions. 

One, to devise a method of withholding funds for State discretionary 
programs which we have objected to . 

. A.nd two, to remove the staples from the 21 regional plants that 
come in and restaple the documents into one State plan. 

I think a portion of the reason that our State planning agency has 
been less than efficient recently is that Governor Brown a couple of 
;vears ago made some serious attempts to change its characteristics. Our 
State plan 2 years ago was three pages long. Our regional plan this 
year-and I commend the 3-page plan-just to comply with LEAA 
compliance for 1 region is over 200 pages long. . . 

Mr. OONYERS. Were the Governor's l'ecommendations followed in 
the long run ~ He made some criticisms that were quite pointed about 
LEAA. 

Mr. MORRIS. r believe Governor Brown aided distribution of LEAA 
funding and cut the size of the State agency down considerably for 
some bureaucratic hangups which aren't the fault of his policies; I 
believe he has done an effective job in recreating that agency. "r e would like to sGe less emphasis on SP A. 

:Mr. OONYERS. Well, do you spend much time putting together your 
annual planning report ~ 

nIl'. MORRIS. An unfortunate amount of time, and we are usually 
caught doing three at once. vVe are evaluating last year's, putting to
gether next year's, and working with this year's. 

:Mr. OONYERS. And too frequently, they are not used in the day-to
day operations;. they are merely reporting requirements that consume 
a great deal of tnne. 

Mr. MORRIS. That is a highly accurate perception. 
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Mr. CONYERS. It seems like everybody is organizing into interest 
groups, and I assume the RPU's have gotten together to form their 
own union or association. 

Have 'the RPU's ever attempted to communicate this complaint to 
the people at the State level or is that a requirement that emanates 
from Washington over which both of you are--

Mr. Monms. Two-part answer. The first part, the organizations of 
regional planning unit. personnel are, as far as I know, organizations 
of paid staff members, whidl is one of the reasons I didn't send my 
staff director, but ,came in person today. And I don't know that there 
is an organization of regional planning unit nonpaid staff people. 

,Ve have attempted time and again to 'communicate our message 
both to the State and to the Fed level and ha\'e had almost no success. 

I think one of the things that needs to be interjected-and I mn 
sure the chairman is aware of this-is that LEAA is probably the 
worst. example of a Federal bureaucracy. Among other reasons for 
it is the fad that it hasn't had leadership for quite some period of time. 
If we were talking, for example, about EDA, I couldn't make any 

compln,ints at all about Federal bureaucracy, but we are not. And some
times, it is difficult to separate the inherent problems with LEAA from 
the operational problems of LEAA. 

Let me give you one quick example of one of the problems that we 
have with LEAA in our cOlmty. We wanted to fund u, ·career criminal 
project which seems to be very fashionable these days. We asked vur 
district attorney's office to apply for some discretionary funds because 
we didn't have enough money. And I am speaking to this issue as a. 
method of showing you how I believe discretionary DUlding is a way 
to accomplish something Congress didn't intend to a'ccomplish. And 
that is intervene in the operation of local crime fighting units. 

Our district attorney prepared a grant application, submitted it, 
and called Washington on a number of occasions to discuss the applica
tion and couldn't get his call returned on any of those occasions. 

After several weeks, he received a letter from an LE.AA official 
stating that our application had been turned down. The reason given 
for this denial was the failure of our DA to promise he would restruc
ture his office and supervise his staff according to LEAA guidelines. 

There was no question as to the certainty of our crime program; 
there was a need for the program. M6'reoyer, ,Vashington had already 
given a discretionary grant to the San Jose Police Department specifi
cally designed to operate together with the proposed pro grain in the 
DA's office. 

It should be noted that our DA's office meets all standards for speedy 
trial and our district attorney is one of the most highly respected dis
trict attorneys in the country. In fact, he is the chairman of the N a
ti OMI District Attorneys Association. 

Here we have an example of LEAA interference into local control. 
Our DA is told he can't get a grant because he wouldn't l'lU1 his office 
the way vVashington tplls him he should without any additional at
tempt to demonstrate to us that is an appropriate way to do it. 

Mr. CON1.'"ERS. vVhat did you do then ~ 
Mr. MORRIS. ·V'!e are still doing it. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Usnally, people then reach for the number of their 
local Congressman and begin moving it through those channels. T 
would be surprised if that didn't happen in this 'Case. 

Mr. MORRIs. Mr. Conyers, I think one step beyond this. I bought 
3,n airplane ticket and came back 2 weeks ago to lobby directly with 
members of the .Judiciary Committee on that as well as a llllllber of 
other programs having to do with LEAA. 

Mr. CONYERS. Of course, that example, dismaying as it is, is not a 
case to be lodged against discretionary programs per se. After all, if 
you could have gotten a grant through the discretionary program, 
it would have worked out pretty well, wouldn't it? 

Mr. MORRIS. I suspect in an isolated incident, it would have. The at
tempt in the doclUnent I prepared for you is to use that example as 
one which shows that the original plan in which we perceive a partner
ship between the Fed and local units of government included a recog
nition at the Federal level, not only are there some constitutional pro
hibitions against Federal intervention, but that there are some addi
tional reasons that the Federal didn't want to get involved in telling 
local units of government how to run their shops. 

And that is exactly what occurs when you get too far into the 
discretionary grant business. 

One of the remarks I would have disagreed with earlier from Con
gressman McClory, I want to bring to your attention, had to do with 
the National Research Agency. 

·We would take the position in opposition to an enhancement of the 
National Research Agency. Our feeling IS that nationall'esearch agen
cies and national demonstration projects are extremely efficient when 
you are dealing in areas where we have no local expertise, for example, 
in EPA, UMTA, or health or National Science Institute, but that 
where you are dealing in an area where we have ·some local expertise, 
we are probably wasting dollars setting up demonstration projects 
when y~m are looking at 3 to 5 percent of our total 'Criminal justice 
expenditure. 

Those dollars would be more effective in the streets, used for com
munity anticrime projects and to continue the type of local planning 
effort that we are doing. 

Mr. CONYERS. Everybody has local expertise concerning their local 
crime problem. What we ai'e doing with it and how it is being handled 
is a different matter. 

I guess a:nybody residing in a place for any period of time, especially 
if they are in law enforcement, becomes a local expert. But what bear
ing that has on the quality of justice and how the system of la;w 
enforcement might be more effectively and efficiently delivered, could 
be a completely different question. Maybe their local expertise, for 
exa:mple, has precluded them from finding out about other techniques 
that other local experts were successfully using. 

And there, the research arm might play a very primary role pos
sibly. Hopefully, maybe it has in the course of 8 or 9 years. 

Mr. MORRIS. I agree with both the words and the spirit behind the 
words. But what we are attempting to do is tell you we don't want tc 
see, if possible, the funds distilled any further than they are. There 
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are darn few enough of them when they get down to our level; and 
maybe it would be nice to be able to do some demonstration projects 
in some al'eas, but we are not sure everybody needs the lesson. 

Mr. CONYERS, You h-now, I almost hate to raise it, but there may be 
a time in the Federal experience when there will be a diminution of 
Federal funds for LEAA or, horror of horrors, there may not be an 
LEA.A. some day. 

This raises a very gloomy picture because, you lmow, it is only 8 
years old. Its success has been limited, I think, at best. 'What would 
happen in all the places where there is local expertise if there were no 
LEAA in 1979 ~ 

Mr. MORRIS. ",VeIl, local lUlits of government would continue to 
help themselves; they would not continue to help one another. ",Vhat 
LEA..."- does, which is good, is it encourages, in fact mandates, inter
governmental cooperatIon by the block grant device and enables us 
to put together some local planning. 

",Ve would probably survive, and you have already stimulated local 
intergoverlll11ental relations far beyond those which are funded by 
LEAA moneys. 

Mr. CONYERS. I am glad to hear you say that because we think the 
plalming systems have been broadened in terms of their scope because 
of LEU. And although I have frequently criticized many aspects 
of their program, it seems clear that we have had to widen our range 
and understanding at the local level. 

I think that has been all to the good. At the same time, we have 
a continued expectation that this program must not at least diminish 
any of its appropriations, and hopefully, will expand it. 

Recently, LEAA has been experiencing small, but very pointed 
reductions in one way or the other. And it may be further reduced. 
It is hard to say. We are hopeful that the understanding that is coming 
out on the need to professionalize law enforcement and broaden it to 
include ,ma.ny people who are not members of it-namely, citizen par
ticipation and sltpport-is very critical to' understandirig the whole 
problem. 

As a former law enforcement officer, I want to ask you, isn't it true 
that our illlderstanding of law enforcement is still at a very elementa,ry 
level ~ .' . ,. 

Emotion, I am sorry to say, too frequently influences the decisions 
that are made at a legislative level. And frequently, the best way to 
start a political career for many people is to jump on an anticrime 
bandwagon. This could consist of absurd kinds of increments in the 
punitive part of the law which leads us to find that we are dealing in 
many myths. '. . 

I remember, studies to the contrary, that police associations refused 
to go on one-man patrols. They wanted two-man patrols. They didn't 
care what the studies showed. . 
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Frequently, these were LEAA studies. It seems to me that you 
might have some views on this in terms of your rather extensive back
ground, both in law and politics. 

nfr. MORRIs. Again, your comments are on the nose. The effort we 
have been making through the device of the criminal justice vlanning 
board in our cOlmty has been to move out of the antidiluvlan stage 
of police function and into a new approach. 

I suspect that is most succinctly described as moving from catching 
the bad guys to stopping the crim_e in the first place, from apprehen
sion of the wrongdoers to applied intervention and target hardening. 

Certainly that is a function which is either not going to occur or 
is going to occur much more slowly without the Federal carrot of 
LEAA funds. 

I suspect also that almost anyone would agree that most -police 
agencies doesn't operate with any surpluses in the budget, and that 
the dollars they spend are dollars they are going to spend on basic 
delivery of services and in many areas only responding to calls for 
assistance. 

So, as you cut back the budget here, you cut back the possibility that 
we are going to move into a different mode of police functioning unless 
you want to take these dollars and put them somewhere else, for 
example to prevent root causes of crime. , ' 

If you are going to spend them in law enforcement, we are not going 
to see much innoyation without some additional bucks. 

Mr., CONYERS. Of course, Mr. Morris, you are proba:blyaware of 
some of the inefficient situations in law enforcement. There haye been 
a number of studies on inefficiency which raised such serious problems 
that they were buried. 

They said, "Look, let's not even get into it." 
And in a way, I would like to explain that many people in law 

enforcement are not particularly effective or professional adminis
trators· especially people who work their way up through the ranks. 

So you can have a lot of things going on that don't stand the test of 
real zero based budgeting. 

There is the example of the 270-pound policeman who is trying 
to keep his gun from getting tangled up in the chair as he types up 
a report that probably could be handled better by somebody who was 
either a paraprofessional or just a civilian. 

You no doubt know of many examples where we don't maximize 
police availability because, at the critical moment, many of them are 
either working inside offices and not available for street duty or they 
get promoted. Some of the best officers get promoted out of that area 
of law enforcement where we need the best police officers. 

And these are very common kinds of administrative problems that 
are just coming to light that we are all beginning to look at. 

So I think that although they try to use money as effectively as they 
can, the inefficiencies have been built in for such a long range of time 
that we, are just beginning to address them in many areas. 

Mr. MORRIS. That is quite true. I worked for a police department 
which was much like the one you describe. And I now serve in a city 
which has a police department which uses zero-based budgeting and 
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performance auditing, has its financial records all computerized, and 
uses paraprofessionals in administrative capacities whenever possible. 

:Mr. CONYERS. It makes a great difference. 
:Mr. MORRIS. It sure as heck does. 
:Mr. CONYERS. Let me ask if the members of the subcommittee staff 

would have questions at this point. Mr. Yeager ~ 
:Mr. YEAGER. "What percentage of total criminal justice expendi

tures, Mr. Morris, in the county of Santa Clara does the RPU ad
minister~ 

:Mr. MORRIS. Three percent. 
:Mr. YEAGER. Are those primarily LEU funds ~ 
Mr. MORRIS. Yes. vVe receive some direct assistance from local units 

of government to fund part of our staffing in order to spend more of 
the LEU money on action projects. Those are all LEU funds. 

:Mr. YEAGER. In reading your statment, I was struck by a strunge 
paradox. On the one hand, you state that local planning was, in 
your words, possibly the most valuable example of LEU success. 
And then, you stated on the other hand that if LEU flUlds are cut 
off, apparently a great majority, if not possibly almost all RPU's, 
would literally cease to exist. 

The question I want to raise for you is if RPU's are so essential, 
so valuable, so instrumental in criminal justice planning, how come 
they seem to be viewed as appendages to the system ~ 

Mr. MORRIS. Because we don't have any money to pay for them. 
Mr. YEAGEI{. That is possibly one explanation. Is there another one 

having to do with control or lack of control of the RPU over the 
total criminal justice budget ~ 

Mr. MORRIS. Well, first, we are all operating lUlder a delusion if we 
accept the premise there is a criminal justice system, because there 
isn't. No unit of government has controI'over all elements of what we 
have called since 1961 the criminal justice system. 

The agency which I am the chairman of this year was formed by a 
joint powers agreement of 16 cities in the county of Santa Clfl.l·a. 
Fortunately, the county gets to administer the local court system eyen 
though that is a separate entity by law. 

I think that joint powers agreement, at least in my area, demon
stl'atesthat we are wil1ing to give up some local autonomy in the llame 
of intergovernmental or regional plimning. 

Mr. YEAGER. Thu.nk you. 
One final Cluestion: Does that not now, therefore, indicate the prob

lem with LEU is not lack of funds, but in fact a very serious struc
tural problem in terms of the fragmentation that exists across various 
criminal justice agencies who, historically, compete like mad for 
their share of the funds ~ 

Mr. MORRIS. No question. And closing the 10 regional offices dic1n~t 
do anything to ease the strain on that situation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Gregory ~ 
~Ir. GREGORY. You make a very persuasive argument for the con

cept of local decisionmalcing autonomy, but it seems to me there is 
one glaring exception to that, to your call for local autonomy. And 
that relates to the decision of whether or not to have regional planning 
bodies like your own, when you say that delivering nUlds directly to 
individual l111micipalities would preclude regional cooperation. 
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Should that decision be left to local authorities-that is, whether 
they want regional vlanning ~ 

~fr. MORRIS. That is a philosophical question which will probably 
get answered across the street. :My original impression was, the first 
answer was, there was a partnership between the Federal and local 
units of governlllent. And this is the way you worked it out if you 
wanted local muts of governnlent to use the money to supplement their 
local budgets. 

I guess you can give it to us directly, and that is what we will do 
with it. If you want to encourage plaruung in intergovernmental 
cooperation, you better put some strings on it like you have for the 
last 7 or 8 years on the block grant system. 

I think the system is well conceived; it just hasn't been well executed. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Stovall. 
Mr. STOVALL. Thankyou,Mr. Chairman. 
This points up a very good question. If the strings were to be 

minimized and if, 'as some people have said before the committee, the 
dedicated funds or categorization be minimized, if you were able to 
pick just a few areas in which you would support the continued cate-
gorization, what would those areas be ~ . 

Mr. MORRIS. Well, the Federal categorization attempts have been in 
some commendable areas-the building of correctional facilities and 
in the juvenile justice area. We don't have any particular problem 
with finding urgent needs in both 6·f those areas with whicH to use the 
Federal funds. . 

However, the most recent categorization had to do with devoting a 
certain percentage of our funds to judiciary, the court system .. As I 
understand it now, that has been worked out so there isn't a percent
age, but there is sort of a recognition, a certain amount of money is 
going to go into the court system. 

Mr. CONYERS. Goals and not quotas. 
Mr. MORRIS. I am glad you said that. That has caused us no end of 

chaos in Santa Clara County because the courts haven't been alble to 
come up with projects that adequately fit into the pigeon hol~ the 
Fed has prescribed we 'are going to put the money in. And that is 
precisely the problem with categorical grants. . 

V\Tith direct revenue, you have a problem because you don't a:tave 
any control. And with categorical, you have a problem because you 
have too much control. 

Mr. STOVALL. Would you care to comment on the idea of not setting 
specific percentage quotas and simply setting a list of goals or shop
ping list, so to speak? 

Mr. MORRIS. Sure. And I think the best example is the example that 
occurred right here in 1968 when Congress decided that it was going 
to require certain amounts of money to be spent on certain kinds of 
things. You just had the streets full of people who had ended up 
getting arrested and herded off into the pen somewhere. And Robert 
Keruledy had just been assassinated. So a heckuva lot of money was 
required to be spent buying night sticks and batons and sending peo
ple to riot classes. 

And if something else occurs and the wind changes outside, you may 
make changes which don't have anything to do with what is going on 
in the rest of the country maybe. 
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What I 'am saying is that the emotionalism described by Mr. Con
yers earlier e2..1?resses itself in terms of the categorical requirements . 
.And I share his prejudice against legislation by emotionalism. 

Mr. STOVALL. Do you have any comments on the idea that perhaps 
the LE.t\.A task force report would cause more emphasis on bargain
ing with the various regional planning units or the city planning units 
to the standpoint of burgeonin,q· recltape, enlarging the number of 
people, enlarging the number of~ities and municipalities dealing with. 
the Attorney General to obtain nmds ~ 

Do you have any feeling as to whether or not this might cause more-. 
of an emphasis on large urban areas getting funds and less emphas-:,,s; 
on rural or regional planning units in those rural areas getting 
money~ 

Mr. MORRIS. I believe the ,answer to that question is, yes; if you are 
going to make it an adv~cacy sy~tem, those people most able to afford 
eloquent advocacy 'are gomg to wm. . 

I don't believe that is the concept that the study group had in 
mind . .And let me parenthetically ·add I had the opportunity to spend 
a couple of hours with Mr. Fedorowitz and Patricia Wald in the 
Justice Department a couple of week ago. The 'perceptions they 
shared with me and the people who met with them with regard to 
the nmction of that study group report were reassuring. 

They attempted not to draft a comprehensive document, but .rather 
to ,address some $ignificant issues to raise those issues for debate. 

And I think they have certainly done an excellent job of raising 
for debate a number of issues. . 

Mr. CONYERS, If counsel will yield, don't you feel they should go to 
the next step ~ I mean somewhere along the lines of a detailed report ~ 

I think now our subcommittee could almost put together such, a 
report just from the reactions that we have received. I mean, it is a 
beginning point, but there ought to be something far more definitive in 
my view. I am wondering if you feel the same. . 

Mr. MORRIS. Two things are needed over there, Mr. Chairman. One, 
a director, and two, a lot more energy put into reorganization of that 
branch of the Government. If what we see is merely a cosmetic change, 
then we are better off without it. " 

Let's not create a new monster until we have tamed the old one . 
.And that is precisely what they are attempting to do. 

Mr. CONYERS. I want to thank you very much. Your discussion here 
has been not only stimulating, but enjoyable. I wish you great suc
cess 'as chairman of the Regional Justice Planning Board. 

[The complete statement of Mr. Morris follows:] 

STATEMENT OF GREG Monru:s 

BACKGROUND: ORIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

It is my pleasure to appear before you t{)day, as Chairman of the Regional 
Criminal Justice Planning Board of Santa Clara County, California. Our agency 
was created in 1971 'by a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement between the 
County of Santa Clara and the fifteen incorporated cities within its boundaries. 
Our jurisdiction lies in the San Francisco Bay area, and represents a total 
D<Jpulation of approximately 1.3 million. The County Seat is San Jose. Under 
the guidelines set forth in the Safe Streets' Act, we function both as a criminal 
justice coordinating council, and as a regional planning unit. . 



138 

The Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board is composed of elected and 
apPointed public officials, as well as criminal justice administrators and mem
bers of the community. As we have been deeply involved in the local operation 
of the LEAA program for over six years, we appreciate this invitation to address 
the Committee. We trust that you will consider this testimony as a representa
tive statement of local government in California. 

Since 1971, it has been our job to make LEAA a success for the 16 unite; 
of local government which we represent. To c,lr~y out this mission, we have 
lJerforPled three tasks: 

Plann-ing.-We systematically identify problems in the criminal justice sys
tem; develop grant ;projects which address these areas of need; implement dem
onstration programs; and monitor their progress through the duration of LEAA 
funding. 

Evaluation.-Every project supported by LEAA funds in our jurisdiction is 
required to contain an evaluation component. In this way, we endeavor to ascer
tain which aspects of our grant projects are most effective, and assist local offi
cials in their determination of how LEAA projects may become permanent ele
ments of the criminal justice system. 

Technical a88i8tanac.-Our staff provide a variety of professional services to 
criminal justice agencies, which would not otherwise be available. Upon request, 
we serve as conSUltants to police, courts, corrections and juvenile justice agen
cies in Santa Clara County. As a result of these efforts, local government sup
ports a third of .our budget. 

To change hats for a moment, I am also here as a city councilman, on behalf 
of the City of Sunnyvale. I view my role today as equally important in this 
capacity, and wish to stress three reasons for my testimony before this Committee. 

LEU is .of critical importance to local government. Although the appropria
tion for LEU is far less than that of most federal assistance programs, it has 
become an integral element of criminal justice in California. I'm here today to 
explain how LEAA, which provides less than 3% of the funds expended for crim
inal justice in my jurisdiction, has become a driving force for progreS3. 

The federal crime c.ontrol program was conceived in the Congress and repre
sents an effort of the Congress to join to create a unique partnership with cities 
lil~e mine. Accordingly, I appreciate this opportunity to assist the Congress in 
correcting the present weaknesses of LEAA, and hope that I can help you to 
build upon its strengths. 

The units of local g.overnment which comprise the Regional Criminal Justice 
Planning Board of Santa Clara County have been distressed by the report recently 
submitted to the Attorney General. I am here to explain how the report, pre
pared by the Justice Department Study Group, is contradicted by the experi
ences of Stanta Clara County. Several of the recommendations made to the Atror
ney General are antagonistic to our efforts, and their implementation would be 
destructive of the improvements we have endeavored to introduce during our six 
years of experience. M.oreover, the Report proposes the creation of a federal 
assistance program which, in our opinion, would not respond to the problems 
which we now face. On the contrary, the implementation of the proposals would 
result in a program far less desirable than the one we are here ro improve. 

Let me first address the proposals to which we object. 

WRY NOT REVENUE SRARING? 

Current suggestions for revenue sharing were supported by several interest 
groups because they offer a simple solution to the bureaucracy of LEAA, and pro
vide substantial sums of money for large cities. But like many easy answers, 
revenue sharing is an .oversimplification. To rely up an old cliche, it would "throw 
the baby out with the bathwater." Ironically, today's proposals for revenue shar
ing were born in another administration over six years ago, and the idea has 
not improved at all. 

On March 2, 1971, President Richard Nixon proposed a revenue sharing plan 
for LEAA. Like the plans offered by a variety .of interest groups today, the Nixon 
Administration sought to replace block grants with a simplified program of reve
nue sharing. The Administration proposals (S1987 and HR5408) were pre
sented to the Congress during 1971 and 1972. In its wisdom, Congress did not 
act on these bills. 

On March 14, 1973, President Richard Nixon again submitted a revenue shar
ing proposal to Congress. This plan (S1234 and HR5613) brought months of 
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agolllzmg testimony and bitter debate. After Congress raised numerous and 
detailed objections to the proposal, compromise legislation was eventually ofi:ere(l 
(l-IR5H6). Yet, careful scrutiny brought an end to the bi-1 as well. Congress 
was convinced that revenue sharing would defeat the purpose of the Act, to 
stimulate creativity at the local level. 

On June 5, 1973, the House Committee on Judiciary reported a bill (HR8152) 
which was eventually to become the Orime Control Act of 1973. By June 28, 1973, 
the Senate passed an amended version of this bill which, much to the chagrin of 
President Nb:on, contained no trace of revenue sharing. 

Four years later we now find the same plan proposed by an advisory group in 
the Justice Department. Like the bills put forth by President Nixon over six years 
ago, the current revenue sharing plan fails to recognize the intent of Congress. 

COincidentally, the agency which I represent was created in 1971, at the time 
those debates were underway, and we have since endeavored to carry o.ut the will 
of Congress through the block grant program. Based upon our experience, we have 
identified a variety of deficiencies in the present revenue sharing proposal. 

The innovative use of LE.A..A. funds would be eliminated if direct assistance were 
provided and funds were lost in the general expenditures of local government. 

A formulr distribution of funds would leave smaller communities with little or 
nothing, regardless of how severe their problems might be. . 

Arbitrary quotas would inevitably reward large communities with large sums, 
whether or not they needed such amounts. 

As direct assistance would not require identification of regional problems, funds 
would lJe spent within ind~vidual units of government and not used to support 
in ter-jurisdictional programs. 

The development of a formula for distribution presupposes that Washington 
officials understand the needs of distant local communities, and history has shown 
that this is far from the truth. 

The flexibility to respond to local problems and to set priorities would be termi
nated by fixed percentage distributions. 

Now, there is an incentive for creativity. This is the case because our regional 
board will not provide LE.A..A. funds to a unit of government unless the proposed 
project is innovative and critically needed. This process would vanish if funds 
were simply added to the revenues of local government. 

Since 1971, we have learned to create programs which respond to our most criti
cal needs. Revenue sharing would reverse this reasoning by compelling units of 
government to devise projects which match available federal dollars, rather than 
encouraging development of solutions to their real probleJ;!l,s. In this way, direct 
assistance provided through an arbitrary formula would achieve federal efficiency 
at the cost 0; !ocal effectiveness. 

While revenue sharing might enable some units of government to help them
selves, it would eliminate forever their opportunity to help each other. Regional 
problems can never be solved by individual efforts, and revenue sharing will not 
support the cooperative interjurisdictional programs which :ge essential for suc
cess. The present incentive for cooperation in California is the regional system. 
The 58 counties and their cities are grouped into 21 r(!gional planning units. 
If separate awards were made to each cOlmty and city, the basis for cooperation 
would be gone. 

It has been recommended to the Attorney General that minimum levels of sup
port be speCified for functional areas of the criminal justice system. The concept 
of required and specific levels of support contradicts the purpose of criminal jus
tice planning, as defined by Congress. Agencies like ours systematically identify 
the areas of greatest need and then prOvide LE.A..A. dollars for those problems 
where funding can do the most good. Such a planning process cannot be dictated 
by quotas determined in Washington j it must be responsive to local priorities. 
It is clear to us that this recommendation was made to preserve the balanced 
distribution of funds which now results from the block grant, but which would be 
precluded by pure revenue sharing. 

Another regulation now under study at the Justice Department would require 
units of local government to undertake criminal justice coordination. From our 
perspective, the suggestion that revenue sharing be provided directly to indiviJual 
the proposal that coordination be required. We are lmablE' to comprehen.d how such 
a rule can be realistically considered if the primary duties of criminal justice 
coordinating councils are to be eliminated. Termination of block grants woultl 
relieve us of our responsibility to plan for their use. Provision of direct assistance 
in lieu of block grants would eliminate the funds we now utilize to implement the 
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programs which we have developed. It would appear that this new rule is pro
posed in an effort to salvage the planning which was intended by Congress and 
which would otherwise be eliminated by revenue sharing. Upon further study, we 
hope the Committee will recognize that revenue sharing and regional planning are 
contradictory concepts. 

Another proposed rule would restrict the use of LEAA. funds to implementa
tion of improvements in criminal justice. Such a requirement l'epresents a 
desperate attempt to prevent the inevitable abuse of revenue sharing funds. 
Several stUdies have demonstrated that revenue sharing would aUo\y LEAA. 
dollars to be consumed by routine expenditures of local government. The Brook
ings Institution has conducted a study which even the Justice Department 
cannot ignore: 

u ... a recent study of state and local public safety expenditures uncler the 
revenue sharing program revealed that without some minimal 'strings attached' 
the direct assistance funds would probably be funnel.ed into support of normal 
day to day operation expenses such as basic personnel compensation, capital 
improvements and Toutine equipment purchases." (Quoted in the Report of the 
Justice Department Study Group, 1'. ;'1" from Nathan, Richard P., "Where Have 
.All the Dollars Gone--ImplicatiOl':" of General Revenue Sharing for the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration," Brookings Institution, Washington, 
D.C., December 1976.) 

Revenue sharing would turn baclr the clock to the time which preceded our 
agency. Oreativity would disappear. How could a supplement to local coffers, 
which amounts to less than 3 percent of what we spend on criminal justice, 
possibly make any difference? 'Some speak of a requirement for innovative 
expenditures, 'but how can you require creativity when you have removed the 
only mechanism we have for the development of new ideas? 

Revenue sharing means the destruction of what Congress has intended by 
the Act. Congress wanted units of local government to set priorities and plan 
ways to solve their problems. Revenue sharing would manipulate where funds 
were to be spent, not by planning and assessment of need, ,but by population or 
some other arbitrary formula. Oongress wanted local agencies to join together in 
cooperative efforts which solve crime problems. Revenue sharing would supple
ment budgets in individual communities and eliminate the block grants which 
now support intergovernmental planning. Congress wanted local governments to 
develop innovative solutions to criminal justice problems. Revenue sharing 
would preclude the regional evaluation and review process which now insures 
creativity, by eliminating the applications for block grant funding which com
munities now submit to agencies like the one I represent. 

WIlY KEEP BLOOK GRANTS? 

Since 1968, Congress has carefully scrutinized the operation of LEAA.. As 
the present legislation expires,Congress will have an opportunity to review 
nearly ten years of eX'perience with the block grant system. In Santa. Clara 
County, it is clear to us that the block grant instrument is both appropriate and 
viable. We ·are confident that you will agree; It is time to 'build upon the successes 
of LEAA. 'and to terminate those efforts which have resulted in failure. From 
our perspective, the ·block grant approach is not to blame for the deficiencies of 
LEAA.. On the contrary, it is responsible for the achievements 'Of the program. 

Somehow the device of the ;block grant has been ,blamed for a multitude of 
sins which have nothing whatever to do with the concept itself. As early as 
1970, the Advisory Commission for Intergovernmental Relations concluded that 
the block grant was, uA significant device for achieving greater cooperation and 
coordination of criminal justice efforts ,between the states and their political 
subdivisions." ("Safe 'Streets Reconsidered: The Block Grant Experience 1968-
1975," AOIR, p. iii.) 

At that time, the Commission recommended that the Oongress retain the block 
grant approach and that efforts be undertaken to improve tile administration 
of the program. In other words, it was suggested over seven years ago that the 
problem with LEAA. was not a device we call the block grant. Rather, the diffi
culty had resulted from the way Administrations had chosen to carry out the 
act. The problems we face today are no different. The block grant concept has 
been plagued by myths. Let me discuss a few of them. 

There is a myth that large cities have not received their "fair share" of 
LEAA. funds. Yet, a 1975 survey of cities and counties throughout the United 
States demonstrated that there had been an equitable distribution of fuuds. 



141 

"Collectively, the larger cities and counties, experiencing more serio.us crime 
problems have received a percentage of Safe Streets block grant funds III exce5S 
of theil' percentage of population and slightly below their percentage of all re
ported crimes." (ACIR, Ibid., p. 151). 

"A greater proportion of LEAA discretionary funds than block grant funds 
has been directed to large urban jurisdictions and priYate agencies ... " (ACIR, 
Ibid., p. 152.) . 

There is a myth that LE..l.A. funds are used primarily to support the 'po~lCe 
and that there is not an even distribution of dollars ihroughout the cnmmal 
justice system. Several studies have shown that the block grant system has pro
duced an appropriate distribution of funds. 

"A generally balanced pattern has evolved in the distribution of Safe Streets 
funds to jurisdictions having serious crime problems as well as among the 
function·!).l proponents of the criminal justice system." (ACIR, Ibi11., p. 189) 

"Safe Streets block grant funding for different functional areas (police, 
courts, corrections, etc.) has stabilized over the years. Of particular note, the 
percentage of funds awarded to police activities has declined from more than 
66 percent in 1969 to 36 percent in 1974." (ACIR, Ibid., p.151) 

There is a myth that a substantial amount 'Of LEAA money has been used to 
buy hardware for law euforcement agencies. A variety of study groups, including 
those of Congress and GAO, have determined that this is simply not the case. 

"A smalll proportion of Safe Streets funds has been used to purchase equip
ment or construct facilities, while the overwhelming majority of the funds has 
been used for law enforcement and criminal justice services." (ACIR, Ibid., 
p.151) 

" ... As in other states, California awarded the majority of its Part C block 
funds (81 percent) for service activities and only a small percentage for equip
ment, construction, 'Personnel and training. Only 8 percent of the funds were 
awarded for equipment ;project, ... " (ACIR, Ibid., Part B, p. 259) 

There is a myth that LEAA is merely another source of revenue for local 
government, and the block grant system has not resulted in change for improve
ment. On the contrary, all the evidence indicates that significant changes ,have 
been made with block grant funds, and it is clear that these improvements would 
not have taken place in the absence of this funding device. 

ct ••• Safe Streets block grant ;funds have been used to support activities 
that are new to the jurisdictions receiving the funds, rather than for routine 
undertakings or as a substitute for normal local expenditures." (ACIR, Ibid. 
p.151) 

"Safe Streets funds have supported many law enforcement and criminal j'us
tice activities that recipients otherwise wouild have been unable or unwilling 
to undertake." (ACIR, Ibid., p.189) 

"Although early critics of the program claimed that too llluch money was 
spent on routine purposes, particularly in the law enforcement area, the avail
able evidence indicates that most Safe Streets dollars have been used for new 
programs that would not have been launched without federal aid." (ACIR,Ihid., 
p.189) 

Even the Justice Department's Study Group has recognized the success of 
local criminal justice planning. . 

" ... one 'Of the accomplishments of this federal financial assistance has been 
the development at the state and local levels of a systemwide perspective in 
responding to the problems of the criminal justice system and the creation 
mechanisms for fostering systemwide responses." (P. 22 of the Report.) 

What the Study Group failed to acknowledge was that these Successes in 
criminal justice planning are attributable to the block grant concept. As described 
by the Ad"!-sory CommiSSion on 1ntergovernmental Relations, 'block grants have 
allowed ullltS of local government to carry out the intent of Congress" ... while 
maximizing state and local flexibility in addressing their crime problems" 
(ACIR, Ibid., p. 193) . 
Th~re is a myth that block gr:mts provide only temporary support for poorly 

conceIved programs. The OPPOSIte has been true in our jurisdiction. Almost 
90 percent of the grants funded 'by LEAA in Santa Clara County have become 
perJ?1anent agencies of criminal justice. It appears that ibis experience is not 
an Isolated example, as studies have shown a high rate of assumption through
out the country. 

"State and !local governments have assumed the cost of a substantial number 
of Safe Streets initiated activities." (ACIR, Ibid" p. 190) 

20-613--78----10 
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"A key barometer of the impact and importance of Safe Streets supported 
activities is the extent to which they have been institutionalized and their cost 
assumed by state agencies and local governments. It appears that once federal 
funding ends a rather high percentage of programs or projects continue to op
erate with state or J"'!al revenues ... the mean estimate by SPA's for the per
centage of Safe Streets supported activities assumed by state and local govern
ments was 64 percent. City and county estimates were even higher, with 83 1Jer
cent of the former's and 78 percent of the latter's projects estimated as having 
been assumed." (ACIR. Ibid., p. 190) 

There is a myth that meaningful planning has not occurred and LEAA has 
created a process of mechanical paperflow as a requirement for distribution of 
dollars. In fact, planning has become a reality in many jurisdictions throughout 
the United States, and LEAA funds are the only incentive for continued progress. 
Criminal justice planning in our jurisdiction has been a meaningful and produc
tive activity. It is the collective result of Staff and Boarel efforts. Our Board is 
composed of persons from all walks of life, bound together by mutual dedication 
to reduce crime and improve the quailty of justice in our community. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has recognizecl 
the importance of such participation, and the success of local planning. 

"This varied representation pattern has helped make activities supported 
with Safe Streets Dollars more responsive to community needs and priorities. 
In addition, these priorities haye been more realistic in light of state and local 
fiscal capacities, and more clOl'ely linked with nonfederally funded crime re
duction activities than otheriwse might have been the case." (ACIR, Ibid., p. 
189) 

"'1'he Safe Streets act has provided an incentive for elected officials, criminal 
justice professionals and the general public to worl, together in attempting to 
reduce the crime. Representation of these interests on state planning agency and 
regional planning unit (RPU) supervisory boards has been the chicf vehicle 
for achieving greater cooperation in the day to day operations of criminal 
justice agencies and encouraging more joint undertaking across functional 
and jurisdictional lines." (ACIR, Ibid., p. 189) 

The block grant concept has created a new consciousness in local government. 
For the first time, this federal program has enabled local officials to work to
gether in an effort to reduce crime and improve the quality of jHstice. I am here 
to assure members of the Committee that a mechanical distribution of dollars, 
as intended by revenue sharing, would be destructive of the most important ac
complishment of LEAA to date-criminal justice planning. 

In 1968, CongrE'ss created agencies like the one I represent today, and gave 
each of them an important role to play in our justice system. That role has 
demanded an identification of critical needs, a setting of priorities, and the 
creation of solutions to the serious problems which affect our daily lives. We 
tal;:e these responsibilities seriously. Quite frankly, we are shocked and dis
mayed that our role in the justice system would be precluded by the current 
proposals for revenue sharing. The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations has described this new consciousness and the block grant program 
in this way: 

":Much of this consciousness raising was the result of the intergovernmental 
and multi-functional framework established by the block grant and is a necessary 
precondition to building an effective criminal justice system." (ACIR, Ibid., 
p.1S9.) 

The National Governor's Conference provides eloquent testimony to the im
portance of block grants. 

" ... the most strildng examples of crminal justice systemic improvement have 
resulted from the state block grant programs, further reason why the governors 
believe that the block grant program is the part of LEAA most deserving pres
ervation ... " (National Governors Conference, Committee of Crime Reduction 
and Public Saefty, Hall of the States, 444 N. Capitol St., Washington, D.C.) 

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Directors has 
said, 

"We believe thE' recommendations of the Study Group for restructuring the 
LEAA program are less likely to promote its own stated purpOi>es than the cur
rent LEAA progl'am ... " 

The National Conference strongly disagrees with the rejection of compre
hensive planning in the block grant concept. 
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"Ooordination, in whatever form, cannot be effective without good planning, 
priority setting and pro6'rammatic resource allocation ... The mechanism which 
can best deliver this assistance is the block grant approach ... " 

The value of the block grant is in the planning process which it has engendered 
in local government. The block grant is a tool with which local officials can re
pair and build their criminal justice system. The way we have chosen to perform 
these tasks in Oalifornia is through: n intergovernmental bodies. As I have 
explained, these local agencies use block grants as the means to implement what 
they believe to be the answers to their problems. If Congress takes away the 
block grant, we would be without the tools we need to do the job. We would be 
without a reason for these planning bodies. We would be without an incentive 
to improve upon existing conditions. 

We urge you to examine the real problems associated with how the Executive 
Branch has carried out the will of Congress. Pleas don't throw the "baby" of 
local planning out with the "bathwater" of red tape and confusion. 

AD;\IINISTRATION OF THE PROGRAM 

The first issue I wish to address is a deficiency most painful to local govern
ment-LEli paperwork. Each of the last four administrations has developed 
additional guidelines, regulations, and restrictions for the use of LEli funds. 
ThiR growing period of rules has overwhelmed the limited personnel of local 
government. 

As local representatives of LEAA in Santa Clara County, we must often apol
ogize for the "red tape" which accompanies federal grants. This situation is 
regrettable because we are often blamed for requirements over which we have 
no control. Criminal justice agencies are outraged by the paperwork which 
always accompanies LEli funding. It is important to note these objections 
have been raised to the confusing maze of an LEll bureaucracy in which agen
cies must operate after our local pla=ing decisions have been made. iYe have 
to remind our constituents that these administrative problems subsequent to the 
selection of their project should not be confused with the initial decision by our 
Board to spend LEll funds where are most critically needed. 

The administrative hurdles which LEll places in the path of the grant recip-
7.ent represent only problems. The other problem is the incredible burden of the 
number of rules imposed upon our agency before we can ever develop the proj
ects. The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations conducted a sur
vey in 1975 which placed great emphasis upon the desire of California's Governor 
to reduce the paperwork of LEll. '1'he 1975 survey cited California's 3 page 
state plan as a conscientious effort to eliminate excessive red tape. (Part B 
ACIR p. 273.). 

Today I have with me the result of LEll's latest guidelines:. a plan for our 
Region alone, one of the 21 regions in the state of California, which is over 300 
pages in length. One cannot help but ask where all this is taking us. 

The plan requirements promulgated by LEll have reached the point of 
absurdity. Over two years ago the following observation was submitted to the 
Congress: 

"In some states the SPA, RPU's, or a local planning agency may be involved 
in various phases of three comprehensive plans at one time-evaluation of one, 
implementation of another, and data collection and analysis for a third. As the 
result of these factors, Safe Streets Planning has been largely directed to the 
allocation of federal dollars." (ACIR p. 199.) 

The 1975 survey of the states found unanimous displeasure with the LEli 
bureaucracy. 

" ... a major object of complaints is LEAA guidelines, which are considered 
restrictive, incomplete, repetitive, and overly det'liled. In some states, compli
ance with guidelines requirements leaves little time for comprehensive planning." 
(AOIR p. 97.) 

From a series of simple memoranda in 1968, the guidelines for local planning 
had grown to over 196 pages by 1975. (OIR p. 44.) 

A variety of organizations across tbe country have recognized that acbieve
ment of objectives set forth by Congress is hindered by the statutory and admin
istrative requirements imposed upon local government. For example, the Na
tional Association of Counties Ilas passed a resolution urging Congress to "re
duce administrative requirements that impede tIle ability of county and other 
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local officials to target funds on local priorities, eliminate state comprehensive 
planning requirements that discourage local planning and coordination, ... " 
(National Association of Counties, Criminal Justice Program, 1735 New York 
Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C.) 

At the local level, we have found that the time regional staff should devote to 
the task of project development and criminal justice planning must instead be 
sacrificed to IJllJAA guidelines compliance. In the words of the ACIR, "Too often 
planning has been eclipsed by grant administration, making the planning process 
only an annual ritual." (ACIR p.186.) 

Those of us who have endeavored to make a sucess of LEAA have become in
creasingly frustrated by the extent to which these rules have undermined the 
flexibility intended by the block grant system which Congress has adopted for 
LEAA funding. 

FRAGMENTATION OF PLANNING 

The reauthorization hearings of 1970 served as the first opportunity for 
Congress to hear complaints about LEAh. ,~\.t that time, a variety of interest 
groups exerted considerable pressure upon C:>ngress to provide increased em
phasis for particular subject areas. A wide T'ariety of organizhtions appeared 
before the committees responsible for LEAA. including the National Association 
of Counties, The International City Man!lgement Association, The Nationol Gov
ernors Conference and the National Ur)Jan Coalition. As I noted earlier, the Ad
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Research found that such protests 
were justified as early as 1970, because LE.A!Ahad not evenly distributed fnnds 
where they were most needed during the 'early years. It was clear that LEAA 
bad not yet matured to 'a stage where funds were intelligently distributed. In 
response to this problem, and in face of such widespread protest, C'ongress took 
action to create specific funding categories within the Act. Unfortunately, the 
scenario of protests in Congressional reaction was to be repeated on several sub
sequent occasions. Hearings on the 1973 Crime Control Act ag,ain brought de
mands for categorized funding. The, Juvenile JusUce and Delinquency Preven
tion Act of 1974 introduced yet another area' of specialization. 

This process of evolution has brought LEAA to a point of mass confusion. The 
multitude of funding categories, and their ,attendant planning requirements, has 
consumed more time and effort than originally intended 'by Congress. Today we 
see the product of these developments as 'an LEAA overburdened by regulations 
and procedures for particular areas of emphasis and specialization. We strongly 
suggest that Congress carefully reconsiger categorization. , 

Upon further investigation, this Committee may determine that such require
ments are no longer lIlecessary or appropriate. tAvailable evidence seems to in
dicate that the original reason for categorization, an inequitable distribution of 
funds between jurisdictions and functional components of the criminal justice 
system, is simply no longer a problem. Ironically, it appears that this administra
tive response to that difficulty has itself become a significant problem for 'LEAA. 

To 'begin with, this arbitrary division of subject areas and the enforced "pie 
cutting" philosophy are antagonistic to effective ,planning in 'local government. It 
is now ,practically axiomatic that crime must 'be addressed by an iIIltegrated 
criminal justice system, and not by individual or isolated elements. Congress 
should reinforce coordination, and this simply cannot be done while requiring 
functional separation. 

The ,procedures a'lld paperwork which have resulted from functional cate
gorization are evils not antiCipated by those who originally supported this 
approach. As an inevitable concomitant to separate planning requirements, 
this red tape bas consumed the time and effort which should be devoted to 
meaningful criminal justice planning. The ritual of compliance with Feveral 
different categories is wasteful and unnecessary. To echo ,the words of the Ad
visory Commission of IntergoveJ:nmental Relations '" * * 

"The requirement for SPA's to prepare and submit an additional functional 
plan, which mayor may not be incorporated into the state's comprehensive crim
inal justice> plan, appears to be especially duplicative, time consuming and costly." 
(P. 194 AOIR.) 

Recent studies bave indicated that the original reason for categorization 
should no longer be of concern to, Congress. The survey conducted by the Ad
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in 1970 found thll.t LEU 
had not yet achiever~ 'ill equitablepalance, of funds between functional categories 
of the criminal justice system, and, among local jurisclictions with ,serious crime 
problems. In 1975, the Commission reported that an evolution of local plaIUiing 
had corrected this problem. ,. 
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"A generally balanced pattern has evolved in the distribution of Safe Streets 
funds to jurisdictions having serious crime problems as well as among func
tional components of criminal justice system." (P. 190 ACIR.) 

Evic1encealso indicates that the failure of LEAA to allocate a proportionate 
share of funds to units of government with critical crime problems is a "straw 
man". In 1975, a survey of cities and counties throughout the country revealed 
that: 

"The fiow of block 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 action funds generally in accord ,vith their share of 
population and slightly below their share of proported crime." (P. 196 ACIR.) 

Obviously, the "mini block" provision of the 1976 Crime Control Act will 
serve to guarantee that this balance continues. We support the "mini block" 
concept, as it provides a method for effective and efficient allocation of funds. 
The consolidation of several grants for a particular unit of government into a 
single package provides an opportunity to streamline the funding process. We 
join "ith the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in urging 
Congress to prevent further jurisdictional categorization of the Act, and to 
ensure that "mini block" grants are restricted to the 'administrative purposes 
originally intended. 

There is one threat which the committee should recognize, if individual units 
of government, particularly large cities, develop an independent planning process 
for "mini block" grants it would disrupt intergovernmental relations and regional 
planning. It is important to remember that this dflvice was intended ot eliminate 
red tape, and was not conceived as an "end run" on established regional planning 
units. Without clear guidelines, there is a danger that jurisdictions entitled to a 
"mini block" will secede from the criminal justice coordination councils mandated 
by Congress. In this way, jurisdictional categorization mny promote undesirable 
competition and devisiveness between jurisdictions of different sizes. As a 
regional planning unit, our agency strives to maintain a cohesiveness between the 
cities, and a commonality of purpose. We ask the Committee not to undo the 
good which has been done through regional planning, and to recognize the threat 
of fragmentation which will result from isolated "mini block" planning. 

Certainly, safeguards are needed. We would not suggest that Congress abandon 
its efforts to assure a well balanced distribution of LEAA funds. Our experience 
suggests that an equitable distribution of dollars may be achieved through the 
block grant system without functional and juriSdictional categorization. Two 
methods have been attempted. The percentage requirements in separate planning 
processes for components such as corrections (Part E) and juvenile justice, 
represents one approach. It has been the finding of several study groups, and our 
experience in Santa Clara County, that these arbitrary separations have failed. 
An alternative approach has 'been embodied in the Crime Control Act of 1976. 

I refer to the "adequate share" requirement for the courts, a far more de
sirable safeguard. This new approach achieves the objective of a balanced dis
tribution of funds, without creating th«; duplication and additional costs of 
formal categorizatioll. It enables regional planning units such as ours to address 
the criminal justice system as one system, and is suppol'tiveof comprehensive 
planning. We strongly urge the Committee to consider this device for replace
ment of the isolated components created in 1971, 1973 and 1974. 

Together with the Advisory Commission and Intergovernmental RelatiOns, 
we suggest that Congress consider the repeal of such divisive elements as Part 
E and juvenile justice. I offer for your consideration this eloquent commentary 
contained in the 1975 Report of th'l ACIR : 

"In the Commission's judgement, experience has proved that the block grant 
approach is the most feasible way to develop an effective intergovernmental crim
inal justice system. Functional categorization and the earmarking of r-unel;;; under
mine the block grant principle. They raise questions concerning the degree to 
which Congress is willing to give recipients real flexibility in arriving at appro
priate functional and jurisdictiona.l 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 curve through the block grant mecha
nism. By reversing the categorization trend, the Act can be a more effective cata
lyst for police, prosecution and defense, judicial and correctional activity within 
individual jurisdictions as well as between cities, counties and their state govern
ments." (~.194ACIR.) 



146 

LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND TIlE FEDERAL ROLE 

The role of the Federal Government in local criminal justice has come a long 
way from what Congress originally llUd in mind. While, this may sound like a 
provocative statement, I base the observation upon a layman's reading of the 
opening words of the 1968 Crime Control Act~Congress finds iurther that crime 
is essentially a local problem that must !be dealt with by state and local govern
ments if it is to be controlled effectively. (Title 1, Omnibus ·Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, 42 USC 3701.) 

Over the years, four administrations have paid lip service to the concept of 
local control. It has yet to become a reality. The most recent proposals contained 
in the Report to the Attorney General prepared by the Justice Department Study 
Group exemplify the dichotomy. By way of introduction, the Study Group ac
knowledged constitutional limita,tions imposed upon the Federal rote. As in the 
three previous administrations, it was noted that the primary responsibility for 
law enforcement and criminal justice rests with state and local governments; 
that Federal resources devoted to the nations crime problem are but a small 
fraction of the amount expended by state and local governments; and that local 
control of law enforcement was intentionally designed to prevent concentration 
of Federal power. (pp. 4 and 5 of the Study Group Report.) 

Like so many of its predecessors, this Group then proceeded to outline a roLe of 
Federal domination and local compliance. 

This desire to issue criminal justice dictates from Washington not only contra
dicts the intent of Congress, but also fiys in the face of several studies on LEAA. 
The LEAA track record shows that local government has been it's key to success 
and Federal manipulation has been it's consistent failure. 

We are somewhat dismayed by the degree of emphasis often placed upon a 
dominant Federal role in research and planning. In an era of limited res;oUrces it 
would appear that funds might best be used for local criminal justice efforts 
and not to subsidize Federal research projects. Since 1968, LEAA has main
tained a national study center to provide discretionary funding for projects it 
believes to be appropriate. Study after study 'has shown' that the limited success 
of these research efforts have not justified their cost. The discretional'S grant 
process has engendered divisive competition, excessive red tape, and program 
fragmentation. In these ways, the centraliZed Federal "think shop" exemplifies 
the abuses of a self perpetuating bureaucracy. We take this position after care
ful review of practical economic issues. If n. realistic set of priorities is to be 
established by the Congress, research must rank far below direct efforts to com
brut crime. If sufficient funids were made available, national research is an en
deavor which might be reconsidered. Until that time, we respectfully submit 
that the taxpayers can no longer afford to support Federal research at the 
expense of their own safety. 

Our si....: years of e~"Perience have demonstratecl many examp1es of the failure 
and disruption which can result from the discretionary grant process. LEAA has 
periodically made funds available to a select few agencies without r.egard for 
the orderly regional planning and budgeting which may be underway in local 
government. The grants awarded by Washington have never clifferecl in any 
Significant way from those which have been developed through local processes. 
The past practices of LEAA in awarding discretionary contracts have encour
aged divisive competition between local jurisdictions, and have created pOlitical 
conflict. Moreover, experience has shown that Washington officials may not un
derstand local problems as well as the persons who deal with these issues on a 
daily basis. In your review of the LEAA bureaucracy, the Committee lllay wish 
to note that the administrative machinery in Washington which evaluntes dis
cretionary applications and makes these awards represents yet another unneces
sary and expensive element of the system. Based upon our experience in what we 
have seen of national studies it appears that these research efforts are simply 
not cost effective. 

In the face of massive CongreSsional reductions in LEAA appropriations, 
Federal research efforts seem to be a luxury that we can simply no longer afford. 
Dollars invested in basic research are by definition not directly related to crime 
problems. Even applied researcll diverts funds away from projects which fight 
crime in the streets. Please do not construe these statements as anti-academic. 
Although we recognize the need for research it simply seems that these actiyities 
are the logical sacliiJ.."!e to follow reductions in the JJEAA budget. 

I'Ve echo the words of the National Governors Conference: 
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"Too often, state programs have been mistakenly criticized for activities in
volved in unnecessary and unwise research and discretionary grant projects spon
sored by LEAA's Washington office. In fact, much of the abuse directed at the 
LEAA program, in general, would have been better directed at the agency's 
administration of grants and programs over which it had dIrect control. Ques
tionable LEAA sponsored projects abound, resulting largely from the Agency's 
failure to work closely with state and local recipients to better develop a sense 
of the needs and concerns of those directly responsible for law enfarcement and 
crime prevention." (National Governor's Couference, address previously given.) 

Major federal demonstration projects share this dubious record. Both the 
Pilot Cities aud Impact Cities' projects represent massive expenditures and in
significant results. The Pilot cities project represented an effort by Washington 
to demonstrate and evaluate innovative ideas and technologies in eight cities 
throughout the county, at a cost of over million doUars. The Impact Cities pro
gram was designed to reduce specifiC crimes by 20 percent and expended over 
$160,000,000 during its two years of operation in eight urban areas. Neither pro
gram was successful. Of Pilot Cities, the GAO concluded ". , . that the Program 
hud not been successful and was unlikely to become so." (P. 1 Evaluation: Pilot 
Cities NILECJ, LEAA, from Comptroller General of the United States, The Pilot 
Cities Program: Phase Out Neec1ec1 Due to Limitec1 National Benefits, GAO, 
1974.) 

It should be noted that the San Jose Pilot Project was evaluated as'the most 
successful of all eight Offices, and was not a reason for the early termination of 
the Program. 

Discretionary grants awarded by 'Washington have traditionally comprised a 
substantial portion of LEAA funds. The amount has ranged from $145,250,000 in 
1973 to $134,469,000 in 1977, inchlc1ing the new categories of juvenile justice and 
community anti-crime. This represents a reduction of appro:l>.imately 7 percent. 
During this same perioc1, block grants for the states and units of local govern
ment have movecl from $536,750,000 in 1973 to $349,961,000 in 1977, a reduction 
of $186,789,000 or a decrease of about 35 percent. The priorities which these 
changes indicate are hardly supportive of local efforts. On the contrary, it's 
clear that local government has sufferecl a massive loss of resources while '''ash
ington bureaucrats continue to control a colossal amount of crime control clollars. 

'.rhe impact of the discretionary grant proc~'ss upon local crime problems is 
highly questionable. To begin with, the planning for discretionary grants occurs 
at LEAA heaclquarters in 'Vashiugton and not in ehe communities where the 
funds are eventually to be utilized. In this way, local officials have been com
pelled to plan for dollars made available by Washington, and not to plan for 
problems in their own communities. There is no evidence to support the notion 
that LEAA officials are better able to assess the needs of local communities than 
the persons who face these problems on a daily basis. The programs developed 
by LEAA headquarters have never been shown to be any more effective developecl 
by regional planning units ancI local government. The periodic solicitation of 
applications for (liscretionary grants does not coincide with local planning and 
budgetary processes, ancl as such it has become a c1isruptive process. 

I,ocal govc::r.ment has suffered a massive loss of resources while LEAA. bu
reaucrats. continue to COntrol a colossal amount of crime control dollars. 

'rhe impact of the discretionary grant process upon local crime problems is 
highly questionable. To begin with, the planning for discretionary grants occurs 
at LEAA headquarters in 'Washington and not in the communities where the 
funcls are eventually to be used. In this way, local officials have been compelled 
to plan for problems in their own communities. There is no evidence to support 
the notion that LE~ officials are better able to assess the needs oE local COlll
munities than the persons who face these problems on a daily basis. The pro
grams developed by LEAA headquarters haye never been shown to be any more 
effective than those developed by regional planning units ancl local government. 
The periodic solicitation of applications for discretionary grants cloes not coin
cide with local planning and budgetary processes, and as such it has become a dis
ruptive process. The ACIR notccl the political trend of discretionary funding: 

"All mentioned earlier, the frequent shifts in policies an(l priorities may have 
greatly limited the potential impact of discretionary funds. These shifts certainly 
produced confusion and uncertainty among the potential recipients." (ACIR 
p.47.) 

There have been many abuses of discretionary grants. Evidence has surfacecl 
that LEAA discretionary funds have been used as political support for the acl-
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ministration in selected jlll'isdictions across the country. (Epstein, Edward J., 
"The Krogh File-The Politics of Law and Order," The Public Interests Numher 
39, New York, National Affairs Inc. 1975, pp. 110-111.) 

There is also reason to believe that discretionary grants have been awarded to 
private intpl'Pst groupfl in return for their support of LEAA and the Executive 
Branch. (National Journal No.7, Washington, D.C. Go,ernment Re.search Cor
pora.tion, 1(75). 

Let me turn away from the Washington problems for a moment anci tell you 
what its like at home. Let me first point out that the impact of LEAA in Santa 
Clara County has declined with the years. In 1973, when the criminal justice 
system in our jlll'isdiction had an aggregate operating budget of approximately 
58.6 million dollars our regional planning unit disbursed approximately 2.5 mil
lion dollars. During 1977 the budget for criminal justice in Santa Clara County is 
87 million dollar.s and the LEAA has contributed 1.25 million. In other words, 
during a period of tremendous increases in criminal justice costs LEiU\. funding 
has been reduced by over 50 percent. I should point out that funds at the local 
level have been limited in part by the practice of our state planning agency in 
retaining approximately 25 percent of Part C block funds allocated for the State. 

Oalifornia is an example of what the ACIR has described as "decentralized" 
criminal justice planning. That is to .say that the 21 regional planning units have 
assumed most of the responsibility for LEAA funding and programs. As such, the 
comprehensive plan for the State is merely a compilation of regional plans pre
pared by the 21 agencies such as ours. At the .same time, the Safe Streets Act 
leaves ultimate responsibility for the program not in the hands of local units of 
government, such as the 15 cities and county which comprise our region, but 
rather in the hands of the state planning agency. For this reason, local officials 
feel that they have little discretion in how LEAA funds lare ultimately controlled. 
This frustration was succinculy described in a recent study. 

"Some local and elected criminal justice officials strongly believe that this dis
cretionary feature is illusory and that to argue its existence is naive, bordering 
on nonsensical. In the real world of administration, they point out, a block grant 
is a federal/state, not a federallstate/local partnership. Under this Oll'rangement, 
the state, not local government, is the beneficiary of the discretion, because it 
becomes the senior partner in determining the use of funds." (ACIR p.179.) 

If local control of the program were a reality, then local units of government 
would have direct control of LEAA funds. Even in states such as Oalifornia, 
where regional planning units have assumed most of the duties of the program, 
there is a prevailing feeling that Safe Streets is a state and not a local effort. 
Until Congress makes regional planning units legally responsible, this frustration 
will continue. Clearly, state government is best equipped to assume such reswn
sibilities as audit, civil rights enforcement, ahd other admmistrative duties. 
When it comes to planning for crime control, however, local units should hav~ the 
responsibility and authority, as originally defined in the Safe Streets Act as the 
intent of Oongress. In California, the real p~anning 'has alw.ays been a local 
process. The ACIR team found no evidence that evaluation r'esults had been used 
in the planning processes at the state level. Such ev.aluations were used and did 
affect clecisionmaking at the local level. (AOIR Part B page 256). California's re-
liance local planning units was described in this way: . . . 

" ... Although statewide crime and -system perfO'l'mance '(Lata were available for 
integration into the decision making :proc~ss, they were rarely used. Instead, the 
state relieel upon the decisions already made by regional officials as incorporated 
in thpir annual plan ... " (ACIR p. 254.) 

California is no e.."I:ception to the rule that state planning agencies operate as 
administrative boelies and llave little to do with planning. From our perspective 
at the local level, it appears that the state planning agency is a weak link in our 
relationship with the federal government. Our frustration at tIle local ~evel is ag
gra'rated by the orientation of LEAA headquarters. !thas been our experience 
that LEAA bas been primarily interested in financial management and has ex
hibiteel only a passing iuterest in planning. We now face the situation where 
Washington generates a plethora of guidelines and requiremen,ts. State planning 
agencies furiously generate paperwork to respond and planning is ieft to those 
of us at the local level. 

For this reason, there are those of us who regret that LEAA did not develop 
as originally planned. Members of the Committee may recall that in .1967 follow
ing President Johnson's February 6 message to Congress on Crime in Ainerica; 
the administration proposed a Safe Streets Act to implement the recommenda-
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tions of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice. When first proposed, the federal crime control program was envi
sioned as a direct partnership of federal and local government. A.ttorney General 
Ramsey Clark described the reasoning in this way: 

"When you lool~ at state governments and look at their involvement in local 
law 3nforcement, you will see that it is almost nil ... the state doesn't have the 
experience, it doesn't have the people, it doesn't make the investment in law 
enforcement and police that local governments make. So they could not con
tribute." (U.S. Congress, House Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee No.5, 
Anti-Crime Program Hearings, 90th Congress, 1st session, 1967 p. 65.) 

By August of 1967 the concept of a federal/local relationship had become quite 
controversial. The program as we know it today began with the introduction of an 
amendment, offered by Representative William Cahill of New Jersey. That 
amendment provided for state planning agencies and block grants. This amend
ment seemed to satisfy the concern that the authority of the Attorney General be 
limited, and that administrative responsibility be assumed by state governments. 
Among the leaders of the coalition which supported thi3 approach was the then 
House :Minority Leader, Gerald Ford, who said: " ... 'dollar help should be 
channeled through the states, through a designated state agency. (U.S. Congress, 
House, Remarks of Gerald Ford, Congres.sional Record, August 3, 1967, page 
2120l. 

Opponents of this position argued th,at local jurisdictions would resent a state 
governments', threat to their autonomy and that ultimate responsibility fOr tile 
program would inevitably revolve to local government regardless of the admin
istrative structure. When the Bill reached the Senate it agonized through a 
month long debate. The controversy of state versus 'local control was resolved by 
a compromise agreement 'that state planning agencies would be created, but re
quired by law to pass through a specific percenta!~e of federn:l funds to 11nitsof 
local government. Over a year after 'debate mad begun in the House, the Senate 
passed the. Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets A.ct o;f 1968. 

In retrospect, it is clear. that the Congressmen who argued for greater local 
control and against federal manipulation during those debates in 1967 and 1968 
were able to accurately predict the problems of LEAA which "\Ve face today. Per
haps it is Lille for Congress to reopen those debates, and reconsider the role of 
local government in our nation's crime control efforts. We now have the work and 
responsibility, but not the control. When Congress looks. at the history of LEAA, 
we are confident that federal and state layer,S of 'bureaucracy will be recognized 
as the major obstacles to our progress as conceived by the Oongress and carried 
out at the local level. 

A prime example of the poor federaljstate/local relationship which has re
sulted from the present LEU procedures is the closure of the LEU regional 
offices. Without consulting any of the agencies or organizations who bave relied 
upon those offices, the Administration nnilateral'ly ,terminated !their. functions. 
Those of us who are required 'by LEU regulations to obtain a:pproval for certain 
expenditures now face the uncertain future of a ·Washingtonbureaucracy. For 
example, if a grant inVolves the use of data processing equipment, it will now be 
necessary for regional planning units staff to conduct "lease purchase" analysis 
and submit that study to Washington for approval. Average turn around time 
with regional offices was about 90 days, and we are not optimistic about the 
prospect of one new office doing the work of ten. Hlmdreds of criminal justice 
agencies from throughout the country will now be compelled to correspond 
directly with LEU headquarters. We concur with this statement of the 
National Governors ·Conference ~ 

"A recent example of LEU's lack of cooperation in communication is the 
announced closing of LEAA regional offices, This is to be done without consulta
tion with the elected officials of the state or state agencies which use these 
offices." (National Governors Conference, op cit) 

At a time when the need for federal and local cooperation is most critical, 
this action comes as a slap in the face. If the present Administration proceeds 
on the course set by the Justice Department's Study Group, the concept of local 
may soon be completely forgotten. 

In response to the Report submitted to the Attorney General, an organization 
of local criminal justice planning officials passed a resolution which reiterates 
what we always understood to be the intent of Congress: 

"Any fe~eral assistance program addressing the crime problem should recognize 
and support the authority of cities, counties or combinations thereof to deter-
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mine their own local program priorities." (National Association of Criminal 
Justice Planning Directors, 101214th Street, NW., Washington, D.C.) 

In our view of the federal crime control program, the four Administrations 
in office since 1968 appear to have increased dominance of the program ,and de
creased sensitivity to local needs. In many ways, the fears originally voiced by 
Congress in 1967 have gradually become realities. 

In fear of how what was to become LID.A.A might erode local control, a 1967 
Congressional Committee report said: "'We don't want this bill to become the 
yehicle for the imposition of federal guidelines, controls, anel domination." (U.S. 
Congress, Senate, "General Minority Views", Report of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 99th Congress, 2nd session, page 230. 

Let me give you an example of how that fear has come to life in Santa Clara 
County. Because of a cutback in Part C funds to our area, the Regional Criminal 
.Tustice Planning Board has insufficient monies to fund specialized unit for 
District Attorney's office. In response to 'Washington's solicitation for a "career 
criminal" project our District Attorney prepared a grant application and sub
mittecl it to LEAA. The District Attorney called Washington on several occasions 
to cliscuss,his application with LEAA. Not once was his call returned. After sev
eral weeks we received a letter from an LE.A.A official stating that the applica
tion had been turned down. The reason given for this denial was the failure of 
our District Attorney to promise that he would restructure his office and super
yise his staff according to a particular LEAA program gnideline. There was no 
question of the severity of our crime problem, nor was the need for this program 
at issue. Moreover, 'Vashington had already given a discretionary grant to the 
San Jose Police Department which was specifically designed to operate together 
with the proposed program at the office of the District Attorney. 

It fOhould also be noted that our District Attorney's office is in compliance with 
all-state and federal standards for speedy trial despite present heavy case
loads and our District Attorney is one of the most highly respected D.A.s in the 
cOUl'~ry. Here we have an example of LEAA consideration for local control. Our 
Dif;trict Attorney, President of the National District Attorney's Association, 
is told that he cannot have an LEAA grant because he will not run his office 
according to the prosecution procedures established by a WaShington bureaucrat. 
Such action is a far cry from the intent of Congress as described in this section 
of the Act: ' 

"Nothing in the Act is to be construed to authorize any federal department 
agency, officer or employee to exercise any direction, supervision, 01' control over 
the organization, administration or personnel of any state or local police force 
or other law enforcement agency." (Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965, 
Public Law 89-197, § 7, September 22,1965) 

AN ANALYSIS BY THE REGIONAL CRUUNAL .TUSTICE PLANNING BOARD, SANTA 
CLARA COUNTY, CALIF., OF THE REPORT: "RESTRUCTURING' THE .TUSTICE DE
PARTMENT'S PROGRA:1>r OF ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR 
CRIME CONTROL AND CRnUNAL .TUSTIOE SYS1'El[ IMPROVE~i:ENT" 

I. THE NATION'S CRurE PROBLEM 

The Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board concurs with the observations 
in this discussion of crime. 

Santa Clara County has exhibited the volume of crime, expenditures by the 
criminal justice system, and level of public concern which are each delineated 
in this section of the report. Our trends in these subject areas exemplify the 
National problems which have been cited by the Stndy Group. 

II. A FEDERAL RESPONSE TO THE NA'rION'S cnnIE PROBLE1\! 

.d. The nee(l tOI' a Fecleml ?·c8po118e. 
'l'he Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board further agrees with the a.naly

sis in this section. 
Our local officials l'l'questeda. Federal ref>l1onse to the crime problem as early 

as the publication of the President's Crime Commission in 1967. Since then local 
criminal justice expenditures have increased in Santa Clara County by over 
172%. This increasing economic burden of the crime problem has become critical 
and local government now relies upon the Federal government for the relief whicl{ 
is provided through LEAA. 
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Throughthe mll.1lY programs that the RCJPB has developed, local government 
has learned that the value of this Federal support cannot be measured ~y d?l
lars alone. The most significant contribution made by LEU has been Its 111-
centive for creativity and innovation in the local crimin1al justice agcnci.es. We 
strongly believe that this stimulus for need improvements must be retamed. 

Accordingly, we emphatically support the concept that 
" ... funds provided to state and locrul governments must be more than fiscal 

rc>lief to those governments. . 
"These funds should enable state and local governments to undertJake the Im

plementation of criminal justice programs and practices which give evidence 
of some level of systematic program development and some promise of success." 1 

B. Oonstraints imposea upon the Fedel'a~ 1'eS1JOnse 
We appreciate the ach.llowledgement and discussion of constitution!a1 limita

tiOllS imposed upon the federal role. The Report correctly describes the crime 
problem as primarily a local issue, and recognizes that local governments have 
the primary responsibility for law enforcement and criminal justice. Three ob
ser\'ations made by the Study Group are particularly noteworthy: 

"1. The primary responsibility for law enforcement and criminal justice rests 
with state amI local governments. 

2. Federal resources devoted to the nation's crime problem are only a small 
fraction of the amount expended by state and local govel1llments tor crimiIllal 
justice. The present LEAA budget of approximately $700,000,000 amounts to 
only 1/20 of the funds devoted to criminal justice puposes at the state and local 
levels. 

3. The criminal justice systems of this country have always been plagued by 
extensive fliagmentation. In some cases the fragmentation was intentionally 
deRigned to prevent the concentration of government power." 2 

We would have expecteel that the Report's recommendations would have been 
based upon these concerns, and would support the efforts made by local govern
ments: unfortunateJly, this is not the case. Because several of the recommenda
tionR are antagonistic to our efforts, their implementation would destroy the im
proYE~ments we hlave endeavored to introduce during the RCJPB's six years of 
experience. The need for future changes should be consistent with these con
cerns lweI sensitive to local needs. In this spirit the recommendations below 
are made. 
O. OOlnponents of Go Feaera~ 1'esponsc to the NaUon's C1'ime pl'Oblem 

The report prepared by the Study Group sets forth 
H ••• two major strategy components." 3 

Both elements are recommendecl with equal emphasis, and both are embodied 
in the present system. The first outlines aspects of a centralized federal program 
for research and development. The second provides for financal assistance to 
state and local governments. 

''lith respect to the first comp'onent, it is the experience of local govel'lll1lent 
that the national products generated in Washington have been of less value thlan 
local programs supported illY fedeI'al ftmds. Since 1975, Congress has cut the 
LEAA appropriation by over $240,000,000. Consequently, we have been com
pelled to establish more stringent priorities for development of grant projects. 
Furthermore, we have found it necessary to reduce or eliminate our research 
efforts in favor of direct action programs. Since these massive Congressional re
ductions have necessitated reevaluation of our local priorities, we question the 
proposeclnationalresearch effort as a federal priority. 

In reg'ard to the second component, funds are allocated for the central LEAA 
hureaucracy at the expense of local government. We feel that the provision of 
financial assistance to 'State and local governments should be given a higher 
priority, so that the limited funds may be first useel to directly address the 
problems in O'ur communities. 

III. TilE CURRENT LEAA PHOGRAM 

. ~'he Report sets forth a detailed taIlalysis of past ancl present LEU opera
tIon>;. 1.'he Study Group correctly identifies the problems which have concerned 
the Regio~l~l Bom'cl for so long .. lIowevcr, .our experience compels us to object 

1 Pnp;c 10 of the .report. 
2 Png-es 4 nnd 5 of the report. 
3 Page 5 of the report. 
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to two statements in this section, as they contain observations which are not 
applicable in the RCJPB's jurisdiction. < < 
< "Even the planning that was done for the use of the LEU block flmds often 

amounted to little more than a paperwork exercise required by the statute and 
the LEAA guidelines in order to qualify for block grant funds . . .'" 

"The requirement for < state comprehensive criminal justice planning has 
proved to be unworkable in most instances because of the <different responsi
bilities and authorities of state and local governments and because of the great 
difficulty experienced in specifying planning roles, responsibilities and relation
ships among state, regional and local governments in ways· that all < levels of 
government agree meet their needs." "< 

We do not support these observations and disagree with thE' conclusion that 
planning has been'unsuccessful. Criminal justice planning in our jurisdiction is 
both meaningful and productive, and is the collective result of staff and board 
efforts. The Board is composed< of persons from all walks of life, bound to
gether by a mutual dedication to reduce crime and improve the system of justice 
in our community. 

Please note the conclusion re'ached by< the Advisory Commission 011 Inter
governmental Relations, as it relates to our contribution to the war on crime: 

"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 more closely linked with non-Federally funded crime reduction 
activities than otherwise might have been the case."· 

IV. FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

The Study Group has made two general recommendations : 
"Refocus the national research land development role into a coherent strategy 

of basic and applied research and systematic national program developments, 
testing, demonstration and evaluation." 7 

"Replace the present block (formula) portion of the progr'am with a simpler 
program of direct assistance to state rund local governments with an innovative 
feature that would allow State and local governments to use the direct assistance 
funds IUS 'matching funds' to buy into the implementation of national program 
models which would be developed through the refocused national research and 
development program."· 

We are dismayed by the degree of emphasis placed upon the first recommenda
tion. In an era of limited resources, funds could best be used to support local 
criminal justice efforts and not to subsidize federal research projects. LEAA 
has maintained a national study center and has provided discretionary funding 
for many years j the limited success of this research effort has not justified its 
cost. This process has engendered divisive competition, excessive red tape, and 
program fragmentation. In several ways, the centralized federal "think shop" 
exemplifies -the abuses of self-perpetuating bureaucracy. 

The second major proposal would dismantle the most valuable example of 
LEAA success-local planning. We are shocked by the proposal that funds be 
provided directly to units of government without consideration for the problems 
they face. Consider the following statement of the National League of Cities 
and U.S. Conference of Mayors: 

"Current thinking about LEAA in the Carter Administration is leaning to
ward a 'revenue sharing' approach to revamping the program. This sounds 
promising, because it would minimize the administrative problems which have 
plagued LEAA for almost ten years. Carried too far, however, a revenue shar
ing approach would destroy one of the most valuable elements of the program
criminal justice planning."· 

In California, regional planning units are tho only agencies in which all ele
ments of the criminal justice system and local units of go,Ternment worl~ to
gether. Surely you must recognize the need for such inter-governmental coop-

• Puge 7 of the report. 
• Puge 8 of the report. 
s Page 189 ACIR. 
7 PUg'e 10 of the report. 
s Page 14 of the report, 
o "Developments in Criminal .Justice," .July 1977, published by the criminal justice 

progrnm, Nationul League of Cities and U.S. Conference of Muyors, puge 2. 
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eration. Each planning board provides a forum in which the problems of all 
agencies and jurisdictions, both large and small, can be examined and addressed. 
LEAA funds are the only resources which these planning agencies can use to 
implement innovative solutions to their regional problems. Without some form 
of block grant program, administered through the regional planning 'Units and 
criminal justice coordinating councils, all this would cease to exist. Direct finan
cial assistance to state and local governments, in the form of revenue sharing, 
would preclude these needed functions. 

Our planning process has produced projects which represent innovative solu
tions to the most critical problems faced by local government. The Board as a 
whole, and the public officials who serve on it, have demonstrated to the crimi
nal justice community that comprehensive planning can result in improvements 
that cut across the criminal justice system and political subdivisions. 

Local criminal justice agencies have not viewed this Board as one of the 
"strings" attached to LEA.A. funds. Objections have not been raised as to the 
procedure by which grants a-re obtained. Our constituents recognize that we have 
an obligation to identify crLtical problems and fund only those projects which 
address important needs of the criminal justice system. Rather, they object to 
the confusing maze of the LEA.A. bureaucracy in which they must operate after 
the award of funds. Accordingly, while we welcome criticism of red tape associ
ated with the present block grant program, those administrative problems sub
sequent to the grant award should not be confused with the initial decision to 
spend LEA.A. funds where they are most needed. 

We agree with the Study Group's concise condemnation of reqnirements for 
planning documents. No one knows better than local officials how burdensome 
this process has become. Moreover, we support the objections to the multitude 
of regulations governing the expenditure of funds. Excessive time which must 
be devoted to compliance with this myriad of rules has tecome a constant source 
of aggravation, as it represents valuable time which should be given to our local 
crime problem. 

Unfortunately, the recommendation for direct assistance is not the solution 
to these problems. The appropriate response should be to eliminate unreason
able requirements for planning documents and streamline complex regulations. 
This would C01'l'ect the deficiencies of the LEA.A. program without destroying 
its successes. 

The following recommendation of the Advisory Commission on Intergovern
mental Relations is appropriate: 

"The Commission recommends that in lieu of an annual comprehensive plan, 
SPA's be required to prepare :five-year comprehensive plans and submit annual 
statements relating to the implementation thereof to LEA.A. for review and 
approvaI." 10 

This procedure will·cause Federal, State and Regional staff to be used more 
effectively and focus human and monetary resources upon the impol'tant prob-
lems of crime, delinquency and criminal justice. . 

COMMENTS· AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Tllefollowing statements follow. the format. of the studs Group's report: 
ISSlte No. l.-"Should there be a centralized federal program in criminal jus

tice research and, if so, should it be limited to basic research, to applied research 
or should it encompass both 1" . 

Study Group,RecommendationD: 
"There should be a .centralized federal research p~'ogram including both basic 

and applied components." 
The RCJPB disagrees with this recommendation. 
Based upon past LEA.A. experience, these research efforts are not cost effective. 
With limited funds available, research represents a luxury which local gov-

ernment can no longer afford. 
Diversion of funds into research reduces the amount available for direct action 

in local communities. 
Basic research, by its definition, is generally an academic pursnit not directly 

related to the problem of crime. . . 
Universities now receive financial support of criminal justice research from 

many sources other than LEU. 

10 Page 199 ACIR. 
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Evidence has not been presentee1 which demonstrates that .LEAA can conduct 
or manage research more effectively than American universities. 

Alternatively, we recommend option A. "There should be no centralized fed
eral program in criminal justice research." 

We base this conclusion on careful consideration of practical economic issues. 
If a realistic set of priOrities is to be establisheel for LEAA, research must rank 
far below direct efforts to combat crime. If sufficient funds were made ayailable 
by Congress, national research is an E'ndeavor which should be reconsidered. 
Until that time, the taxpayers can no 10llger afford to support research at the 
expense of their own safety. 

Issue No. 2.-"Should there be a national level demonstration program to pro
vide funding for State and local goVerllments ancI priYate organizations for the 
implementation of nationally developed programs 1" 

Study Group Recommendation B ; 
"The federal research role should include a national demo!lstration program 

designed to emphasize the maximum utilization of research findings in program 
design, systematic program development, testing anel evaluation and eventual 
application on a broad national basis." 

'Ve disagree with this recommendation. 
It logically follows (from our previous recommendation on Issue No.1) that 

an economic decision to eliminate research should preclude this option as well. 
Previous LEAA discretionary programs have not been shown to be any more 

effective than projects deveiopeel with DEAA funds provided locally. 
The development of locaillrojects adapted from a national demonstration pro

gram requires more, if not the same, energy locally and hardly inspires commit
ment to identification with "nationally" promulgated designs and eIevelopment 
guides. 

"Maximum utilization of research findings "does not produce more effective 
projects compared to the locally felt pressures to do something about crime and 
the administration of justice. 

The creation of administrative machinery in Washington to evalJIate applica
tions and award grants represents another unnecessary and expensive bureau-
cratic element. . 

The number of criminal justice agencies in the United States preclueIes effec
tive solicitation and demonstration of selected projects. 
. The RCJPB recommends option A: "There should be no federal funding of 
national demonstrations." 

Experience has shown that Washington officials may not understand local 
problems as well as the persons ,vho deal with these issues on a daily basis
"Crime is, in essence, a local problem and locally developed responses may in 
many cases prove to be more effective; ... " II 

Issue No. S.-"Should the federal government provide financial assistance to 
state and local governments to undertake crime control a!lld criminal justice 
programs?" 

Study Group Recommendation A: 
"Federal finanmal assistance should be provided to state and local govern

ments to undertalre crime control and criminal justice programs." 
We agree with this recommendation. We emphasize that this financial as

sistance can be constructive only if it is directed by plallllip.g, '.!.'lle Report in
dicates that these funds could be used by local government to " ... continue 
their efforts in maldng improvements in administration of justice." 12 

The intent of this statement is appreciated, however it must be pointed out 
that improvements will :.lot result from direct assistance alone. As previously 
noteci by the Study Group, a fragmented federal system of law enforcement and 
criminal justice is in direct need ·of coordination. Only regional planning can 
produce that comprehensive, interjurisdictionel coordination needed. We assert 
that regional planning cannot function effectively without the block grant pro
gram to accomplish locally planned objectives. 

ISS1te No. 4.-"Assuming that the Federal government provides financial as
sistance to State and local governments, should it do so through the mechanism 
of the block grant requiring submission of a comprehensive plan 01' should such 
a system he provided through some alternative mechanism?" 

Study Group Recommendation C : 

11 Page 15 of the report. 
'" Page 15, of the report. 
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"Replace the block grant portion of the LEAA program (Parts B, C and E) 
with a Simpler program Of direct assistance to State and locacl governments 
which would (listribute Federal funds according to a formula which includes 
population among other factors and which does not require the submisslionand 
approval of a detailed comprehensive plan." 

'Ve disagree with this recommendation. 
If direct assistance were provided these funds wouIel be subject to the increas

ing pressqres in local governments' general operating budget. 
A formula distribution would leave smaller communities with nothing, regard

less of the severity of their problems. 
Any formula would inevitably provide large sums to large communities 

whether or not they !lleeded such amounts. 
Because direct assistance would not require identification of regional prob

lems, funds w()uld most likely be spent only on the single jurisdiction's programs. 
Direct revenue sharing to individual municipalities would eliminate fU!llding 

for a ,staff to support the regional bodies which -are now the only means of 
interjurlisdictional cooperation. 

The RCJPB recommends option B: "Continue -to provide financial assistance 
through the block grant but streamline the plan requirements by eliminatillg red 
tape, thus enabling state and local governments to focus more On effective plan
ning illld less on federal guidelines compliance." 

The RC.1PB concurs with the desire of the Study Group to strC<'lmline the 
LEAA process and provide a simpler program of 'assistance to units of local 
government. As noted above, implementation of direct assistance without plan
ning would eliminate much of LEAA's progressive achievements. Clearly, fu
ture changes should emphasize such strengths as planning and eliminate such 
weaknesses as "red rope." Frankly, we are shocked by the simpliCity with which 
the Study Gronp has rejected any opportunity for continued planning. 

"An attempt to remedy flaws of the existing planning concept by streamlin
ing requirements or by focusing on a tighter federal plan review I!U1dapproval 
function would in our opinion be fruitless." Nowhere in the Report 'Of the Study 
Group is there an explanation 'Of why LEU cannot be simplified anc; stream
lined. Although the Report describes the complexity and futility of exasUng rU'les 
and procedures, and further documents the liJnitations of existing compl'ehen
siye state plans, it does not explain why a simplified system could not be sub
stituted for the present bureaucracy. Revenue sharing is not the 'only answer to 
the current problems of LEAA. We strongly suggest that you consider other ap
proaches wh!ich would not sacrifice the most inlportant accompliShment of LEAA 
to date--criminal justice planning. 

Please remember that the block grant programs, despite its obvious limita
tions in the past, deserves credit for the successes 'of local planning. Without 
these grants, there would not be t()ols with which we could meet our crime 
problems 'and l'ebuild the crim!inal justice system. 

I88!(.e No. 5.-"Should there be any link between the national research develop
ment program and the provision of financial assistance to state and local govern
ments through the direct assistance program 1" 

Study Group Recommenda.tion B : 
"The national research und development program and the direct assistance 

program should be linked in a program under which state and local governments 
are provided with financial incentives to use direct assista.nce funds a.s theiJ! 
share for the implementa.tion of na.tionally developed program models." 

We disagree with this recommendation. 
As the Study Group recommendation presupposes acceptance of the recom

menclations set forth in issues No.1 and No.2, we reaffirm our objections as set 
forth in those sections. Alternatively, we recommend option A: "State a.nd loca.l 
governments should be given the maximum of discretiOn in selecting criminal 
justice programs and projects which they want to fund with their assistance 
fundS." 

As previously stated, we believe that a. national research effort should be 
a.bandoned in order to provide maximum funds to local governments, and blocl~ 
grants should be retained in order to facilitate planning. We simply suggest that 
units of local government be allowed suffiCient flexibility to design programs 
responsive to their unique needs. The Study Group expressed conce~n that funds 
be used for more than fiscal relief. This can best be realized throl1gh strong local 
planning, and not by the Federal dictates implied in this recommendation. 
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IBBllO No. B.-"Should there be minimum levels of support for fiInctiOnalareas 
specified in the direct assistance program to ensure the application of these 
funds at the state and local levels to areas of recognized high priority?" 

Study Group Recommendation B:· . 
"There should be minimum levels of support for functional areas specified in the 

direct assistance program." , . . 
We disagree with this recommendation. . . . 
Specification of percentage quotas for pnrticular subject .areas is impractical 

unless large sums of money are available for distribution.' . . 
National standards for minimum levels of support will not be ulllversally 

applicable throughout different jurisdictions across the U.S. 
Creation of arbitrary percentage quotas promotes divisiveness,and competition 

between elements of the criminal justice system. .. . . 
Specification of minimum support levels in Washington presupposes that fed

eral officials know the relative needs of local criminal justice agencies. 
The RCJPB recommends' option .A.: . "There should be no minimum levels of 

support for functional areas specified." . 
The Study Group recommendation presumes that local government has not 

and will not provide LEU funds in "area!! of recognized high priority." lB Such a 
belief is not based upon the facts presented by the Advisory Commission on Inter
governmental Relations. On the contrary, the ACIR found that local planning 
bas resulted in an equitable and appropriate distribution of LEU funds to both 
tl1e jurisdictions and subjects areas of.greatest need.: 

"A generally balanced pattern has evolved in the distribution of Safe Streets 
funds to jurisdictions having serious crime problems as well as among the func
tional components of the criminal justice system." (Page 189, ACIR.) 

We are perplexed by the recommendation of the Study Group. Even if a direct 
assistance program were adopted, it would be unrealistic to impose a percentage 
distribution to subject areas for jurisdictions achieving less than substantial 
federal funding. As previously stated, the proposed plan for direct assistance 
would cause smaller jurisdictions to receive an insignificant level of funding. To 
further specify minimum levels of support in particular subject areas would 
reduce the available amounts to the point of uselessness. If a system of criminal 
justice planning were retained at the local level, the recommendation for mini
mum support would serve no useful purpose. 

After extensive study, a commission formed by the United Sta:tes Congress 
came to the same conclusion: . 

"The Commission recommends that: a) Congress refrain from establishing 
additional categories of planning and action grant assistance to particular func
tional components of the criminal justice system ... " U 

If the Study Group wishes to "ensure the application of these funds at the 
State and local levels" then it should support the concept of criminal justice 
planning for only in this way have "areas of recognized high priority," as deter
mined locally, actually been addressed in the past. Criminal justice planning 
boards and coordinating councils do this as a matter of good, sound planning, 
and not because of dictates. Quotas would not simply manipulate where funds 
were to be spent, they would also eliminate the reasoning which determines how 
they should be spent. It appears that the Stndy Group made this recommenda
tion because it recognized that some form of planning is needed. The Study GrQup 
recommendation for minimum funding levels represents an effort to compensate 
for the obvious lack of planning which would result from adoption of its previous 
recommendations. 

I88!te No. 1.-"Should the Federal government encourage criminal justice sys
tem coordination under the direct assistance program by requiring recipient 
governments to undertake criminal justice system coordination efforts and by 
permitting the use of direct assistance funds for the implementation of such a 
function?" 

Study Group Recommendation D : 
"The federal government should both require recipient governments under the 

direct assistance program to undertake criminal justice coordination and permit 
the use of direct assistance funds for the implementation of such a function." 

We agree with the recommendation of the Study Group.lJl 

,. Page 21 of the report. 
14 Page 193 ACIR. 
10 Page 22 of the report. 
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In this instance, the Study Group has recommended that agencies such as ours 
be continued. In fact, the Report contains flattering praise for the work we have 
done: 

" ... One of the accomplishments of this Federal financial assistance has been 
the development at the State and local levels of a systemwide perspective in 
responding to the problems of t.he criminal justice system and the creation' of 
mechanisms for fostering systemwide responses. The Study Group believes that 
such a coonlination function is critical." 1. 

However, we are unable to comprehend how this recommE'adation can be 
realistically considered if the primary duties of sucll agenciefl are to be elimi
nated. From our perspective, the Buggestioli that revenue shl!.ring be provided 
directly to individual units of government and regional plans be eliminated 
contradicts the proposal that regional coordinating councils be retained. We 
agree with the Study Group's suggestion that such COlIDCils not become pre
occupied with the preparation of voluminous planning documents, and adherence 
to complex funding regulations. The functions recommended by the Study Group 
would " ... recommend to decisionmakers objectives and programs for the appro
priation and allocation of State and local revenues to these various elements." 17 

It might be said that this requirement for coordination would maintain agen
cies such as ours, and preSE'~ve the valuable elements of LEAA. This is an oyer
Simplification of our role. In fact, the revenue sharing model would destroy our 
effectiveness, despite that recommended requirement. 

Elimination of block grants would relieve us of our primary duty, the allo
cation of funds where they are most critically needed. 

Provision of direct assistance in lieu of block grants would take away grant 
funds needed to implement locally developed programs. 

Delivery of funds directly to individual municipalities would preclude regional 
cooperation. 

Practical experience indicates that the enforcement of such a rule would 
require more of what ,,'e want to eliminate: rules, regulations and the bureau
crats to interpret and enforce them. 

I88ue No.8.· -"'What limitations should be established by the Federal govern
ment on the uses of tlte direct .'lsistnnce funds provided to State and local 
governments ?" 

Study Group Recommendation B : 
"In addition to the prohibitions included in option A, there sltould also be a 

requirement that direct assistance funds be used only for implementation of 
criminal justice system ililprovements." 

We agree with this recommendation. 
Hke the recommendations for Issues No. 7 and No.8, the Study Group has 

again propof:ed a requirement whicll is necessitated by the e1i.mination of plan
ning. Appropriate levels of support (Issue No.6) coordinailnn (Issue No.7), 
and improvement (Issue No.8), are each precluded by the reve.nue sharing con
cept. 'Without question, the greatest loss is the opportunity for il'lprovement. Ac
cordingly, this final recommendatiou of the Study Group is -an effort to rescue 
the potential for progress from the threat posed by revenue sharing . .As we have 
previously stated, revenue sharing would reduce LEU to a mechanical distrib
utor of dollars, lacking creativity and innovation. The Study Group has a11plU'
ently recognized that sometlting is needed to pre,ent LEAA dollars from being 
swallowed by the daily routine expenditures of local government: 

" ... a recent study of state and local public safety expenditures under tlte 
revenue sharing program revealed that without some minimal 'strings attached' 
the direct assistance funds would probably be funneled into support of normal 
day to day operation expenses such as basic personnel compensation, capital 
improvements and routine equipmftnt purchases." 18 

Ironically, ',;he Study Group, after a lengthy criticism of rtrles promulgated 
by LEAA, recommends yet another regulation to prevent this ultimate abuse of 
funds. If block grant planning is continued we would not need another rule to 
prevent this misuse of funds. 

SU~[]\{ARY 

The Study Group recommendations for minimum funding levels, ~oordinaHon, 
and improvement exemplify the fundamental weakness of the revenue sharing 

10 Plense note (Jur objpction "direct" assistance. 
17 Page 23 of the report. 
,. Page 24 or the renort tnken from Richard P. Nathnn, "Where Have All the DollarR 

Gonf'--ImplicatioDs of General Revenue Sharing for the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration," Washington, D.C., December 1976. 

20-1113-78-11 
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model. ·These requirements are necessary only!because the proposed system of 
direct assistance lacks the reasoning which local 'Plauning now provides. If 
LilJAA can ensure that planning is effective, neither revenue sharing nor its at
tendant rules are needed. 

Since 1971, the RCJPB has grown from "project oriented plans" to "plan ori
ented projects." Revenue sharing would reverse this trend by compelling units 
of local government to devise projccts which match their available LEU dollars 
rather than their real needs. Direct assistance provided through an arbitrary 
formula would thus achieve federal efficiency at the cost of local effectiveness. 

The elimination of detailed criminal justice plans and streamlining of the 
LEAA administration would achieve thr-objective of simplification without pre
cluding the opportunity for progress. While revenue sharing might enable som~ 
units of government to help themselves, it would eliminate forever their oppor
tunity to help each other. Only through block grants can LEU ensure that pro
grams remain responsive to regional needs. 

The present planning process has proved that local government can produce 
innovative solutions to crime problems: 

"Although early critics of the program claimed that too much money was spent 
on routine purposes, particularly in the law enforcement area, the available er'i
dence indicates that most Safe Streets Act dollars have been used for new 
program8 that wonlcZ not llave been lallnohecZ 1IJithout Federal Aid." (Italic 
added.) (page 189ACIR). 

Plannng is the "baby" which could be thrown out with the "bath water" of red 
tape. Local criminal justice planning should be given a chance to mature. 

Mr. 'CONYERS. The srubcommittee will return to order. We do have 
an additionl1,l witness from the N atiollal Governors Association who 
has been waiting here for a great deal of time, Mr. J olm Lagomarcillo. 
He is also appearing on behalf of the chairman of the association, 
the Governor of Indiana, Gov. Otis Bowen. 

I welcome you here. We will incorporate your statement into the 
record at this point and invite you to proceed, sir. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lagomarcino follows:] 

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASFlOCIATION BY JOHN LAGOMARCINO 

My name is John Lagomarcino and I am Staff Director for the Committee on 
Criminal Justice and Public Protection of the National Governors' Association. 
Governor Otis Bowen of Indiana, the committee chairman, and Governor James 
B. Hunt of North Carolina, the chairman 'of the Subcommittee on Criminal Jus
i.~ce and Crime Reduction, have asked me tD appear here today on behalf of the 
Kational Governors' Association to convey its views concerning the recent re
port of the Department of Justice Study Group on the reorgauization of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. The National Governors' Association 
appreciates the opportunity to make its p0sition known to this Subcommittee and 
is anxious to cooperate in any way to improve this vital federal program. 

lAs you know, the National Governors' Association submitted its written re
marks to the Department of Justice in late August. Our response was grounded 
on tho general policy position of the Association concerning the Safe Streets 
Act, and then dealt with the specific points, contentions, and proposals made in 
the Study Group's June 23, report. 

Subsequent to the submission of our written response, and largely because of 
the report, the National Governors' Association amended its LEAA policy posi
tion. NGA called upon the Department of JustiQe to appoint strong and dedicated 
new leaders to head the Agency, something that is now lacldng, "and to establish 
a new panel, consisting of state, local, and citizen users, to review the responses 
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mailed to the Attorney General. I will discuss these points in more detail later. 
A copy of the current NGA resolution on LEAA is attached to my testiInony. 

What follows is a summary of the principal points made by the National Gov
ernors' Association in its formal response. 

First, the National Governors' Association 'strongly reaffirms its support for 
the block grant as the best method for distributing financial assistance through 
the Omnibus Crime Control Act. 1Ve !believe that the record bears out the asser
tion that the block grant has produced notable and significant improvements in 
individual state criminal justice systems and that support from LEAA has led 
to the implementation of a vast number of criminal justice programs and im
lJrOVements that otherwise would not have been undertaken. 'Ve believe that the 
statewide criminal justice planning resulting from the LEAA program has pro
duced notable advances in bringing together the divergent and often fragmented 
components of the criminal justice system. 'We believe that this systemic im
provement has heightened the ability of law enforcement officials to control and 
reduce crime. In fact, these actions have probably contributed to recent figures 
which indicate a slight lessening in the rate of crime increase, in some instances, 
and an actual reduction in the crime rate in others. By no means do we claim that 
LEAA is responsible for a reduct~on in crime. However, we have the confidence 
to say that the criminal justice system is greatly improved because of LEAA and 
that the block grant portion of LEAA.'s program remains its strongest feature. 

Second, the Governors believe that the program lacks strong, dynamic and 
creative leadership. In fact, LEAA may be in the most demoralized state in 
its history. At a time when public concern with crime remains high, it is trab>i.c 
that the 'One federal agency charged with the responsibility to aid state and lo
cal governments in the control of crime is in a state of disarray, bordering on 
chaos. At its recent meeting in Detroit, the National Governors' Association called 
upon the Attorney General to appoint the kind 'Of strong and dynamic leadership 
the agency has 'Often lacked. We believe thaG despite differences that may exist 
among various parties concerned with the make-up and future role of the 
program, we can all agree that strong leadership is needed to give direction to 
the program and to attempt to restore faith in its purpose and mission. 

Third, the Governors believe that a strong research program is called for, 
but that much closer coordination between the program and the needs of state 
and local law enforcement officials is essential. One of the principal failings of the 
present program is that with a few notable exceptions, the prDgram has been 
largely peripheral, and often irrelevant to the day-to-day needs of state and local 
1>. y enforcement officials. 

Fourth, the study group failed to analyze LIDAA's own internal organizational 
structure and administration. Instead, in pointed fingers of blame in several dif
ferent directions but refused to take a hard look at its own operation. If it had 
done so, it would have disCDvered that many of the problems and much of the 
red tape which have concerned state and local recipients for years have been 
inflicted by LEAA, itself. We believe that this failure seriously reduced the Study 
Group's credibility. 

Fifth, we believe that the Study Group's recommendation of direct funding 
in lieu of the present block grant approach is a mistake 'of major proportiDns. 
"re believe that direct funding, or special revenue sharing, would cause a return 
to the fragmented criminal justice system that existed prior tD 1968, which would 
lead, in turn, to a great increase in hardware e}.."pellditures. The Study Group 
asserts that there is no "persuasive evidence" that the state planning prDcess 
has prDduced "better programs 'Or projects." This statement, which flies in the 
face of considerable evidence to the contrary, seems to be the linchpin fDr the 
Study Group's cDntention that direct formula funding to local governments would 
be an improvement 'Over the present blDCk grant mechanism. The GovernDrs re
ject this contention. The Study Group faUed to meet with representatives 'of :J. 
single state program to determine if there was any accuracy to its statement. 
It rejected extensive AOIR gathered evidencp. to the cDntrary. GDyernOr Arthur 
Link of North Dakota recently summed up a belief widely held by the Governors 
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as to why this evidence was ignored when he wrote Governor Bowen: "It. ap
'pears that the Study Group has ignored the ACm recommendations because they 
.are contrary to the group's own preconceived conclusions." , 

The report contains other glaring deficiencies. The Study Group calls for co
.ordination but does not indicate .how 'this wOuld be accomplished. The Study 
Group calls for wide discretion in the use of funds by T"ecipients, but wOllld sad
dle recipients with a series of categorical requirements. The 'Study Group as
serts that coordinated planning would benefit the system, but calls for the 
-elimination of state pranning agencies, which are the best means to accomplish 
this goal. The Study Group fails to explain how such a system will prevent a 
massive increase in monitoring requirements and red tape, or how local units 
oOf government which have little or no responsibility for certain aspects of the 
-criminal justice system can make good use of funds mandated to be spent for 
those purpuses. 

Sixth, the Governors believe that a reduction in the present level of categori
zation is called for and would greatly improve program administration. We 
believe that guidelines concerning general functional needs would iOO useful, 
'and probably desirable. We do object, however, to the interminable list of cate
gorical requirements which the Act has imposed on the states and the resulting 
series {If guidelines. It would be to everyone's advantage if LEAA spent more 
time on a thoughtful analysis of program content and program goals and less 011 
procedural and administrative niceties. A certain amount of red tape is inherent 
in any federal program. However, we believe that the Study Group's report and 

,recommendations have not solved this dilemma, and, indeed, would create more 
,red tape by a series of inconsistent and superficial recommendations. 

Finally, the National Governors' Association at its recent meeting in Detroit, 
calle(l upon the Attorney General to establish a new and more equitably bal
anced study group to analyze responses to the June 23, report. This analysis 
would then serve as a basis for further departmental and congressional action 
on the LEAA program. As matters now stand, the same group which drafted'the 

. original recommendations will review responses to those recommendations. Such 
a procedure is not lU;:ely to inspire confidence that outside views will be objec
tively screened. We call upon this Subcommittee, which has been so intimately 
involved in the review 'of LEU over the past few years, to urge the Attorney 

, General to establish such a study group as another step in our mutual effort to 
restore confidence in LEAA and its program. 

In summary, the National Governors' Association recommends that the block 
grant method of funding distribution be retained for LEAA and that adequate 
funding be provided the program in the next fiscal year. Congress has cut back 
appropriations regularly for the past three years, amI we strongly urge the 
Congress to reverse that trend in the· fiscal '79 budget. The National Governors' 
Association stands second to none in its concern with the proliferation of pro
grammatic red tape and in the need to streamline the administration of LEU 
ancI to improve its deliverey of services. We believe that the -Study Group's re
Dort is a diligent first step in framing issues for the ·debate. But now that debate 
must proceed to higher and more informed levels. The Governors can assure this 

'Subcommittee that they are ready and anxious to engage in that debate and to 
contribute to the improvem('Ut of LID.A..A. These hearings help serve that pnrpose 
and we applaud the Subcommittee for undertaking them. We can assure you that 
we will work closely with you in 'our mutual aim of controlling and reducing 
crime in this country. 

CRnIINAL JUSTICE AND Pum.IC PROTECTION 

• A.-l-ADMINISTRATION AND BIPLEMENTATION OF THE ollINmus CRIME CON'l.'ROL AND 
SAFE STREETS ACT 

The National Governors' Association commends the Law'Enforcement Assist
:lllce Administration for its extensive and' helpful cooperation with the states 
;in implementing the Omnibus Crime Control' and Safe Streets Act of 1968 as 
amended by the Crime Control Act of 1973. LEU's actions in fostering the de
velopment of qualified staff at the state level, providing wide latitude to the states 
in devising plans to improve the entire criminal justice system, promoting a 
spirit of cooperation ootween the various criminal justice disciplines, and gen
erally supporting the state partnership required in a block grant program set 
lUI outstanding example which could well be -emulated by other federal 
departments. 
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Therefore, the Association reaffirms its confidence in the LEAA program and 
urges Congress and the Administration to form a partnership with the Gover
nors in working to strengthen LEAA to assure effective intergovernmental ac
tion in dealing with one of the nation's most serious domestic problems. 

Crime is one of the nation's primary domestic issues. The Governors, as well 
as independent assessments, have concluded that the Crime C<lntrol Act of 1968 
has brought about critical and significant improvements to state local criminal 
justIce systems. 

The Governors, as well as independent assessments, have concluded that the 
block grant is the most effective federal financial assistance delivery mechanism 
to states and local units of government to address crime and comprehensive 
criminal justice system improvement. 

The success, momentum, and thrust of the LEAA program are jeopardized and 
undermined by a failure to appoint strong and effective federal leadership to 
LEAA, and a failure to support the LEAA program with adequate appropria
tions. The National Governors' Association calls upon the attorney general to 
apPOint a strong and dedicated administrator of LEAA and to give that individual 
full support in carrying out the purposes of the program. 

The National Governors' Association calls upon the Administration to sup
port, and the Congress to appropriate, the full authorization level of the LEAA 
programs for fiscal year 1979. 

The Nationai[ Governors' Association strongly reaffirms its support for· the 
block grant as the federal financial assistance delivery mechanism for the LEAA 
program and, therefore, rejects the principal recommendation of the Department 
of Justice study group report to the attorney general which calls for replacing 
the block grant with a program of special revenue sharing. 

In addition, the Natiollal Governors' Association calls upon the attorney 
general to appoint a new reorganization study group, at least half of whose 
members would be Governors or their designees ancI other State and local 
representatives, whose principal task would be to rm-iew ancI analyze the 
r!'sponses to the .Tune 23, 1977, report which were submitteel to the Department 
of Justice by September 1, 1977. The newly constituted study group would then 
make its own recommendations to the attorney gE'ueral for improving LEAA. 
It is the strong feeling of the National Governors' Association that a new study 
group is needed to replace tile existing study group which is made up entirely 
of LEAA ancI .Justice Department personnel ancI which has no representatives 
from ·State or local government. 

The National Governors' Association calls upon Congress and the Administra
tion to streamline ancI simplify the LEAA program. 

The Association urges each State to review immediately its State planning 
agency supervisory boarel to cIetermine whether certain componE'nts of a State's 
criminal justice system are underrepresented ancI to rectify any imbalance that 
may exist. Goyernors particularly are urged to examine representation by local 
officials, the State judiciary system, and the State legislature. 

Tile Association further urges State planning agencies to giYe greater uttention 
to the nE'eds of the courts through greater participation by representatives 
of the judiciary on State supervisory boards. Where feasible, a planning group 
representing the courts should be establishecI to prepare plans and make rec
ommenclations on funding to the State planning agency. 

The Association renews its intention to work closely with State legislatures 
in developing comprehensiYe State plans and to consult appropriate legislative 
committees, where feasible, to elicit their suggestions and ideas concerning the 
con ten t of S ta te plans. 

The Association urges State planning agencies to emphasize programs to aid 
population centers with high crime rates. The Association renews its opposition 
to the creation of new categories and l'eaffirms its support for the current com
prelJensiYe State planning process. 

TESTHWNY OF JOHN LAGOMARCINO, STAFF DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL GO:VERNORS ASSOCIATION 

:Mr. LAGOllfARCINO. Thank you,' Mr. Chairman; J.10 need to apolo
gize. It is perfectly all right. 

I will proceed as quickly as possible. 
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If I may at the outset correct one point, I represent Governor 
Bowen who is the chairman of the National Governors' Association 
Committee on Crimmal Justice and Public Protection. This is the 
group of Govel'llors most immediately concel'lled with criminal justice 
and for this reason, of course, the reorganization of LEAA. 

The National Governors' Association filed a formal written response 
\viththe Department. I think you have a copy of that. A copy has been 
delivered to the committee. I will briefly try to smmnarize the princi
pal points made by the association in response to the June 23 report. 

Before doing that, however, Mr. Chairman, the committee did meet 
with Deputy Attorney General Peter Flaherty in Detroit about e 
weeks ago at the alillual conference of the National Governors' Associ-
ation. We had a good meeting with him. . 

Our committee task force had previously met with the study group 
So we have had a certain amount of input to the Department prior 
to these hearings. 

It is interesting to note, however, Mr. Chairman, that after meet
ing with Deputy Attorney General Flaherty and prior to these hear
ings, the Governors came to the same conclusion that you apparently 
have. And that is that a new or a next tier, so to speak, is needed in 
tenns of dealing with the study group's report. 

And the first point I would make, then, Mr. Chairman, is to draw 
attention to the resolution which I have attached to the statement 
which calls upon the Attorney General to set up another study group 
or another committee, whatever we want to call it, at least half of 
which would consist of State and local representatives. 

And I would add further explanation that by "local," the Gover
nors also mean users, not restricting that to State and local elected 
officials. 

-VV'e believe that -this group is needed, as we note in our resolution, to 
analyze the responses submitted to the Department of Justice reacting 
to the June 23 report, and then culling from that certain points and 
making a further set. of recommendations. 

We don't have a definite set of procedmes to reconunend other tJlan 
to agree with you, Mr. Chairman, that unother level or another group 
is now needed to analyze the June 23 report. 

Briefly, Mr. Chairman, the Governors' Association made the fol
lowing points: They made a few in 'addition to these, but these are the 
main points made to the Department in response to the report. 

As I have noted, we need a new group to review the responses. The 
Governors' Association feels very strongly taat new, stl'ong, and dedi
catedleader;:;hip is needed at LEAA; that it has been lacking for some 
time, und that the program has greatly suffered because of that lack 
of leadership. 

And if I may make a personal observation, Mr. Chairman, in re
sponse to an issue you raised yesterday, that is the lack of a strong, 
affirmative action policy at the agency level. To my way of thinking, 
it is a bitter irony that new leadership has not been named because 
if the rumor mill is accurate, and I think it is, a couple of the top pro
gram spots at LEAA would now b'e filled by a member of a minority 
on the one hand and a woman on the other. 
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.And those positions are 110W in limbo. And I don't know what will 
hn,ppen with these positions. I hope they go ahead eventually. But 
because of the failure to appoint a top person, man or woman, who
ever it may be, the rest of the slots remain unfilled. 

Consequently, in that area as in many others, the lack of leadership 
means there is a program void, and nothing happens. And when 
nothing happens, that is usually a move back because other things are 
moving in ahead of it. 

Second, we support a research program, but we don't have any par
ticular feelings as to whether it should be located in or out of LE.A.A, 
although I think it is the consensus of the committee that it should be 
located within the Department of Justice. 

The principal point we would make, however, Mr. Chairman, is 
that it should be more closely linked to the actual needs of the people 
on the line, law enforcement officials at the State and local level. 

I think as Mr. v"\T ertz noted yesterday-and I am sure the Governors 
on our committee would agree with this-although there are a number 
of research sponsored programs that have been productive and have 
been useful, a great deal of the research work is seen by State and 
]ocallaw enforcement people as somewhat peripheral, if not, indeed, 
just plain irrelevant. I think what we can do is not to eliminate 
the program, but to make it work more cJosely with State and local 
law enforcement people. 

An additional point: we believe that the study group's failure to 
review the internal management and administration of LE.A.A is a 
major failing and a major weakness of the study report. 

For example, they did not analyze the Agency's guideline formula
tion process, it's communication or lack of communication with State 
ancllocal government officials, and State and local users. 

",Ye believe, as has been noted by several other witnesses, that a 
more meaningful and substantive review of State plans is called for 
rather than the somewhat nitpicking administrative overview that 
LE.A.A now gives many State plans and opeTations. 

An analysis of how they review plans and what improvements might 
be made would have been, I think, a useful exercise for the study 
group. Evaluation proced1lres could have been looked at more care
ful1y, as well as other aspects of LE.A.A's internal operation. 

Apparently, the study group decided that sn'bject was off limits. 
As I said, this is a weakness of the report, and it should be rectified, 
and could be rectified, in fact, by the actions of another study group, 
if one were appointed. 

I think the most fundamental point that the Governors would wish 
to make, and did make in. their response to the Department, is con
tinned support for the block grant funding procedure and the State 
Jllanning function. The Governors specifically rejected direct funding, 
direct assistance, or special revenue sharing as an alternative to that 
n1Pchanism. 

I think that I could do Httle more than echo the remarks of the 
previous witness, J\fr. Morris, who, I think, very eloquently stated 
wl1at we consider to be the strengths of the block grant program. 
It has faults, as I suppose every delivery mechanism has, but the fact 
is that you cannot get the interrelationships, you can't get the coordina-
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tion that is needed, which is the main purpose of this program, without 
some kind of State planning overview that is brought about through 
,a block grant mechanism. . 

In fact, the study group cited examples of major accQmplishments 
as a result of the block grant planning process. They cited the ACIR 
report and then proceeded to reject those findings on page 17, I think 
it is, when they said that no persuasive evidence is available to indi
cate that any good things have resultett from the State planning proc
ess. 'We think that flies in the face of existing evidence. It flies iIJ. the 
face, as I said, Mr. Chairman, of the ACIR Report which the study 
group itself had cited in its own publication. 

They call for coordination even though they advocate direct assist
ance to a multitude of State and local jurisdictions. They give no 
guidance as to how that coordination is to come about. They call for 
wide discretion on the part and the use of the funds by recipients, and 
then they proceed to categorize by listing several areas where they 
think moneys should be spent, and prestllJ.ably a specific percentage of 
ftmds. 

",Ve feel that the direct assistance program would produce the ex
plosion of redtape that counsel has referred to, and was referred to 
yesterday. 

Obviously, the Federal Government is entitled to monitor the use of 
those moneys by local recipients; but direct funding will generate a 
vast amount of reports and a vast amount of additional redtape that 
does not now exist. 

Finally, we think that there will be another explosion of equipment 
or hardware purchases if a large number of rather small grants go out 
to a large number of communities. I don't say that critically. It is a 
fact of life. 

And, in fact, in private conversations, members of the task force 
or study group agreed to this that the best way to expend small 
amounts of money is to put it into a spedfic hardware item. It may be 
a useful item 01' may not be, but nonetheless, there may be a move to
ward purchases of equipment and away from programmatic emphasis. 

Mr. CONYERS. Based on what rationale ~ 
MI'. LAGO!fARCINO. The rationale, 1\£1'. Chairman, is that under a 

formula allocation, which would be called for by the direct assistance 
program, many communities would receive rather small, individual, 
yearly allocations. And it is a natural tenclency of local officials, which, 
as I say, is not said critically, to put that money where they can get a 
maximum return 011 it. And it is more often going to be the case, we 
suspect, that that money will be expended on equipment rather than 
programs which may require a greater initial investment and a greater 
long-term, local financial investment. 

:Mr. CONYERS. I presume this is the argument against the special 
revenue sharing: . 

Mr. LAGOlIIARCINO. Yes, sir, that is correct. 
The final point, Mr. Chairman, is simply to repeat ~t long-standing 

position of the Governors. That is to reduce categorization and to give 
ma,ximum flexibility to the Sttttes in terms of how Federal LEAA 
dollars should be spent. 
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In summary, it is our view that the report doesn't wear well; that 
it is somewhat superficial in many respects. It is, as ACIR noted yester
day, simplistic in some respects. We think it is a commendable first 
step. We believe, as you do, apparently, :Mr. Chairman, that it should 
be seen as ru first step. 

And I was encouraged by the previous witness' comments that· 
Justice Department officials see this as a debate generator. If thai: is 
the case, we are pI'epared to move forward and offer whatever assist
ance and: input we can to that debate and work with this subcommittee 
in moving ahead to improve this program. 

Mr. CONYERS. WeU, thank you. I am very happy to hear from the 
Governors. I keep wondering if the standard boilerplate language 
against any more categories is merely designed to head off any more 
restrictions in the area. 

,Vhen we set aside the money for prisons that goes to th& 
States, it would seem to me the Governors would welcome that. Most 
of their budgets are in real trouble in this area. Very few of them can 
set aside anywhere near the kind of State resources necessary to deal 
with the pl'oblem. 

So I would have been prepared to have you tell me that although 
you are against categoricals being extended in this one area, they may 
have had a possible redeeming effect. 

:Mr. LAGOl\IARCINO. "Ve have discussed this issue to a great extent in 
the committee among the Governors and in the committee task force 
which is made up of principal staff advisors to the individual 
Governors. 

It is my view, :M:r. Chairman, that you could develop a consensus 
arolmd the proposition that a listing of flmctional categories, would 
not be inappropriate; indeed, might be appropriate. 

It is probably the percentage allocation that Governors find most 
objectionable. X percent shall be spent on thus and so and Y percent 
on something" else. I am sure that if Governor Bowen were here, he 
would heartily agree that corrections money is needed. It is a; per
ceived need; it is a dramatic need in every State, practically every 
State. 

There are, however, some States that might say that we need to spend 
less in some categories, or in some States, if we had a list of categories, 
a; ljst of functional areas, they may say there are certain categories 
where we need to spend nothing. 

But if flexibilit.y is given the States to move within that range and 
to pu.t their resonrces within that framework, but not be required to 
spend a certain sum on any given category, I think they would find 
that a good deal more 'acceptable. 

I think it is a percentage allocation as much as anything or percent
age requirement that would disturb them. 

:Mr. CONTIms. ,Yell, I think your views here have been helpful. I am 
glad that the subcommittee of the National Governors' Association is 
clearly following this matter closely and with great concern. 

I would like to find out if any of the staff of the subcommittee have 
questions. 

:Mr. GREGORY. I would like to ask O'le. 
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I am sure you heard the testimony of the National Conference on 
State Legislatures 'and their complaint that the present law excludes 
the legislatures from establishing policy. and priorities in the use of 
the LEAA. funds. 

Would the Governors be willing to share that authority~ Suppose 
the law was amended to uncouple comprehensive planning from the 
present arrangement whereby, rightly or wrongly, the State legisla
tures feel they are not permitted to participate in that. 

Mr. LAGOMARCINO. The Governors' Association position is stated 
again in the attachment to my statement. 

The Association renews its intention to work closely with State legislatures in 
developing comprehensive Sta'te plans and to consult appropriate legislative 
committees where feasible to elicit their suggestions and idea& concerning tile 
content of State plans. 

The Governors' Association position-and this has been reviewpd 
periodically-would oppose categorically including State legislatures 
on the same basis as Governors in the review of comprehensive State 
plans. However, of course, I guess it is a difference of perspective. but 
Governors will tell you as a matter of course State legislatures, and a p
propriate committees, particularly, are very much involved in the 
general priority setting process. 

And one additional point I would like to make in response to the 
Senator's statements. It is true, of conrse, that State legislatures are 
responsive to their constituencies, but so are Governors. They are 
elected by statewide constituencies. And it is just as appropriate for 
a Governor and his or her 'administration to initiate new and innova
tive ideas and programs in a State administration as it is for a State 
legislature to do so. 

Mr. GREGORY. vVhat about takinp; ,advantage of that new section 20G 
in last year's amendments to allow them to review? 

1.<11'. LAGOl\fARCINO. I cannot give you an across-the-board anSWPl\ 
but my understanding is more and more of them are, and especi'ally in 
light of the additional requirement that Congress imposed last ypur, 
that State leg-islatures act, I believe by the close of fiscal 1978 or maybe 
by the end of 1978--

. Mr. GREGORY. Calendar 1978. 
Mr. LAGOl\fARCINO [continuing]. To pass State laws establishing the

State planning agencies. 
That dual process, I think. has opened the.1incs of communication to 

a g-reater extent, perhaps, than they existed in the past. 
It wasn't R perfect system by any means before that. The Governors 

would be the first to 'acknowledge that. 
Mr. CONYERS. Do yon have a question, Mr. Stovall ? 
Mr. STOVALL. Yes. Thank yon, Mr. Chairman. 
Some witnesses have said, Mr. Lagomarcino, that if Federal money 

were eliminated in the system, State planning agencies would discon
tinne their operations. They wonld be dismantled and cease to exist. 

I believe Dr. Feeley made that statement yesterday~ He ma:v or 
may not have been quoting from the 20th Century Fund Report which 
he referred to. 

I wonder if you could comment on that and also comment on the use 
to which Federal moneys are put on the State levels iIi terms of ad
miIlistrative costs and action operations. 
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Mr. LARGOl\IARCINO. In answer to your first question, the subject has 
been discussed within the committee on several occasions. I think it is a 
mixed answer. 

Part of it would depend on how precipitously Federal moneys were 
removed. If they were taken out tomorrow, obviously, there would be 
some State agencies that would have a substantial amount of their 
budget removed and probably would find it very difficult to contiillte 
operation. 

On the other hand, the ACIR-no, I correct that. I think it is the 
SPA Conference that has noted over half of the State planning agen
cies or States put in more thfm the matched requirements. So that the 
investment may be fairly significant in many instances. 

The 'answer is that if a phase in time were made part of that 
change-in other words, if a transition period of 2 or 3 yeal'swel'e 
called for, from my unofficial soundings, but asking this question of 
many people at the State level, a large number of those programs and 
agencies would survive in some form. 

I would suspect, however, that they would not all survive in their 
present for.m. 

Again, if I may refer back to the previous question, as State legis]n,
tures move to establish these agencies by State law, there may be a 
greater incentive at the State level to maintain a State planning agency 
in some form with State funds, even though LEAA. moneys might be 
removed iiI whole or in part. 

Mr. CONYERS. He is pretty optimistic. 
Mr. LARGmIARCINo. lVell, Mr. Chairman, I was curious about this 

because the question has been raised in a nU1l1ber of forms, not so much 
would the program go out of existence, but what if, as the Department 
seems intend on doing, they phase out part B money. As they reported
ly intend to reduce the next budget request to $30 million fo:1.' part B, 
they might accomplish the same thing. Simply put, they might not 
fund part B. 

So we have to be mindful of this possibility. And we have had to 
inquire, and we have had to alert, if you will, the States, the Governors 
and their people, to tlus possibility. 

The response was fairly optimistic. 
Now, it may very well be that it is easiest to respond in an optimistic 

fashion when you are not faced with the immediate prospect of losing 
the money. And it may be that if that prospect were immediate, the 
answers might be somewhat different. 

But at least, in the 'abstract, the answers are optimistic. 
Mr. STOVALL. lVhat effcct will this actually have when the legislature 

passes, if it does, on the State level ~ lVill the budgetary process and 
will the implementation of .what the State planning agencies do really 
be affected on the State legislative level ~ 

Is there that much room to really operate ~ 
Mr. LAGOl\fARCINO. vVeIl, again, I think it is a function of the type of 

agency constructed by the State legislature. And if an agency de
signed to carry out a State's criminal justice planning function is set 
up, then it could operate in such a fashion. 

Mr. STOVAL:Y. "'With the requirements that currently exist, would it be 
able to operate ~ .. 
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lIfr. LARGOl\fARCINO .. I see your point. There has been some apparent 
conflict that LEAA itself, has !foted that if the States were to cosy up 
to State legislative bodies in the fashion some would like, that that is: 
numing contrary to the dictates of the act. 

I think you can get around that by forceful and dramatic leadership, 
:at the Federal level to, encourage closer cooperation at the State level. 

M7:. STOVALL. Some people have talked about discretionary grant pro
grams. The task force report, at least, emphasized discretionary grants. 
:too much. Do you think the present discretionary grant program 
works ~ .And do' you believe the concept of buying into model projects 
on a Federal level is a.good one ~. . . .' . 

lifr. LAGOl\fARCINO. One' of tlie complaints I have heard from several 
State people is that there is. little coordination between the discretion
ary grant program and State programs. Several have told me that they 
find out about discretionary grants after the money has been spent and 
the program is in place. And the discretionary l;rograln may not fit 
comfortably in the general statewide plann~ng effort. 
. Better communication coulel be affected, better communication that 
would result ill programs that would be more closely tied to the needs 
of State and local government. I am going to hM"e to apologize, I can't 
remember what your second question was. 

Mr. STOVALL. "\V'hat do you think about the concept of buying in, the 
idea of having model projects on the Federal level ? . 

~Ir. LAG01lIARCINO. Your cOlicern there is that those model projects 
may be Federal model projects and again be out of sync with true State 
and local needs ; and that again if a special revenue-shadng formula 
process were followed and the actual allocations to a lUunber of com
munities were small, there mav be an added inducement to use that 
money to buy into a Federal project, whether it fits the local conditions 
or not, and again bring about, perhaps. an unhealthy increase in Fecl
eral influence on State and local criminal justice decisions. 

"\Ve have some fear that wHl happen, and we are not entirely happy 
with that proposal. 

:Mr. S'roVAI,L. Thank you. 
1111'. CONYERS. Staff member, Ur. Yeager. 
Mr. YEAGER. On page 2 of your statement, vou claim, that systematic 

improvements have probably contributed to recent figures which indi
cate a slight lessening in th0l'ate of crime inc~'ease and an actual reduc
tion in the crime rate In others. 

Do you have any hard data ~. 
lIf1'. LAGO,UARCIXO. No more than anybody else-' -
11,'11'. YEAGER. To support that claim ~ 
Mr. LAGO::l-rARCINO [continuing]. "\Vho says LEAA was a failure be-

cause the crime rate continued to go up. 
lIf1'. YEAGER. But isn't it true that in the high lmpact p1'ogram--: 
Mr. LAGOl\rARcINo. "\Vhieh was generally considered a failure. 
Mr. Y E..<\.GER [continuing]. Spending over $160 million, using victim-

i.zatioJl data to measure the fear of cl'ime. ,-ictimTzation rates. report-. 
ing rates to the police, isn't it true that it failed almost on all those 
categories ~ 
.:Mr. LAG0:3rA1WINo. It was generally considered to be a railme. But 
that is an irrelevant point and does not meet the point I nlake. 



The fact is you can argue that systemic improvement has in 'fact 
.aided law enforcement officials in dealing with the probiems of crline. 
They believe that; they have asserted that. The ACIR repoi1i asserts 
that. So it is not .an illogical next step to say that that hns had some 
effect on controlling crime rate increases and, in fact, may have helped 
to reduce the rate of crime. 

Mr. ·CONYERS. One further question. 
iVIr. YEAGER. Do you have any qualms about relying on the opinion 

of people who have a, 'shall we say, budgetary interest in continuing 
-to receive LEAA funds ~ 

Mr. LAGOMARCINO. Right. That assumes that State and local ,people 
:who are "involved in law enforcement and the administration of these 
programs are only interested in the Federal buck, and have no in
terest in reducing crime because it may benefit society or their 
constituents. 

I reject that. And I lmow the Governors would reject that. ~t1nc1 
I know State and local law enforcement offieials would reject that. 
That is that the only reason they are there is to get more Federal 
bucks. That is an absurd contention. 

Mr. ·CO:NYF..RS. Couldli't they have, lees say, both a high motive 
and a low motive ~ I don't think they are mutually exclusive, are they? 

Mr. LAGmtARCINo. I don't think they are mutuaUy exclusive, .Mr. 
Chairman, but the tenor of the question was their only interest is ... 
that their answers will be colored by the fact that Federal bucks are 
involved. 

I think that is a contentjon that is not necessarily borne out by the 
facts. And if that is the case, then any inquiry made of local officials 
receiving any Federal dollars must be rejected as _colored by the fact 
that it may affect whether or not 11e gets more money. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, aet's just examine it more closely, rather than 
rejecting it completely. In other words, I mean, to me, it is not beyond 
the realm of possibility. 

As a matter of fact, as we checked the testimony, nobody here 
representing the State planning administrators supported the cuts 
that were made recently. Everybody spoke to their own self-interests. 

We feel that we should take those views into some consideration, we 
shouldn't reject anybody who has a vested interest. 

Mr. LAGO~rARCINo. I didn:t say you should reject it, Mr. Chairman. 
:Mr. CONYERS. But at the same time, a person may have very O'ood 

motives and may be after getting as much money into their 10m5.ity. 
Maybe Detroit is different, but the people that I talked to in and 
around the area that I represent, are completely concerned with how 
mnch they are getting. And the city has never had a large surplus. 

As long as it is liot an illegal source, there would be nothing 
wrong with money coming in any way that it gets there; it is a great 
help to a city that is on the edge of being fiscally insolvent. 

Mr. LAGO~rARcINo. I agree . 
. Mr. CO~YERS. Which is a case that is replicated across the country. 

So I don't want to leave t.his discussion on the fact that local nnits 
and States need as much Federal assistance as they can get. I don't 
think it makes them venal. 

----- I 
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Mr. LAGOl\IAROINO. That is the point. 
Mr. CONYERs. I don't think that it subverts their purposes of im

proving the delivery of law enforcement programs. 
But I think that is a consideration which should not be entirely 

overlooked. 
Mr. LAGOl\IARCINo.1 agree with you. 
vV-hat I am saying, Mr. Chairman, and I 'concur lmpletely with 

what you said, is that simply because a local official may want more 
Federal dollars, it does not necessarily skewer the way he or she 
would answer the question as to how those Federal dt:-llars are being 
spent. 
If they are being usefully spent, it is quite natural that local offi:. 

cial would seek more. And that is all I am saying. 
The implication, or my inference from the question was that you 

can't trust the answers beca.use there are Federal dollars involved. 
And that I reject. And I think the Governors would strongly reject 
it. I think State and local officials generally would reject that. 

Mr. CONYERS. I don't think Mr. Yeager went quite that far. It may 
have been a question of tone. . 
If I can conclude, Mr. Lagomarcino, I have appre3iated what you 

have said on behalf of the Governors' Committee on Criminal Justice. 
I hope you will continue to give us any information to assist our work 
in this area. 

Mr. LAGOl\IARCINO. vVe would be pleased to do that. 
Mr. CONYERS. I consider 11S all working together toward the same 

end. 
Thank you very much. 
Mr. LAGOl\IAROINO. Thank you. 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will continue hearings on this 

same subject at a date to be announced subsequently. 
The subcommittee stands in adjournment. 
[,Vhereupon, at 4 :04 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon

vene at a subsequent date.] 



RESTRUCTURING THE LAW ENFORCE}IENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 1977 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOM1\IITl'EE ON ORIME OF THE 

C01\IMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, . 
Washington, D.O . 

. The subcommittee met at 10 :50 a.m. in room 2237, Rayburn House 
Office Building, the Honorable John Conyers, Jr. [chairman of the 
subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers and Gudger. 
Staff present: Leslie Freed, counsel; Roscoe Stovall,associate 

counsel; and Matthew G. Yeager, criminologist. 
MJ.'. CONYERS. The Sllbcommittee on Crime mill continue hearings on 

the Task Force Report to Restructure the Law Enforcement Assist
ance Administration. 

",Ve are pleased to begin with the former Director of thl' ('jom· 
munity Relations Service of the U.S. Department of Justice, K!' 0en 
Holman, who brings with him a background in journalism and has 
been on the Hill numerous times in his earlier capacity before the 
Judiciary Committee and other committees. 

We 'Welcome you this mormng, sir. ;We have your prepared state· 
ment, and like all others in this hearing, it will be included in the 
bound record of the subcommittee hearing. That will give you as much 
time as you need for elaboration. 

Mr. HOL1\IAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; my remarks will be very 
brief. I will be delighted, if I can, to answer any questions that mem· 
bers of the Subcommittee have. 

TESTIMONY OF BENJAMIN F. HOLMAN, FORMER DIRECTOR OF THE 
.cOMMUNITY RELATIONS SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Mr. HOLUAN. My name is Ben Holman. For 11 years I served, first 
as Assistant Director and then Director, of the Community Relations 
SerVice of the U.S. Department of Justice. For 15 years prior to 8,nd 
between my two tours of duty in Government, I was a journalist with 
local and national media. 

Therefore, I welcome this opportmuty to submit my views on con· 
3ideration of reorganization and restructuring of the Law Enforce· 
Illent Assistance Administration, based on my experience both chron
icling national problems and helping to find solutions to some of those 
pressing national problems. 

(171 ) 
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It is my view that the mission of LEAA ought to be restructured 
to eliminate direct assistance grants-block grants-to States and 
local communities and concern itself totally with funding of research 
and demonstration programs t..J bring about change in our system of 
justice. 

I believe this should be done for the following reasons: One, un
questionably, there is a. continued need for Federal assistance; two, 
massive Federal funding over the past 9 yeaTS already has 
succeeded in a much needed physical overhaul and modernization of 
our State and local systems, particula:dy the law enforcement com
ponent; three, our continuing alarming crime problem stems pri
marily from factors outside the criminal justice system and will not 
yield to mere infusion of more dollars into that system; four, any hope 
of imP1Jvllg the systems' capacity to cope with crime wil~ depend, 
increasingly, on systematic change that speaks, for example, to what is 
in 'a law.enforcer's head rather than his hand; five, only firm Federal 
leadership and not the direct assistance formula will bring about a 
desirable diminution of current fragmentation and overlap in our 
State and local systems. . 

I don't believe it is necessary to dwell on the rationale for a ,con
tinued Federal role. Citizens' concerns over crime crept into the top 
10 of most opinion polls a decade ago and continue to hover ncar the 
top of these lists. Apprehension pervades every urban, suburban, and 
rural area of our Nation. . 

It is also not difficult to document the success of our moderniza
tion program. As one who spent many years of my early career work
ing in and observing the dilapidated and outmoded facilities of our 
police stations, courts, and jails, I am particularly aware of how much 
they need improvement, and, in tny more recent endeavors, how weill it 
has been done. 

As we acknowledge the emergence of an era of limited national 
resources, it is not unreasonable to return to States' and localities re
sponsibility for further progrer,s in this area. It seems to me a rare 
opportunity to declare a Fedeml vrogram has reached a successful 
conclusion, as mandated by Congress, and eliminate it. 

LEAA. appropriations crossed the $500-million mark in fiscal 1971. 
Almost three-tourths of it, namely $391 mil'lion, went to direct as
sistance grants. Today these grants represent half of LEAA's nearly 
$750 million appropriation. 

,Although I am not prepared to suggest an appropriation level, it 
does not take an expert to realize that the conservation of critical 
reSOlll!'CeS that could be brought about by redirection of direct assist
ance founds in or out of the systems of justice. 
~fy strong preference for a Federal role comprised totally of re

search and demonstration programs stems from my strong associa
tion over the past 25 years with our systems of justice. My exper
iences tE'll mE' that these systems depend primarily upon a voluntarily 
cooperativ.e citizenry for their effectiveness. 'Ve never c.an hire enough 
policemen who, tll.themselves, can make our $treets safe. We neyer will 
have enough Jawy.ers, judges, and courtroomf.J which, within them
selves, can reduce our court loads. We never can provide enough 
jailors or jails, which, in themselves, can reduce our prison popula
tion. Yet under the guise of professionalism, too often our systems 
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attempt to do just that, and beg for more funds to accomplish these 
ends. 

Somehow, we must find a way to make these systems more open to 
others, laymen illld other professionals. A police chief of a large east
ern city once tdld, in an unusual instance ·of candor, that the rise and 
fall of his city's crime rate had little to do with what his department 
did. He talked instead of involvement of aroused businessmen, school 
officials, and parents, with whom he and his subordinates met and 
planned periodically on police strategy. The warden of·a large west 
coaSt prison once told me he was totally frustrated in making a work 
release program work until he brought.a vdlmlteercitizen group inside 
the prison. 

Tllese examples, unfortunately, are exceptions. 'The systems heavily 
supported by LEAA, too often are resistant to what is seen as out
side intervention. A change in this attitude will not attain unless 
:firmly directed by the Congress. A centrally funded .and controlled 
program through research and demonstrations, I 'believe, is the vehicle 
necessary. 

A frequent criticism of this approach is that it cannot be responsive 
to peculiar Stare, regional or local conditions. My .experiences tell me 
tIllS argument is based on £aUaciousassumptions about provincialism 
in our country. We were confronted with similar arguments in the 
community relations service in our efforts to help solve racial prob
lems. I find the argument as specious in law ellforcemellt'aS it is in race 
relations. Indeed, I find it an important cause for .our inability to deal 
mor~ effectively with crime. 

lu(ked, some of the most widely acknowledged successes of LEAA 
h:we come in the utilization of the appmach I advocate. I need only 
c·~te the recently string of "Sting" operations that originated here in 
Washington, D.C. This centralized research 'and demonstration model 
does not stifle local initiative; rathel', it encourages it. 

We found, in cns, that a community desperately confronted by a 
crisis was quite eager to adopt and adapt anapproa;ch of a.IlOther. I 
believe it can -operate equally as well to illrther advance our systems of 
justice. A restructured LEAA, mandated with a program of research 
and demonstration projects for systemic change, and staffed by a core 
'0f professionals recruited from witllln and without the system of 
justice, can accomplish that g'0al. 

We have wallowed too long in our Nation in outdated notions of 
provincialism. That day has passed and will never return. 

Thank you, 1'1£1'. Ohairman a.nd members '0f the committee. 
[Complete prepared sta.tement of Mr. H-olman follows:] 

STATEMENT 9F BENoTAMIN F. HQL;MAN 

l\Iy name is Ben Holman. For 11 ·years I sei'Ved first as Assistant Director and 
then Director of the CommunitJ' Relations Service of the U.S. Department of 
Justice. For 15 years prior to and between my two tours of duty in government 
I was a journalist with local and national media. I welcome this opportunity 
to submit my views on consideration of 'reorganization and restructuring of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, based nn my experience both chron
icling and belping to find solutions to some of our pressing national problems. 

It is m~7 view that the mission of LEAA ought to be restructured to eliminate 
direCt assistance grants to stutes and local communities Hnd concern itself totally 
with funding of research -alld demonstration programs to bring' about change in 

. our systems of justice. I believe this should ,be done for the following reasons: (1) 
20-613-78-12 
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Unquestionably, there is a continued need for federal assistance. (2) Massive 
federal funding over the past nine years already has succe\..-ded in a lliucb needed_ 
physical overbaul ~nd modernization 'of our state and 10,cal systems, particularly 
the law enforcement component. (3) Our continuing alarming crime problem 
stems primarily from factors outside the criminal justice system and will not 
yield to mere infusion of more dollars into that system. (4) Any bope of improv
ing the systems' capacity to cope with crime will depend increasingly on systemic 
change that speaks, for example, to what is in a law enforcer's head rather than 
his hand. t5) Only firm federalleadersbip ,and not the direct assistance formul~. 
will bring about a desirable diminution of current fragmentation and 'oyerlap in 
our state and local systems. 

It is not necessary to dwell on the rationale for a continued federal role. Citi
~ens' concern over crime crept into the top ten ,of most opinion polis a decade ago 
aud continue to hovel' neal' the top of these lists. Apprehension pervades every 
urban, suburban and rural area of our nation. 

It also is not difficult to document the success of our modernization program. 
As one who spent many years of my nearly career working in and obserYing the 
dilapidated and outmoded facilities of our police statious, courts 'and- jails, I mIl 
particularly aware of how mucL they needed improvement, and in my more 
recent endeavors, how well it has beert done. As we ,acknowledge the emergence of 
an era of limited national r,esources, it is not unreasonable to return to states and 
localities responsibility for further progress in this area. It seems to me a rare 
opportunity to declare a federal program has reached :a successful conclusion and 
eliminate it. 

LEAA appropriations cross the half billion dollar mark in Fiscal Year 1971. 
Almost three fourths 'of it, namely 391 million, went for direct assistance grants. 
Today these grants represent almost half of LEA:A's nearly tbree quarters of a 
billion dollar appropriation. Although I am not prepared to sugge..lt an appropria
tion leyel, it does not take an expert to realizp, the conservation of critical re
sources that could be brought about by re-direction of direct assistance funds in 
or out of the systems of justice. 

~Iy strong preference for a federal role comprised totally 'Of research and 
demonstration programs stems from my strong association over the past 25 
years with our systems of justice. My experiences tell rue that these systems 
depend primarily upon a voluntarily cooperative citizenry for their effectiveness. 
We never can hire enough policemen, 'Who, in themselves, can make our streets 
safe. 'Ve never will have enough lawyers, judges ,and courtrooms, Which witbin 
themselves, can reduce our courtloads. We never can provide enough jailors or 
jailS, whicb, in themselves, can reduce our 'Prison population. Yet, under the guise 
of professionalism, our systems -att:empt to do just that, and beg for more funds 
to accomplish these ends. 

Somehow we must find a way to make these systems more open to others, laJmen 
amI other professionals. A. police chief of a large Eastern city once told me, in 
an unusual instance .pf candor, that the rise and faU of his city's crime rate had 
little to do with what his department did. He talked instead of involvement of 
aroused businessmen, school officials 'and parents with whom he and his subordi
nates met and planned periodically .pn police strategy. The warden of a large West 
Coast prison once told me he was totally frustrated in making a work release 
program work until he brought ~ volunteer citizen group inside the prison. 

Tbese examples unfortunately, are exceptions. The systems, heavily supported 
by LEU, too often are resistant to what is seen 'as outside intervention. A 
change in this attitude will not :attain unless firmly directed by the Congress. A 
cen~-rally funded and controlled program through research and demonstrations 
is the vehicle necessary . 

.A frequent criticism of this apI.;'oach is that it cannot be responsive to peculiar 
state, regional or local conditions. 'My experiences tell me this argument is based 
on fallacious {tssumptions ,about provincialism in our country. We were con
fronted with similar arguments in the Community Relations Service in our efforts 
to help solve racial problems. I find the ,argument as specious in law enforcement 
as it is in race relations. Indeed, I find it an important ~use for our inability to 
deal more effectively with crime. 

Indeed, some of the most widelyaclmowledged successes of LEA have come in 
the utilization of the approach 1J: advocate. I need only cite the recent string of 
"Sting" operations that originated here in Washington, D.C. This centralized 
research and demonstration model does not stifle local initiative. Rather, it 
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encourages it. We found in eRS that 'a community desperately confronted by a 
crisis was quite eager to ,adopt and adapt ,an -approach of another. I believe it 
can operate equally as well to il.lrther 'advance our systemsofjusiice. A restruc
tured LEU, mandated with a program of research and demonstration projects 
for systemic change, and staffed by a core of professionals reCl'uited from within 
and without the systems of justice, can accomplish that goal. 

'V6 have wallowed too long in our nation in outdated notions of provincialism. 
~'hat day has passed ,and will never return. 

Mr. CO~-rnRS. Ben, what's wrong with the system ~ Is LEAA trapped 
in a lai'ger dilemma of what direction justice should go itself? That's 
going to b~ a suggestion, of one of the witnesses who will follow you. 

:Mr. HOLlIIAN. llm not so certain that I subscribe to that position. As 
I recall, back in 1968 when the program was conceived, as I indicated 
in my remarks, the country was expressing a rising concern about 
the imp,'1ct of crime on our citizens. And I happen to be one who had 
llO great quarrel with the wisdom of Congress in those days in passing 
the ol'iginalleg1.slation that set up LEAA. I think there was clearly 
a lleed to update and to modernize our systems, particularly in the 
field of law enforcement. 

It required the kind of massive ftillding that Congress provided for 
that purpose. It is my view that what has happened is that that mis
sion has, largely, been achieved. 

I realize there is reluctance in this country to end a program once 
it has started, for various reasons which I will not go into; but I think 
the biggest problem with LEAA is that it was successful, it did carry 
out the mandate that you set for it-the primary mandate as we en-
17isione(1 in those days. 

~fr. CON'l'ERS. Curbing riots? 
Mr. HOLlIIAN. llm not so sure, as I recall the legislation. I don't 

waut to second guess the intentions of Members of Congress that that 
alone was the intent of the original legisl,ation-just to curb riots. 
You can argue that there were those in the Congress who were con
cemed about the massive disorders, and, perhaps, saw LEAA as a 
means of dealing with them. As you know, it didn't work. 

But I would assume there were Members of Congress sincerely con
cerned about crime. The law was originally called The Safe Streets 
Act. And I, for one, had no quarrel with this objective at the time, 
even though that was not a fairly popular position, because many 
people felt that it did have an ulterior purpose, ' 

It is just my view that this was a,noble goal to be achieved. It is my 
view that it has, largely, been achieved. The current difficulty with 
LEAA is that too often these funds are still being channeled toward 
that direction. And I don't think-as I indicated in my prepared re
marks-that flontinuing the chamleling of funds in that direction is 
going to get 'at the still lingering problem. That is that crime is still 
rampant in the city-in our country.· . -

Mr. CON'l'ERS. 'Well, it always luis been 'and maybe it always will 
be. You knOw., after several years on the Crime Subcommittee, I'm 
sort of getting used to the fact that it seems to be here to stay. 

I have two questions, Ben. First of all, I want you to describe to me 
the model that you would give us fOl' LEAA if the Attorney General 
or even the President asked you. I -would like you just to describe 
what the components would be. 
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Mr. HOL1tIAN. I think it would be a much streamlined model. As I 
indicated, nrst of all I would eliminate, totally, the old block grant 
program.· Those funds could be redireded within the system, ·orout
side the system. 

I envision perhaps even a renaming of the organization, to some
thing called, maybe, National Institute for Justice, similar to the orga
nization that currently exists. I would make this not only HIe center
piece, but the total program. I frankly, would probably keep it in 
the Department of Justice-my view of the DepMtment of Justice 
is not just one of law enforcement but of justice in a broader sense
under the control oftheAttorney General. 

The program would consist primarily of funding, somewhat like 
some of our current Federal institutes of research seeking the causes 
of crime and ways to prevent crime, and of demonstration projects. 
I cited one example, "Sting," and there have been many, many exam
ples of very nue programs that LEAA has funded through its dis
cretionary :funds. 

I envision a great interchange between State and local officials in 
proposing ,projects that would, in turn, be funded by the Federal 
agency; hence, my notions would not necessarily stifle initiative. Any 
State or community which felt it had a good idea it wanted the Fed
eral Government to fund would have an opportunity to submit such 
a proposal to this new agency, have it reviewed, and if it met what
ever broad standards set by either this Congr'ess or by the organiza
tionit would be flmded. 

I envision a centralized agency with an evaluative capacity to de~ 
termine whether a project was workable, and then have a vehicle, per
haps through a technical assistance arm, to promulgate results to 
other communities which have similar problems ·on the basis that if 
they like it, they could try it. 

This is the kind of model I have in mind. 
Mr. CoN"l'"'ERS. Categorically, is that what you're thinking, then ~ 
Mr. HOL1tIAN. 1Vell, I would suspect that in structuring such a model 

you would have to establish some sO,rt of categories i otherwise, you 
run the risk of it going all over the place. The focus still should be on 
problems in the criminal justice system rather than all the social prob
lems that obviously impact upon crime. There should be categorical 
restrictions, presumably certain funds allocated for the correctional 
system, for the cou.rt system, for the law enforcement system. 

I envision this, but with ,bl~oad latitude. kt me speak from some 
of my personal experiences at eRS. Most of the time we had excellent 
relations with LEA-A .. 'Ve frequentl3T met with the various admin
istrators to discuss as ideas. 'Ve were like frontline troops; we were 
out there in the communities; we knew that crime was a very .real prob
lem in commnnities. And I was p[tl'ticularly pained that a lot or peo
ple here in 'Washington were too late in realizing that black people 
were .concerned about crime as were white people, and that blacks 
ought to be enlisted as allies in the so-called fight against crime rather 
than as targets. . 

I had many conversations with the leadership of LEA.!. about these 
problems. Too often I founel they felt that in cElrryingout youi· marr-
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date some of the notions we presented could not be legally funded 
by LE.AA. It was terribly frustrating to see them take a rather nar
row view of your mandate. If we suggested, for example, funding a 
particular community group that we had carefully researched-' 
vouched for its credibility and reliability-often we would rlUl into 
a stone wall at LEAA. They would insist--as we interpret the will 
of Congress, it was not their intent that Federal funds shollld be 
used for these groups. That is the sort of inflexibility we just so fre~ 
quentlyencountered. . 
. :Mr. CONJ;ERS. Finally, do you view creeping federalism as conflict
mg with the attempt to reform the entire justice system ~ 

Mr. HOLMA~. Not at all. 
Mr. CON1.'ERS. I mean, can we have one without the othed, Can we 

reduce the Federal inpnt in crime, and yet reform the justice system? 
Mr. HOLnIAN'. I happen to be one who is not particularly concerned 

about creeping fede.ralism. I don't know why it is termed creeping 
feel p.rn.lism. 

Mr. CONYERS. That term is mine, by the way. 
Mr. HOLUAN. The impact of the Federal Government upon our lives 

is actually 11ere. It isn't creeping. It has arrived. It arrived a long 
time ago, before many of us were born. It's a reality, and in our com
plex and sophisticated society, it is dangerous to worry too much 
about growing federalism. To the contrary, as a result of my years of 
travel across this land, I often \yonder where people in Congress get 
the notion that people are afraid of federalism. People look to 'Wash
ington-to the Federal Gov.ernment-for leadership and guidance in 
so many of their problems because they are sophisicated enongh to 
realize YO\lnE'ed a central focus. 

As I've seen it-and this is not just in the larger cities-30 to 40 per
cent of the CRS caseload is in the smaller communiHesunder 100,000' 
population-peopJe do look to \Vashington for answers. I believe this 
is true at least to the extent of setting broad standards and guidelines. 
"What concerns me is not so much federalism and the impact of fed
eralism upon the lives of the people, but the confusion people often 
run into as to whether they ought to look to the statehouse or to the city 
or to vVashington, and the difficulty of trying to coordinate with three 
levels of government. 

'Whatever you do I think it is wise to set responsibility firmly. If 
you are going to have a program of centralized funding, you must 
have the last word in ·Washington. If you're going to adopt a pure 
reserve sharing moelel, then you've got to keep strings off or reduce the 
strings. Part of the confusion in seeking Federal assistance for local 
problems is the frustration, the tremendolls frllstration, of having to 
meet State and local requirements and, at the same tiIne, meet Federal 
requirements. Certain matters, like primary responsibility for the 
fight on crime, ought to be left at the State and local level. 

Mr. CONYERS. One of the things that begllls to worry me about what 
the witness that follows you is going to say, and I've begun to think 
about it, is that we are federalizing everything. As soo~ as there is a 
porno scandal, there is a ~'nsh t? enact more Federal antIpol'llog~'aphy 
laws. Committees competmg WIth one another, as soon as there IS any 
kind of insistence that the response be legislative, to make more 
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laws. And they are all Federal. And gradually it keeps getting bigger 
and more confused, and then someone comes along ancl says-let's re
vise all several hundred laws in one bill and get them straightened out. 
And then you get S. 1 and the son of S. 1. 

Mr. HOLl\fAN. Clearly, there are some things that ought to be done 
by the Federal Government, others ought. to be done by State and local 
government. 

Mr. CONYERS. But do people care anymore ~ I mean, really; a law 
is a law, but what we may be innocently doing is totally enlarging 
Federal jurisdiction. Now most of ·the criminal action is reserved for 
the States. It's gradually beginning to escalate to the Federal Gov
ernment level. 

Mr. I-IoLl\fAN. "Well, if you re.flect upon the model I suggested more 
carefully, you would see'that I say give back to the States and local 
government the primary responsibility for dealing with the problem 
of crime. I say cut back the role of tlie Federal Government, narrow 
it to research and demonstration on a broad plane. 

But then I say make certain the lines of division are very clear. The 
Federal Government should exert leadership and have ultimate re
sponsibility in research and demonstration. The general responsibility 
for fighting crime should be that of the States and the loca.lities. 
~ 0, I don't think you should federalize everything, but this is an 

area where you ought to admit a role for the Federal Government. 
Crime built up into a massive concern across the country, and it was 
obvious that State and local comnllmities a decade ago were not ca
pable of developing resources to deal with it. The Federal Government 
stepped in. I think it should step out now. This is, basically, what I'm 
advocating. 

I said I still see a Federal role. Obviously, I do not have all the an
swers as to why we still ha.ve a high crime leve] , but it seems to me the 
answers-the solntions-will not yield to the approach that we are 
using now. If we continue massive block grants from the Federal Gov
ernment, I just don't think they are going to bring the crime rate do,vn 
any furt.her-if that is your objective. 

My view perhaps is in the middle. I happen to t.hink that there is 
a role for the Federal Govel'll111ent. And I am attempting-or have at
tempted-in the model outlined to suggest how that role can be 
accomplished. 

Mr. CONYERS. You have been very helpful. 
I recognize Mr. Gudger. 
Mr. GUDGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Holman, I'm trying to get clearer appreciation of your idea of 

these demonstration projects for systematic change-that is the term 
that you used. I think it's a good term. 

In our State of North Carolina some years ago, we fostered a rather 
remarkable man, Albert Coates, a teacher of ]!LW, initially, who later 
became director of somethir.g called the Institute of Govel'llment, 
which conducted surveys and studies to find out what was then being 
done 25 years ago in each of the counties in administering their vari
ous independent county structures. And it got into law edorcement. 
We had, at one time, 1,200 different forms of court in our State: mag-
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istrates court, recorders cOlUi, and a vast array. \1Te now have a single 
court of justice. 

What I am leading up to is t.his. I seem to perceive t.hat knowledge 
can be sought out on the national level, taking advantage of every
thing that has developed on the St.at.e level, and using, perhaps, the 
LEAA structure to pass upon projects and programs and develop
ments which may have a law enforcing potential, and that these will 
be passed from the local community, perhaps, through a State screen
ing process and on into 'Washington where there will be continuing 
research and review. 

Is that something of what you had in mind? 
Mr. HOIillIAN. That kind of process, certainly, would not be pre

eluded. In fact, I think it should be encouraged. 
I did not go into great det.ail with my prepared remarks, but I am 

not suggesting that the only place you can find new ideas on dealing 
with problems in our system of justice is ·Washington. To the con
trary, I would envision a model ,vhich would permit precisely the· 
process whereby ideas would flow from the State. 

What I really feel so strongly about, what I really learned so often 
in traveling around the country is that a community in North Oaro
lina, a community in Minnesota, or any place in the 50, woulel be doing 
something that was quite worthwhile, quite effective, and it would be
totally unheard of in another comlmmity with a very similar problem. 
In spite of the tremendous means of communication we have today, 
worthwhile experiences were often lost. 

I certainly would envision that kind of process. If a State had de
veloped an approach dealing with a particular problem that worked, 
the agency in Washington could determine whether or not it truly was 
peculiar to the problems of that particular commlUlity or whether or' 
not those problems were, indeed, present in other communities and 
could be promulgated there. 

I am not just talking abO\lt a small corps of people in \1T ashington 
merely dreaming up ideas and testing them. I think that there ought 
to be an exchange of ideas. 

Mr. GUDGER. Let me throw out some ideas. I remember some years' 
ago a small group of people organized a program using teaching par
ents in foster home settings of 8 and 10, at maximum, YOlmgsters who· 
had gone through adjudication and delinquency in a juvenile court 
structure. This gained some State support in my State. Later, I think, 
it was emulated all over the country. And it soon got to the point where 
to qualify for any funds, so far as juvenile correction was concerned, 
regulations prohibited status offenders being incarcerated in train
ing schools. 
. Do you sort of envision this as an illustration of what you are talk
mg about? 

I also recall one county that had a junior deputy program at one 
point, out of 'n, county population of 160,000 had about 4:,000 voungsters 
who were .pa,rt of this junior \leputy program, who were going through 
an educatIOnal process. A.lldlt became more popular than Boy Scouts 
and Girl Scouts in that particular county. 
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Is this something like what you're thinking about ~ Or, could you 
give me some examples of what you consider "systemic change dem
onstration p roj ects. " 

Mr. HOLl\I.AN. It is, indeed, the sort of thing that I'm talking about. 
Most of my experiences in recent years have dealt with problems 

affecting cOlllilllmities-primarily minority communities. I realize 
Congress passed last year the community anticrime program ap
proach on which I conferred with members of this committee many, 
many times over the years as being desirable. Most of the examples I 
am personally familiar with are in this area. 

A very well-publicized program, for example, in Philadelphia, 
went to the heart of street crime. Efforts were made to get youngsters 
on the streets, not as vigilantes, but as trained observers. So as mug
gers and purse snatchers preyed upon old people or young children, 
these trained youngsters would be III a position to observe and notify 
the authorities. 

Community-police relations got popular in the wake of the disorders 
in the 1960's. Many police departments went through the motions of 
setting up community relations programs. But the difficulty was that 
too many of them were established as police public relations. 

For example, many police departments in the latter part of the 
1960's and early 1970's, thought the storefront police station approach 
would be a way of developing better community relations. It didn't 
quite work out that way. 

I recall an evaluation of this program in a midwestern city close 
to the chairman. They found the basic problem was that the people 
were afraid to come in. Thev were just as reluctant to go into those 
storefront police stations as they were to come. downtown. Yet a lot of 
money was squandered around the county trymg that approach. 

One of the suburban communities outside of Denver tried another 
notion that was popular a while ago, namely, that you ought to put 
policemen in blazers and make them look like college students. The 
notion was that the lmiform somehow turned off youngsters. In a 
meeting with an official of the city, I was told the program was a total 
disaster. The problem is that you just can't put on a blazer and change 
the attitudes of kids. 

Mr. CONYERS. A policeman is still a policeman. 
1\1:1'. I-IOr,nIAN. Yes, and the uniform should be made an item. of 

respect. 
There is another broad area CRS has worked very heavily, namely, 

minority recruitment. I fmmd, in talking to literally scores of police 
chiefs throughout the country over the past 10 years, that most said 
they wanted to get more minoriti~s in .the department. They also said 
that they were terribly frustrated 111 d0111g that. 

I am reluctant to 'identify some of these cities I am referring to, 
because I don't want to stigmatize them. But again, in a city in Ten
·nessee CRS worked very strongly with the police department in 
try~ng to identify the difficulties in. attracting minorities. into .the 
pohce department. We were able to diagnose some of the dIfficultIes; 
for example, the lie-detector test was a problem. 

Frequently, after we had. clon~ a ,:"e!'y careful analysis of some. of 
the tbings that te?-d to turn of1: m111ontl.es, the department was. llllWlll
ing even to conSIder alterahon of theIr programs. vVe ran mto the 
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old argtunent of-:'Well, you want to lower the stal'ldards." And as a 
result, of course, they continued to exclude minorities. 

On the other hand, in a suburban town outside Seattle we did a 
similar analysis. We jointly came up with some recommendations for 
att.empting to change some police practices. They were put into effect; 
the chief caught a lot of heat. But he did get minorities. 

I can go through countless examples in the area in which I have 
had experience of the kind of things I'm talking about. I would assume 
that in other areas, in which I don't consider myself an expert, there 
would be other demonstration projects that would be effective. 

These are the kinds of programs that I think ought to be tried, 
demonstrated, guided, tested, in communities. ' 

l\fr. GUDGER. Thank you very much. 
I have no further questions. 
Mr. CONYERS. I think it should be noted that you have been con

sistently helpful to this subcommittee and to this staff in the course 
of our present deliberations. I want to express my appreciation. 

Mr. HOTJMAN. Thank you. 
~:[r. CONYERS. Thank you very much. 
Our next witness is the president of the National Council on Crime 

and Delinquency, Mr. :Milton Rector, whose activities as a spokesman 
in reform of 'the justice system are well Imown to all of us. 

We 'are very grateful that you couJd come to tlus hearing. We have 
already inserted your full statement in the record, and I would like to 
begin by sunmung up what seems to stand out in your very excellent 
statement. 

Yon say that LEAA should be linked with other Govermuent do
mestic ancI economic programs because street crime is not an unrelated 
phenomenon. So, we have the question posed, even beyond the DOJ 
Study Group consideration, of a Federal strategy to address the whole 
problem of social justice. That seems to be one big area. And you have 
objected to isolating street crime without taking into consideration 
wlute-collar crime ancl consumer crime and organized crime. 

And that raises another consideration. You have also asserted that 
the research capacity of LEAA ought to be more interdisciplinary 
than it is now. ' 

And, finally, yon raise a question about comprehensive planning. 
I can only relate a warning that another excellent witness, Professor 
Feeley, pointed out. One of our dilemmas has been that everybody in
terprets "comprehensive planning" exactly as they see it. That makes 
for different interpretations in different directions. 

With that synopsis, I'm pleased to welcome you before the 
subcommittee. . 

TESTIMONY OF MILTON RECTOR, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL COUNCIL 
ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 

llr. RECTOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am grateful to you for 
having invited me to testify on behalf of the NCCD. I won't read the 
statement; it's obvious you have cl Jne that .. 

I think. on the second page of that statement-as yon were discuss
ing with Mr. Holman-we use the word which he finally got back to, 
and that was "federalization," not "federalism." Because--
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:Mr. CONYERS. That's blurry up here. Is there worlds of difference? 
Mr. RECTOR. ",V"ell, I don't Imow, really, but I understood the thesis 

underlying the new "federalism" was that maximllll input in decision
malting would go back to the local level, that the Federal Government 
would not pretend to be a service deliverer but a leadership deliverer, 
and give help in funding and in maximizing localleadel'ship and local 
{lecisionmaking on local problems and priority establishing at the 
local level. . 

Now, "federalization" to me conflicts with that definition. For exam
pIt', in the criminal justice system we have a continuing increase and 
t'nlargement of Federal police power. In terms of delivery of human 
services, the only Federal agency delivering those services are the 
,Justice Department and the Administrathre Office of the U.S. 
courts. The latter strangely operates a major sector of Federal correc
tions, probation, and parole, which deals with the majority of Federal 
offenders, and still which:is sort of a silent partner in the development 
of community corrections, which is a worldwide thrust in corrections, 
everywhere but in the United States. 

And stilJ, when we have meetings and discuss legislation pertaining 
to the Federal role, LEAA has been very silent on the Federal role 
and has not pointed up the need to involve Federal probation and 
parole in planning. Maybe that reflects its own disability in helping 
State and local governments really enter into system planning. I 
like system better than comprehensIve, because system means police, 
courts, corrections, prosecution are basic to that planning. I think we 
could also coin the phrase, "social and economic impact studies" as es
sential to planning. 

In other words, you have a proposal for a new crimInal code or a new 
sentencing code. A system plan should outline for the legislators, the 
city council, cOlmty commissioners, or the Congress, jitst exactly what 
the social and economic consequences are. vYe have that require
ment in construction; environmental impact studies are required, but 
,ye do not require the same for criminal justice planning. And I 
think maybe the disabiJity in LE.AA's leadership has been that there is 
no total Ft'c1eral commitment to planning. 

One of the most disarrayed criminal justice systems in the United 
States is the Federal svstem. ",Ve well know the conimon criticism of 
the problems of sharing information between Federal law enforcement 
agt'ncies. vVe we lllmow the problem that the Federal Government has 
by asking the Bureau of Prisons-the prison system-to develop 
a model correction plan which. not surprisingly, has been a multimil
lion-dollar institution plan. Noone behind the scenes has said "Look, 
the immediate consequence of construction will be the escalation 
of poor and minorities into that system." Community corrections does 
sUl'dve and exist and t',xpand for middle- and upper-income crimes. No 
leaderslup has evolved from LEAA for strategies to reduce the popula
tion in the institutions and thereby free Federal allocations and de
wlop leadership that will help States free allocations to develop more 
l'ational criminal justice, and especially correctional SYSt'3111S. 

Now, we in criminal justice cert.'Linly can't say that the public 
has not been generous. I don't think there is any other field in the lm-
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man resource area where we have seen a five times escalation in 10 years 
of aQ:gregate funds. 

Dr. Eisenhower and the Commission on Violence report, submitted 
to Congress in 1968, said that: 

Aggregate annual cost of Federal and local criminal justice is $4.5 billion, and 
that simply must be doubled if we are going to have an effective system capable of 
contrOlling, and hopefully reducing, crime and violence. 

At the end of this year, that aggregate will b<:- almost-if not over
$20 billion. So, we can't say it has been a lack of money. 

I'm on record in many hearings saying probably LEAA's greatest 
contribution to the United States will be introducing, helping develop, 
:mcl institutionalizing co nprehensive system planning-I think that is 
critical. But I think it has lost the opportunity. The block grant system, 
13y the way it has been administered, has forced the States to stay pretty 
much in grant management. It has not really helped the States 
bridge all of the other kinds of 'Problems in agencies and services 
~hich impinge 011 the principal problems of crime and delinquency. 

So, I think we can say today, probably LEA1~'s greatest contl'lbution 
has been to help the criminal justice system. But the leadership that I 
associated myself with admit to the public that we have proof that the 
criminal justice system is not the system to reduce the crime and vio-
1ence in America 13y itself. If that was the public expectation, we 
funded the wrong system. 

It's a real dilemma to recommen(l what the new structure of LEAA 
should be; but it should wrap itself around the need for Federal 
leadership, not Federal (lelivery of senT].ces. You know-we've been 
hearing testimon.v in Congress for almost 5 years on the need to begin 
to reduce and gradually do awav with the Federal Bureau of Prisons; 
let people, no matter where they live, what courts they come into, be 
uealt with in the local community. 

That's a dramatic leadership role. It demands a kind or independence 
anu protection. In the almost 40 years I've been in the field, we've seen 
a vacillation of public administration from commissions, to the execu
tive responsible, to the chief executiye officer. I really don't know what 
kind of buffering there has to be to give an LEA..A .. independence so that 
the priorities that it espouses do not pick up political fads. It should 
not help fool the American public a~ we have for so long, that changes 
in s(','erityand sentencing and greater use of incarceration will 
reduce. yiolence. with absolutely no proof, when there are really indi
cations the other way showing a lesser use of incarceration,' might 
have greater chances of reducing violence in the COllllliUnity. 

But that requires protection so that that LEAA cannot be cap
tured by a particular president or an attorney general. I remember 
with real embarrassment when I found myself djsmissed from 
the United Nations Delegation which I proudly served for many years. 
The. Attorney General under the last administratio!l came to a national 
mel'ting in ,Yisconsin, and was recommending mandatory sentences 
and the death penalty, that this would reduce crime and violence. It 
,vas embarrassing to have to get up, after the United States A.ttorney 
General, and say, 
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You know, the Federal Government should use ,Yisconsin as a model; it hasn't 
had the death penalty for over a hundred years. It's always had 90 percent of its 
felony offenders on the street in community corrections under probation or parole. 
It has, consistently, had one of the lowest crime rates. That should serve as a 
model for the Federal Government. 

We submit these data to LEAA. vVe submit proposals to try to 
document these data. ~I\.nd vou don't find any commitment for LEAA 
to serve as a base for Fecl~ral leadership for Federal public policy. 
Again, I think, in that context we would hope that leadership would be 
debunking myths for public policy. 

1\fr. CONYERS. Do you think this administration has tossed away the 
opportunity to reinVigorate the justice system by pulling it in different 
directions? There's a great feeling that--

Mr. RECTOR. Congressman Conyers, I wish I knew, but from a 
nongovermnental standpoint, I find our agency very confused. We 
took real heart 'with the Prrsident's statements in the crime area. One I 
remember so well, because this one we're committed to nationally, was 
that at least 50 percent of the people in our prison system at present 
shouldn't be there. 

And, then, without any recommendations at an as to the consequences 
of-I like the way you framed Senate bill 1437 "the son of S. 1"
which, by our estimation, would further escalate that prison cost with a 
model which the States increasingly are following, the Attorney Gen
eral endorsed Senat3 bill 1437. Some of us who oppose S. 1437 would 
much rather be classified as in the realm of rationality rather than 
liberalism. I don't know why we discuss crime in terms of whether we 
are conservative and liberal ; it's either rational or irrational. ",iV e were 
told that if we didn't support S. 1437 we were liberals, and we weren't 
maEng the necessary compromise to get through what we can. ",VeIl, 
I think those of us T"'ho have worked a generation in this field, and have 
looked with dismay at where the United States has gone on the world 
scene-which has bern totally backward in terms of progress in the last 
decade-wonder if any Federal code could be passed that we would be 
proud of 10 years from now. We have not had the top Federal leader
ship, teclmica] assistance, and gnideline-developing national organiza
tions to help States allt~ cOlUlties by Teany calling the shots and pro
ducing data that could serve to help critique what is being proposed at 
Federal, State, and local levels. 

Instead, what we have seen has been accommodation. What has 
been tossed out is Federal policy, and then we've seen grants go out 
to help the States follow a construc60n policy even thOll,gh there has 
been no basis in objective fact that the policy was a sound one. 

Another of my criticisms of LEA A is the failure to take cognizance 
of f:he research and piloting" being done in other nations. I mean, the 
TTmted States doesn't stand alone with crime problems. Dl'lU"rlal'k has 
alwavs stood out in my mind because, having started in the field and 
watching Denmark back in thE' early 1940's go to an indeterminate 
sentence plan and in the 1970's moving away fro111 indeterminatE' 
sentencing. it seems the natural, ratiomil way to go in the Unitec1 
States. ~t\..nd we did. 
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The Danish Parliament does not adopt new public policy without 
insisting on research, assessment, and social-economic impact studies 
first. We watched for several years as they started to move away from 
the failures and the disparities of indeterminate sentencing. Their 
research showed that thE'Y could only afford to do it economically and 
Inmmnely if they moved to a dramatically shorter sentencing system. 
So, they looked at the Holland model. and then t.hey applIed that. 
A.ncl then they adopted a model code of ShOlt l11.3.xumuu sentm~ces, 2 
and 3 years, where we go to 10-, 20-, :mcl 40-year sentences In the 
United States. 

They adopted it, but they also created an independent citizen 
committee with l'esearch backup to monitor the new determinate 
sentencing, saying that if they see the consequences are escalating 
imprisonment, then they must do something about the length of seu-
PllCes. All the research they've done and we've done shows that the 

length of sentences has nothing to do with the crime Tate. And, in terms 
of disabling individuals, the shorter it can be, the better the sentencing 
system is. 

That is why we've been critical of LEAA for not helping the States 
concentrate on criteria for the determination of who are the dangerous, 
the ones who need long-term caging. "\V' e do have to admit there arc 
people like that, but our estimate is that they are probably only about 
15 to 20 percent of those presently confined. Federal courts last year 
sentenced only 11 percent of those sentenced to the Federal prisons 
for any kind of violence. 

1'11'. CONYERS. We have been critical of the Department of Justice 
for not moving more quicldy in reorganizing LEA ... <\, and naming 
its top persOlmel. In view of your suggestion that there is a larger 
problem, maybe we ought to continue the state of suspended anima
tion: and determine a way to push the administration to take another 
look at everything that it is doing. Obviously, there are conflicts 
between the promise and the action, the commitment and the deed. 

I find myself stopping in my tracks. If I agree with you, then I can't 
be urging them to quickly conclude this tortured study business 11l1d 
name some people. 

Mr. RECTOR. We suggest that it may be the time to create the LEU 
in the form of a national institute. vVl1ere it should be located in an 
administmtive setting I don't know. vVe have saicl that the institute 
must have independence, must be able to give real leadership regardless 
of the political themes or the professional fads at the time. But we've 
hesitated to say where it should be. I don't see how, with the work i~hf\ 
,Justice Department has to do, it can also administer, with the essential 
independent and political buffering, such a national institute. 

Also, we see no evidence that the collaboration and the joint research, 
and the joint testing, and the involvement of the behavioral sciences 
with other sciences is going to he done apart from the National Insti
tute of Mental Health, Education, Social Welfare,. or from the basic 
health issues, the problems of housing and the problems of 
employment. 
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YOlI know, I started out working with Mexican American yotmg
sters while still a student at the university in Los Angeles during 1938~ 
and I find some of those I worked with who are now grandparents, 
living in the same community with two or three times more young
sters and with unemployment worse now than it was in the 1930's 
during the depression. They now have, instead of knives and bicycle 
chains, handguns. In Los Angeles, the debate is whether or not to 
build another security detention home for these kids. 

You see, the ..tunerican public has to understand it's a reactive sys
tem; that's what criminal justice is. Commitment to proaction seems 
to be llPeded for the national institute-to probe, to be a critic or 
Federal as well as State policy. 

And that is my personal view, that the institute should not be housed 
in the Justice Department; but our agency's statement does not go 
that far. I cannot represent our board's position on it. 

Mr. CONYERS. ViTell, I started out with a recommendation that we 
put the Federal emphasis for LEAA in four areas: One, commtmity 
anticrime activity; two, in prison alternatives; three, in juvenile de
linquency; and four, in a reinvigorated, basic research mechanism. 

I now hear you saying that we stop trying to be a service deli\"erol'. 
,Vhat kind of reaction do yon ha\'e to the model that I haye~ 
. Mr. RECTOR. I think it's very good; and knowing your philosophy, 

and having heard you speak, I know you include very close liaison ~1llcl 
research with HUD and HE1V"-with NIM1I-because I know your 
ultimate goal is social justice. I hope someday that we see criminal 
justice as a subheading, just a part of a ladder of American social 
justice programs. 

I guess that's why I am uncomfortable with just leaving LEAA in 
the Justice Department to establish the kind of linkages even for the 
program you are talking about. 

Mr. CONYERS. Of course, we may be pipedreaming. If we don't get 
either of the changes-that is. a redesignated block grant program 
or revenue sharing-we may not be able to make distinctions. Maybe 
neither is in the works and maybe neither will work. 

Mr. RECTOR. Well, I'm anxious to see the President's policy state
ment on crime. He has had many other severe prob1ems to deal with, 
but I would doubt if, from a political standpoint, he cali address the 
need'for decriminalization of not only what we can victimless cl'imes r 
by looking at where other nations are going in terms of shopliftil1.g, 
saying to the merchandizing people: "You've simply got to merchan
dize with it in the showcases rather than on top. Deal with your own 
insurance program because our criminal justice system is too expensh"e 
for that. It's too expensive to protect the banks from bad checks." 

This N ntion doesn't even know. how much 1110ney it is spending 
on hard drug enforcement. "Ve ·have data from one department that 
says $10 billion a year, and another that says as high as maybe $20 
billion a year, and the problem is escalating. And still, we refuse to' 
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hear any voices say, "Put it where other nations have; deal with it us 
a. medical problem and drop the cost to 5 cents a day for the addict who 
is there for treatment, us they do in England." 

. We may discover many new options, but we refuse to experiment 
with them because politically it is 'contToversial to even raise the drug' 
treatment issue .. And, so, we need an agency, regardless of what this 
administration's policy statement is going to be, to have sufficient 
independence to come back in ,vith the data, most of which will be 
found in other nations. An LEAA should say to the President that 
2 or 3 ye·ars hence, a new drug policy could free up $10 billion or $20 
billion Trom enforcement that can be used in social justice programs 
elsewhere. 

Oongressman, a long time ago at NOOD-we've been around 70 
years. I've been with the organization 31 years-we tried to find out 
where studies and research in communities made a difference. ,Ye 
found a direct correlation, to the degree the study process brought in 

. independent citizen understanding and leadership. So we have always 
insisted that the Governor or the mayor appoint independent citizen 
committees for our studies. 

We also found that when we wanted to induce change in the 
public system, we seldom found anything but resistance to change; 
and that we best use private foundation money to put the demonstra
tion project in the public agency. "Ve requested a commitment by the 
publIc agency that if the project really started to produce results, it 
would gradually pick up costs by starting the second year with a 
reallocation of one-third of the fllnds over to this new program. By 
not doing the same, LEAA money has been adding to existing pro
grams, much of which are not cost effective. 

While it's not in the shared revenue method, and. it hasn't been in
corporated into the block grant method, but there can be a formula. 
whereby Federal funding canoy some of the changeover costs. Fed
el:al leadersl~ip cOllld induce system change so that a board of super
VIsors or legIslators don't say, "I don't want any more of that damned 
LEAA project money because all it means is we've got to ante up more 
money." And I don't think that's the intent Oongress had when it 
passed the first omnibus crime bill. The intent was to improve the 
system, not just to enlarge it. 

And we have. enlarged it, but we haven't improved it very much. 
And if there were such a formula that had the startup cost money 
for new tested programs that are ready to be installed and the leadei·
ship within the agency to change, thon there'd be decreasing fund
ing. "Vithin 3 subsequent years that agency will have had to have 
made reallocations of staff and fund resources, and thereby make 
changes which we just haven't seen. 

Now, there is one other sector, and I would be disloyal to the field 
I work in-the voluntary field-if I didn't mention .it. The volunta,ry 
field has given up its leadership in planning. It used to be the leader 
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of commlmity planning groups, btlt they evolved into luncheon Clubs, 
primarily dominated by the source of funding, the U cited Ways. They 
left out the public system .. Now the. public system, which is doing the 
planning is learning how to contract with private volunteer agencies. 
tVe've seen offender restitution programs start primarily that way. 
1Ve"Te seen diversion programs-referring offenders from the justice 
system to other social systems-done by the volunteer sector, whi.ch 
will a,lways, if there's leadership, take risk that the public system isn't 
ready to take. 

But even though they serve the clientele of the justice system and 
reduce the workload-and, therefore, should reduce' the cost expend
itures-of the justice system, we have not had-not just from LE.A..t\.~ 
but from any other Federal agency, plans worked out with private 
voluntary agencies for sustained flmding as long as they maintain 
service for public agency Clients-the offenders. 

We're getting the first real leadership in this area from the LEU 
juvenile justice division. It's been thwarted, but some of the earlier 
statements I've seen :rrom my namesake, J aIm. Rector-who, I'm 
sure, is going to do much more than I've ever seen-is that he's going 
to try to find a way of solving that problem without destroying 
the independence of the private agencies. They have to be held ac
cOlmtable if they are llsing public funds. But they also have to stay up 
frol!-t in dealing with the teenage prostitutes, and the teenage drug 
adclicts, and the runaways, and the hard core, and so on, that they have 
long ignored. And if they succeed, we'll see a juvenile justice. caseload 
less than 50 percent of what it is tochy. 

And I would vouch for the fact that in the ad1.1.1t criminal field, we 
would see the same. So, there is a whole new bridge to Jje addressed 
with voluntary agencies and LEAA has been silent on that. 

Mr. CO]l.'YERS. Is the administration going to give the: leaclership ~ 
After all, LEAA is just a small part olthe Depaitment of Justice~ 

Mr. RECTOR. 'WeU, that is why I started saying that LEAA's 
disabilities may have been caused by a lack of total commitment from 
the Federal Government itself. 

i\:[r.CONYERS. Well, let's puuse in onr continuing discussion at this 
point. We have my collf'aguc from A1n.bama W110 "rants to present the 
chief of police of Birmingham. But I do appreciate this discussion, 
lmd as you lmow, onr c01l11nittf'e is indebted to you and to counsel for 
its continued assistance on this subject. 

Mr. RECTOR. Sir, you, Senator Bayh, Congressman Railsback, I 
could just 11ame many who have enabled us as a nongove.rmnental 
agency to serve, to critique, to raise options, in the wu.y that is the 
role of a voluntary sector, and we are deeply appreciative to you. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thankyou,sir. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Redor follows;l 

STATEMENT OF MILTON G.RECTOR, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL COUNCIL ON 
CRllIE AND DELINQUENCY 

It is a pleasure to be here this morning on behalf of the I\'"ational Council 
on Crime and Delinquency to discuss the subject of reorganization of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. Unlike the DE'partment of .Justice 
study group, whose recommendations for restructuring LEAA you are consider
ing, we believe that the future /)f LEAA cannot be assessed meaningfully without 
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considering the total Federal role in the area of crime reduction and delinquency 
prevention. Thus, my testimony will address both the direct Federal role and 
the role the Federal Government plays in aiding 'States, localities, and citizen~ 
in reducing crime, preventing delinquency, and improving the criminal justice 
system. 

nIRECT FEDERAL ROLE 

Direct Federal involvement in criminal justice operations should be reduced, 
returning most criminal justice responsibilities to State and local governments. 
Creeping federalization of matters that are most appropriate for State action 
has had the effects of enlarging Federal law enforcement agencies, clogging 
the Federal courts, yielding calls for more Federal prisons, and other such 
undesirable trends. Jurisdiction over most crimes should rest with the States. 
Federal jurisdiction should be invoked only when there is a clear Federal 
interest that can be served effectively in no other way. Thus, the Federal Gov
ernment should establish a short term objective of reducing Fecleral involvement 
in criminal justice operations, taking necessary steps to reform the Federal 
criminal laws to eliminate duplica,te jurisdiction, victimless-tY1IJe "crimes," 
and other matters that could be handled through alternatives to criminal justice 
processing. Where Federal jurisdiction is retained, the objective should be 
to serve as a model to the Stiltes and localities, involving demonstration of new 
approaches and pOlicies, accompanied by careful evaluation. Such changes 
would represent a rather dramatic departure from the existing sitlul,tion in 
which Federal justice operations are lagging behind many States and localities 
in such areas of citizen involvement, comprehensive planning development, ana 
use of a broad range of alternatives to confinement, etc. Sometimes the Federal 
Government has imposed requirements 011 the States, such as comprehensive 
planning as a condition of LEAA. funding, that the Federal Government clearly 
does not meet. It is no wonder that States and localities are sometimes reluctant 
to implement poliCies and methods preached, but not practiced, at the Federal 
level. 

·We believe that the Federal Government also has a role in the performance 
of functions or activities designed to protect civil and human rights, advance 
knowledge, enhance planning and coordination, assist or enrich the capacity 
of non-Federal agencies, and stimUlate affirmative social change. As a necessary 
first step in performing these functions effectively, goals and standards must 
be developed. The Congress has established some national goals, such as 
deinstitutionalization of status offenders and full involvement of citizens in 
reducing crime, but the executive branch has failed to follow through on such 
overriding goals or to define the sub-goals and objectives necessary for their 
implementation. Assuming a leadership role will require the Federal Govern
ment to assert values and objectives, followed by more detailed articulation of 
standards. Unless this is done, there will be no point in discussing "criminal 
justice improvements," affirmative change, or other such concepts which require 
values against which they can be measured. 

Serving as a model in law and practice and setting standards and goals are 
activities that should be informed hy the opinions and experiences of a broud 
range of individuals and organizations, but performed by the Federal Govern
ment. A number of other appropriate Federal functions should be performed in 
part on the Federal level, but should be directed toward ancl most often con
ducted in concert with, States, localities, and private groups and organi7:ations. 
]'01' example, the Federal Government should perform some research directly 
but often research activities will involve smaller jurisdictions and non-govern~ 
mental entities and a variety of funding sources. Similarly, development of 
automated criminal justice information systems may be stimulated anel initially 
supported by the Federal Government, but maintained by State Governments 
with back-up and coordination from a centralized information and statistic~ 
service that also would maintain the victimization surveys and other national 
data. Let me suggest a number of functions appropriate for the Federal Gov
ernment, mauy of which are not purely 01' solely Federal functions but contain 
an appropriate Federal role. ' 

REsEARcrr .AND DEMONS'I·R.ATION 

Th.e Federal Government has an important role to play iu the concluct and 
fundmg of research and demonstration programs. This function is appropriate 
to the Federal Government as consistent with Federal interest in serving to 
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stimulate affirmative change and impractical for the many State and local jur-
isdictions to perform independently. . 

The research and development program conducted by L.E.A.A. to date Has 
been far too narrowly conceived, concentrating almost exclusively on law enforce
ment and traditional criminal justiCe components. L.E.A.A. ha~ tended to operate 
in a vacuum, as if street crime, its major and almost exclusIve tar!5et, we:e a 
phenomenon unrelated to mental and physical health, poverty, hOUSlllg, racIsm, 
job opportunities, or education. Failure to take into account these correlat~s 
of crime while adding muscle to the criminal justice system, has resulted lU 

increased prison and jail populations in whicll blacl~s, Spanish Americans, the 
poor, and the uneducated are disproportion~tely .represe;nted. A n;tuch broad€'r 
interdisciplinary approach to research on cmne and delmquency IS ~eeded. In 
this vein, ;joint research and demonstration SllOUlc1 be undertaken wIth HEiY, 
NIH BUD DOL DOJ as well as independent research by each of these 
aO"en~ies th~t may' touch on or relate to problems of crime and justice. Much 
~f the research formerly carriec1 on by these agencies was discontinued with 
the emergence of LEAA's research arm, resulting in less outside behavioral 
science research in such areas as violent crime. 

A corollary of the lesser amount of non-justice research on crime being con
clucted has been u. tendency to conceive of approaches to reducing or IJreventing 
crime almost totally within the law enforcement context. NeeD believes that 
interdisciplinary approaches to delinquency ancl crime are essen/-ial and that 
States and localities must be aic1ed to experiment and (ldopt new policies within 
their own systems for delivering services to people. The research amI demoll
stration program must address non·criminal justice deliverers of service and 
linkages among them. For example, the cleinstitutionalization of status offenders 
is a goal which obviously reqnires inYolvemellt of a broad range of human 
resources and social service agencies and individual citizens. 

The research and demonstra.tion progra.m (lIsa needs to be broader in the 
sense that street crime should not be its sole focus. Within the LEAA progralll 
to date, crime in the workplace and crime against conSllmers have heen treated 
as though they do not exist. Preoccupation with street crime seems to support 
tolerance for non-street crime, although the latter has more Significant economic 
impact than the former and a dramatic, although less clear impact on public 
attitudes and behaviors. Similarly, European Research and experience have 
been ignored almost entirely, thereby depriving the field of valuable guic1u.nce 
and evic1ence as .to the workability of varying models already in opemtion 
elsewhere. 

The distinction often made between basic and applied ref''?arch and between 
those two concepts and demonstration seems to confuse more than Clarify, but 
NeeD believes that research of each of these ldnds should be supportf'd by tIle 
Federal Government. Much of the research that is needed will be long term in 
nature and much may appear from the outside to be only indirectly related to 
crime, such as assessing the impu.ct of a negative income tax. Bnt other research 
can be conducted that will be of more immediate use. Decision-makers should be 
able to rely on a Federal Justice Research Agency to inform tlH'm Oll current if;
sues, such as the likely impact of determinate sentencing proposals. 

The agency responsible for such research and demonstration needs to bE: placed 
and staffed so as to be as free as possible to make decisions that are in effect non
political. NeeD takes no specific position on the placement of the researcJl agency 
or institute, but urges that steps be taken in law to insure its substantive inde
penclence and a strong interdisciplinary advisory board and staff. 

FEDERAL SUPPORT OF PLANNING, CITIZEN PARTICIPATION, PRIVATE SECTOR INVOJ"VE~IENT 
AND INITIAL SYSTEMS OHANGE 

The Federal Government should provide both technical and financial assistance 
to States, localities anc1 private organizations ancl groups in planning, citizen par
ticipation, private sector involvement, and major systems change. Such assistance 
shoulc1 be time-limited and quite specifically focused. NeeD questions the DO.T 
study group's belief that the blocl{ grant portion of LEAA's program responc1ed to 
a need for adclitional criminal justice funding ancl that it fostered the deyelop
ment of criminal .iustice system coordination, except in a minor and snperficial 
sense. It is our belief tlmt through better comprehensive criminal justice planning 
and a reallocation of expenditures on a cost effective baSiS, curent expenditures 
for criminal justice services ill most States would be ample. The infusion of 
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LEA-A funds in many instances has enabled states to use Federal funds for pro
grams "in addition to" rather than "instead of" wasteful and non-productive pro
grams. 'Ve, therefore, are opposed to the blocl{ grant principle. We support more 
carefully selected funding and technical assistance limited to helping improve 
planning, citizen involvement, and implementation of change, but not supplement
iug usual criminal justice operations. 

It is often stated that the current Federal expenditures for criminal justice 
constitute ouly 5 percent of sucll expenditures and thus cannot be expected to in
fluence or control the other 95 percent. We believe that even fewer total expendi
tures could have a desiruble impact if more selectively placed. NeeD would favor 
use of a funding formula based on a declining supplement of Federal dollars over 
a period of 3 to 5 years so that programs are fully financed from the State 01' local 
funds by the end of that period. OtHerwise, new programs will not have been in
stitutionalized when Federal funding runs out. 

l'LA.L'<NIN G 

Federul financial and technical assistance should be geareti to helping States 
and communities develop planning, coordination, mYd research capabilities. In ad
dition to local and regional planning and coordination, Federal support of efforts 
such as those designed to make information systems and evaluation methodolo
gies compatible across States are appropriate. It should also be reemphasized that 
the planning and coordination envisioned will necessarily involve efforts to mobi
lize and coordinate resources available through honsing, employment, education, 
and other lluman service programs. 

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 

Federal assistance in identifying resources in communities to adc1ress crime and 
prevention is appropriate. A clear Federul objective should be to help States and 
communities involve broad citizen participation as volunteers in planning, moni
toring, and direct service operations by tapping the vast resources of talent, time, 
and energy of retirees, loaned executives, student interns, and voluntary organi
zations. Some training and technical assistaLce may also be appropriate in Imild
ing the capaCity of such new actors as they get involved. 

PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 

The problems of crime and delinquency are not the realm of government ex
clusively. Not only private individuals, but also the private sector shoulc1 be as
sisted and encouragecl to assume a more full role in crime prevention and COll
trol. Involvement of corporate leaders and organized labor offers largely untapped 
potential for involving a lJroad range of talents and other resources in addressing 
prohlems of crime. 

Crr~NGEOYER COSTS 

NeeD recommends that funds be 'Provided to help meet the change-over costs of 
implementing new policy. Although many needeci system changes may nctually 
reduce costs in the long run, making the transition may entail new or duplicative 
costs. Thus, there is an important Federal role in helping States ancI communities 
lJear change-over costs necessary for the implementation of systems change and 
new approaches. Such assistance will also serve as a catalyst or incentive for 
maldng such change. 

In summary, NeeD believes that Federal leadership and clear direction may be 
more important than Federal dollars. We woulel see the Federal leadership role 
as (1) serving as a model in limited criminal justice operations carried out on the 
Federal level, including better planning, development of standards and goals, re
search, demonstration, anci information systems, and (2) providing financial and 
technical assistance to States, communities and private organizations to increase 
their own capabilities in planning; research and· demonstration, citizen and pri
yate sector participation, and implementation of innovation and systems change. 
ViTe do not favor 1.ong-term financial supplements to States and localities through 
block grants or similar programs. 

Mr. CONYERS. I see that Representative John Buchanan, the dis
tinguished member from Alabama, is here. 'Ve welcome you before the 
subcommittee, and we know your purpose. 
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Ohief of police, Mr. Parsons, we welcome you. 
Oongressman Buchanan, you may begin. 
Mr. BUOHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Chalrman. It is my privilege to pre

sent to you James O. Parsons. He has worked with the Birmingham 
Police Department since 1954, rising from the rank of patrolman to 
chief of police, the position he assumed in 1972. 

Chief Parsons holds both a bachelor of arts in Sociology and a 
master of arts in Educational Administra~ :.on from the University of 
Alabama, where he is currently pursuing his Ph. D. Ohief Parsons is 
presently serving as treasurer of the Police Executive Research Fo
rum, an organization of maj or city police chiefs interested in re
searching critical issues in policing. 

Ohief Parsons also serves as an advisory consultant to the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration, a consultant to the National 
League of Cities, and a member of the advisory board of the Criminal 
Justice Oenter at the John Jay College in New York City. 

Chief Parsons is the author of numerous articles, including a candid 
analysis of police corruption, police organizations, and the art of effec
tive change, which appeared in the International Journal of Oriminol
ogy and Penology. 

Chief Parsons manages a department of 900 persons, which has been 
described in a recent book as a department which, "has been trans
formed into one of the most open, progressive, and approachable 
police forces in the Nation." I can, personally, attest to the quality of 
his work. All of us in the city of Birmingham are deeply proud of 
Ohief James Parsons, and I am proud to present him to you. 

Mr. CONYERS. Thankyou, Congressman. 
And welcome to you, Mr. Parsons. You have succeeded, Mr. Par

sons, in a difficult role, indeed. "Ve welcome you before the 
subcommittee. 

TESTIMONY OF JAMES C. PARSONS, CHIEF OF POLICE, BIRMINGHAM, 
ALA., REPRESENTING THE POLICE EXECUTIVE RESEARCH 
FORUM . 

. Mr. PARSONS. Thank you, sir. I wish to present a letter for the 
record, to Hon. Griffin Bell from the Police :j£xecutive Research 
Forum, to be introduced into the record. 

Mr. CONYERS. What does it say ~ . 
. Mr; PARSONS. It is the Police Executive Research Forum's response 

to the task force report. Most of the remarks will be covered in my 
remarks here. 

Mr. CONYERS. All right. 
Mr. P .u:s0l-l"s. Mr. Oha~rman, thm;tk you for the opportunity to pre

sent the VIews of the Pollee ExecutIve Research Forum on the future 
course of the ~aw Enforcement Assistance Administration . .. T11e forum IS. a 1-year-old organization of 50 chiefs from the N a
tlOn s lar~er p.o~lCe dep~rtments. We believ~ that, as yet, policing does 
r:ot prOVIde Cltl~ens WIth the level of serVIces to which they are en
tItled ~l!d that Improvement of policing demands research, open de
bate of ISSUes, and developm~nt of better managementand.i:nnovative 
programs. '. . 
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Our position on LEAA recognizes the tre:t;nendou~ poten~i3:l that a 
Federal fundina' ,program can have for Imp~ovmg policmg and 

the rest of the criminal justice system in the Umted States. . 
Our fri,ith in Fecleral efforts to date is tempered by our own experI

ences with the ShOl:tcominas of LEAA. But I am not here today as the 
forum's represelitative to dwell on the failures of the past; Rather, we 
of the Police Executive Research Forum want to focus our hopes on 
the future. 

We believe that a significant restructuring of the Federal crm:inal 
justice assistance effort is required. We recommend a program of dIrect 
Federal criminal justice assistance to State and local units of govern
ment and the creation of an independent Federal criminal justice re
search institute responsible for conducting and supporting basic and 
applied research. 

LEAA was conceived as a means for the Federal Government to 
assist State and local jurisdictions in their fight against crime. Regret
tably, sufficient Fede,ral :nmds have not been funneled to where serious 
crime is most prevalent, the nature of crime most complex, the control 
of crime most difficult, and the delivery of productive police services 
most important to the maintenance of the social fabric. ' 

Mr. CONYERS: "Vell, Chief Parsons, you're going to recommend that 
we have direct funding to the larger cities ~ , , 

Mr. PARSONS. Yes, sir. ' 
Mr. CoNYERS. Twenty-fivelargest~ , 
~fr. PARSONS. Cities with a population of over 100,000. , ' , ' 
Mr. CONYERS. And in Congress, that is always aproblein,'because 

there are more members who come from places that are not as large 
as those cities you define. I may go along with the form ofthat, but my 
colleague from .Alabama, I'm sure will agree that, we've seen formulaS 
change in bills right out on the floor. People say, "Well, look, if you 
go along with this, one, you'll get more." .And, usually, it works to the 
detriment of larger urban areas. Sometimes there have been ingenious 
staff people who have figured out how large cities and certain selected 
smaller ones will both get an ample amount, but it's come to be a work 
of statistical art. 

So, you know, in the pragmatic world of the Congress, it's very diffi
cult to stand up and say that-even if Congressman Buchanan and 
Congressman Conyers jointly, on either side of the aisle, rose and were 
in mutual and total agreement on this proposition, I shudder to think 
what might happen anyway. 

"Vhat do you thinld 
Mr. BUCHANAN. I'm afraid you may be right, Mr. Ch9,irman, al

though I fully support my chief. [Laughter.] 
Mr. PARSONS. That is precisely the problem the larger cities have 

with the State planning agencies, precisely. 
But we think that in cities of over 100,000 the population density, 

the heterogeneity of the population and the skills that are required in 
the labor market, are such that the problems there have a multiplier 
effect and are much more serious than they 8,1'e otherwise. 

~£r: 90NYERS. 90u~d there be funding along:, the lines of the nationa~ 
prlOl'ltles grant-ill-aId program-for example, juvenile delinquency, 
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correctiolls, and cOlrummity crimes priorities for criminal justice 
nm<ling~ 

Mr. PARSONS. Yes, sir, I think the--
Mr~ CoNYERS. Are those areas that you have in mind concentrat-

ing on, or do you have different ones. . 
Mr. PAllilONS. Well, they will be different for each jurisdiction, I'm 

sure, and that is why it is so important that the national policies speak 
only on a broad level in strategic planning, with the tactical plaruling 
remaining at the lowest level, because each jurisdiction may have a 
different problem. 

Mr. CONYERS. Tell me, what tis Birmingham like now? I me[1n, 
,You'·re on the line. What is the nature of the crime problem as you see 
it ~ 

Mr. PARSONS. Spqaking as the chief of Birmingham,you have to 
look at the ~volution of the problem. Initially the problem was with 
the police. 'Ve have received Federal funding by way of the LEEP 
progmm, law enforcement education program, which is O~le of the 
most important programs, I think, LE.AA has, and which has raised 
the level of education in each agency. . 

And, as our problems were solved, we began to innundate the court 
system, and the court had serious problems. These were responded to 
by LEAA, and now,.as you kriow, through natiol1[11publications, our 
big problem is corrections. And rthink this is what happens in each 
one of our jurisdictions. We'11 have weak spots, and as we correct 
those, it will put a strain on other elements of the systems, and then 
you have to address those issues. But those have to be. of a local 
concern. 

111'. CONYERS. Do you believe that there are other aspects of our so
ciety that create the crime problem? What is the impact of unemploy
ment, of poor housing, of racism? How do all of those factors impact 
on your responsibility as a police chief? . 

Mr. PARSONS. I think the thing that we have to look.at is the four 
environments that are present in each city; and they are. the social, 
legal, economic, and political environments. And each of these have 
internal changes that occur practically continually, and each one 
impinges upon the other. . 

Now, those things that you have mentioned no doubt contribute 
quite a bit to whether a city has a good quality or a poor qualitv of 
life, and these are PaJ.'t of the issues that create crime problems. I do 
think thnt about the only ones that we can speak to with any validity, 
any reliabHity with our statements, is that of population density and 
culhu'ul conflicts that exist within the cities. But these are problems 
that the police confront on a symptomatic basis; crime is simply a 
symptom ~rf those other problems. 

Mr. CONYERS. Do you feel that tlJere is a growing sentiment among 
police dueis for t.his· kind of explanation that you are giving the 
committee'? The old style approach toward the poJirs chief, I remem
ber from Detroit, was a pretty simplistic approach. He was the keeper 
of the pE'l\c,e, u,ud he kept the peace, usually, by exerting violence in 
the name of the law. And anybody.that talked about sociological 
circumstances impacting on a person's conduct didn't have any right 
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to wear a badg.e or carry a gun. I mean, this guy beJonged in social 
sciences or somewhere outside of law enforcement. 

Is there any change coming about in terms of the large cities' police 
representatives ~ 

:Mr. PARSONS. Yes; unfortunately the change is very slow. That is 
why I have been so high on the LEEP program. There is a change 
in the role for law enforcement, one from the role that you spoke of
a crimefighting role---to a service role around the late sixties and 
early seventies. And we now see ourselves moving into a therapeutic 
role, which deals with the causal factors of crime, and with becoming 
part of alarger team within government with O~lr policy analysis in 
concert with the other parts of government, such as education, hous-
ing, and so forth. ' 

So, those chiefs who do not respond to these changes in the police 
role will PJld themselves on the outside in a very short time, and there 
are younger officers being recruited today with higher salaries and 
better working environment that will be there to take their place: 

Mr. CONYERS. 'What about the problems of bringing Ulinority ,and 
female police officers onto the force ~ In your exp;erience, has LEU 
been a help ~ What is the state-of-the-art in your city ~ ',. 

Mr. PARSONS. I do not believe tl1at LE.A.A or any other'organiza
tion has an impact upon that. I think that the envir011ment in the 
city, the managerial style of the leaders and cominaliding' officers; 
strong commitment to minority recruiting, and goodtreatinent aftet 
the first ones are recruited, are probably your greatest inducements 
to increase minority recruiting. .... . .. 

·When I became chief of police in 1972, there were 13 sworn police 
officers-min~rity police officers-in the Birmingham P<?liceDepa~t~ 
ment. Accordmg to my last account, :Monday, there were 95. . ., 

Mr. CONYERS. That's out of how many? . . '" . 
:Mr. PARSONS. 750. The first black minority hired with the Birming

ham Police Department was in 1967. It's a strong ciyil service organi
zation which has strong competition for each pbsitioll. And in 4 years 
since I have been chief, there was a moratorium on hiring; so, you 
see, we are just now gaining speed. And the success that you have will 
depend upon the number that you have within the department and the 
treatment they receive as members. . ' 

Mr. CONYERS. Are you in a position to tell us, Chief Parsons, what 
kind of resistance you've encountered in moving affirmative action 
programs along, both in and out of the department ~ That seems to be 
a problem that develops, especially where there is an employment 
moratorium. We had a police riot in Detroit--you may ha;ve heard 
about it--and it wasn't over hiring; it was over who was going to 
fret laid off. It was a very freightening situation .. Several hundred 
citizens, all with guns, happended to come ,into a Federal courtroom 
just to help make sure the judge was aware of the implications of his 
decision. . 

Have you run into any OT those situations ~ 
Mr. PARSONS. Yes, sir, and the first time the depal;tment ran into 

that pro"hlem was dUTing the war, when they reduced standards, so 
to sneak, to meet reqnirements-illst to meet hiring standards, period. 
;\nd some of tJlOse oldC'r officers had--
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Mr. CONYERS. World War II ~ 
M:r.. PARSONS. That's right. They had hearing problems, und for 

many years-the,y were stigl?-atizecl by that. . . '. 
We have contmued to raIse our standards, and there are llllnonty 

members in our community that call meet these very easily if you 
search them out and promise them fair tr~atment .once they cOD;le 
with the department. We have a very, very hIgh qualIty of personnel, 
both white and black, and we are not having any problems recruiting 
out of these groups, because we feel that it is a very healthy wOTk 
climate and one which any young person that meets these qualifications 
would seek out. 

Mr. CONYERS. Has it helped you, in the discharge of your various 
obligations as police chief, to have a more integrated police force 
under your command ~ 

Mr. PARSONS. Certainly. Police power is the basic power of any 
city government, and everyone wishes to share in itr-women, minori
ties-and if they can't share in this, then this generates l.leat, generates 
emotions. 

Mr. CONYERS. Do women want in, too ~ . 
Mr. PARSONS. Oh, yes. 
Mr. CONYERS. Well, how arc you making Oelt there ~ 
Mr. PARSONS. We have around 40. 
Mr. CONYERS. Strike that last remark. That's a sexist remark. 

[Laughter.] . 
Mr. PARSONS. They're serving very well and very admirably, a~ld 

we're very proud of them as memb'ers of the Birmingham Police 
Department. 

Mr. CONYERS. What would happen if LEA.ti funding wa~ suddenly 
taken back. ~ow would you operate ~ Could you continue on the way 
you're operatmg, for example ~ 

You see, the LEEP program is bothering more and more people. 
I would concede that in your area, and under the circumstances' you 
describe, if LEEP had any validity, it would be in that area. However, 
Black law enforcement people in the South complain to me about 
their superiors may have not g.raduated from high school under any 
kind of varied circumstances, and this created a void that, in the end, 
led them to go somewhere else. 

Do you see what I mean ~ 
Mr. PARSONS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. C01'o.~RS. So, it seems to me that LEEP could have some redeem

ing qualities, but in the overall, :rlloreand more people have been 
asking why, with all due respect to the importance of law enforce
ment work, should there be free education here as opposed to every 
other form of Government service. And that, I'm afraid, is the feeling 
that we've been receiving in"the subcommittee. 

Mr. PARSONS. The medical profession went through this a few 
years ago-why should they receive preference in education funding 
from the Federal Government ~ But it is such a basic service, like 
police, one in which we all have a tremendous stake. And, you know, 
as far as education within law enforcement, we've all agree'd,in most 
part, that basic research is very important, It's very difficult to get a 
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high school graduate who thinks traditionally, in most cases, to react 
to research, to accept research, to help with implementing research, 
and very difficult for one to evaluate research. 

So, if our officers are not educated, then it's very difficult to take 
advantage of the research that is conducted. 

Mr., CONYERS. Do you have any experience with the LEU vic~ 
timization surveys in which crime rates have been calculated, and has 
that been of any help to you as a police chief ~ 

Mr. PARSONS. I think it confirmed to me that there is much more 
crime than is reported to police, and much more crime reported to the 
police than finally reflects itself in official statistics. I did not realize 
just how much until these victimization studies came out. 

Mr. CONYERS. So, they do serve a useful purpose to you. 
Mr. PARSONS. Yes, they do. I think you know it's an outside service, 

one in which the group collecting the data is not graded by how the 
data turns, out. I think it's very important that someone audit the 
amount of crime in America besides the police themselves. 

Mr. CONYERS. 'Vhat are the kinds of problems that you experience ~ 
Are you involved in juvenile matters? Are they becoming troublesome 
to you, or are street crimes and violence the main problems that con
sume your attention? Are they internal police problems? Are they 
racial conflicts that occupy your time as a police chief? How wbuld 
you describe them? 

Mr. PARSONS. 'Ve do sit and talk about crime as if it is the only 
thing police do, when actually about 86 percent of the work police 
officers do is providing a broM!. array of services in a given city. 

Now as the changes in the city occur, the older people stay there, 
the service demands change drastically'. However, if youa~k a person 
on the street, his highest concern, of course, is about crIme on the 
street. It's the one that gets the most attention. and one you have to 
address. 

Now, if the juvenile problem could ever 'be solved, the crime prob
lem would be solved, because criminals are, practically always, juve
nile delinquents 'before they become adult criminals. We had hoped to 
leave that to some other agency of governmerit,b,ecaiIse our resources 
are limited, but we haye established a neighborhood police center ani 
~he commander of that particular precinct has been very innovatiye 
111 that all of the youngsters come to that neighborhood Cl~nter and sign 
up for work, and all of the businessmen, all of the household owners in 
that community, know that they can call there and get someone to do 
the things that they want done-like cleaning out gutters, cutting 
grass, doing other chores, small chores. So, he acts an intermediary 
between these two and serves a need for both. And he just recently 
asked the school board to identify the children in that community that 
needed special tutorial services, and then he now has enlisted some 
volunteer teachers who will provide that service in the afternoon. 

S~, you see, it's o~ly limited by a person's imagination. I'll have to 
acl}lllt th~t most pol.ICe commanders would not go to these lengths, but 
,t!lls.partlCular one;s an exception, and it will improve the quality of 
hfe l1lthat communIty, I'm sure. 
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Mr. CON"l."'ERS. The subcommittee will stand in recess. Two bells 
are on, and we are demanded on the floor for a required vote. So, we 
will stand in recess for 10 minutes. 

[Recess.] 
.1£1'. CONYEltS. The subconuuittee will come to order. 
Chief Parsons, in summl1ry, what kind of an LEAA model do you 

recommend to the subcommittee ~ 
Mr. PARSONS. I would hope to see, certainly, a continuation of the 

LEEP program. To me that is very important, because without edu
cation you can't see the need for change or see strategies for change 
that affect change. So, I think the existence of a broad liberal arts 
education for police officers is very important in this regard. 

I would like to see a national research institute where sustained 
research can occur across a broad base and be interrelated with research 
in the other l1reas of housing, education, and welfare. I would hope 
to see a continuation of funding-of direct funding-to the States in 
use of local government where the priorities can be determined locally 
by localneect . 

This is the form that I would like to see LEAA take. 
Mr. CONYERS. I recognize our subcommittee cOlUlsel, Mr. Stovall. 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . 

. Chief Parsons, would you care to extend comments on what you just 
i'eferred to ~ You mentioned a national research institute. This sub
conmlittee has been going through hearings of oversight with the 
Science and Techriology Committee as well, on the issue of a national 
i~stitute of law·enforcement and criminal justice. And during many 
9f those. hearings we've heard continuing complaints that there needed 
1;0 be more refined research mechanisms, there needed to be a better way 
of handling research outside-or generally outside-the institute, 
rather than inside the institute. 
. There seemS to be a need for separating the research from the politi
cal compo~lent-the immediate political component-of the Justice 
:Qepartment, and we heard many people cqmplain that research might 
require 10-15 years or more to determine root Causes of crime and so 
forth. 

Now, knowing your background in law enforcement, just exactly 
how much good do those long-term research programs do, and what 
kinds of research do you think ought to be dOlle ~ 

. Mr. PARSONS. Yes; first of all, I think the research should deal with 
the system as it operates to make it function111, to· see if the approach 
that we're taking at this time is proper 01' not. I know, in social science 
research, however, that throughout the United States we have uni
versities that are funded with Federal stipends, with State funds, with 
local funds. Their mission throughout the years has been education, 
and research, and public service, l1nd I think it is time that these uni
versities shouldered some of the responsibility for research in the social 
and behavioral sciences. I think they're probably better equipped to 
do that. 

Mr. STOVALL. You mean independent of the Fedel'l11 Government ~ 
Is that what you are saying? 

1 Mr. PARSONS. Yes. ' 
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Mr. STOVALL. Without Federal fu~~s ~ . . ' 
Mr. PARSONS. I think that's a legItImate functIOn of a UnIVersIty. 
Mr. STOVALL. Should that be with or without funds~ . 
Mr. PARSONS. I'm sure they would have to have fundi~g to provIde 

this, although the mechanism is there already. Of c?urse, It would t~ke 
staff and would be expensive. Long-term research IS a very expensIve 
endeavor, and whether you use it or not depends upon the prob~ems 
that an individual faces. You know, I hope to see research contmue 
in criminal justice. 

Mr. STOVALL. Where would YOJl apply the research dollars~ Would 
you apply, given a choice, say, in order of priority: Would you apply 
them to computer technology~ Would you apply It to hardware Im
provement ~ 'Would you apply it to law enforcement education ~ Would 
you apply it to determining whether poverty and economic circum
stances cause crime ~ vVould you apply it to research on deteiTents to 
crime? Where would you set the priorities? 

Mr. P ARSONS. Well, initially, before one conducts any kind of re
search, there has to be a data base, and I think this has been the fail
ing of the criminal justice system and has caused the research to be 
faulty that we have produced so far. 

I think that we are going to have to develop a national clearing 
house for criminal justice statistics, and we're going to have to improve 
the collectio:p. of data at the lower level before problems can be iden
tified, before research projects can be designed, and, certainly, before 
research projects can be evaluated. And r think this is a must; it was 
one of my recommendations in 1967 at tlln, start of LEAA that this 
mOliey would. be spent and that there would be no way to evaluate 
it because of the data collection at that time: And, unfortunately, the 
data collection has not improved too much since 1967. . 

Mr. STOVALL. Thank you. . " . 
During comments that ,vere submitted by your organization to the 

attorney general's office under the signature of Mr. Purdie as president 
and director of Public Safety iIi Metropolitan Dade County-whidl 
I think is what you sent for the record, isn't it? 

]'fr. PARSONS. Yes. 
Mr. STOVALh OK. 
I noted in recommendation six there was criticism of certain mini

mum funding by program categories. Do you favor the elimination 
of categorical grants, or the categorization of grants-the abolition 
of categorization of grants that currently exist today? 

Mr. PARSONS. Yes, I do, and I think a good analogy for that is that 
as the chief of police, and as the former director of planning research 
at the highest level in the police department, which. is really a micro
cos~ of the criminal justice system, so to speak, you can develop stra
tegiC plans at. the top, b~lt when you get, down to the very nuts and 
bolts of techrucal operatIOlls at the lowest level, the only people that 
~an make good decisions about that are those people that' are doing 
It on that level. 

Mr: STOVALL. Sir, in one of the other recommendations there was a 
meI~tIOn ot ~uppor~ of the. orga~iza~ion for statutory prohibitions 
agamst cnmmal mlsuse-chscrllUlnatIOn and supplantation .. Do. you 
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think there is. any need for cong~ess~onal earmarking for any other 
areas besides those that your orgamzatIOn supports? 

Mr. PARSONS. I 1;hink the supplantation, discrimination-I think 
the Jordan amendment, the criminal misuse of those funds-I think 
it's absolutely adequate. Monitoring of these may need to be strength
ened, but the mechanism for control is already there. 

Mr. STOVALL. One other thing that you and Mr. Conyers were dis
cussing earlier is the fact that you would like to see minimum level 
of funding to areas of 100,000 or more. Now, don't you see that that 
conflicts with the current statistics that show that crime is increasing 
in rural areas by a greater percentage than it is in urban areas? Doesn~t 
t1wt conflict with the notion that there have been crime impact pro
gi'ams ahieacly ·where there have been efforts to spend large amounts 
Of money in urban areas with no apparent results in decreasing crime? 

Mr. PARSONS. You know, any discussion in that area gets you into 
that game of statistics about what isa 100 percent increase of full 
crinIcs versus I-percent increase of 100,000. And t11.e way that data is 
collected today throughout the United States, and especially in: the 
criminal justice system, I am very skeptical about making any state
nIents at all about where the crime problem is up or down in"what 
areas. It all depends upon the management expertise that exists in 
the departmimtin the collection of data, and the confidence the citi
zens have in the police. There are a myriad of variablE~s that det.ermine 
criminal statistics, and I don't think we can address those at this time. 
"~e're l10t ~n a position to. '. . 

,Mr. STOVALL. Do you agree that the percentage of .increase in the 
l'ural areas is higher than in urban areas? 
• :Mr. PARSONS. I would really be hesitant. to make that statement. 

Mr. STOYALr;. Thallk y<;m, sir. . ' . 
,Mr. CONYERS. Ohief Parsons, we are grateful for your visit here, 

and we hope to continue as often as you are able to build up our under
standing of the problems with which you're faceel interms of law 
eniprcement in the NewF3outh. I think your leadership is :tepre
se:qtativeof the kind of change t11at I think is qllite imporb1llt, and 
makes om: colleagnefrom Alabama, J olm Buchal'lan, very prolld of 
your efforts . 

.. Mr. P:ARSO~S. Thank you, Mr:. Chairman. , 
Mr. CONYERS. Thank you Ior being with us. 
[The prepal'ecl complete statement of Mr~Parsons follows:] 

, , 
~ , ; 

"STATEMENT OF J' AMES C. PARSONS, TRlDASURER, POLICE· EXECUTIVE RESEARClI 
';', FORU],!, a~D' ·ClIIEFOF POLICE, ~mMINGlIAM, ALA. DEPARTMENT OF,.POLIOE 

.Mr. Chairman, tl,1ank you for this oppartunity to present the views of the Police 
Executiye J;tesearch FOl;um on the future course of the,Law Enforcement 4ssist-
:mce Administration. . 

The ,Forum is a year-old organization of 50 chiefs from .the nation's . larger 
police departments. We believe that, 11S yet, PQlicing. does not provide citizens 
with. the level()f services to. which they are entitlecl and tb,at improvement ·of 
pol~cing demands research, open deba:te 'of issues, andc1everopment.of 'better 
management and innovative programs. . .., 
"Our position onLEAA recognizes the tremendous potential that a: Federal 

funding Vl'ogram can hav.e for improving policing and the rest of the criminal 
justice system in the United States. 

Our faith in Federal efforts to date is tempered by our own experiences with 
the shortcomings, of LEAA. But I am not here today as the Forum's ,repl'esenta-



201 

tive to dwell on the failures of the past. Rather, we of the Police Executive 
!{esearch Forum want to focus our hopes on the future. 

We believe that a Significant restructuring of the federal criminal justice 
assistance effort is requ~red. We recommend: 

A.. program of direct Federal criminal justice assistance to state and local 
units of government j and . 

The creation of an independent Federal criminal justice research institute 
responsible for conducting and supporting basic and applied research. 

LEU was conceived as a means for the Federal Government to assist State 
and local jurisdictions in their fight against crime. Regrettably, sufficient Fed
eral funds have not been funneled to where serious crime is most prevalent, the 
nature of crime most complex, the control of crime most difficult, and the delivery 
of prodUctive police services most important to the maintenance of the social 
fabric. It has long been obvious to concerned police executives and officers that 
the denSity and heterogeneity of urban populations contribute measurably to the 
to\lgh and delicate job of serving and protecting. citizens .. In sum, too often 
Federal criminal justice money has not been directed to the larger cities and 
suburban areas where" it is most needed, both to curb .crime and assure illl 
efficient criminal justice system. . 

The 250 police departments which qualify fOT membership.in our organization, 
based on a minimum of 200 full-time employees, account for 1.4 percent· of the 
18,500 pOlice agencies in this country. Yet,. in 1974 this small number of depart
ments accounted for 49 percent of full-time police employees· who had to deal 
with 67 percent of the violent crimes, 79 percent of the robberies, and 74 percent 
02 ehe murders. ". . 

With half the police personnel employed by a relative· handful .. of agencies 
and confronted with most of the nation's serious crime, it makes obvious sense 
to put most of the available federal anticrime resources in these jurisdictions. 

ThIs has not happened in the past. And, franldy, there are probably police 
chiefs from same smaller jurisdictions who would be happy for old formulas of 

"distribution to continue. LEAA.. has granted money to the States, which in turn 
have retliined a sizable portion and allocated the remainder to cities of all sizes. 
Under this arrangement, larger jurisdictions have been forced to compete with 
aU other local jurisdictions in a State for what funds are available. This com
petition was not necessarily based on need, but in many cases was simply a 
process of political accommodation. In the worst cases, where state planning 
agencies have been controlled by small jurisdictions, there has been an active 
effort to undercut larger juriSdictions. 

To remedy this situation, the Police Executive Research Forum recommends 
a program of direct Federal criminal justice assistance to state and local units 
of government. The funds should go directly to the local jurisdiction rather than 
through an extra layer of State bureaucracy. Minimum levels of assistance to 
all local units of government serving a population of 100,000 or more should be 
established. Supplemental grants should be provided to jurisdictions of 100,000 
(lr more based on a formula which takes into account total population and the 
llercentage of total State criminal justice expenditures provided by the juris-
<lictions. ' 

This formula does not include crime rates as an element in determining direct 
assistance allocations. While we agree that crime rates eventually should be a 
consideration, w~ question the accuracy of currently available crime measure& 
for use as a specific factor in allocation formulas. Perhaps with the creation 
(If a centralized criminal justice statistics agency in the Department of Justice, 
we will, some time in the future, have more reliable crime indicators which can 
be used in the formula. While the formula we propose favors more heavily popu
lated jurisdicti9'l1s, states and other local jurisdictions, of course, would also 
receive direct assistance in proportion to their population and percentage of 
State criminal justice expenditures. 

District "a~~st;ance has two advantages: First, it eliminates a level of 
bureaucracy which previously had biased the allocations against local needs .. 
Second, it removes earilllirking and other forms of federal direction and restores 
local initiativea:nd discretion. Rather tlian the Federal Government determin
ing the .splutlon tp local problems, local jurisdictions should have the job. 
If the <!ontrol of crime is to he a local responsibility, let localities decide their 
ownprog~ams tor .c1ealing with the problem. ;rhey can far better decide their 
own priorities,· and their' ownuilique nee·ds'based· on their history," than some 
far-removed bureaucrat. 
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In describing our position, I want to stress that the Police Executive Research 
Forum does not believe that with direct assistance localities can do anything 
they want. Obviously, the l!'ederal Government must maintain strong restric
tions prohibiting supplantation, criminal misuse, and discrimination. ]1'01' exam
ple it would be a great mistake if the Jordan Amendment on civil rights 
requirements were dropped in any new crime control bill. 

Of course new Federal funds must be used to improve the criminal justice 
system. Ho\~ever, if the Oongress legislatively attempts to define "impro;ement," 
it undertakes an almost impossible tas1, in light of local variations 111 needs 
and guarantees extensive. subjective executiv~ branch guieleHnes with accom
panying red tape. The Forum does, however, recommenel that there be some 
restrictions which assure that Federal monies are not wasted. Examples of 
these restrictions are: 

1. Outlays for ongoing personnel costs for employees not involved in short
term demonstration projects; 

2. Expenditures for capital construction and renovation; and 
3. Purchase and maintenance of harclware not related to demonstration 

programs. 
The Forum's other major recommendation, as I indicated, involves research. 

Belief in research as a means for improving policing is one of the cornerstones 
9f our organization. We, therefore, 'believe that research ill policing must be 
an essential component of the Federal Government's efforts to improve criminal 
justice. A. Federal institute of research should be established to lead the way 
in searching for new lmowledge and better methods for controlling crime. 
Local jurisdictions alone cannot fulfill this need. 

Research. is expensive. Local government is financially burdened just in 
maintaining continually increasing operating budgets for criminal justice 
agencies. Research is long term. Local jurisdictions are pressed by everyday 
Grises. Research requires skilled resources. Municipalities cannot easily obtain 
the· many different technical skills necessary for cofu.plex research. Research 
builds on a series of interrelated findings. Localities cannot coordinate research 
results as easily as the federal government. This is not to,say that local jurisdic
tions cmmot conduct research. They can; they just cannot carry out the sy~
tematic development of a body of knowlec1ge about crime and criI;ninal justice 
administration which is envisioned for a Federal institute of criminal justice 
l'esenrch. 

The Police Executive Research ]'orum belieyes that an indeIJendent research 
institute, led by a director appointeel by the President and confirm eel hy ('oll!2;rl'RI'l. 
offers the best hope of developing the type of research the police need. The worl, 
of an independent instittite must he coorc1inateel· so that its fimlings .ar(\ not 
unrelated to each other. And its poliCies must be guided b3' criminal justice 
practitioners so that its efforts are not impractical. . 

The productive utilization of research findings, of cour!;e, can only occur 
when' pOlice officers hav~ a certain basic level of education. Indeed, efficient 
and effective policing today il1creallingly demands that officers receive academic 
training. 'For these reasons, it is import<tnt that the Federal Government con
titme the Law Enforcement Education Program which, in l'fwent years, has 
done so mnch to assist law enforcement officers in obtaining !l:.1 benefits of a 
college education. 

Before concluding, the chiefs in the Police Executive Rese8.l'ch Forum do not 
believe-as may be the belief of some other police execlitiv.es-that t.he polic(> 
never get a fair share of Federal criminal' justice funds. We recognize til(' 
interdependence of the agencies in the criminal jnstice system and the impol·tunce 
of improving the whole system. WG al!;o recognize the critical fnnction citizenR 
play in crime control. There is mnch tlmt must he done in policing. But there is 
also need for improvement in other components of the system. 

More efficient .courts, more productive and effective prosecutor nnel public 
defender office!!, better corrections systems, and improved citizens' programs all 

. aiel the job of the police. 
Beeanse the police are not solely responsible for the control of crime, we must 

W!lrk in cooperation wi.th onr associates in the criminal justice system and 
wItll l'he puhl1c so thnt crIme rates can be curbed. . 

Finally, Mr. Ohairman. the Police Executive Research Forum recognlzes 
that this is It time for. reevaluation and reorganization of the Federal .criminal 
jllstice fllnding effort. This process could be a very beneficial one. That iswhv 

"We are privileged to appear before yott and ¥our Oommittee in fts efforts 'fo 
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give a new, stronger, and more productive form to the. e::cpenditm:e of Federal 
anticrime funds. :But we cautlon that the Federalanticnme effort shou~d not 
be allowed to drift too long without firm direction. Study of and reflection on 
the future of Federal criminal justice programs may be necessary, but they. 
lllUSt not be allowed to continue to the point that shortcomings of the past are 
compounded. We therefore urge the President ~o ap~oint ap Ad~inistrat?r .of 
LEAA so that changes in the program can begm whlle delIberations contmue. 
And we strongly urge that funcling for Federal criminal justice programs be 
maintained at least at current leycls. 

ThanI~ you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity of appearing at this hearing. 

Mr. CON1.'ERS. Our next witness is Mr. Alan Bosch, who is a staff 
representative of .AFI;CIO, DeI?artment o! 90mI;mlI~ty S~r~i?es. 
He's been responsIble for CSA, Crime and cnmmal JustIce actIVItIes, 
and is a former professor of English. . . 
. We welcome you here todo.y, sir, and includeiil .the record the 

letter to the Attorney General from Director Leo Perlis, Department 
of Community Services, and the statement by the A.FL Executive 
Council on Crime and the Criminal J llstice System .. 

[Documents follow:]' 

S'rATE1UENT BY THE AFL-CIO E..XECUTIVE COUNCIL ON CnnrE AND THE CRIlIfIN"~L· 
JUSTICE SYSTElI£ 

The .AFL-CIO Executiye Council believes that American workers rej~t 
E'xtreme solutions but demand immediate action to solve the problem of crime 
in America, based on the principle of law, order and justice. .'. 

l.'he entir.e criminal justice system, including law enforcement, the courts and 
corrections facilities must be overhauled. 

Therefore, we recommend the. following: 
1. Adequately-funded programs targeted to preventing juvenile crime, includ

ing education, training, job placement,counselling and federally-sponsored youth 
conservation corps. , 

2. Diversion. of youthful offenders from the corrections system through ex-
panded properly-supervised community-based treatment programs. 

3. Emphasis on treatment-health care, socIal services and counsE'lling-for 
those accused of so-called victimless and non-violent C'rimes. 

4. Removing children who have hot committed crimipal offenses from institu
tional confinement, and treating them in community-based treatment centers. 

'5. IncreaMd staffing and training for police departments and improvement of 
cori:ections institutions. Pay must be improved for police and correction officers 
and their rights to union organization and collective bargaining secured and 
respected. . 

6. Law enforcement priorities should be concentrateclon the prevention of the 
seven index or most serions crimes. Since law enforcement personnel Is limited,' 
it should be 'concentrated agaInst seri011s, violent crimes first and then on the 
non-violent and so-called victimless crimes. 

7. Developm.ent of citizen volunteer corps, under official authority amI super
vision' to promote crime prevention programs in neighborhoods and to prevent 
vigilante actions which are inherently destructive of a system based on law 
order and justice. 

S. The mimber of juclges should be increased, training ancI pay improved, and 
selection based on legal competence, impeccable character, and judicial tempera-
ment. . 

9. Enactment of legislation to provii'le long prison terms for those convicted of 
crimes of violence to isolate offenders from poten,Ual victims and to deter the com-
mission of crime. . . 

10. Appointment of a hroadly-hased presidential commission to study the facts 
concerning capital punishment, whether it is a deterrent or not to tile mos~ violent 
crime and whether it is applied in a discriminatory fashion.·· . 

11. F\lll funding of commUli~ty school prograins, substitute ]lOrnes and other 
Service .systems, incltJdingalternative education for disruptive students and eady 
childhood.eclucut\ontocorrect learning problemEJ associa,tec1 with crime. YOuthful 
offenders, except for th,e most violent should be rehabilitated wit~out incarcera,~. 
Uon and within the normal community. ,. , , 
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12. Reformation of the prison, bail, probation and parole system to extend: edu
cational training of offenders j wqrk-release programs under propel' supervision; 
handling of prisoner grievances; the separation of youth from adult offenders; 
the bail-bond system to provide equality for the poor; and refocusing the proba
tion and parole system to protect potential victims and facilitate recovery of the 
offender. 

13. Expansion of community programs, under public and voluntary auspices, for 
the education, training and employment of ex-offenders, such as the successful 
projects sponsored by the AFL-CIO Human Resources Development Institute and 
United Labor Agencies and Community Service Committees of central labor 
bodie~. 

14. Enactment of Federal legislation requiring police checl;: on all purchases of 
handguns and Saturday night specials and to prevent the. sale of all firearms to 
felons, minors and the emotionally unstable. 

15. Involvemcnt of union members and other citizens in community-wide pro
grams designed to prevent crime, improve the criminal justice system, develop re
lationships between law enforcement agencies and citizen organizations and 
help recover ex-offenders as useful citizens . 
. Most essential, however, is a need to restore a climate of morality and ethical 

conduct in America. President Carter's commitment to high standards of morality 
and ethical conduct is an example all Americans should follow, particularly lead
ers of all segments of society. 

The answer lies not in more and more jails, but in directing society's efforts 
against crime with an unswerving 'commitment to justice and eradication of the 
social ills that underlies the i4crease in crime. 

BAOKGROUND PAPER FOR THE .A.FL-CIO EXECUTIVE COUNCIL ON CRIME AND THE 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTE1>f . 

Crime in America has been on the increasefor·several years. In 1974 the in
crease was 18 percent; and in 1975 serious crime rose 11 percent in the first 9 
months over the 1974 rate. . 

Murder rates in major urban centers are among the highest in the world. In 
1975 there were 1,640 homicides (murders and non-negligent manslaughter cases) 
in New York, 818 in Chicago, 594 in Detroit, 574 in Los Angeles, 418 in Philadel
phia, 343 in Houston, 303 in Cleveland, 259 in Baltimore and 244 in the Nation's 
capital. 

As of January 1, 1976 there were 249,716 persons in the country's prisons or 10 
percent more than in 1975. . 

Millions of Americans are afraid to walk the streets at night, isolating, them-
selves behind locked doors in fear of life, limb and loss of property. . 

The extent of the crime problem is evidenced by the num.ber of arrests for all 
crimes. Total arrests in the United States for 1975.numbered 9,273,600. Included 
i;n this number are 2,295,900 people arrested for burglary, larceny and auto theft
the so-called "index" crimes. More than 3.5 million were arrested for crimes 
not directed against other persons 01' their property-sometimes referred to I1S 
"victimless crimes." , . -

According to some authorities; tllese numbers constitute only thE;i,tip of the ice
berg. Nevertheless, theyrefiect. three basic problems confronting this society and 
its criminal justice system. . 

The first is that less man 1 percent of the population is charged with index 
crimes.' . 

The second is that the criminal justice systElm, including police, prisons and 
courts, is diverted to the seven index and so-called victimless categories of crime to 
the extent that the system cannot cope adequately with. violent crime. 

The third is that instead of coming to grips with the causes and cur.es of crime, 
many are now asldng Americans to surrender more individual liberties in the 
naine of crime prevention. . . ",' 

There is, of course, no single reason for this crime wave. Many unresolv~d so
CIal, economic, political and psychological problems have accumulated .over the 
years, creating a climate of lawlessness. The disorders of the 1960's, cOlllPounded 
by Watergate, and exacerbated by bands of ,international terrorists, provided a 
spacious rationale that justifies the most heinous crimes. 

Societal changes that ,have occurred worldwide since World War II .have 
caused an increase in crime in many countries, East and West. rIi tile United 
States, the causes included unemployment and poverty, alienat~qI). between the 
races, the deterioration of family life and t)le destl'J1,cti9+t gf old verities. The in", 
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stant dissemination of new, untried and questionable ideas, fads, and fashions 
through the media, including the exploitation of violence and over-emphasis on 
material values, has to some extent glorified crime and violence. 'White collar 
crime, including 'political and cor~porate corruption, graft, bribery and Consumer 
exploitation have defrauded the people and diminished the democratic system. AU 
these and more have contributed to criminal conduct. 

To make the streets safe, lJarticular attention illust be paicl to the rise in juve
nile crime-:-a 215 percent increase in violent offenses over the past 12 years. The 
most recent reports show that almost 50 percent of arrests for serious crimes are 
of juveniles under 18. Prevention of juvenile crime, therefore, must have top 
priority. 

As with othe.r problems in a democratic society, there is u. divergence of opinion 
011 how to solve the problem of crime in America. 

At one extreme are those who would lock up criminals and "throw the key 
away." Then there are those who appear to be more concerned with the offender 
than with the security of the victim. Finally, there is the great majority of law
abiding Americans who want to be secure in their homes and streets against the 
lawlessness, without endangering individual civil liberties and freedom. While 
they want to assist in the rehabilitatioll of the offender and ex-offender and help 
them to become constructive citizens, ~ost Americans are concerned first witll 
the victims and potential victims of crime. 

Hon. GRIFFIN B. BELL, 

AMERICAN FEDERA.TION OF LABoR AND 
CONGRESS OF INDUSTBIAL ORGANI'lIATrONS, 

Washington, D.O., .A.1tgUSt 1, 19"1"1. 

Attomev GeneraZ of the United states, 
Department Of JU8t'ice, Wa8hingto~l, D.O. 

DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I appreCiate your request for comments concern
ing the proposed reorganization of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion. ' . 

While Ido not wish at this time to. evaluate. all the proposals, I do wish to em
phasize the importance of citizen participation. 
It seems to me that the value of citizen participation in crime resistance has 

been given short shrift by your select group. 
In the face of climbing crime rates, and the apparent ;inability of our law en

forcement agencies to cope with it, it would seem to me that citizens must be en
couraged to involved themselves in two specific areas: 

1. Individual resistance to crim~e. 
2. Individual and collective involvement in' the criminal justice system.' 
The director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the former administra-

tor of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration ~avetold us, time and 
time again, that approaches are uQsolutely essential if crime is to be reduced. We 
agree with them. . 

It was largely because we do agree with them that we have joined with Ule Na
tional Council on Crime and Delinquency to inVOlve :our affiliates and members in 
community programs designed to inform union members, their familiel? and others 
of the nature of the problem, to encourage their involvement in the criminal 
justice system, to protect themselves and their property against criminal elements 
and to help ex-offenders recover themselves as productive workers and ufieful 
citizens. . 

We' have proposed also the development of a national coalitiOn, of citizen 
organizations, as well as local coalitions, to· spearhead this ·cjtizens'. march 
against crime. 

Outs is an organized society. and our feUow citizen I;! are members of·· bQth 
local and national organizations; it makes -sense, therefore,. for the government 
to help our national organizations to initiate, encourage,guide and coordinate 
such 1egitimate movements against crime without violating basic human rights-
thereby preventing the formation of vigilante groups.. . . 

One would imagine that the government would invite such interested citizen 
organizations to cooperate and participate. This, however, Wl),S not the case. 

It was we who' initiated the approach, and we have made much progress in 
this direction. '. 

However, I am sad 'to say that' despite the fact that we have offered our 
cooperation and despite the fact that we have made much progress, the current 

20-613-78-14: 
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staff of LEAA has made it most difficnlt for us to carryon our work. There 
l1llS been harassment, l)ettifogging, (liSconrtesies and down right lack of 
cooperation.' . 

I hope that yon personally will take a good loolt at what has happened so 
that in a reorganized LEAA citizens will be involved with some enthusiasm 
and good grace. 

We are prepared to meet with you to lay before you SllCh facts and figures 
as we have available and to present our case for citizen involvement. 

lVIay I hear from you? 
'With all good wishes, 

Sincerely, 
LEO PERLIS, 

D'irector, Department of Oomm,unity Service8. 

Mr. CONYER . .1:\..nd are there any other documents ~ . 
Mr. Bosen. Yes, sir, we luwe a couple more that we aren't able to 

supply complete copies on: A speech that Mr. Meany's assistant, Tom 
Donahue, made before on€? of our conferences that tells why the AFL-
010 is concerned about crime and describes a little bit about some 
of the things that we have done i and, two booklets-·pamphlets
that were generated out of a couple of the projects that we have 
conducted around the country. 

Mr .. CONYEHS. All right, YOll may submit them. 'We'll take them 
uuclel: . !l.dvisement Eiince I. haven't seen them, and pending any 
parliamentary objections, or evidentiary-problems, we probably will be 
able to accept them. . 

[Submitted materials may be found in subcommittee files.] 

TESTHi(ONY OF ALAN BOSCH, STAFF REPRESENTATIVE, DEPART· 
MENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES, AFt-Cro; ACOOMPANIED BY 
HAR.RY BOGGS, DIRECTOR OF OOMMUNITY SERVICES' LABOR 
PARTIC~PATION DEPARTMENT WITH NOCD . 

Mr. BOSCH. Well, letme begin by thanking you very much for giving 
us a chance, to comment2-to come and layout some of our comments 
on the. report to Attorney General Bell ancl our concerns ill general 
with the system; . . . 
.C<;Hnmllnity Services Director Perlis was unable to be here tona-y. 
He sends his apologies, and sends me in his place. ' . 
. And I lWNe; to mY'left, Harry Boggs, who is director of our AFL 
Community Services' Labor Participation Department with the 
NeOD. 

I don't have a drafted·statement for you; I have kind 6f a script, 
an out]jllC here. If·it would bo useful to get that-in polished prose, I 
would be happy to do it. 
~ Mr. OONYEtRS. I dorft think that is going to be necessary . 
. . Mr. BosoH. OK, let rrie start, then. .' 

Th€l point that I made earlier, when YOll asked aboltt additions for 
tlle record, is that we keep getting questions about why the AFL-OIO 
is into crime and 'criminaljustice and prevention and all that's in· 
vol ve{l. Let me take a m.om.ent to sketch that. 

·IVe'.re an:organization of 14 million laymen. 'We'reconcerned~bout 
fhre group.s of people in this broad area: The victims, the' pdtE!ntial 
victims, society in general, potential criminals, and criminri.ls-:-:.in that 
order,. with shifts of attention appropriate to circumstance and issue. 
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,Yc sec a need for foul' things: Prevention of crime-long-term 
socioeconomic efforts to neutralize the causes of and reduce theincen
ti yes to crime; we sec a need for protection, for enforcement and 
incarceration that will protect the public,especially from dangerous 
and persistent offenders; we see a need for resistance, for eqmpping 
our members and the public to reduce their own chances of becoming 
victimized, as individuals and working through their communities; 
and we see a need for rehabilitation, for deflecting youth and aclult 
offenders from a. life of crime and for salvaging offenders through 
program!:; of s'ervices, et cetera, after their release and getting them 
l'eintegrated back into their communities as useful citizens. 

Against that background of concern we sec also that crime has be
come, really, an infestation-iiI the old sense of that word-in the body 
politic. In response to that conception, we sec a need for what we've 
come to speak of as an organic approach to crime and criminal justice 
that comprehends social and economic improvements and citize;n 
education and participation, as complements to improved enforce
ment and adjudication, corrections, and rehabilitation-a total com-
munityeffort. ' 

Now, we have-and you have in the record-that 15-point execu
tive council statement, which the policy background for OlU' federa
tion. That was passed unanimously after a year's very careful prepara
tion and consultation with members of the council. It lays out a lot 
of items that, taken together, would'constitute what we envision in 
an organic approach. 

A few of those items ha,'e implications at the Federal level. One 
of them is No.9. I think there is a need for prison terms that are 
sufficient to deter criminals-s~lfficiently long, perhaps-to deter 
criminals and protect citizens. That concept should be applied to 
Federal crimes, especially wl1ite-collar crimes, because we are con
vinced that what is fair ill the tool room is fair in the board room. 

Another item, item 6 on the enforcement emphasis being directed 
at the FBI index crimes and at violent crimes rather than victimless 
crimes. That means closer cooperation between the Federal agencies 
and State and local enforcem~nt on such things as that NOlO" com
puter information center and the career criminal programs. 

Third, and last, in this sample, two items-7 and 15-on citizen 
participation in crime resistance, system change, rehabilitation, et 
cetera. Th'at;s a crucial area as far as we are concerned, and it calls 'for 
sustained Federal initiative and support for research and develop
ment on the best methods of involving citizens, and for efforts to 
encourage State and local jurisdictions to collaborate with voluntary 
groups at the local hnrel in their common interests. 

,Vhat, then, generally, does the organic ~pproach call for in the 
way of a Federal role? I think there are, probably, three basic parts. 
First, that it be essentially a leadership posture-a model posture to 
follow-where the Federa'! Government bends its skills and energies 
to exploring and energizing, coordinating and expediting; and, above 
ali, cona~ol'ating with and supporting public priorities that are de
veloped 1ll the areas of crime and criminal justice, both in its own 
field and at the local and, State levels. " 
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The second basic item is a legislative authority which will sanction 
these public l)riorities (those being generated out of input from the 
Congress, from the administration, from State and local governments, 
and citizens groups), and authority that will fund a response that is 
suitable to those priorities and sufficient to the magnitude of the con
cerns. 

}\fl'. CONYERS. Excuse me, sir. ,Ve have two bells that require our 
presence on the floor for a recorded vote, so we will have to suspend. 

"Vhen we come back, and when you finish, I'm. going to ask you what 
the statement passed in Florida by an executive council, means in 
terms of action. I have no problem whatever with the concern and the 
reasons that have been articulated by you on behalf of AFL-CIO, but 
I keep thinking that you are representing several million working 
people. 

}\fl'. BOSCH. 14 million. 
Mr. CONYERS They are the prime victims of crime. 
Mr. BOSCH. That's right. 
Mr. CONYERS. They need an enlarged response, although it's not clear 

to me exactly what you're doing in this area. But it would seem to 
me that you could playa huge role, especially one in helping us relate 
the problems of unemployment to crime, and urban and working concli
tions to crime. 

Mr. BOSCH. Yes. 
}\fl'. CONYERS. In the Detroit plants, for exmnple, drug addiction 11O\\"' 

has become a commonplace problem. As a matter of fact, we've worked 
out ways to treat it through the health insurance plan as an occupa
tional and employment problem. 

I see a very, very enlarged role of AFL in working with us on these 
problems, and there are a number of considerations that I would go 
into with you in detail u.s soon as we resume. 

Mr. BOSCH. Very good. 
[Recess.] 
Mr. CONYERS. The subcommittee will come to order. ,Ve'll continue 

with the testimony of Ml'. Bosch. 
Mr. BOSCH. OK, let me, if I may, finish sketching the picture here, 

and give you an insight on what we have been doing in this pa:l:'ticular 
area, just to fill out the background. 

We were talking about a generalized legislative authority. The last 
thing, I think, might be this, that we need a single, integrated, inde
pendent, operational entity that is 2'oing to do several things. It's going 
to help de-fine and articulate those public priorities that were generated 
at all.levels. It is going to commission appropriate research and sup
port relevant demonstration' and action programs along those lines. 
It's going on to consult and coordInate within and between the Fed
eral, State, :and local systems. And it is going to. assist in expediting 
State and local,gpvernment efforts and commlmity responses to the na
tional prioritief? ~s established, and to local needs that pop up. 

Now"let me ~ay here, that, the above, that I have' just sketched, I 
think is really a layman's intuition about the role for one- element 
within what has to be a comprel1ensive, integrated, organic response to. 
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a whole constellation of problems. ,Ve are laymen: ,Ve are not criminal 
justice experts. Indeed, there may not be any experts on tlle causes and 
CUl'es of crime, but just experts on its consequences-and that is what we 
have, where we have a little ad hoc experience. 

So, against that backgrolUld, it is going to be premature fot us to go 
into a detailed gloss on the report to the .Attorney General. You wiH 
find, however, in our pictur.e of the system, a basic consonanee between 
our outline of the Federal role and the operational agency portion of 
it that's attended to by the report to the Attorney General in the mat
ters of research, development, demonstrations, and things like that. 

Our chief concern with that repor.t arises from the narrowness of its 
focus. It looks at what you might call the mechanical aspects of the 
Federal role from the Federal end of the telescope . .And, by way of 
allusions that amount almost to effective omissions, it does not conil'ont 
two things which are crucial to us in an organization of laymen. 

The first one is crime resistance (as distinct from' prevention as I 
described). It is implicit in the report in terms of community !l.nti
crime, and that gets mentioned once on page 26 lUlder the discussion 
of issue 6. But there, nicely ellough, they declare. it to be of sufficient 
national priority to be eligible as one of the functional areas deserving 
minimum flUlding levels. ". 

Our second concern, tied in with this, is citizen participation l,Jy ,,'ny 
of voluntary groups, which isn't specified anywhere in the report tv the 
Attorney General, but lllay be implicit in the mention of cOlmhunity 
anticrime in that single rE?ference to pl'i yate. oi'ganizations, which you'll 
find on page 13 lUldel' issue 2. '.' , ... 

So, DireCtor Perlis was right inhis letter to the Attorney General: 
when he saId that the yalue of citizen participatiOll in crime resistance 
has been given short shrift in t~uit report. That omission;, 'vieW-eel 
against the background of our basic stri.lctnrefranelol1r capabilitie~ as 
a federation, and the history of our work in crime ana crimiI1i1Jjustice, 
puts us in a real bincl. , ... ' . .... 

,V e have a question: ,V'here du we-ind other private, voh~ntary 
laymen's groups like ourselves-go nbw~ . ....:.. 

'1;'he AFL-CIO is Il; group within th~ moven-:ent o~' organized lab~r 
:vhl(~h has been, tradItIOnally, geared to a nntiol1al approach',· and 'It 
IS ideally structured to make national concepts and proganis,wor'k 
at the l?callevel: We ate, broadly speaking, active in the IQng-rahge 
preventIon of crlllle by way of effor'ts on behalf of Iull employment, 
l;elevant education, better racel'elations-'-allof the things that, we 
have been on record for years and years in·behalf of.' ,. " 

'Veare experienced and we are persistent in several things; too, under 
this specific heading Of crime wotk of the ·locallevel, one is erigaging 
our members in criminal' community jHstice improvement. ·We. did 
a s,tucly of. ,the court ~~J;ste~l1s in San Diego. Another .is l'eti'ieving 
delinguents and rehablhtatmg offenders. ,Va have proJects that do 
that 1Il Fort Worth, Portland, Oteg.,a,nd in Cl~veland. " I 

We've been into crime resistance, particularly in "'\Test·Paln! Beach, 
Fla.-and several dozen more cities, under a, grant that we are getting 
off the ground.now that works thr'ough international uniOlls. 
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"\Ye arc O'ood at enlisting participation by other national local groups 
in our eff~rts. Out in Salt Lake City, members of the junior league 
participated in the training course that we had for our members 
on protecting themselves fro111 victimizlltion. Out in Rock Island, 
the bar assocIation and the school system were all worki11g together 
,,,ith organized labor on an effort to minimize dropouts by detailing 
career opportunities. 

And, lastly, we are good at devising other approaches. We are work
ing O!I star~ing a national co.alitiop. of. voluntary agen?ies that will take 
up kllld of where the "Safer CItIes" group left off. And we're also 
working on fI, nationwide media assistance program-media assisted, 
I'm sorry-program on public education and public information in 
crime resistance. 

So, we came, in fact, to the LEAA back in 1968 ,,,ith an educt),tion 
to action proposal. vVe've been working with them on three grants that 
I'm familiar with since 1974. 

1Ve've been out there where the citizen participation is; we're au
thorized to continue those efforts under items 7 and 15 in the executive 
COlllCil statement. And we still have a question: "\\,here do we go for 
the guidance, for the assistance, that will let us march along--

Mr. CONYERS. Are you as1.-ing what good is it doing? 
Mr. BOSOH. No; I'm asking where we go. "\Ve've been to LEAA. 
Mr. CONYERS. 'Well, we could keep on granting almost $1 billion 

to everybody that writes the proper grant that meets the draftsman
ship requirement. vVe could keep doing, that. The general consensus, 
however, is that LEAA has not been successful. . 

Mr. BOSOH. In the broadest terms in its efforts, as you indicated? 
Mr. CONnJRS. You know, 8 years and $51h billion later, there are 

bound to have been some successes. It's inevitable thu,t something 
worked. 

Mr. BOSOH. Not solely. ~rhe problem, I would say, with action 
grants-action project topical grants-to fl-gencies, local agencies-it's 
mv sense--

·Mr. CONYERS. "\Vhat does this suggest, the.n? Have those been more 
successful than nnything else ~ Based on what? . 

Mr. BOSOH. Experience and the fact that we are, in a sense, here. 
lVe've been bounced around from pillar to post, we've had se,reral 
programs; we have been told that the kind of work we're doing is 
a priority in terms of community anticrime, and then we're told that 
we don't fit the guidelines for community anticrime; right? 

So, it's this kind of hassle. I guess my point here is this-and I cer
tainly don't mean to make a special plea for our case with the LEAA. 
But the problems we've had with them in involving citizens in Cl'lll1e 
resistance, victim assistance. juvenile diversion, whatever-getting, 
keeping, their. noses to the grlndstone-that is part of the problem 
we have when looking through to a vision of the future. 

That difficulty is compounded by the omissions in the Attorney 
General's report, which I sketched to you. So, we're in a quandary, 
you see. We're convinced that citizen participation and crime resist
ance are essential components to a successful organic approach. 
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And I guess I could sum it up back saying that, essentialJy, we hope 
we don't get planned out of, or overlooked in, the reorganization
ourselves and groups like us in this same business. 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, one of the questions we are studying, 1\11'. Bosch, 
is the threshold question of whether there should be an LEAA, and 
what form and what name-what model-should it emulate. ,Ve don:t 
know if there's going to be anybody left out or not. It lllay not even 
take that form. There are a lot of people, especially citizens groups, 
that never got to the door to get any support. 

,y-e have had a tremendous experience in trying to acquaint LEliA 
with the nUldamental notion that ordinary people, many of them 
working folks, would like to cooperate more extensively 'with their 
local police in making their particular areas safer, a principle that is 
so elementary, it really is disturbing to lmow that it is being met with 
pretty stiff resistance in some quarters. 

Mr. BOSOH. You found the same difficult pupils we did in that 
respect. 

Mr. CONYERS. I would like to make a suggestion if I ma,y. It may 
not be part of the standard protocol, but it would seem to me that 
perhaps there could be some further meeting with the Director of 
Community Services and with this subcommittee.in tel'IilS of discuss
ing not only the future of LEA...'-\. but the tremendously important 
impact that AFL can make in this whole area. You are the Olle or
ganization that has come before the subcommittee that represents the 
intere..c;ts of more citizens, workers, some of whom are not working, 
than anybody else that's been before us. . . 

I encourage your involvement in this area. I think it needs no 
justification whatsoever, and it would be my inclination to C'xpand our 
understanding. . 

So, I'd be looking forward to any extended contracts you might be 
~tom~ . . , 

Mr. BosoH. I will convey that message. 
Mr. CONYERS. I recognize the subcommittee counsel, Mr. Stovall. 
Mr. STOVALL. Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. ' 
I see, in recommendations which you have submitted to the com

mittee,that you suggest that the Carpenters and Joiners engage in 
some activities; Not beiilg entirely familiar with the union member
ship, Iwonder if you could describe to us, perhaps, what the union 
is doing in the projects that you describe in that literature, the com
munity action mobilization projects, "That the variousuniOlls are doing 
to bring in ex-offenders into various carpentry trades and your various 
aspects of union activity. 

More specifically, I saw, in reading the literature which you suh
mitted, that in Des Moines there have been 250 parolees ,,~ho l1ave 
been placed in employment, there have been 150 workers-people
who have been placed in Cleveland, 900 clients have been served in 
that project, and there was some elaboration ort other activities; 

Can you elaborate on the extent that these ex-convicts are being 
placed in unions? 
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Mr. BOSCH. In the Cleveland situation, it's my recollection that most 
of those are people who got jobs in organized shops. They averaged
I believe their average hourly wage was on the order of $3.75 or $4.00 
an hour, something like this. But I couldn:t give you, today, a hard 
count on unions-for example, whether they joined organizations that 
interfaced with unions afters they came out. 

'We can put that together for you if it would be useful. 
Mr. STOVALL. 'Would you ~ .Another interest would be in the area of 

trade unions, the breakdown as to whether or not any of these people 
have been able to, lees say, build up into areas of more competency that 
the trade unions would involve--carpentry and so forth. 

Another area that is of interest, particularly, is whether or not you 
feel the projects that the LEAA has been pursuing in regard to your 
organization are monitored. Do you have any feed back in method 
whereby the success or failure of what you're doing is being monitored 
by the agency? . 

Mr. BOSCH. Yes; the grants that we are operatmg under now, there 
are two of them-the crime prevention counseling project ·and the 
labor leadership development project, which, essentially, take two 
different tracks approaching the same basic problem-each having an 
evaluation monitoring. And we have an independent consultant who 
keeps a beady eye on us and reports. 

In terms of day-to-day concern and monitoring of that nature out 
of the Office of Regional Operations, it's practically nonexistent. They 
call us when something explodes or when they think something is 
going to explode. 

Mr. STOVALL. AJso, you agree that-you feel that the regional office 
operation is not being utilized-when it was in existence. 

Mr. BOSCH. It is my sense that their monitoring efforts are, ina 
sense, passive and preemptive. They emphasize the negative; encour
agement comes as an afterthought with them. But we are, in a sense, 
very literally put on our own best behavior. "Ve have an exceUent 
"'orking relationship with OUI' own evaluator. 

Mr. STOVALh So, because of the way you wrote the grant-incorpo
rated in the grant-a mechanism by which it would be evaluated, you 
have a good evaluation system, but only because of that. . 

Mr. BOSCH. Yes; in a sense, and this was stipulated at the onset that 
we would have tIllS kind of evaluation. But, in a sense, we are out 
here doing things, and we have a very scrupulous fellow keeping an 
eye on us. The Office of Regional Operations' interest in what we are 
up to-or what we're up against-is only intermittent, dthough they 
could call us at any time. 

Mr. STOVALl". The reason for the question is that there is some com
ment that perhaps there isn't a way of following up on what is being 
done in the field, and I think what you a·re saying backs up that state
ment-doesn't it-that the LEAA itself doesn't effectively monitor 
programmatically or physically what's being done in the field. 
. Mr. BOSCH. It has a mechanism; it has quarterly reports that we are 
required to turn in. It has far more useful lines, the U.S. Postal Service 
and Ben Telephone; those two it doesn't use. 

M!'. STOVALL. I'm sorry; I don't understand. Oh, it doesn't com
mUlllcate, all right. In other words, there's a one-way communication. 
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:Hr. Bosen. We can file reports, and if a question arises in the con
text of the report, or if there's an unclarity, we'll get an inquiry. 

I guess I'm trylilg to sketch rather awkwardly the difference be
tween concern and unconcern. Their concern with monitoring what 
we do is not day to day. 

Mr. STOVALL. AU right, thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Ohairman. 
Mr. OONYERS. This, Mr. Bosch and Mr. Boggs, has been a good 

beginning. We are glad you were before the subcommittee today. 
I'm hopeful that we can further eXJ.)lore the rather large respon
sibility it seems to me that AFL-OIO has been willing to express 
concerning the area that includes criminal justice. 

Thank you both. for coming. 
Th.e subcommittee stands adjourned. 
[""Vhereupon, at 1 :30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 



RESTRUCTURING THE LAW ENFORCE~lENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

WEDNESDAY, MAltCR 1, 1978 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCO~Il\n'ITEE ON CRD\IE 

OF THE CO~Drl':rT.EE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met at 10 :05 a.m. in room 2141 of the Rayburn 
House Office Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr. (chairman of the 
subconuuittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Conyers, Holtzman, Volkmer, and 
McClory. 

Stafr'present: Hayden Gregory, counsel; Matthew G. Yeager, crimi
nologist; and Thomas N. Boyd, associate counsel. 

Mr. CONYERS. The Subcommittee on Crime of the Judiciary Com
mittee will come to order. 

Today it is our privileg-e to hear the Attorney General of the United 
States \in connection with the proposal to restructure LEAA. We 
begin this hearing of the subcommittee with authorizing jurisdiction 
oyer LEAA, with the realization that. the history of this particular 
agency in the Department of Justice has been quite controversial. 

A recent GAO report has indicated that even aIter expenditure of 
nearly $6 billion, GAO is still unable to evaluate the effectiveness of 
LE.A.A's programs. . 

During the first session of this Congress, the Subcommittee on Crime 
held two special hearinp:s in order to rescue the national crtinc survey 
and to urge and prod LEAA into implementing the provisions of the 
community anticrime program. 

And even more disheartening was the fact that in the 1979 budget 
submission, $8 million had been cut from the $15 million annual com-
munity anticrime authorization. . 

So we find that we have a p:reat number of problems. Yve are, t.hough, 
heartened by the concern that the Attorney General has ev.idenced 
about this program. 

The que.stions, far too numerous to recall here, include: 
Should the Federal Govermnent provide criminal justice assistance 

to States and localities, or perhaps more properly, shoulq.. that as
sisbnce be continued ~ How should it be administered-through cate
gorization, general revenue sharing, or block grant mechanisms ~ 

Should these funds flow d.irectly to cities and counties, or should all 
funds be funneled through the State~ 

Should the Congress specify by lerrislation the purpose ·for which 
the mon~y. mus~ be spent ~ Should the F~deral funding a?:ency exercise 
suhstantIal reVIew and approval authonty over the use of such funds ~ 

(215) 
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The issues are literally endless. 
"'What we know, though, is that we are operating under some time 

constrain,ts now. 1-Ve had a present authorization enacted on Octo
ber 15, 1976, that will expire on September 30, 1979 ; a 3-year authoriza
tion, while in fact the House of Representatives recommended only a 
I-year extension. . 

We alsOlmow that on May 15th of 1978, the Department of Justice 
must submit its proposal for LEAA reauthorization . .And on May 15th 
of 1979, the full Judiciary, after this subcommittee has done its work, 
must report to the House. _ -

And so it is with great pleasure that we now recognize the Attorney 
General of the United States, the Honorable Griffin Bell, and a mUll
bel' of his key staff, to this . subcommittee to initiate a discussion on 
the future of LEAA. 

We are very pleased, Mr .. Attorney General, to have you before the 
subcommittee. 'Ve l1ave your prepared statement which will be in
corporated into the record at this point, which will free you fat any 
and all QQservations that you may wish to make. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Gl'ifIh.1 B. Bell follows:] 

. STATE:1.fENT OF ATTOR;~ GENERAL GRIFFIN n: BELL 

l\Ir. Cha-irman, Members of the Committee, I am pleased to be here today ancl 
to have the opportunity to testify before your Committee concerning the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. l' would 1il;:e to discuss with you the 
initfativ'es which I have undertaken to review the LEAA program and the 
proposals which I have made to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of 
LEAA and itfi financial assistance, research and statistical pro~rams .. 

During my tenure as. Attorney General, I have been fortunate in receiving 
the advice and counsel of the Judiciary Committee in. a number of. areas of 
mutual interest and concern to your Committee and the Department of Justice. 
I recognize your deep interest in and COnCel'll for the future of LE.A..A. and trust 
we can: cooperatively examine LE.A..A. and its history and. chart its future. 'l'hese 
hearings and your hearings last year. all the subject of J;iEAA reorganization 
evidence th{l Corumittee's interest in maintaining a dialogue with the Depart
ment of Justice on this important issue. I would like to assure you of my interest 
in maintaining an effective and continuing dialogue, for as I said last year in 
releasing a Department of Justice report on LEU, "a Federal role in this area 
must. be shaped with the greatest possible participation of the American people 
and their elected leaders." 

Upon 'being appointed Attoriiey General, it became eminently clear to 'me that 
there were serious problems with the LE.A..A. program. I found, for example, 
that it was not possible to determine what impact the LEAA program has had 
OIl the criminal justice systems of State and local agencies, I found that an 
ineredible amount of LID.A.A money has gone for overllead and bureaucratic 
t'eviews. I 'asked one State Supreme Court Justice if he was interested in filling 
the top LEAA post. He studied the program for f). week and told me it could not 
be managed. During meetings with State and local officials and national orga
nizations, LE.A..A. was frequently a major topic of discussion, and at those meet
ings I received numerQus complaints regardi::lg the inefficiency and ineffective
ness of the LEA:A. program. As a result of those experiences, it became clear to 
me that as Attorney General I had a responsibility to conduct a thorough review 
of the LE.A.A program and to ascertain whether its criminal justice research and 
financial assistance programs could be managed more effectively. 

On April 8, 1977, I created a Department of Justice study group to review 
the LEAA program and to present for my consideration recommendations for 
changes in the program. This study group examined all aspects of ,the LEAA 
program. In hearings your Committee held in August 1977, it is my understand
ing that members of the study group discussed the manner in which they Con
ducted their reviw and provided you with detailpd information regarding COll
sultation with LEAA managers and employees, State and local officials and 
UJ.embers of the general public. 
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On June 23, 1977, the -study group submitted its report to me. The report 
contained a detailed discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of the LEU 
program and included a series of specific recommendations for undertaking 
major restructuring of Federal assistance to state and local governments in 
crime control and criminal justice system improvement. Before considering the 
recommendations of the study group, I believed it was critical that the Congress, 
State and local public officials, and the general public be afforded an oppor
tunity to comment upon the report and to provide their suggestions for shaping 
the future of LEAA. Accordingly, on June 30, 1977, I broadly distributed the 
report and actively solicited comments. 

Approximately four thousand copies of the report were disseminated and to 
date 450 letters have been received, reviewed and analyzed by the Department 
of Justice. Copies of all these letters and our analysis of the comments have 
been forwarded to this Committee. 

On November 21, 1977, after reviewing the report and the comments for
warded to the :gepartment of Justice, I submitted to the President my initial 
proposal for restructuring the Department of Justice's criminal justice research 
and financial assistance programs. In submitting that proposal, I sought to 
achieve six objectives: 

1. To build on the strengths of LEAA and its existing programs; 
2. To provide national leadership for the improvement of criminal justice; 
3. To improve management and accountability; 
4. To eliminate red tape and to streamline the delivery of financial assistance; 
5. To strengthen the role of local governments in the program; and 
6. To enhance national research, development, and evaluation programs and 

assure their relevance to practitioners. 
I continue to believe that any initiatives to reorganize or restructmre LEAA 

should strive to attain these ,objectives. 
My November proposal included amendments to the Omnibus Crime Control 

and Safe Streets Act and a reorganization plan. My examination of the LEAA 
program suggested to me that its efficiency and effectiveness could be enhanced 
through reorganization. Accordingly, I recommended certain reorganization ini
tiatives to the President dealing primarily with justice research and statistical 
activities. It was my feeling last November and it continues to be my feeling 
that a reorganization should go forward as soon -as possible to provide LEAA 
and other justice research and statistics programs with an effective operating 
structure. At the same time, it was my intention in November and it remains 
my intention to make changes in the financial assistance program only by 
amendment of the Crime Control Act and only as part of the Congressional 
reauthorization process for LEAA. 

PROPOSED .aMENDMENTS TO THE CRIME CONTROL .aCT 

The key features of the amendments I have proposed to the Crime Control 
Act would (1) streamline the planning reqUirements in the LEAA program, 
(2) strengthen the role of units of local government in the program, and (3) 
eliminate red t'lI'G. They contemplate retention of the basic block grant struc
ture of the LEAA program. 

1. PZanning.-The proposed amendments would improve the planning process 
by consolidating the Part B and Part C grant programs of the current LEAA 
Act into a single grant program. No separate grant would be made for planning. 
A ceiling woulel be placed upon the funds used for planning, but otherwise 
States and local governments are provided the discretion to determine for them
selves the appropriate mixture of plannipg and action programs: Each dollar 
of Federal grant funds spent for planning would have ,to be matcihed with a 
dollar of State or local government funds. 

The proposed amendments would retain current requirements for states to 
establish or designate a State planning agency subject to the authority of the 
Governor and would -continue the authority for the court of last resort of each 
State to establish judicial planning committees. 

The proposed amendments would provide for the submission" of a plan every 
three years in lieu of the "current requirement that a. State have a. plan not more 
than one yeaJ,' in age. The plans 'would be simplified and would not have toin
clude- such" items as a description of the existing criminal justice system and 
the available criminal justice resources throughoutthe State. 

2. RoZe of Units Of Local Government.-The proposed amendments would give 
greater recognition to the role of local governments in the criminal justice proc-
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en. The amendments would assure that units of local government 01' combinatiolls 
thereof with populations in excess of 250,000 must receive a share of the grant 
funds given by LEAA to the State which approximates their share of totnl 
State and local expenditures on criminal justice matters. This assures a more 
equitable distribution of funds. 

The amendments would also strengthen the so-called mini-block provisions 
of the Crime Control Act which now authorize units of general local goYerll
ment 01' combinations having a population of at least 250,000 to submit plans 
to the State planning agency anllually for approval. The amendments would 
provide that mini-block grant plans would be approvecl automatically unless 
the supervisory board of the State planning agency finds for good cause in 
writing that the implementation of the plan would be inconsistent with the overall 
State plan. 

3. Elimination of Reel Tape.-I have received numerous complaints regarding 
red tape anci unnecessary paperwork requirements on the existing LEAA pro
gram. A major amount of red tape would be eliminated under my proposed 
amendments by moving to a streamlined three-year planning process. 

Red tape would also be eliminated by deleting the requirement that State 
and local governments provide cash matching funds for LEAA programs. Ac
counting for match and buy-in would thus be eliminated. The matching require
ment would only be retained for planning funds and construction which would 
also be matched on a doHar-for-dollar basis. 

I want to emphasize that the amendments submitted to the President in 
November are only proposed amendments. I anticipate that we will make changes 
in these amendments before l\lay 15, 1978, when we expect to formally submit 
the bill in accordance with the requirements of the Congressional Budget Act. 
Since November, representatives of the Department have been meeting with 
State and local officials and others Qnterested in the LEAA program to discus;; 
the proposed amendments and to solicit possible changes. I would welcome any 
(!omments or suggestions for change that lmy members of the Committee would 
care to make. I also want to assure you that I will be available to work with 
you 'after the bill is formally submitte(l and will be responsive to concerns you 
may have on the bill. 

I also want to emphasize that in evaluating the Omnibus Crime Control lllld 
Safe Streets Act and proposing changes, we have proposed to retain virtually 
all of the amendments made by the Congress in 1976. These 1976 amendmenb; 
are now being vigorously implemented by LEAA and are having a beneficial 
effect on the LEAA program. I understand that LEAA recently submittecl to 
this Committee a report on implementation of the 1976 amendments. 

REORGANIZATION INITIATIVES 

lily November reorganization proposal contemplated the creation of a ~ational 
Instttllte of Justice which would encompass various justice research, statistics 
and financial assistance programs within the Department of .Tustice. As described 
in my November 21, 1977, memorandum to the President, the Institute would 
be composed of five separate unHs dealing with research, statistics, communH)' 
anti-crime, juvenile justice and delinquency prevention and State and local 
assistance. 

IJ:he proposal contemplated a close cooperation among the five units and was 
based upon the model of the National Institutes of Health. 

As I have done already with regard to the proposed amendments to. the 
Crime Control Act, I would'lilre to emphasize that we are open to suggestions for 
improvdng the organizational structure outlined to the President }ast Novem
ber. As you know, at the same time that the Department was :preparing its 
plan to refocus its statistics, research, and financial assistance efforts, the Presi
dent's Reorganization Project was independently reviewing 'all Federal justice 
research programs. Both prior to and after submission of my November proposal 
to the President we have been worldng closely with the Reorganization Project 
to coordinate and integrate our initiatives with the broader studies being con
ducted by the Reorganization Project. 

Both the Reorganization Project and 'the Department of Justice efforts 1lUve 
the same objective: To improve the efficiency and effectiveness of justice financial 
assistance, research and statistics programs. At the same time, we recognize, as 
this Committee has, the neecI to protect the integrity ancI independence of the 
research and statistics programs. 
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We feel it is essential, moreover, to achieve an appropriate balance between the 
need for independence and integrity in the research and statistical activities on 
the one hand, and the desire of State and local governments for new lmowledge 
to resolve their very real and illlmediate operational needs. This balance cun be 
found, we believe, in the creation of an organizational arrangement designed to 
ensu.re coordination and mutual support of the justice research, statistics and 
financial assistance activities while maintaining separate organizational identity 
and focus for these activities. 

At this time, we are giving consideration to a reorganization proposal in which 
LEAA would be continued 'as an effective and viable agency to llrovide financial 
assistance for criminal justice system impl'ovement. LI!JAA would pprfonn all of 
the functions currently authorized by the Crime Control Act and the :JuYenile 
Justice Act.with tlle exception of its research a~ld statistics programs. It remains 
our intention to streamline the LEAA program and impro\'e its efficiency aJl(1 
effectiveness through. amendments or the Crime Control Act. Earlier in Illy testi
mony I descrrbed the key features of the amendments I prollosecl in NO\'ember, 
and I' continue to believe that they are necessary to an improved LIiJAA llrogram. 

We are also giving consideration to the creation of a research institute amI 
bureau of justice statistics separate and distinct from the LEAA financial assist
ance progTam. The research institute and the bureau of justice statistics would 
be headed by Presidential appointees and would have available to them advisory 
boards to help ensure the integrity and independence of their operations. There 
are also other safeguards identified in the Report of the Committee on Science 
and Technology Subcommittee on Domestic and International ~cientific Plan
ning, Analysis and Oooperation which we expect to adopt. 

We enviSion that the research entity would undertake basic ami applir~d re· 
search in the areas of criminal and civil justice; the bureau of justice statistics 
would be charged with the responsibility of developing and disseminating sta
tistics on a wide variety of justice matters. 

In developing Our initiatives we have sought to enhance the independence, 
integrity and utility of the research I1:nd statistics programs and to develop a 
coherent strategy for program development. We have also sought to streamline 
the delivery of financial assistance to State and local governments, eliminate 
red tape and strengthen the role of units of local government icn the program. 

I hope that as a result of our current discussions with the Reorganization 
Project and as a result of these hearings and a continuing dialogue with the 
Congress, State ancl local officials and others interested in the LEAA program, 
we will have a final proposal for the President and to the Congress which will 
meet the objectives I have outlined in this testimony. I would lil;:e to emphasize 
that we are open to your suggestions for improving our recommendations. 

As I stated in my November 21, 1977, memorandum to the President: "I be
lieve that it is nece~sary to tal;:e a very significa!lt step to restore public confi
dence in the ability of the Fecleral government to respond to the problems faced 
by the criminal justice system throughout th~ country and to improve the 
effectiveness and responsiveness of the Department of Justice's prograUl of as
sistance to State and local governments for crime control and criminal justice 
system improvement." , 

I look forward to wor];:ing willi you on this important endeavor. 

l\1:r.l\1:oCLORY. Will the chairman yield ~ 
Mr. CONYERS. Of course. 
Mr. MOOLORY. I thank the chairman for yielding. . 
Not being a member of this subcommittee this year, althot1gh I was 

last year, and being the ranking member on 01,.11' side on the full com~ 
mittee, I have given great attention to the whole subject of Law En~ 
forcement Assistance Administration ever since its creation., and was 
myself the author of that amendment to the law which established 
the, National Institute on. Law Enforcement and Crin~inal Justice, 
wInch I hope we can contmue and perhaps strengthen III the course 
of time. 

I do want to say that we recognize tlu!'t it certainly hasn't been a 
perfect law, but I am encouraged to belIeve that out of these hear
ings and the actions of yourself, Judge Bell, we are going to 
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contmue this extremely important activity of the -Federal Govern
ment, which is the principal support for local ane"!- state law enforc~
ment where most law enforcement has to necessarily take place. 

I am encouraged to hope that we can, working together, find out 
those principal areas of disagreement and resolve them so that what
ever we do will be in the best interest of helping to reduce crime in 
America and improve the quality of criminal justice. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. Thank you, Mr. McClory. 

TESTIMONY OF ATTORNEY GENERAL GRIFFIN B. BELL, ACCOM
PANIED BY, JAMES GREGG, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE 
OF PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT, LEAA; THOMAS MADDEN, 
GENERAL COUNSEL, LEAA; WALTER FIEDEROWICZ, ASSOCIATE 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as the 
chairman stated, I prepared a statement of 11 pages and I think I will 
not read that, but skip around some. 

And I want to first introduce the people with me; Jim Gregg, on my 
immediate right is the Assistant Administrator, Office of Planning and 
Management of LEU. He is a senior career person in the LEAA. 
There are only three people above him. They are political appointees 
and they have departed the scene. So he has been, really, the top person 
there and has succeeded to the management under some regulation at 
LEAA dated 1974. 

I call him the acting director or acting administrator, but he signs 
his name on official papers by using his official title. 

Tom Madden on his right is general counsel of the LEAA. 
On my left Walter Fiederowicz, who is Associate Deputy Attorney 

General. He is formerly a Special Assistant to the Attorney General. 
He was a WhiteHouse Scholar. I found him at the Justice Department 
when I came. He is a fellow, not a scholar, although you claim to be a 
scholar. [Laughter.] 

I talked him into staying awhile longer. So he is really in the 
Deputy's office now, but I claim half interest in him. He has worked 
on the LEAA. from the heginning. He has been the prime person in the 
Department who has been working on standards for prisons, for jails 
and prisons, that we are getting ready to come out with. Those are two 
projects he has had. 

I have these charts prepared to use to make a better presentation. 
TIllS first chart shows what have done in the Department, to study 

t;-. ~ problem of LEAA and come up with what we hope is a good solu
ti,' .:. We started in March. I established a study group. We had: dis
cussions. 
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DEPARTMEi\lT'OF J!.J1S1!CE REV~EW OF 
THE LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSiSTANCE ADMiNI~TRATION 

MARCH 1977 ATIORNEYGENERAL E,STABLISHES STUDY GROUP 

MARCH-JUNE 1977 .STUDY GROUP REVIEW OF LEAA PROGRAM 
.... ";:" '~"'" '" ........ r.\ J. '1;. t' ..... .~,,'., . '.' •.•. :,." ... .' • 

~::'., .... : .• ~; . 'd.";. ':''''''.:.,.:, NUMEROUS DISCUSSIONS WITH.· .. , ~ :. 0_ 

INTERESTED OUTSIDE PARTIES 

JUNE30,19n REPORT OF STUDY GROUP DISSEMINATED FOR . 
PUBLIC COMMEN"f.·'·:· - . ".: . -..... ... "." ,,: _ '" . ..., ~ ... ~ ..... - •... ~, - . .; .,...... :",:.j ... ~ 

AUGUST 1977 HOUSE JUDICIARY HI;~R[N.9~Q~ 13:r9.o.:v:q.r~PPp.;"" .:~ 
REPORTBEGIN • 

OCTOBER1911...· " ' •• , ": HOUSEHEARINGSCON:rINl:JE', ~. 
'~;.:;.", •• ~' .... _ .. ;.. l,L ..... ",,-. '"' , ........ ~."';-" .... _ ...... ~ 

NOVEMBER 21, t971.' ~ . ::. ::. ATT.Oftl'{EY GE!IIEI'I~I,,':? ~R9'pP;:lAL.S.0!3lV1ITTl;b .' : :; 
TO PRESIDENT .' . 

Mr. BELL. We have a policy at the Department that we don't do.any~ 
thing without having wide~ranging discussions with interest:groups. 

We did in this case. We talked with governors, attorneys general, 
chairmen of State planning commissions, mayors and the like. 

We heard from many people. vVe sent out, I think 4:,000 letters 
on the LEAA.., asking for suggestions. We had this preliminary report 
that was sent to 4:,000 people. It was disseminated to 4:,000 people to 
comment. 

And then you had hearings, and then we closed the comment period. 
vVe had 4:00 comments received and analyzed, and then more House 
hearings. , 

Meanwhile we have been keeping in touch with Senator Kennedy's 
office in the Senate, that being the office that has the main interest in 
theLEAA. . 

And then we got up our own proposal and submitted it to the 
President. At that time, wide-ranging discussions ensued between 
different groups in the 'White House, the reorganization group in the 
OMB and the budget group in the OMB. 

And meanwhile we were keeping your staff advised of what was 
going on. There has been a departure from my November 19'7'7 rec~ 
ommen dation, which I will show in just a few minutes. 

20-613--78----15 
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Now. w~at I.hope to do is identify the problems and then go to 
the dbJ ectlves. '" . 

These were the problems we found: . 
Excessive overhead costs. No one-I don't think we coilld find 

anyone-who wouldn't want to reduce overhead and deliver the 
money for crime fighting. 

1Ve found excessive redtape. 

MAJOR PROBLEMS WiTH, THE LEAA PROGRAM 

.' :"'. ~ \':.;~> "~'.' 

1~' EXCESSIVE OVEBHEADCOSr 
:. t 

2. EXCESSIVE R~TAPJ;:' 

3. FAILURE TO ACHIEVE EFFECTIVE COMPREHENSIVE PlANNING 
I' •• 

4. ABSENCE OF SYSTEMATIC PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

5~ FAJLURETO L1NK RESEARCH'AND'ACTJON PROGRAMS 

6. LACKOFEFfECTIVEPROGRAM'ACQOUNTABIUTY' 

Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Chairman, may I just ask a question~ 
Mr. CONYERS. Yes. 
Mr. MCCLORY. When you talk about excessive ,overhead costs, you 

are. not talking about the Administrator's Office of LEU, Depart~ 
ment of Justice ~ You are talking about what they do with the money 
at the local level? 

Mr. BELL. In the planning area on the State and locallevelj that 
is, the State rImming and what they call regional planning, which 
may be just for a town. There are over 400 regional planning groups, 
advisory boards for which we expect to eliminate Federal funding. 

Our general proposition is that it is all right with us for the States 
to have all the planners they want, but they need to pay half the cost. 

The planning has got to be larger than l)utting the money out to 
fight crime. > 

Mr .. MCCLORY. The point I want to make is that from the stand
point of overhead in LEAA, the Federal agency uncleI' yom: juris
diction has a ve,ry low o\'erhead. 

:M:r. BEJ~rJ. Very low, and we haye e·ven reduced it some. 
But to put it ill focus, there are about 600 people \\'orking for LEU 

as an agency .. There are over 1,000 people being paid by LEAA in 
the State of Georo-ia alone. That gi \Te you some idea. . 

I just said one §tate. I asked LEAA to study one State, and I didn't 
teU them what State. And I dOil't know what possessed them to do 
such a tIling, but they studied Geol'gia~ [Laughter.] 

I have tlillt study here if the committee woulcllike to see it; just. 
what all is being done in one State. It was very helpful to me to get 
a handle on this problem. [See app. 4 at p. 297.] 
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Failute to Achieve efiecit:i.v'e,: comprehensive pIiUming. The planning 
that was being done, we thought was inadequate. 

Absenye or systematic program development. 
Failure to link research and action programs. There is a glaring 

lack of effective program accounta:bi:lity. . ." . . " n 

. ,Ve then started out with these general proposals' to build on 
strengths of existing programs. 

Th!3 . ;LE.~A, '. eve;ryon,e ,recognizes, . is generally a good .progr.i1~, a 
needed Pl''dgl'alh. So we·want to bUlld on -what strengths have.JJeen 
developed. 

OBJECTIVES' OF ATTORN.EY GENERAL'SPROP.Q~A~~ 

1 •. BUILD ON, StRENGTHS OF EXISTING PRO'GRAM" . " 
• -' " .' f. . f ~ • ".")." r w ,- ., -: • ',." -." •• " ", • .' - -. '. , 

Z 'PROVIDE NATIONAL tEADJ:RSHIF FOR'THEtMPROVEMENT '",: " .. 
OF~mM.INALJ~STlCE . .. " \ 

3. IMPR.OVE MANAGEMENT AND AC.COUNTABIUiV. 
~ 'j' 'j' .- , .. I' -,' '.. • " . ,.: ' 

4. ELIMINATE RED"TAPE AND ST.REAMLINE DELIVERY OF 
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

5; STRENGTHEN' ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN, PROGRAM 

6. ENHANCE NATIONAL RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND 
EvALUATION AND ASSURE RELEVANCE TO PRACTITIONERS 

~Ir. BELL. Provide national leadership for the improvement of crim
inal justice. I think that that has been a fwlure on the part of the 
Federal Government. I don't believe that there has been the kind of 
natioI).alleadership that js possible. 

Improve management and ·accountability. 
Eliminate redtape and streamline delivery of financial assistance. 
Strengthen the role of local governments in the program. 
Enhance nationrul research development nad evaluation and assure 

relevance to practitioners. 
Those are our general objectives. 
Now this is the plan I came up with, which as I say, will be modified: 
Create a national institute of justice within the Department of Jus

tice to be responsible for justice research and development, justice 
statistics, and the provision of financial assistance to States and locali;
ties for criminal justice improvement. 

I was going to give the whole thing the name, N atiollal Institute of 
Justice instead of LEAA. I have fOtUld, though, by ta;lking to the 
people in ·the Congress and outside the Congress, that LEAA has come 
to mean more than just a name. It is like a trademark. It has some 
acceptwbiIity ~nd maybe we ought to be a little careful about changing 
jt, eliminating the name all together. . 
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REORGAN~nONP~ 

• CREATE A IVAilONAL INSiliure OF JUSTlCI: rNIJ) WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT 
OF JUSTICE TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR JUSTICE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT. 
JUSTICE STATISTICS, AND THE PROVISION OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO 
STATES ANDLO,CAlITIES FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE IMPROVEMENT ' 

• TRANSFER TO. THE NIJ W1THOUT Mo.DlFICATlo.N THE o.FFICE o.F JUVENilE 
.- JUSTICE AND,DELINQUENCY-PREVENTION AND THE o.FflCE o.F Co.MMUNITY 
>~' ANTI·CRIME, " ~" ' ';.:: .' " '. ' ' ... 

• I:STABl1SH WITHIN THENIJ ANEWOFFICEo.FSTATE,AND LeCAL'ASslSTANce 
TO. FOCUS eN PROVisION OF RESOURCES TO. STATES AND LOCA,L\TIES fOR 
JU~rICE.IMPRQVE!VI!=I:'J})(\~ND .cI:lIIl{lE Co.I'I!TRO!,:PROJECTS ' 

r- 1-1'" • , '.. '" ."'\ 

• ESTABLISH WITHIN THE NIJ'A'NEWBUREAUOFJUSTlCESiATISTICS'A'ND A 
NEW JU:STI9E RE$.~~!l~H~~.R.I?~\ffLOP/lJ1E~T INSjlTUTE, ',' . r' '\ 

. ~ - - .' . . - .', , 
. ':" u . 

• TRANSFER OUT·OFlEAA THE LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION P~OG.RAM 
ANDTHE PUBlICSAFETYOFFICERS"BENEF/TS PROGRAM , ,. , 

Transfer to the National Institute of J" ustice without ,inodific'~tion 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the 
Office of Community Anti-Crime. • 1, 

Establish within the NIJ a new office of St3Jte and local a~sistance to 
focus on provision of resources to States and localities for justice im-
provement and crime control projects. ; , 

And establish wit:qin the NIJ a !bureau of statistics) which I will get 
to in a minute. :'. , 

And a.. new: justice research and development institute. 
Transfer out of the LEAA two programs; law enforcement educa

tion Jjrograms,and 1ib.b public safety officers ibeJ.1,efit <program. 
It IS appare:r;tt to we that thos.e!things. could really ;be best run some

where else. It IS not that there IS anything wrong WIth the programs, 
but one d them is an education program and the other is an insurance 
program.. ;. 

And I was gomg to m(}ve the~ over mto our Office of Management 
and Finance until We put· them.:,in the Labor Department of HEW 
becanse,I think they al'\3nllslocafed within LEAA. 

Now,. this' ishowt my plan 'liould look on fL chart. vVe have the 
l1ational institute o~ justice instead of the LEAA. You would have a 
directOl:,'and"a d~puty dh:ector. Now there are three of those positions. 

And ·th~yo]l would",hare the divisions in the national institute of 
justipe. Yow would ll.ave tlfe bureau of justice statistics. 

~ t .. 
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}Hr. BELL. And I might say here that since we proposed a bureau 
of statistics, I think we have had more favorable comment over the 
country, newspaper editorials and that sort of thing about that one 
program, than anything that has happened since I have been in Wash
ington. And it shows a great concern on the part of the public about 
statistics. 

Hardly anyone would believe that we have adequa,te statistics, and 
I am amongst those. I am not ever certain about the crime rate, for 
~xample . 

.. And even this committee, when you had the Omnibus Judgeship 
bill, had some doubt about the statistics 011 cases that the Administra-
tive Office of the U.S. Courts was keeping, for example.. . 

So tllls issomething that is needed. and we get all of .tli.~&~ $tatistics 
in one place. And we would be cel1:ain that this office had the protec
tion and integrity in its systemsaml in the people, so that'we'could 
believe the statistics that they published. 

And we thought that, since the LE.A..~, or the national iris,~itute of 
justice is the only group working with State and local law enforce
ment people, ~hat they would be-it would be the agency that gath~rs 
the statistics... ' " 

Then we would have the office of community anti-crime, which the 
chairman is very familiar with. " .. , " " .. 

.. A.l)d then we would have justice researchaild dey~loplllent',i1lStitute. 
There have been a lot of complaints that om research is not properly 
focused, that the researchel's are not truly indepen.cle.ntin the sense 
that the researCl1el'S would like to be, and we :need to llpgl\ade'that 
office-office of juvenile justice. , 

Office of State and local assistance. That is the grant oHice right 
there. . 

And I don't w.ant to show the rest of the chart because I am going 
to'getinto an.other chart ina minute, which w~n change that. ' 

Now, our reorganization plan simply stated would change the name 
to the national institl.lteQt jl1stic~ ancl set up these clifferentdivisions 
that yousl3e there.·· , ' 

,Ve ",ould do it partly by reorganization plan, which would have 
to be filed 'with the Gove1'l1mel1t Operations Conunittee. And .that is 
why I wtinted to have' a hearing before the ,Jlicliciary COllUllittee to 
find out just what the Judiciary Committee feels abolltwhat we are 
doing~ .:' .. , 

And t!le, other thing, .tlie other parts of the plan would be done by 
statute. ~ ... 

There has got to be a parallel procedure; a reorga,nization plan and 
statntol'Y cha,nges. 

Mr: CONYERS. I didu.',t Imow you were still thinh.-ing about reorga
ni,zatloll; I thought t1w,t had been disposecl of, more Or le$s. You 
uJ.'e talking !1bout reorga~lizatioll 'now, at a time when you are only a 
year away from the entire a.uth~rization rUll1ling out. , 

Mr.' B}::LL. }VeIl, ther~organization plan has to do with. the mall
~gementof,the progra~, as you will see, anc1not with the program 
ltSP1f~ :", : 

I don't see ho'\" we'ciLll jilstify going another year without changing 
the lnanagement procedure, which can be done by reorganization. 
That is the purpose of reorganization in GoverlUllent, but as you 
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'will see, it has nothing to do with the programs that the Congress 
wants that are now being run by LEAA. I will explain that more in 
a niillute, . . . ' . . '. . . 

This reorganization plan generally does what I explaiiled on the 
chart there. . 

But Jet's go into the reconstituted institute of justice. These are the 
thi~iTS hete on this chart that would have to be done by statutory 
amendment: . . 

. CRIME CONTROL ACT APRlENDf."lEF-JTS· 

• CONSOLIDATE PARTSB'AND,CAND PERMIT STATESAND'lOCAlITlESTO DETEFlMIN.EFOR 
THEMSELVES THE APPROPRIATE MIXTURE OF PLANNING AND ACTION.PROGRAMS 

• PROVIDE LARGERUNITSOF t;OCAL GOVERNMENTWITH AN ENTITLED SHARE OFliUNDS 

• CONYERT STATE COMPREHENSIVE PLANS TO THREE YEAR PLANS AND SIMPLIFY PLAN 
REQUIREMEI)ITS 

.. ELIMINAT1: REO TAPE,BY DELETING THEREQUlREMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH CASH MATCH, 
ASSUMPTION OF COSTS, AND THE ONE-THIRD SALARY LIMITATION 

.. LIMIT STATE AND lOCAL USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS BY REQUIRING 
THAT EVERY FEDERAL DOLLAR SPENTBY STATES AND lOCALITIES ON ADMINISTR'ATION BE 
MATCHED BY A STATE AND LOCAL DOLLAR 

• EfFECT A MORE COMPREHENSIVEVIEWOFTHE JUSTICE SYSTEM BY ALLOWING 'fHENIJ TO 
INITIATE CIVIL JUSTICE RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION .PROGRAMS 

1\11' •. BELL. Consolidate parts Band C and permit States and locali
ties to ~etermine for themselves the appropnate mixture·of planning 
and actIOn programs; . 

Provide larger units or local ,government with an entitled share of 
funds from the State; ..... . 

Convert State comprehensive plans to $-ye~r .plans rather than 1-
year plans and simplify plan requirements. Planning has gotten to 
be-it se~ms to me-out of proportion to what we are doing. 

Eliminate redtap~ by deleting the requirements. ~ss.oci~ted with 
caRll match, assumptIOn of cost and one-thll·cl.salary.hmltatIOns; 

Limit State and local use of Federal funds for administrative costs 
by requiring that every Federal dollar spent by States and localities 
on administration be matched by a State or local dollar; 

Effect a more comprehensive view of the justice system by allowing 
the Nation~l Institute or Justice to initiate civil justice research and 
demonstration programs. . 

Now, there is a good deal of feeling that we ought not to get into 
civil justice, but it is difficult to have an adequate court system 'when 
we just consider criminal justice, because all civil justice is handled 
in the same courts as criminal justice. And I think necessarily you 
have to go somewhat into civil justice to have a comprehensive 'ap
proachto the problem or crime. 

Now these, on this chart, are things we can do on our own initiati ve~ 
administrative actions: 

We can strengthen the role of local governments in the block grant 
program .. 
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ADrVnNB$TRATiVE ACTIONS 

• STRENGTHEN THE ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN THE BLOCK GRANT 
PROGRAM 

• ASSESS LEAA GUIDELINES WITH THE VIEW TOWARDS THEIR REDUCTION 

• SEEK A REDUCTION IN FEDERAL FUNDINGSUPPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
COSTS OF STATE AND LOCAL'PLANNING EFfORTS - . 

• INCREASE TRAINING OF STATE AND LOCAL OfFICIALS IN NEW CRIMINAl. 
JUSTICE PROGRAM TECHNIQUES ; . ' 

• INTEGRATE EXISTING DISCRETIONARY,PROGRAMS INT0 A SYST.EMATIC, 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENTPHOCESS .', •• ,. ., •.. 

• TESTTHE.F.EASIBILITY. AND iMPACT OF INCENTIVE PROGRAMS .., : -1 

Mr. ·BELL. We can assess the J,JEAA guidelines witlLtheviewto 
cutting down the number of guidelines. ' '" ... :,," • 

We C,an.se.ek a reduction.in .Federal fundiug sJ.1.pportoi th~_:.tdmin~ 
istrative costs of'St~te .a1),d IO,qal planning efl:~)]:ts,,'Ye ha~~~tQ~e thp,t, 
hoping that the States will come up with mOl'e money to' support 
their own oper~t~:qg expenses. .. .' . .," ,.... ,.....' .: ~ 

Inerease·trammg of State and local offiCIals mnew crlm111al. Jus{,"lce 
program techniques. That is something we can do'on'our' own':' . 

Integrat~ existing ·discretionary programs. iuto a syst~I\la"tic re.~ 
search and development process.·, ',.. - - ', .. '\ 

Test the feasibility and impact of incentive programs. 
All of those things we can do and are doing. 
Now, I will save this chart in cll,se anybody wants to ask what we 

have done to implement the 1976 act. And if somebody. says that we 
havf.lnot implemented an ameildment, I can show on this chart what 
we have done to date, if anyone has an interest in that, or a question. 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF, ~976 CRU\1ECONTROL ~CT. AMENDMENTS 

1976 AMENDMENT 

CIVIL RIGHTS' 

I'LANIlEVIEW 

\:VALUATION 

COURT FUNPING 

JUVENILE JUSTICE 
MAINTENANCE Of SHORT 

COMMUNITY ANTI·CRIME 

PRUG PROGRAI'>!S 

. CORRECTIONS 

I 

BUh!AUOF 

" 
JUSTlCE ·-t STAilSTlCS 

~, 

ACTION TO DATE 

STRICTER REGULATIONS ISSUED FEBRUARY 1977 

OVER 25 MAJOR ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS INITIATED: INVESTIGA,ION OF300 COMPLAINTS 
COMPLETED: FUNDS SUSPENDED TO FOUR JURISDICTIONS 

PLAN REVIEW STANDAilDS PUBLISHED IN FEDERAL REGISTER JULV 1977 

TO DATE. 24 STATE PLANS APPROVED WITHOUT SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE; 30 APPROVEO 
ONLY AFfER SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE: 2 DISAPPRDVEO 

LEM·SPA COMMl"rTEE ON EVALUATION FOAMED; EVALUATION TRAINING ANO TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE INITIATED 

48 STATES HAVE SUBMITTED SECTiON 519 REPORTS ON PLAN EFFECTIVENESS 

36 STATES ESTABLISH JUDICIAL PLANNING COMMITTEES: LEAA PLAN APPROVAt 
PROCEDURES MODIFIEO TO ENS\lnE "ADEQUATE SHARE" COMPLIANCE REVIEW 

$3 MILLION ALLOCATEO BY LEAA TO COURT DELAY /lEDUCTION ANO ~4,5 MILLION TO 
FUNDAMENTAL COURT IMPROVEMENTS 

STATE PLANNING AGENCY GRANTS GUIOELINE REVISED 

TO DATE FY 1Sn DATA INDICATE LEAA AND STATE JUVENILE DELINQUENCy'EXPENDITURES 
liAVE EXCEEDED THE MAINTENANCE OF EFFOnT LEVEL 

JUNE1Sn. CAC GUIDELINES ISSUED: OVER 400 GnANT APPLICATIONS HAVE BEEN RECEIVED 
70 DATE; $1.2 MILLION IN TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS AWARDED . . 
CAC wonKS HOPS HELO Acnoss THE COUNmy. OVER 1000 LOCAL GROUPS PARTlClpATEIl 

STATES PLANS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE DRUG DEPENDENTOFFENDEA PROGAAMS: STATES 

~~~Ui~~~i~~Ne;'~~c?!O~~~ri'.!.~~g~~:~g~~DURES FOR SP~'SANDDRUG ABUSE OFFICE 

LEilA SPONSORS RESEARCH ON DRUG ABUSE AND CRIME CORRELATION, AND ON THE 
EFFECTIVENESS OF VARIOUS DRUG TREATMENT p/ldJECTS '".' 

FIRST PHASE OF NATIONAL PRISON SURVEY COMPLETED AND REPORTSUBMIlTED 
70 CONGRESS • ".. ' , 

.. 

OFFICE OF 
.JUSTICE RESEARCH 
" 'AND ASSISTANCE 

, " 

J 

I 
STAFF OFFICES 

'. 
. 

~"~ ACvm,OP.Y I INsTITUTE ,---,1 A9V1'O'~'"J paM!> 
, OF JUS11CE 

1I0~"O 

: 

I 
, 

.' 

.o, 

., 
",:' ' . I 
, 
LAW ~NroRCEMENT 

'. ;ASSISTANCE 

'. AtlNlIN,ISiMnON 

.. 
.. BLOtt( anANTPnoOAAM; 
• IPAflr:: .. II ..... c .... ·, .. , 

• INCENTIVE CRMHS 

.• - COMMUNITY ANTI·CRlME 

• • JUVEt.lIL,' .lUS1Jct 

1. , " 
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Mr. BELL. And here is the way that I think probably we will end 
up. This is based on all the cOllversations I have had with tt1ese dif
ferent groups that have been workhlg on the problem. 

This has not yetbeen presented to the President. :My plan has been 
presented to the President. He sent a ilote back to get in touch with 
O~IB and the Domestic Council and come up with.a final plan. Based 
on what he said, my plan was a good plan. . 

I think this is the way it is going to come ont: The head of the 
Office of Justice Research and Assistance would be the director. Most 
everybody has got a name for this Officl' and 'we :can get a different 
name. 

But it would consist of three divisions. 
You would lU\JVe the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra.; 

tion, which would administer block graI1t progmms, incentive gl'1mts, 
community anticrime-,and juvenile justice pr0grams.Changes in the 
block grant program, as we now have it, would bemacle by sbattite. 

We would create ,the Bureau of Justice Statistics . 
. ",VonId that be ,done by statute, or can we do it ~ , 

Mr. FIEDEROWIOZ. We can do it by l'corgnnization. 
Mr. BELL. We can do that oli a reorganization 1)] an. You se~,we have 

scattered people doing it now. We eorild'put them all together.' 
,We would exp(jct to have 'an advisory board for that BlJ,rcall just 

to 'enhance it and to.a.dd to'its integrity,ancl also we cQuld:'g~t peo
ple who. arelrn:0,wled~!.I,ble in the ,field to lien del' some free serviee 
to the Government on these 'advisory boards. I t.hink it 'would 
strengthen the BlireaU. ',: , ' . _. . ' 

And then we would ha ye tIle' N ationul . Institute of Justice. It 
would also have an adVisoh' board. And it wOltld do all the l'csearc,h, 
3Jlld tpe experiinelltatioll. Wewoll¥t'l' giva it, gr~at emphasis: As ,it is 
now, It seems to me we have a lotof'rcse;arch gomg on, but soinetulles 
I am not certain tha:t the research is PIlt't@ its bestnse~ , .' 

So that would be the way-it wonhi "TIel up: 'We would have three 
divisions. We ,would have the Office of .Tustice Research and Assist-' 
anee-really the ,direQtqr. And we would lia,ve these thl'ee' hirge divi
sions in this organIzation. : '-, '," ' , . ' . 

The Bureauc,f.fnstice·Statistic$ wou:1cl bE' small, quite sn'uiller than 
the othel; two, blJ.,t nevertheless, it ought to be separaie,and Ollgllt to 
have its:own advisory board.' ,., , . .',' ' . 
, So having said ,that, Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to help "answer' 
qi:testioh&' -' .' ',-'" '. ' ." ,', 

; ,.J!fr. CqNYERS.Thallk yt)~l,:M:I;. Attorney Gene'tal;''forthissh(h'·;~an·d''; 
teU presentation.' ; ,< " " • • .. ,',: - :, " ' ' , , 

We h'aY6 been waiting expectantly for the first unV'eiHilg,' .- ,- ' , 
I lae.gm with two threshotct' cohsidei·ations. The first refers'tot1us 

n1uture of a reoi'ganizatiolland statutory approp;ch: ",'" 
. I ~m,fust of all, not happy about a qnickresort to the reor,galii,zation 
tecImi'que. r mean, a,fter;nll, that~s ourl'esponslhility hl'lt< in Cbilg,}.'ess. 
Anything that we '"alit to change in the Fedel'alGoverhmeiit. 'we 
have the responsibility to deal with here. .' . ' "', 

So I raise the question: vVhy reorgailizuJioll,when ,v(' at'l':' in the 
process of. obtaining a legislative pt.'OPOf:fI 1 ('Dilling 11'Oltlyoh '{hat 
would consIder a massive restrilch1l'ing of: LEAA ~, ,- . 

;, .. 
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The second thing that comes to my mind is, of course, un analysis of 
what has gone wrong. It is not a secret that there is a great deal of 
lUl~ll1ppiness about LEA.A. in and out or Congress. 

There has been more than one suggestion that we forget about it; 
that the difference that this bill makes, despite the $6 billioil spent and 
innumerable amounts of programs created, and despite the paperwork 
that has flown between us and all kinds of businesses that htwe been 
created in connection with this is negligible. It just hasn~t clone much . 
. The crime rate and the fear of crime in this country are ill about 

the same shape that they were then, if not ,vorse. So I am. vcry con
cerned that we begin trying to at least accurately diagnose what the 
problem is. You know, sometimes you can't cure the patient, until aU 
of the docs agree on what is wrong with hi1\l in the fil'st place. I ,yol~ld 
like to see such a dialog between the Department of Justice and the 
Congress, in the form of a definitive analysis on YOlll' part and 011 our 
~~ . . 

W' e know that involving people in theil' communities to support 
local law enforcemeI),t is the only way we are going to ~vel' mount, the 
kind of spirit and coordination that is going to give local. police the 
a:bility to deal with the crime problem. . '. .'. 

And yet, getting the law enforcement apparatus to unclerstapd that 
c~tizens are interested in working with then: 19cal eniol'cement JlUS 
been the most frustrating thing I have ever tried to accomplish with 
LEAA.. .' 

It took me 3 years' to get this amendinent.vVe.recplllmcindcd $150 
million. When it 'finally passed, it was $15 million. . , ' ", ,. 

And now, in the very first year of. }}lyparty's adU}nlisti,utiori., the 
first reward we get iS"a budget of $8 milliop, and tihen th~,aup.p:city pf 
sqmebody to suggestthl1t thereason it is ,cut is because\y~;could~l't 
use the expended funds. LEA..t\. wassleepmg over there, b~fore th,ey 
got around to creating a community ,anticrime . p:ro~ram; I" l1;l,ean, talk 
about bureauci'atic double take ::mctpimalizing peopJe. .", , 

'And' then there is the National Crime Survey, the onesufyey that 
means anything to criminal justice research and pol1cymak~rs l1rou~d 
the cO~ltry, for, as we all know, we can1t always trust an of tl;lQ offimal 
po~ice reports. He~e was t~e Olie thing LEAA had been q.reclit~<l £or~ 
thIS survey of victIms of crIme, and we wake-qp one ,day'an,d theyhave 
a,nnounced its suspension. . . , ~.' " 

The Departmelit of Census which does the survey has been throw.n 
into disarray; lawe!lforcement peop~e all over the country,~,ncl scholars 
on crimes and crimlllologists are saying: "Wbat are yeu, doing~" . 

That is the one 'Program whi<;-h has 'been useful anc1.suCM~sful.And 
so, after hearings,. w~ ~tindon't know about the statuso£;thesun'ey. 
We understand :it has,been e;x:tendecl temporarn3~, b\lt that sounds like a 
reprieve from an. ultimate death sentenc\Ol. '. 

LEAA is the largest single agency within the pepartmen:t of ,J m;tice 
in terms of appropriations. It has two vacancies that.havl;"e1l.11sted for 
14 uninterrupted months . 

. Mr. 13ELTJ. Three, Mr. ,Chairman., 
:,l\fr. CONYERS. Tlu'ee; I ani sorry. , '. '. , . " 
Now we know what.,happened.to ORO in another Aclininistr)1,tion: 

I mean, a good way to strangle an organization is not to appoint any 
leadership. 
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What does it say to everybody in the public and in Government; 
that we don't need the heads'~ That we function better withollt them ~ 
That we don't have any confidence in the people that are going to 
come on, or that we are going to decide the future of this organization 
before we appoint the people that we aTe going to head it up ~ 

How can it be so important if it can exist for 14 months with three 
of the top heads absent ~ I ask that, seeking information. 

The affirmative action programs of LEAA, I think, deserve very 
sharp analysis. After we finally got the Jordan amendment passed, 
the first case I ever heard about was a case of reverse discrimination. 

I mean, we have a responsibility ii:lgovernment, particularly in 
law enforcement, to show that we are setting the trend and not follow
ing it, or fighting it, or resisting it as subtly as we can. 

,Two other observations. One is on the question of innovatioll. I have 
a problem with this. You know, the truth of the matter is that our 

starved localities will take any mon13y, short of money from organized 
crime, from the Federal Government in any form that it comes in. 
We all know that. They need it desperately. Lhad the mayor of my 
city arguing that he needed OETA money, not LEAA money, OETA 
money, to hire more policemen. And so this whole notion of guide
lines and illllovations really requires a lot l'nore analysis than I think 
has been given. " ' ", 
. Thereasoll I say this is because a lot of people have,to come to see
particulady the administrators of LEAA, the plalmers, the local 
groups~theirjob as fashioning a grant in order to get thebuc~ into 
their town. It is a very American practice. There is nothing wrong 
with it. It is prurt of the political process. , ' " , 

But what happens to innovation.is that nobody is willing to take a 
chance. Orime is a very volatile political subject. Nobody wants to 
risk a.n experiment on crime, and yet, we continue to talk .about in
novat!o:n. Many of the planners tell us that they work year around 
sending in the tons of paperwork and plans to make us happy, and 
that they have another group deciding how to spend all of this mon'ey 
at the end of the. fiscal year so that, unlike the community anticrime 
agency, they won't be accused of not having spent all their money and 
have that accusation used as a basis for a reduction. 
~d, of course, there is no o'ne left to iimovate. That, sir, is just a 

. reaction to the nature of the problem that we are up against., 
There 'are elements in your program that I think are very comrnencT

able, and I welcome and appreciate this very candid alid. luCid first 
ac('oi.U).t tha~ you brul€!: to. the subcomniittee.. " .' . 

I 'Woulclhke to ~ecogllIze now, the gentlewoman from .New York, 
].£8. Holtzman. ,.', , .. 

Ms. HOT,'l'zl\'I,\i. rhailk you veT}" much, Mr. Ohairman. . . ' 
. And, 'Mr. Attol'lley General, as a member of the slibcolluuittee, I 

wonldlike to welcome you here. today. . " , 
, Twas very pleased to see in your statement expressions of the need to 

rommmlicMe with the Congress on LE,A.A. And it is for that teaSon 
tliat I wish to raise the fol1owi~g question. .' , , .: ' . 
, Last August, Oongressman McOlory; who.is sitting ,with 'the sub

committee today and who is the ranking minority member of,the full 
cc;>mmittee, and I wrote you a letter commenting on your study report 
onLEAA. , 
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At that time, we urged you to fill the vacanci.es at LEAA-. 
On November 7, 1977, Congressman McClory and I wrote to the 

President, again asldng that a new administrator be appointed and 
specifically bringing up a possible violation of the "Vacancy Act. 

In response to that letter to the Presic1entl we received a letter from 
you on January 2 of this year-21h months after the letter was 
sent to the President. 

I would. like to read 'your response to the letter dealing with the 
problem of vacancies. 

DEAR CONGRESSWO:&fAN HOLTz~rAN: On behalf of the President, I would like to 
acknowledge receipt of your recent letter concerning the Law Enforcement En-
forcement Administration. , 

We are strongly committed to maintaining and enhancing the }j'ederal Govern
ment's program of financial assistance to the State and local governments for 
crime control and justice system improvements'. 'Ve, during the past yellr, have 
taken a number of steps to streamline LEU and to improve the agency's effi
ciency and effectiveness, We have also submitted to the President a comprehensive 
set of proposals to restructure andimproye our financial assistance program. We 
lool{ forward to working closely "ith you and others on the House Judiciary 
Committee in this endeavor. 

In your letter to the President, you characterize morale at LEAA as rapidly 
deteriorating. I find a different attitude on the part of LEAA personnel. I believe 
that morllie at LEU is high and will improve as we go forth with the Congress 
to provide those employees with an organizational structure in which they can 
work and an effective program which they can administer. 

Early in my tenure as Attorney General" I visited the LEAA. building on 
Indiana Avenue. I belieVe I was the first Attorney General to visit the facility. 

By the way, Mr. Attol'1ley General, I understand that the .A:ttorney 
General who was your predecessor, Mr;Levi, in fact was the first to 
visit the facility. 

I retain a deep interest in the activities of LEAA and lookf~rward to working 
with you to improve the Federal' Government's programs forassistancc fOr crime 
control and justice system improvements. 

Yonrs sincerely, 
GRIFFIN BELL. 
Attorney General. 

There does not appeal' in this letter one reference to the question tIl at 
we posed with respect to mling the vacancies at LEAA. 

Mr. Attorney Gen~ral, findmg myself unaNe tq get even a resp~nse 
from you or the PresIdent on tIns matter, much less to get an appomt
ment of an administrator of LEAA, I finally requested an opinion 
from the General AccountingOffice on the legality Of the acting admin-
istrator's service at LEU. ' . 

The acting director is Mr. Gregg. In your introduction this morn
ing, you said of Mr. Gregg-who is the Assistant Administeator, Office 
of Planning .and Management: "I. c~ll him the acting administrat~r." 

Monday mght I recelVedan opmlOn from the Gener!),} Accountmg 
Office on th,e legality of his service at LEAA. That opinion finds that 
the Vacancy Act has been violated. It concludes that: 

From March 28, 1977, to date, there was no legal authority for ,anyone to per
form the dutiel3 of administrat0J: except the Attorney General himself. 

Not only may the acting adIIiinistrator not perform the duties of the office, but 
aU actions taken since March 28, 1977 could be c1mUenged iIi court mid ~ll future 
actions taken )Jy LEU under th~ guise of an acting administrator could be 
challenged. 
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Mr. Clmirma,n with yOUl' permission, I would like to enter the 
opinion of the General Accounting Office in the record. 

Mr. Cmn""ERs. Of course; withont objection. 
[The document referred to follows:] 

Hon. ELIZABETH EOLTZMAN, 
HOllse at Repl·esentatives. 

C01IPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
1l7u8hinyton, D.O., Febrlw1'y 27, 19"18. 

DEAR Ills. HOL'rz1IAN : This is in response to your letter date~l January 30, 1978, 
concerning the service of Mr. James 1\1. E. Gregg as Acting Administrator of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). You note that the last 
presidentially apPOinted Administ:T:ator, Richard ,Yo Yelde, resigned on February 
25, 1077, and at the time of Mr. Yelde's resignation, :Mr. Gregg was Assistant Ad
ministrator, Office of Plalllling- and Management, the higll(~sL ranking official then 
serving since the two Deputy Administrator pOsitions were vacant. You inquire 
as to the authority for Mr. Gregg to serve as Acting Administrator for any period 
in excess of 30 days from the date of Mr. Velde's resignation in view of the pro
visions of the Vacancies Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 3345-3349 (1976). You also note that 
LEANs enahling legislation does not reveal any provision for the appointment of 
an acting administrator. By letter dated February 10, 1975, we requested the 
views of the Department of Justice in regard to J'Ilr. Gregg's service but in con
sideration of the urgency with which you view- this mntter, we are l'esponding 
without bellefitof a reply from Justice. , , 

Under 42 U.S.C. section 3711(a) (Supp. V, 1975) Congress provided for ap
pOinting the Administrator and two Deputy Administrators of J~EAA as follows: 

"There is hereby establisheel within the Department of Justice, under the gen
eral authority of the Attorney General, a Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration (hereinafter referred to in this chapter as 'Administration') composed 
of an Administrator of Law Enforcement Assistance and two Deputy Admin
istrators of Law Enforcement Assistance, who shall be appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the ad vice and consent of the Senate. 

Sections 3345, 3346, and 3347 of title 5, united States Cocle, provicle methods 
for tho temporary :filling of vacancies created by the death, resignation, sickness 
01' allScnce of the head of an e~ecutiye or military department. or the head of a 
lmreau tlJereof whose apPOintment is not YE'sted in the head of the Gepartment. 
l::iection 3349 of title 5 maltes the methods described in the preceding' sections the 
sole means for filling the vacancies described therein, except in the case of a 
yacancy occurring during a recess of the Senate. 

Rectioll 33";8 of title 5, United States Code, imposes a 30-clay limit on temporary 
appointments uncleI' sections 3345, 334G, and 3347 for positions which are subject 
to Presidential appointment and Senate confirmation. That section is worded as 
follows: 

"~cction 3348. Details j Limited in time. A vacancy caused by death 01' resigna
tiOIl mily he tilled temporarily under section 3345, 3346, or 3347 of this title for 
not. 11101'(> t11l1n 30 days." 

Yon have furnished our Office with a copy of I./EAA Instruction I 131O.18A 
elated Relltember 10, 1974, entitled "Designation of An Acting Administrator, 
LEA..!..", which appears to implement the succession procedure mandated by sec
tiom; 33<15, 3346, and 3347 of title 5, United States Code: However, the internal 
I./EAA instruction is silent. as to the 30-day limit imposed by 5 U.S.C. section 3348 . 

• \ll of the cited sections are derived from the Act o'f July 23, 1868, ch, 227, 15 
Stat. 168, llereinafter referred to as the Vacancies Act. The legislative history 
o'f the Act makes it clear that the provisions now codified as sections 3345 through 
3340 of title [) were intellCled to preclude unreasolla:]}le delays in suhmitting nOmi
nations for offices subject to Senate 'confirmation, See e.g., 39 Congressional Globe 
llG3,lHH (Fe\}ruary 14, 1868). 

In 1973 when Mr. L. Patrick Gl'ay III was designated Acting Directdr of the 
Federal Burean of Investigation (FBI), we were asked to decide whether the 
Vacancies Act was applicable to the Department of Justice and in tUrn to the 
position Qf Director of the FBI. Our opinion in tbut case, B-150136, February 22, 

'-1973. holding that the Vacancies Act did apply, would appear to be equally up-
pUcable to Mr. Gregg's service. 

l.'l!e Department of Justice disagreed with our conclusion in the Patrick Gray 
ease. The basis for the Department's view was that 28 U.S.C. section 510 
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supersedes () U.S.C. ·section 3348. Section 509, title 28 United States Code, places 
all functions of the Department of .Justice, with certain exceptions not pertinent 
here, in the Attorney General. Under section 510 the Attorney General may 
authorize allY other officer or employee of the Department of Justice to perform 
any function of the Attorney General. Our Office views section 509 as placing 
full accountability in the Attorney General for the functions of his agency. 
However, section OlD, while permitting him to delegate his functions, does not 
in our opinion supersede the pro\'1sions of the Vacancies Act. B-150136, 
February 2~, 1973. 

1Ve note that the position of Administrator has been without a nominee for 
approximately one year. This appears to be precisely the sort of "unreasonable" 
delay the Vacancies Act was enacted to prevent. In the atbsence of any other stlltu
tory authority to fill the position on a temporary basis outside the Vacancies 
Act, we {!onclude that the 30-day limit is applicable, '[lild began to run on ]j~ebru
m'Y 26, 1977, the day after the reSignation of 1\:Ir. Velde. Thus, from March 28, 
J9ii', to date, there was no legal authority for anyone to perform the duties of 
the Administrator except the .Attorney General himself, in whom, by statute, all 
the Administrator';; functions are vesteLl. 28 U.S.C. section 509 (1970). 

As indicated by the LE,A.A instruction cited above, t1le Assistant Administra
tor, Offi{?e of Planning and Management, the pOSition occupied by Mr. Gregg, may 
act for the Administrator in the Administrator's absp.nce. The instruct.ion states 
that the alJsence of the Administrator Illlcl the Deputy Administrators should 
result from (1) travel outside the Metropolitan 1Vashington area, (2) incapa{!ity, 
01' (3) vacancy of position. The first two types of absences contemplate a sittlU
tion ill which there is it duly appointed Administrator, who may be a'bsent and 
unable to perform hi:,; duties for various reason's, including travel, eickness, etc. 
'l'his is a duty cOlllmonly assigned to deputies or first assistants throughout the 
GOyerllment and is certainly not ohjectionable per se. The third type of abSence 
contemplates a vacancy in the office of .Administrator. Since this situation is 
covered by tlle YacanC'ies Act and the time has expired when anyone-whatever 
his title-may serve as Acting Administrator, Mr. Gregg may not perform. the 
duties of such office. 

1Ve are mindful of the practical difficulties of being forced to run a program 
with no one at the head to make decisions. 

However, until the Presi.clent suomits a nomination to the Sena:te, such deci
sion'S can. only be made legally by the Attorney General. 

You have called our attention to the fact that official actions taken oy l\lr. 
Gregg, sUch as the signing of grant awards, have at least in some instances been 
taken in his (':opacity as Assistant Administrator, Office of Planning and Man
agement. HOWbver, since, as indicated above, there is nolegal authority for l\:Ir. 
Gregg to occupy the position of Acting Administrator during the vacancy of the 
office of Administrator, the validity of Mr. Gregg's ~ctions in 'the capacity of 
Acting Administrator could be challenged. Therefore, lt would appear that the 
Attorney General shoulcl give consideration to ratifying sncll actions. See 56 
Compo Gen. 761 (1977). 

Sincerely yours, 
R.F. KELLER, 

Deputv Oomptroller General 
Of the Vnited States. 

~fs. HOvrZlIIAN •• Tudge Be.H, my question is this: 
'What will yon do to fill the vacancies at LEAA, to comply with the 

}a-w. to bring this administration and this agency in compliance with 
the Yacancy Act, and to reaJfirl1l this administration's conmlitment to 
fighting crime by appointing a legal ~lead at LEA.A ~ 

Mr. BELT,. May T respond, Mr. Ohall'll1an ~ 
Mr. CON1.'ER!'l. Of course. 
l\fl'. BELL. 'Well, in the first place, your opinion from the General 

Acconnting Ollice points out that the Justice Department is in dis
agre<.>ment with their fl.lllda,ment.al thesis. 

lVe haye had this argume.nt before ,,,ith the Gene.ral Accounting 
Office, and I do not agree that we.are in violation of the 'Vacancy Act. 

And some day, I suppose that will be resolved in court. At that time 
we will decide. "Ve will know who is right about it. 
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But second, going to what the real question is: ,Vhen are we going to 
appoint an ,administratod , 
, I began looking for an Administrator last Spring, and I selected 

someone to be the Administrator. I selected a deputy and I selected a 
number three person who was to ,bathe expert on administration. 

I have those names of the people that I selected. I decided, since 
they are human beings, I ought not to put them in a job that I was 
going to put, them out of. I don't think it is fair to people to do that 
to them. 

I knew that we were going to reorganize the LEAA. The President 
had told me early onto transfer all the grant part of it to the Treasury 
and let it be handled in the way that we send money out, other Federal 
moneys, to State and local communities. 

He had promised in his campaign to create a national institute of 
justice. That would take the research part, so that there wOllld be 
nothing left for LEAA to do. ' 

Therefore, I concluded that I would not fill the vacancies lmtil it 
was decided what was going to be ,done about reorganizing LEAA, 
whether it would be dismantled or what. ' 

We have been working assiduously on that task. In November I gave 
the plan to the President. He studied it, sent it back to me and told me 
to~~~ . 

We are at that point now. "Ve will appoint somebody as soon as ,we 
get this reorganization done. But I can't deal with everybody just 
instantaneously or simultaneously. I have got to deal with the people 
from the executive branch. I have got to deal witl~ this committee. I 
have got to deal with the Senate committee. 

Now, when we finish, it may well be that we will want somebody 
different from the people I selected before. I have an idea that if we 
can reorganize, we can get very good persons in to run these things. 
You can see on this chart, we have got to have somebody that lmder
stands, some scientist, really, on statistics, somebody that is well edu
cated and well versed in that field to manage the ;Bureau of Justice 
Statistics. 

We have got to,have top-flight academicians in my judgment to run 
the National Institute. o,f Justice, and, we have got to have really a 
skilled Administrator to run the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration. Over these three units, we need an outstanding person.' 
, Not to, take. anything away from the three people I selected, but if 
I selected agalll, I may not select those same three people. I don't want 
to get people in and put them out. ' , 

Now the courts will have to decide whether I'm in violation of the 
law or, not. I don't agree that I am in Yiol~tion. I have a legaJopinion 
that says I am not. . . 

Ms. HOLT'h~IAN. Mr. Attorney General, would you be kind: enough 
to submit that opinion to the committee ~ ,,'. 
. .Mr. BELL. I would be glad t9. In fact, I w.as going to ask that I be 
allowed to do. that. Since you've got one from the General Accounting 
Office, you lUlght want to, get one from the Library of Congress. The 
Senate got one last week. They got an opinion from the Library of 
Congress .. I didn't know .they entered opinions. It was different f~'OPl 
my own. [Laughter.] [See App. 3 at p.285.] " . . . 
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Ms. HOLTZ~IAN. Do you have that opinion with you, the legal 
opinion provid<'ld to you and your office ~ 

By the way, who wrote this legal opinion ~ 
Mr. BELL. The Office of Legal' Counsel. The office that is supposed 

to render legal opinions. 
Ms. HOLTZ~I.AN. To the executivehrallc11 ~ 
Mr. BELL. Yes. 
Us. HOLTZ~.u\N. But the Comptroller General is also empowerecl to 

render opinions as to "hether or not the Vacancy Act .has been 
violated~ 

Mr. BELL. No question about it: ' 
Ms. HOL'l'Z~I.AN. There is avery' important statement at the bottom 

of page 3 of the GAO opinion: ' 
"We are mindful of the practical difficulties of being forced to run 

a program with no one at the headtomake·a decision." 
"Six hundred fifty millioll clollars, 1\fr. Attorney General, have been 

placed in the hands of LEAA. to be spent. Theeemoneys, I submit to 
you, ancl I think you are a practical enough person to understal1cl, 
can not have been spent in the best possible, most e:ffective method 
without lanybody in charge of the agency. . 

We n.re tn.llring about not only the law of this cOlmtry, but we· are 
tailing taxpa,yers' dollars, n.nd I doli't understand how a headless 
horseman can ride in a straight direc,tion or follow the way in which 
the law is intended to go.' " 

Mr. BELL. I tell you, I would like to get a commission on the money 
I have saved the taxpaye:l's 'of America uncleI' my administration, as 
compared to the last one. . 

Ms. HOLTZUAN. 1-Vell, I remember President Nixon Ja,lso said he was 
saving the taxpayer's money-but we called it impoundment. Action 
on the part of Congress was required to free up those moneys. The 
Congress is not interested in having LEAA money impounded. The 
Congress wants to see this program work. , 

Now let me get back to the qnestion as to when we are going to 
have someone appointed as head of this agency. You said that you 
are A'oing to wait 'Until the reorganization plans are accepted. ' 

My lmc1ertanding from your testimony is· that yon are going to wait 
to propose the reorganiZ'ation until new authorization legislation is 
proposed, which would be June, rough1y, of U)79. 

Do I take it then that we are going to have to wait until September 
of 1979 before we will get a submission of nn-mes for n. newh~ad of 
LEAA~ 

Mr. BFLL. ~hat wasn't my testimony; Woultl yon cite me the page 
you are referrmg to ? ' 

Ms. HtJEJrZlII.AN. ",Vhen are yon going to submit the reorganizatioll 
plans, Mr. Attorne:y General~. ' '. 

Mr. BELl). I'm gomg to submit it as fast asI can. 
:M:s. HOLTZlIIAN. 'When is that~ 

, ~fr. BELL. If I coulcl get this committee to agree to the procedure 
we are foll~w~g, I wouldsubinit it this month~ It takes 60 days for 
the reorganIzatIOll plan to pass through the Congress. ' . 
. Ms. HOLTZ~IAN.T see, so that we would have to wait 2 months; then, 
before Iiame& would be snbluitted. That's assuming that the reorgani~ 
zation plan goes through, is that correct~' 

20-613-78-16 
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Mr. BELL. I would assume that. That's right. I am assuming it will 
""0 through because the Congress granted the President the authority 
to reoraanize the Gove111ment, a,nd I hayen:t seen anything in my 
pllan th~twould incite people to be against it. 

Ms. HOLTZ~fAN. \V" ell, I guess I am just puzzled by the timetable, 
sir, because you have just presented a reorganization plan that has 
not yet been finalized, that is an. initial plan,. and I don't have any 
notion of when a final plan is gomg to be arrived at, and when that 
will be approved by the President, much less by this committee. 

Mr. BELL, Mr, Fiederowicz just pointed out to me that we have to 
get everything done by :May 15. We have f?;ot t? file our -legislation. 

Ms. HOLTZ~fAN. Mr. Attorne,y General, Isn't It true that the pro
posed reorganization plan on statistics and research has nothing to 
do with LEAA itself? 

Mr. BELL. Well, it has something to do with management, Ms. 
Holtzman. As you know, I am charged under oath to try to manage 
things. T can't just go arolmd and hand out jobs and do those sorts 
of things without regard to management. I am trying to manage the 
LEAA better than it has been. I nm trying to get more money into 
local commlUlities. . 

Ms. HOLTZl\[AN. I don't 'lUlderstand how you could manage LEAA 
witho~lt somebody in charge. I think that the delay in the commu
nity anticrime programs and the long delays in processing applica
tions which States claim, are evidence of the problems created. by the 
absence of an administrator. . 

I tHnk that these examples raise serious q'uestions about the lability 
to manage LEAA without somebody at the head. 

Mr. BELI~. My information is that it is being managed now better 
than it has been. That's what I am told by the people who work at 
LEAA. [I.Jiwghter.] 

They, think that since we got rid of some people who were there, 
it has been a lot better off than it was. You know there are some very 
good career people in the Government. These career people 'are to be 
commended. 

Ms. HOLTZl\fAN. Just to get back then, what you are saying is you 
are going to propose a reorganization that is going to deal with 'the 
new Office of Statistics and the new Institute of Justice, but the basic 
reorganization you propose will not affect the LEAA itself, 'and yet 
we are going to haye to wait until tl1is reorganization proposal is 
made, approved and so forth, before YOllname a new head for LEAA. 

Is that correct ~ 
Mr. BELL. ,Ven, I tl1ink that the best, answer I can give to that is 

I will appoint an Administrator at the moment. It appears that we 
are all in agreement about the way we are going to l'llll the LEAA. 
I don't have to wait until the 60 days ends. 
If you t0ld me today that vou thought my plan was fnndamentally 

SOlUld, and the Presiclpnt tells me he thinks -it is sound, I would g'o 
aheacl and get somebody now, but I have got to wait until we know 
where we are going before I lmow who to select. 

Ms. HorIrZlIL\N:,Vell, why can't yon do something about enforcing 
the laws thatare 'already on the books with respect to LEAA, and 
then you can worry about getting the LEAA reorganized later ~. . 
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'What about dealliig with the laws that the Congr~ss has alrea~ly 
passed to improve the performance of LEAA. by havlllg 'an Admm
istratorappointed subjeot to confh'Ulatioll to operate the program ~ 

Mr. BELL. It n1.o,y not be the person that's going to keep the job. 
I do not want to get somebody in office for 6 months and tell them 
to get out. . . 

Ms. HOL't;~MAN. I was suggestmg, Mr. Attorney General, that IS an 
unlikely occurrence, considering how, when you first propo&ed a reor
ganization, I think last August, you said you would get it all wrapped 
up by November. . 

In November, we got a new proposal. That was going to be approved 
by the President in January. We are ah'eady in February, and a final 
proposal is not ready, only a tentative proposaL So it has already been 
about 8 months since you have come up with plans with regard to 
LEAA. Given that past history, I would say that 6 months' period of 
time to come up with a final plan is probably not realistic. 

The reason I ask you these questions is because I am profolUldly con
cerned that the actions of LEAA may be subject to legal challenge 
and I think it is a waste of Government time and money to have the 
legal validity of LE11.A'S actions challenged in court. I just think that 
makes no sense. 

I think everybocly would understand and agree that an agency needs 
a head to run it, and that an administrator ought to be appointed 
promptly. 

Finally, there is a statement from the General AccOlUlting Office 
on this matter. There isa statement, I believe, from Members -of Con
gress that they want to see this agencY' nUl properly and with a legally 
constituteclhead. There really isn't any excuse or justification for post
poning this 'allY longer. 

~11'. BELL. I would like you to cite me one thing bl1at has been done 
in LEAA since I have been Attorney General that is improper. 

You keep saying "improper." 
Ms. HOLTZlIIAN. Yes, the fact that you have a person-
Mr. BELL. Give me one example. 
Mr. Hom·Zl\IAN. You have somebody serving as acting Administra

tor, which is in violation of the Vacancy Act. This person is not au
thorized to sign grant applications and act as head of the agency ac
cOl'cling to the General Accounting Office. 

Mr: BELL. According to the General Accounting Office. I'm glad you 
added that. It is not according to the legal opinion Iluwe. I would like 
to fill the vacancies as fast as I can. I have devoted a. great deal of time 
to the LEAA and a great deal of time getting it reconstituted, reo1'
ganizect so that the American people have confidence in it, and I will 
fill the vacancies just as quicldy as I can, but I can't set f_ deadline. 

Mr. CONYERS. I think this issue has been more ·than adequately clis-
cussed. 

Let me turn now to my colleague from Illiliois, Mr. McClory. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you very mudll, Mr. Chairman. 
Judge Bell, you seem to have encOlmffired a great many nroblems 

here since y~ur advent to "\Vashington, and I clon't want to appear 
unsympathetIc to your role. I recognize that. 

Mr. BELL. I think you will find that nothing is easy in Washington. 
[Laughter.] 
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1\:[I:. ~fCCLORY. Well, let me say on a very personal basis that I find 
you a very charming and very able individual, and most of the time I 
undel'Stand you, if you don't speak too fast. You have a charming wife 
and you make a very attractive couple here on the ,Yashington scene. 
[Laughter.] 

I think the immediate problem that you are experiencing, it seems 
to me, emanates from a campaign statement from the Chief Executive 
last year, in which he, as I recall, statec1 quite flatly that he wanted 
to abolish LEAA, and it seems to me that some of the efforts that 
have been taken, and some of the things that have been done, including 
the failure to appoint the Administrator and other officers of LEAA, 
exacerbate the problem and are creating this confrontation that we are 
witnessing here today. 

The closing of the regional offices, just as a summary action, caused 
a lot of concern and a lot of questioning at the local and State levels 
where the mgional offices were the principal 'agencies through which 
these planning officials and these local officials move. 

I just had a meeting here a couple of ' weeks ago with representntives 
of the law enforcement planning people from throughout the State 
of Illinois, from the metropolitan area of Chicago and downstate Illi
nois, and they all expressed a ,similar deep concern about the future 
of the LEAA program. . 

I am concerned today, as n, matter of fact, by the fact that you have 
evidenc.ec1 your personal support for the retention of LEAA in the 
criminal justice field, and I think that is an extremely important move 
on your part, . , 

I would like you to really consider this very seriously, whether the 
reorganization approach is the approach you should take. 

It seems to me that what you are. actually doing', YOll are asking for 
a new leg.islation~ you are asking for the establishment of a new 
agency, tllls Office of Justice Research, and you are asking for estab
lishment of other new functions. ' 

I would suggest strongly that you attack tIllS directly through the 
legislative measure, and not to try to accomplish this through the 
reorganization process. . 

I was very iIIlPr'essed, for instance, with the 1977 annual report,. 
your annual report with regard to LEAA, and it described in rather 
broad, bmsque language the activities and the successful activities of 
LEAA training, research, and all of the various improvements that 
have oCcurred as a result of this. 

I have tried in my own area to analyze how the funds are 'appliell 
and frQ,nkly i am very encouraged by what· I have been able to observe, 
the differ.ent things that have been done in the area of law enforce
ment and criminal justice which otherwise would not have been done 
except for this incentive and this support which the LEAA grants 
have provided. 

I have some questions even about this new approach. lam concerned 
about the research approach. I question that it is a good idea for us: 
to initiate the research here in Washington. 
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The reseu.rch, it seems to me, should be done primarily at the local 
level. They are the ones who lmderstanc1 it better tllan we do' here in 
W'ashington, and then if the research project is successful, we would 
monitor ~t and we would evaluate it, and then we would ~sseminate 
it to the extent that it could be made available nationally. That is my 
concern. 

Also, I would like to see an enhn,ncement of the training programs 
which so far, I think, have not been sufficient, although I know that u. 
number of grlmts have been ;ll1ade to pel'nut local cOl1ummities to have 
training programs. 

I might say that, for instance, with respect to training people for 
handling dmnestic crisis problems, the LEAA l1US been tremendously 
successful. They ha:ve demonstrated that you don't have togo in and 
get the husband and wife and drag tllmn into conrt 'and dlarge one 01.' 
the other 01' both '\yith criminal conduct, but you can avoid the criminal 
pl'ocess entirely through adequately trained personnel, and it just has 
been tremendously snccessful. that's all j'here:> is to it." ' 

I am concerned, like my colleagues, though, that w~ have-not suffi~ 
ciently caJ:ried' O').t .these community anticrimeapplicatiollS ,that are 
pending in your office now. :Maybe th~yare going to get·~~ted Up~)ll, 
but I know I have, got one from my clistrict that I amwaIbng actIon 
on amI I don't lmow what has been done in that area.: ... 

I feel kinc1of. frustrated, because of what has occurred, that we don't 
have an administrator to turn to, and 'we don)t have, the existing 
mechanism lmder which to operate. ' ,,' i," : 

Let me just add tlus. You know I was hel'e when we·estahlisl1ecl the 
Ac1min;strativeOffice. of the Snpreme Conrt. and then the Adlllinistra~ 
tive Office of the Courts of App'eals. We did this to provide' better 
mana~emellt, better statistics, and then we came along 'and we 'estab
]i!'hNl the .Tudir.ialCenterancJ I offered the amendment' t6' provide 
that they.s1:ould have. a. computer .capa:bility so t.hat the~could?e a 
wt',V soplnshcatecl stahstrcal gathermg agency !lond to prOVIde 'alllnnc1s 
of mode.rn tecl111iques for improving the aclnunistration of j us.tice, ci\'il 
and criminal. ., 

No"\v it seems to m.e. we come, along with a National Institllm '&f;.Tus~ 
ticp and Wr are cre1}ting a Ito", agencv, which·isgoillg to pl'trvidd Ile,\v 
~tatis~ical in!ol')'~1ation,which we.need,in order toililprote t~le.ac1nlin~ 
IstratlOllOf]uE1tlce and soon, and I am,concerned about creaJill:i.gnew 
agencies, new 'instittltes, or whatever' "We. are going to MIl ,the new 
burea~s, to do things that we thought were being clone by. existing 
agenclCS. . . :" " .: .. '~' 

~IVIr. CO~YERS. I~'I may say, Mr., Attor~ey G.eneral,this he~yrinA'"",a~ 
the fil'st opportul1ltv to have a frank dlsCllsf;llOn about the l1ature or 
the problems 'all;d the future of I-!EAA, .and ~.'athel'. than carry tl1is 
too far, I wOl'tl.cllik~ to'J.'ecommencl to the.,slib60mmittee. tha,t'we take 
yom' l'emarks, your charts, the COlloCflties thatl1av:echsned, a:htli~ibmit 
them to the l'econl: ,Ve wO\lld a.Js? like to get a copY.oftlle ty'pott that 
yon J'ply on tOl'E'Slst the .sugg\'.stlOllS mudeby the gentl(5F"6nmriil'ol11 
Nrw York. . . , , . 

. ~. .; '.. 
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:JIr. McCLoRY. vVould the Chairman yield just on the line of that 
suggestion ~ 

Mr. CON~YERS. Yes. 
Mr. MCCLORY. I think that part of my dilemma 11e1'e this morning is 

a lack of liaison and lack of communication, and I would suggest and 
really Ul'ge, Judge Bell, that you have Ul'. Gregg and your counsel 
:lllcl others, your General Counsel with whom we have worked for 
some years now, and have them comnllUlicate with our staff and 
see if the major problems can be resolved before we go headlong into a 
reorganizatjon plan which could experience cUsapPl'ovaI,as you know. 

Mr. CONYERS. My colleague makes a very important point. You Set', 
our communication lines aren:t that deep in terms of where you al'e 
coming. I thought the reorganization notion had been put aside be-
cause of the lateness of the year. . 

,Ve have got to be talking about your submission in May of t.his 
year, which we have got to report out, not only from the subcommittee 
but the fun committee, by May of next year. 

Now when y()tl. start combining reorganization with reauthorization 
approaches, you might run into some resistance in the Congress, since 
we are reauthorizing the whole thing legislatively. 

I want to hav.e oUl'·hearing reproduced., examined by onrcommittet' 
mel1'roors so Ilmow yonI' expressed,views, :mcl we will then beabl~ to 
get back and continue this discussion on the record, or in more inror"' 
mal circurnst.'tnces. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from New York. . 
. Ms. HOLTZ:3-fAN; Thank you very much, Mr. Cha.:iJman. 

The persons associated with theLEAA program in New York State 
have submitted to me. a series of questions with l'espectto the rool'g!llli
z!ltion proposal. And I would like to submit those to the Attorney Gen
eral for his response. 

Among other things, tIley question the usc or LEAA funds to sup
POJ't civil justice res£'al'chand they also raise qllestionsaoout the'clll'
rent delay byLE.A:A. in responding to applications on the pa.rt of the 
States.· , . 

LEAA is apparently taking from 90 to 100 clays to process 'gl'tlllts 
andbucl::,o-et revisions and is therefore not operating- within the 30 days 
rcquired by the OlVIB guidelines. ',' . ' 
r~EAA:is also faiUng to issue guidelines on a.timely basis, according 

to the~ people. I would appreciate your comments with respcct to 
that; .... .'. 

I also have one final important question. The budget proposal of the 
Department of Justice calls Tor a reduction in the planning grants to 
Stittes.,Presuma!blv,· that is based on the rCOl'g[tJ'lization. plan unCleI' 
which S.tates wilHuwe to nSfiume a greater part': of the planning costs. 
That reorlrl1nization plan has yet to be formally submitted. 

Neither has any:legislation with respect to that plan been submitted. 
Since States must, under present law, continue to submit plans on a 

yearly basis, how do you iustHy n cut in the planning funds ~ . 
. Mr. BELL., How: do we justify it? .. 

Ms. HOL'I'Z¥.AN. Yes, sir.· .' , ' .. 
Mr. BELI;. For the proposed budget for 1979, we have put 'in ,5 ])C1'-, 

centior funds for planning. That goes back to what itwns in 1971. 
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By 1975, we went from 5 to 6 percent. In 1978, it got up 
to 8 percent. And we thought there was too much llloney being spent 
for plannin~ a,nd not enough for the end product. 

That's in ~the budget. And of course, we will have to ,justify the 
budget to the Congress. . 

Ms. HOL'TZ:i\fAN. ,VeIL tlus comnuttee is the ol1e that is responsible 
£01.' the authorization figures. 

Mr. BELL. For the budget ~ 
Ms. HOLTZ:i\fAN. No, but this member is on the budget cOlllmittee. 
]\11'. BELL. Then, you will have a s(:conclshot. 
Ms. HOLTZ:i\IAN. But. I would appreciate a justification for the cuts, 

since they depend on a change in the operation of the program which 
has not yet beenle.Q:islated. ' 

Mr. McCwuy. Will the gentlelady yield to me? 
Ms. HOL'rz1>IAN. Yes. . 
Mr. MCCLORY. Thank you.. ,.' . 
You lmow,- these expenses. for planning aTe things that the Con

gress has imposed on the local areas and on the regional areas and on 
the State areas. , l 

And it seems to me that if ,veal'e going, to eliminate some of that 
overlap-and, I wouldn't deny that there is o,,~erlap,and I wouldn't 
deny that thereis excess redtape and excess planning:-we should be 
able to spell out legislatively how 'some of these planning functions 
are to be eliminated. 

And that is another thing, it seems to me,·that we,:should'be·.han
cUing through a. direct legislative approach, and not .through 
reorganization. . , .' . .. .. . ; 

Mr. BELL. I don't know how best to-make that c11ll:nge;oth~r than 
through the budget .. All we. are·going.to; have for H179 for planning 
is $30 mHlion. Now t surely we can get by with $30 million for planning .. 

,Ve .al'(~ reducing plalllung .funds from $50 million,; but we' don't 
think that there is going to be any shortage' of planning.' :: .. " '. 

Mr. MCCLORY. The plans must be approved,hy: the St~te .planning 
agencies, and they must be approved by the LEAA here' ·in' 
~V ashington. . . ", . ~ :;. . .'.' ' . 

So that jt is all well and good to say: ~VelI, wear.e g0i11g' ~ reduce 
the amount of money that they can have for planning. ·Butar~ the~T 
going: to be able to fulfill the mandate; of the. 0ongl'ess with reg-anl to 
plalllling for crimes against the elderly, drug abuse programs, neigh
bOl'hoocl anticrime programs and all the rest of it they would be. 
requireclto put into the plans.. ..' .. ;';.:,,: " '. 

Mr. CONYERS. If you would yield? . . '.;. " . 
,~r e arc ~alking about the question that has been raised about the 

appropriateness of clecisionmaking through unilateral budgetary cuts. 
I mean, we pass a In,w; we create a responsibility. Then allo£ aSticlq.en 
it is deteI:1llined that the law will not·be operationalized.· In this· in
stance: w.e leave.the 'planning agency will all the respmlsibilitiesthey 
had before their money wns cut.. . ,.' _. ':. j .' • • 

But you know, Mr. Attorney Genel'3(I,' the deeperquestibn·.is the 
whole nature of planning in LEAA. These planning requirements ana 
gnidelinesJIaV'ebeen reduced to a sideshow all of theit" own,'in:wlli(>h 
somebody is ,detailed frequently in an office of criminal jristice,' mcrt'ly 
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to start writing the planning nonsense for Washington. They end up 
writing a book which uses the right rhetoric and the language and 
so forth. And it has nothing to do with the two other tasks; namely: 
who gets the grants and where does the innovation come from ~ So 
that in a way, we are stmngling ourselves with redtape in the planning. 

It leaves me in a very ambivalent mood. Although I don't like the 
way that it was decided that part B planning flUlds would be reduced, 
I also have to realize that tIllS whole plallling business is in many 
ways a' charade. 

So I can sympatlllze with what you are trying to do, but at the 
same time, it is an inappropriat~ way to do it. 

:Ms. HOLTZMAN. In addition, the premise of the planning changes, 
as I understand it, was that States and local goVel'llllents would have 
to pay for half of the costs, so they would have to match on,a dollar 
for dollar basis. 

And I don't think that anybody in, the Congress, or certainly on 
this committee, is prepared at this time to endorse that kind of dollal'
for-dollar matching approach with respect to planning funds. 

Mr. CONYERS. "We have met with you, this morning/l\fr. Attorney 
General, and these are our initial reactions. ' '. 
~ hope we have not offended you ~n any way; or that anybody ~s 

gomg away mad. We are only reactmg to our very first glImpse of 
what is being considerecl by the Department of Justice. Details will 
follow. . . . ' 

Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Chairman, may I make one request? 
Mr. CONYERS. Yes. ' 
Mr. :MCCLORY. There is just one thing that it seems. to'lne is vel'Y 

critical that we do. I would like someone in your organization, sir; to 
produce an analysis of the deficiencies. Somewhere along the line of 
this m1l1tibillion apparatus, somebOdy ought to detail their percep
tion of what is wrong and what needs correcting so that we can 
have an analysis., . . .' . 

Otherwise, we will all be making decisions basecl on, perhaps faulty 
misconceptions. .. . 

Mr. BEIiL. I wanteclto respond before I leave. 
Mr. CONYERS. An right. ' 
Mr. BELL. Go ahead. 
J\tIl'. McCLORY. V\T en; ,I wallt to'l11,ake two requests: ':', 
'One is, these chartl3 al'e very iliteresting,particularly this ;6.na1 

chart, and I just wonder if you haNe these ill reclucedsize. If. you do, 
if you could furnish those, " 

hiI'. BELL. "We Ca]l, y~. , . , 
Mr. ,MCCLORY .. The other thing js, I know the clui;irnial~.ofthe nlll 

committee ancldtlier members of the fun committee also have.a simi-
lar interest inthis subject. . ' 

As I e;x'plaineclearlier, I anlllot a member ()f .this subcommittee this 
year. So I am here as ;a member of the fll11 committee ailc1as it rank· 
in~ member, inc1icflltingmy L.'1terest in the shbject. ,.,'. 

But it might be ,a:q visable if YOll, do c1evelop, son:H~ legisl~ti v~ pro-
posals to re~il1'11- Mc1 c118CUSS tllem WIth the full COIDIp.lttee. ., 
Than~ you, Mr. Chairman". . , . " " " '0 , , 

Mr;·BELL. We have got some legislative proposals. ,.' '. 
Uention was rilade of diverting the fttnds to civil justice; we have 

not done that. It would have to be done by legislation. 
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I have, been through three sta,ges with the LEAA.. The,first one, 
as I said, was to transfer func1s to the Treasury, anc1 research to a new 
agency, the National Institute of Justice. 

The seconc1 stage I went through was hoping that the Congress.in 
its wisdom would transfer the progI'am completely out of the JustIce 
Department and give it to somebody else so I would have not have to 
have anything else to c10 with it. [LaJUghter.] 

I tried to find people to be the c1irectoi'. I fmmc1 one '.rery good 
person who studiec1 LEU 1 week, a justice of a State supreme 
court. He said it was impossible to manage. Therefore, he declined 
to be the Administrator. 

Now, I have reached the next stage. I decicled I would make the 
best of it, that I hac1 a duty to try to make it into a better agency anc1 
that it was time to stop the complaints about it. . ' 

I think we have almost reachec1 that soage now. I have glven lt my 
best effort. Anc1 I think we have got a combination plo,n. I don't want 
to mislead tht;l committee, because I c1on',t think we can do this unless 
we use the Reorganization Act to change the management structure, 
and use legis]lation for all other chancres that have to be made. 

That combination, I think, will serye the Nation w~ll. I think 'the 
Congress will bepleasecl. with om proposals and then we can go aheacl 
anc1 fill the vacancies. Anc1 I think that everybocly will be better off. 
That is the note that I woulcllike to close on. 

:Mr. CONYERS.,. It has been a very Clanclicl appearance on your ~)a.I1:, 
Mr. Attorney Genera], and we are very deeply grateful.for your ]Olll
lngl1R 11ere this morning. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr:'RELL. Thank you. 
Mr. CONYERS. Our next witness is Pro I. Am/tin Sm'at, Department 

of Political-Science, Yale University, who ha, submitted a very 
thoughtful statement. "., . 

Professor Sarat, we have read your testimony and it 11ri;S been incol'-
pora,tedinto the record. . 

[ThE) prepared statement of Professor Sarat follows:] 

STATE1UlNT Oli' AUSTIN SARAT, DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, 
YALE UNIVERSITY 

'Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I wish to thank you for the 
opportunity to testify on the operations, function, and future of the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration. Throughout my professional,career I have 
devoted considerable attention to the administration of justice in the United 
States and to evaluating reforms designed to improve its efficiency and effec
tiveness. As part of this general concern, I developed an interest in the perform
ance of LEAA. Worldng with others I set out to examine the operation of LEU 
and the implementation of The Safe ,Streets Act of 1968. In the course of my 
research I have analyzed the ways in which federal crime fighting monl'Y has 
been administr.ated at the state and local level. I began my research with the 
assumption.that the involvement of th'e federal government. in aiding state and 
local law enforcement through a block grant prograni was itself a significant 
change in the administration of justice and thus was of considerable importance 
in understanding the process of reform in criminal justice 'as well as the specific 
efficacy ofLEAA. My research is based primarily upon inte;rviews with federal, 
state and local officials responsible for administering LEAA programs and money 
as well as interviews with a seleCt number' of recipients of such funds: My 
remarks today derive, for the most part, from that research. What I would Uke 
to do is to ~xamine the, question of whether the inj:uslon of federal laW ',enforce
ment m~ney at the, state and local level has brought' abollt signifiCant change 
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andimpl'ovement in the administration of justice. It will be .my thesis that, with 
some notable exceptions, the administration of justice in this country is today 
little different from what it would have been in tile absence of The Safe Streets 
Actin 1968. . 

The passage of The ,Safe Streets Act was, to some extent, the product of a 
growing r6{!ognition of the scope and importance of crime as:a national problem. 
The Act laid out a strategy through which the federal government could ·become 
It partner in state and local efforts to deal with the rise in the crime .l'ate. That 
stmtegy was based UPOll two assumptions. First crime, although national in its 
scope and impact, was still perceived as primarily a state and local problem and, 
second, crime was ·still uuderstood as primarily a problem of law enforcement. 
1'he 'combination of these assumptions led to the enactment vf a block grant pro
gram designed to provide federal funds and technical assistance to state and local 
law enforcement agencies. ~'l1is mOlley and assistance was to be used to supple
ment and aid, not to supplant, local efforts and expenditures. The rather clear 
llle:~sage of The Act was that federal funds onght not to 00 used simply to buy 
more of the same in the way of crime fighting programs since traditional pro
grams and methods have been unable to stem growth in the crime rate. The Act 
provided res{)Urces and expertise which could be used to develop new approaches 
,,-hicll would in turn upgmcle and improve the performance of tIle criminal jus,tice 
~ystem. The political strategy was to use federal money to provide "space" for 
.~ta:te and local agencies to try new ideas in carrying out their traditional func
tions. The implicit message of The Act was that such agencies would not, on their 
own accord, invest resources to (leyelop such new methods and approaches as 
might be required to improve existing hlW enforcement capabilities. The federal 
government would provide the carrot which would lead law enforcement agencies 
to think in new ways about uld problems. It is above all else this commiltment to 
illlproYing witJlJut fundamentally 'ulteringthe structure of law enforcement ac
tiYity aJl(l responsibility, that characterizes IJEAA. It is this commitment, as 
much as any other, which helps to explain why LEA.A.'s interest in promoting new 
ideaii Ims produced such mixed 'results. 

What I am arl$'uing is that ~'1Ie Safe streets Act Wu.s a reform designed to buy 
reform aIld an innovMioll designed to stimulate innovation. The language of The 
Act explicitly directs that federal funds 00 used to finance tile development and 
npplicatioll of "innovations and advanced techniques" for fighting crime. The 
message of The Act was, in one -sense, simple-money would be given, innovation 
produced. WlUlt this did was to :place the burden squarely on states and localitie;~ 
to 'become laboratories fol' fighting crime. It wa,; their'responsibHity to identify 
and devise new methods for dealing witll crime which would depart from past 
"failures". 'The problem of implementation was ,thus from the start a problem 
of conceptualization i liul,ed to the requirement for comprehensive' planning, the 
Act required each state each year ,to devise a new crime fighting·package. It is 
paradoxical that this role was 'ellvisioned for those agencies whose primary com
mitments had been to law'enforcement ,and presumably to the reduction of crime 
\rould be to plan and implement, ,vith the assisrallce of federal revenues, new 
ideas, ideas which they had not hadar tried before. , 

The Act envisioned a linkage between the development of new ideas and system 
impro,'ement. What waS necessary to deal with the crime problem was improved 
crime fighting capacit.y which would be produced by the development of innova
tive crime iigliting techniques, which wonld .in turn be produced through an infu-
sion of fe'deral dollars to state and local governments. . 

The Safe Streets Act also created the. National Institnte of Law Enforcement 
nnd Criminal .Tustice and. in so doing, envisioned a linkage between research and 
(levelopment carried out nuder direct fedetalau:'<;pices and the process of .ration
nlly planning for the allocation of criminal justice resources at t~e state and local 
1e,'e1. Presumably the Natiollul Institute would sponsor research which would 
idenfifynew ways of fighting crime whi'Ch WOUld, in turn, prove relevant to the 
effort to identify and finnnce with federal money illno,'ative programR ill the 
1'arious states. One clear thing from my research is that whatever the National 
Institnte' has been doing lias for the most part not ·been found useful at the 
;:tate level. To some extent this result.'! froin the way National Institute priorities 
haVe been. set and the way National Institutes projects have been communicated. 
1\ran~' state planners snggE'sted that National Institute research waS either too 
"faddish" or not responsive to the immediat.e problems with which 'they dealt. 
To the· e:l:tent The Safe Streets Act envisioned the linkage of a research und 
flp\-elnpmimt orgunization at the national level'in state planning efforts, such a 
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linkage bas not ·been eJIe<!tuated. Thus any reorganization plan must devote more 
careful attention to the relation shin of research and action programs than was 
devoted in The Safe Streets Act. The justification for federally funded criminal 
justice research need not be found in its immediate utility in guiding federal 
action programs, but to the extent Congress intends that such a relationship be 
established, it must clearly specify mechauisms for accomplishing this purpose. 

Most observers of LEAA criticize its record as a source of iunm'ation and im
provement in. the criminal justice system. Reports by the Advisory Commission. 
on Intergovernmental Relations and atasl~ force of the Twentieth CeutUl:y Flmd 
fault I .. EAA for a rather general inability to alter traditional patterns of think
ing about crime or to stimulate new approaches to law enforcement. They suggest 
that ~afe Streets' funds llave not been cost effective in terms of the goal of im
proYement. I am not convinced tllat anyone can determine in a thoroughly relialJle 
fashion whether or not LEAA bas or has not been effective. Instead what is pos
;.;il.Jle is to describe the extent to which LEAA has been able to devise and imple
ment. innovative approaches in ,the area of criminal justice. The question of 
whethel' or not inno\'ation haS bred improvement is, I think, generully unanswer
able. No one can now demonstrate that the operation of the law enforcement 
agencies in the United States is today mucll different than it woule1 otherwise 
have been in the a:l>sence of Safe Streets funding. 

I,et me now turn to the question of innovation. Has LEAA been successful in 
stimulating innovative approache:s to the cl'imeproblem? "When my intere&i; in 
LEAA first developed I intended to try to measure in quanitative fashion the 
extent to which Safe Streets funds had, in the various states, been llible to foskr 
innovation and to rela:te this to variations in the structure and practices of state 
lllnllning agencies. Once my research 'began I perceived a more basic problem, 
,,'hllt I eall a problem of ,understanding. DespHe The Safe Streets Act's emphasis 
Oil innovation, despite the strictures of LEU's 'guidelines and despite the en
couragement of National Institute research I fouml consHlern:ble uncelitainty and 
confusion among state planners '011 the question of wha:t it meant to be innovative. 
And on the question of whether LEAA fund.<; ought to be reserved for innovative 
approaches to law enforcement. I 'belie,'e that it makes no sense to try to measure 
illlHlvution when those cha.rged with carrying out the Act's ma'lldate to innovate 
can't agree among themseh'"es on what in'llovation means and "what it requires 
in the expenditur-aof federal funds. . 

Quite Simply, The Safe Streets Act required administrators to do .something 
tllat they w"ere ill ,equipped, in the absence of ·clear ·direction, to do. Furthermore, 
my interviews revealed another and equally serious prolJlem. Many of my re
spondents suggested that even if they were able to clearly determine what innova
tionS were required, the organization of state planning agencies. and the politics of 
loeallaw enforcement served to frustrate efforts to .devise .and implement new 
apPl'ollches to the crime problem. The experience of implementing -the Safe 
Streets" Act has been plagued by "Crises of theory and practice", by problems 
of lmowledge and understanding. as well las organization andstrueture, What I 
would like to do is briefly slmtch these problems amI to suggest what their impact 
Ims been on the operation of LEU and what are their implications for··the pros
peets for effective reorganization. 

What does it mean to innovate? Reviewing the academic literature on innova
tion suggests that academics have been unable to decide among themselves or de
vise a"satisfactory understanding of what it is to be innovative. When academics, 
insulated from the pressnres of operational responsibility. are 11nable' to decipher 
this tenn, it isn't surprising that planners and adnrimistrators at the ·state Illl(l 
local level have difficulty in doing so. Nevertheless, I think it is fair to say that 
the term innovation is usually employed in two different contexts. In one COll
text innovation is comparable to invention; it ri'fersto a process of creation 
"here ideas are combin6(1 and recombined in some novel way to produce some
thing' which is previously unheard of. '1'he metaphor he1'e is Edison innovating by 
inventing the electric light bullJ. Such invention in an age of complex. technology 
is unusual. Such invention in dealing with social prolJlems "is rare. A se<!ond 
m~nlling for inno\'ation if! experimentation, and jn .this menning an institution is 
said to be innovative wll(m it "tries out" an ide'll. not previously recop;nized or 
sanctioned within the -institution in such 'a way. as to suggest its willingness 
to endorse or accept a new ielea after an initial trial stage. But the idea Dfinno
vation 'as experimentation requires that those innovating be prepared ·to admit 
the failure of an "innovatiyeidea". To experiment, that is, to .employ a metho(l 
of trial and error in a pOliticized environment, requires that those experimeJlt-
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ing underStand and be willing to accept the poUtical costs of dealing with in
evitable failures. 

When LEAA, in accord with the language of T4e Safe Streets Act, suggests that 
federal fl,illds be used to support innovative 'programs, it cannot be said to be 
clear as to whether what is being asked for is invention, experimentation or some
thing else. In the absence of a clear definition of the requirement to. innovq.te, 
LEAA officials at the state and Ibcallevel appear to have been overwhelmed and 
confused.. Responding to this confusion many believe that. they do not have the 
capacity ,or. sources to invent new approaches to law enforcement. Several 
argued that if it was the intention of The Safe Streets Act that they invent Ilew 
approaches, then the organization of LEU at the state. level impeded. their 
ability to do s{). As one planner put it "the first mistake for the Law Enforce
ment 'Assistance Administration was to give us responsibilities for botli 'planning 
and granting. Before we even had a chance to think about what we were dOing 
we found ourselves with a pot of federal bucks and we were inundated with re
quests for it. From then on what we found. was that the year by year plann.ing 
and. granting cycle mel,lilt that we didn't have enough time to sit around and 
think a.bout wl111t we ought to be doing. You can't e::-""Pect people to. do, every
thing that we were called upon to do and lat the same time to devise really: new 
ways for spending federal money." To him and others like him the problem 
of innovation was strategiC. It was the pressures of passing out federal money 
that made innovation difficult. This individual believed that in order for i\lllOVa
tion to occUr within the structure of LE)M, 'State. planning agencies had to act 
as research and development units, . that is, it had to be the responsibility of 
planners at the state level to develop ideas for reforming criminal justice opera
tionsin the states which they served. Some went so far as to argue that in order 
for this to occur there should be a cessation of federal money for a period of time 
w4ile planners in the state were given the responsibility aml the opportunity to 
work out new approaches. 

If, on the other.hand, The Safe Streets Act intended that federal funds be used 
to support primarily experimental programs; many planners believe that it was 
simply unrealistic to expect that law enforcement agencies would be interested 
in securing federal money. Experimentation requires a trial and error mentality, 
a willingness to admit, when prOb'TamS fail, and a willingness to move serially 
from one. approach to another. Furthermore to be experimental means to be will
ing to abandon an idea as soon as it is proven worthwhile. Given the political sen
sitivity of the crime issue, many state planners U1'gued that it was not possible 
to foster experimentation within the law enforcement community. What lam 
suggesting is that state planners have not generally funded projects: which 
were either inventive or experimental. To the extent that they perceived and 
recogni~d The Safe Streets Act's mandate to innovate, they had to. develop strat
egies for coping with their seJf-acknowleged inabilit~r to a<Jhere to it. 1'11eir 
strategies go far in determining the pattern of LEA A activity at the state level 
and the uses to which Safe Streets funds have been put. Let me briefly describe 
three of the most prevalent strategies. 

The first might be called the "packaging strategy". Packaging 'begins with the 
view that the development of new techniques is only a technical or formal require
ment for federal funding and all that is necessary to meet this requirement is 
to make projects sound new and different. The job of the planner is thus a public 
relations job in which the clients are potential grantees and the audience is a 
federal bureaucracy. As one planner acknowle'dged, "My job is to come up with 
imaginative ways for describing what agencies want to get funded. If the project 
really involves putting more police on neighborhood beats it can 'be sold as police 
community relations. I have to 'be aware of ,the right words to use in order to 
satisfy the Guidelines." :Much of the content of· state plans' is thus neither 
inventive nor experimental in its substance although it may be very inventive 
in its rhetoric. Packaging occurs because some planners do not think that real 
innovation is either possible or desirable. 

The second strategy for coping with the difficulties of being genuinely innova
tive is to emphasize "efficiency" as an innovation. Many planners argued that tlle 
only real innovation which federal money could buy was a reduction of waste 
and an" in'Crease in productivity within criminal justice agencies. For them 
federal money is appropriately used to upgrade tradtional law' enforcement 
practices. Politically, their lives as planners <und their rel'ationships with ongoing 
criminal justice agencies might be said to be easier because their sights were S?t 
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lower. The approacll to such an agency was not to say let's get together and 
find new tcleas to better do what you've 'been doing. Rather their approach was 
to suggest that the old ways were indeed the good ways and that whatever 
problems had ,been encountered were largely problems of resources and not 
problems of ideas .. They could join hands with the agencies with which they dealt 
to try to generate ideas for using federal money to increase productivity. This 
did not mean that the old ways had to be abandoned. It did not mean that 
agencies had to acknowledge their own inadequacies in order to meet the require-
ments for federal funding. ' 

The approach of those who understood innovation as efficiency.was to suggest 
to state and local agencies that what they had been doing had indeed been on 
the right track and that what was necessary was simply to do more of the same, 
but to do it better. For them federal mOney could be used to, "grease" the 
machinery of criminal justice agencies. If federal money couldn't be used to buy 
llew ideas, ideas which would be worthwhile enough to exert a claimQn practi
tioners, then, at least, it could· be used to help those on the firing. line do their 
jobs a little better. . 

Packagmg and emphasizing efficiency often involved 'an expressed belief that 
LEAAs' emphasis on innovation is fraudulent. Planners, employing these strat
egies believe that state and local criminal justice agencies have a right to 
federal money even if federal funds cannot be used to buy new ideas. They see 
LlDAA's guidelines as illegitimate, as attempting to force, diverse criminal justice 
agencies into a single national mold. They see such, guidelines as designed to 
transform a: block grant program into the equivalent of a categorical aid program 
and they argue that such guidelines are unduly instrusive on the prerogatives 
of those who knowbe'3t and those whose primary responsibility is to iight crime. 
They saw it as one of their functions to "creatively subvert" guidelines so as to 
be able to use federal money to promote efficiency and at the same time to support 
the operation of state and local crime fighting agencies. This approach to innova
tion meant that for many in state planning agencies, there was no need to fight 
the conceptual battles involved in trying to determine whether or not programs 
were or were not innovative nor was there the need to fight the politieal battles 
of trying to build support for programs and approaches which would be gen
uinely new and different. 

A third strategy for dealing with The Safe Streets Act's mandate to innovate 
was to redefine innovation as "adoption". rt epitomizes the idea that there is 
nothing new to be invented and suggests that LEAA funds should be used solely 
on projects that have proved workable in other places within the framework of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration at the state level. What this 
means is that many planners see their responsibility in promoting innovation as 
primarily one of getting the agencies with which' they work to try ideas, niost 
of which have been tried elsewhere, 'but which have not been employed within 
the state. The argument which we frequently encountered was that the crime 
problem in every state is different. What works in one state might not necessarily 
work in another. To talk about innovation in any state is simply to talk about 
that state's willingness to use ideas developed elsewhere . .An idea is regarded 
as innovative if it is new to an area no matter what its prior histdry' in any 
other area. . . 

The basic premise of those who underStood innovation as adoption was that 
the states varied considerably in their crime fighting capacity. The' states are 
uneven in what is present in the way of an infrastructure for fighting· crime. 
What is old hat in 1I'Iassachusetts may be radical breakthrough in. Alabama. 
When it comes to thinking about new ways 'of ijghting crime, those new :ways 
might very well be police cars for rural policemen or police communicatioll'sys
tems when none have existed befm·e. To adopt these ideas is, in the view of many 
of the respondents with whom we tall;:ed, an accomplishment in itself and one 
which shOUld not be taken lightly. Thus the planner seeking to spend federal 
money on innovative projects could not be rigid in his cOll'ceptionof 'vhat the 
particular projects might be. He had to be sensitive to the needs of particular 
areas. He had to realize that in many areas the minimum-requisites for. fighting 
crime were absent. As one respondent;put it "some of the higher-ups in Washing
ton don't seem to realize that merely being able to write'up a' project and getting 
it described in one of those glossy brochures isn't the ,best way to spend money. 
From where we stand innovation means bringing in-ideas which- hu.:ven't been 
seen before. There is nothing new under the sun but there is. a rot 'new about 
fifty miles west from here/' , ' '., , ' . 
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Each of the strategies, whicll I have described above. is an attempt to cope 
with LEU's mandate to innovate by administrators who either are tUmble or 
unwilling to live up to a rigorous understanding of the concept of innovation. 
'rhere are, however, in addition to this conceptual problem issues of organization 
and structure which help explain the way LEAA operates at the state level. Put 
most directly, the organization of LEU at the state level maximizes the influ
ence of state and,· local law enforcement agencies and in so doing acts to tie state 
planners closely to the interests of those agencies in . obtaining a fail' shure of 
felleral dollars with the least possrble restrictions. 

The way in which state planning a,~eneies are typieally organized is to desig
nate for each criminal justiee fnnctivn a DIanneI' and to charge that planner 
with the task of working with those. agencies in developing grant proposals. 
What . this. means is that the planner nml the planning process have 
lJeen given over to an agency perspective. The planning process has been orga
nized so as to make l)ossible and to facilitate what many at the state level call 
"pie carving". Each agency has its designated planner who· in many cases turns 
into its representative. Instead of acting to jog or 13rod the agency into develop
ing new ideas, the ·planner may serve as its spokesman to the. state 'planning 
agency. The organization of state planning efforts places the planning process 
at the service of those whose interests have not been in the development of innova
tive strategies for fighting crime. The very structure of state planning agencies 
complicates the dilemma of planners whose- responsibility it is to apply the 
federal mandate to innoyate in the granting process. Indeed some states have 
recognized: the verils of expecting planners whose day to· day responsibility is 
to interact with and in some cases to serve law enfOJ;cement agencies, to develop 
ideas for new and different crime fighting techniques and to "sell" those ideas 
to the ageneies with whom they work. 

In Kentucky, for example, the state planning agency devised an innovative sys
tems section. Its primary responsibility was to develop ideas for innovative pro
grams. At the same time Kentucky did not reorgnnize its entire planning func
tion. It maintained the agency perspective in its organization. 'Pile innOYlltive 
RystE'lllS section was an oyerlay whose responsibility was to. deal with prohlems 
which do not haye a particular ageney focus. Its responsibility was to try to de
yplop interagency ideas and to deal \vith those ideas which could not be generated 
at the agency level. It seems paradoxical tbat in its implementation, LEU even 
in one state, would have two structures, an agency based planning structure and 
an innovation 13lanning structure; but such a developIPent is not surJ!rising. 

Al10tber structural and organizational feature which affects the ahility of state 
vlanlling agencies to innovate is the composition of their supervisory boards. 
Hin<'c snch boards are usually composecl of leading criminn.l justicE' practitioners 
in the states, the leverage of the staff, even if it wer~ committed to innovation, 
would be reduced. Such boards, I believe, n.r(' frequently more committed to the 
kind of "pie carying" which is facilitated by thl' organization of state planning 
agencies thn.ll to the development of new ideas. 'What I am arguing is that the 
t'OIllIl1itment manifest in the politics and organization of J.,EAA at the state level 
seems not to have been to the development of new strategies. Rather, commit
ment seems to have bel'll to what might be CUllNI minimal disruption. lJ~ed('ral 
lllonief: would be hrought to the states on the llrell1it-;e that such money would lw 
n~ed for new ideas. ~'he structure of LEAA at the state leyel would help to insure 
that the new ideas wuuld not depart very far from past jJractices, for to do so 
would place those in positions of authority in .the criminal justice system in the 
position of criticizing thocmselves. To welcome innovation, experimelltu.t.ion, or 
any pattern of change would be to admit, implicitly, past failul'es. 

What I have tired to argue is that the ability of Safe Streets funds to stimulate 
innovation is limited by the problt'llls inherent ill its block grant approach. 'l'his 
n.pproach seeks to combine fedeml supervision and state initiative. III so doing it 
llroyhles snpervisi01l Which is {'ither vague or regarded as ·illegitimate und re
quirl'f: initiative from those who !lre most committed to traditional crime fighting 
strategies. The mandate to iIll10vate news to he flpecifiec1 011 abandoned. Stream
lining the lJUreaucratic structure of LEAA without ultel!ing its basic thrust will 
not resolve the problems of confusion and. colonization which plague its efforts to 
devise and implement new approllches. I think the A.ttorney 'General's Task Force 
on LIDAA fails to come to grips with this problem. At thesume time wat it called 
for greater specifi'cation and clarity in the mandate to innovate and improve, the 
group wanted "to aVOid, 110weverl any detailed specification' of permitted uses of 
the direct assistance funds since such specificatiOns would deny state and local 
discretion in the adaptation of these funds to locally perceivecl needs and priori-
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ties ... " I am not sure that Congress can have it both ways, that is, can specify 
standards for judging when a J.)rogram is to be regarded as innovative or'whena 
vrogram is to be regarded as constituting an improvement without undertaking 
to formulate tIle kind of detailed rules which the Attorney General's Task Force 
abhors •. It seems to me that Congress must deal with several facts. First, local 
law enforcement agencies want federal mOll~y without restrictions. Second, the 
IJlock grant approach of The Safe Streets Act did not give state planners suffi
cient guidance nor could it provide sufficient leverage ill dealing with the politi-
cally powerful interests of state and local law f'..nforcement agenCies. . 

Third, LEAA sought to accomplish two goals which may be incompatible, 
namely, to pass out federal money widely and at the same time selectively. In 
dealing with these facts Congress might reach several conclusions. Perhaps. the 
national scope of the crime' problem simply requires investments of resources at 
the state level without substantial alteration in the present administration of 
jnstice. If Congress wishes to abandon, the effort to stimulate new approa<>hes to 
law enforcement through federal funding, and at the same time" to' continue to 
provide support for state and local efforts,' then a. mo'\"ement towards.a ,revenue 
sharing" model would be- most appropriate; On the other hand Congress may wish 
j'o use federal funds to support truely innovative programs. In my opinion this 
is not done well at the state level. If COll","Tess wishes to move in this direction, it 
shoulrl consider a grant and aid program for criminal justice similar to I,EAA's 
current discretionarY grant program. In such a. prog,ram, clear congressional 
guidelines would, if pr('}vided, enable a tederal staff insulated from the pressures 
state and local la.w enforcement agendes to sponsor, mOnitor, and evaluate a 
small number of demonstration projects carefully screened for their inventive
ness. or experimental value. 

While I am not particularly optimistic about the utility of attempting to fight 
crime through a federal spending program I would, if aSI,ed to chose between 
the alternatives I suggested, opt for the latter; ~'h.is would allow Congress to de
termine if federal money administered under close congressional control could 
indeed promote innovative techniques and if such techniques could contribute to 
what I perceive to be the necessary improvements in the operation of the crimi
llal justice system. 

Mr. CONYERS. If I might begin by just l)ointing out some highlights 
which I think are very appropriate: espe-cial1y in yiew of our pr(wious 
testimony: 

It seems to me that you have pinpoLlted the idea that if 've don:t 
know where we are going in LEAA, then it is yery difficult to come to 
anything but the rather muddy results that we haye, 

:i: was ':impressed by your reference to the inability to deal with ilmo
vation, and. the frustration with the guidelines. I would hope yon 
might amplify on that in yOUl' own way. 

Welcome ~iore the subcommittee 
Mr. SARAT. Thank yon very much. 

TESTIIIWNY OF PROF. AUSTIN SARAT, DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL 
SOIENOE, YALE UNIVERSITY 

Mr. SARAT. I appreciate the opportlUlity to testify on this subject. 
It has been a subject of continuing concern to me as a reseu,rchcr and a 
scholar on crhnillal justice. I have been iIwolved in a project in 
examining the Law Enforcement Assistance Admillistmtioll for 4 
years. 

That project started out to systematically eyaluate the operation of 
the program, to allBwer certain qnestions. 

T.he main question was: Has LEA.A. been eft'ective? My snmmary 
conclusion is that question is impossible to answer. . . 

I have an hypothesis, a guess, and that guess is that, the adni'llis
tration or justice in the United States today is little ·different .Ii'om 
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what it would have been, had the Safe Streets Act not been passed. 
Mr. CONnRS. You are s~gesting that the answer is no. , 
Mr. SARAT. Understand, Mr. Chairman, that it is a guess, and what 

I would suggest is that what you heard this 'morning from the At
torney General, in an interesting way, replicates my experience in 
balking to people at the State planning level., . 

No one can oppose good management. Good management, however, 
will not deal with the substantlve problems of LEAA.' When you 
talk to plann~rsat the State level, Y9U get the s'ame l"ind of response. 

Let me just cite a quote from Paul Nejel.ski, Deputy Assistant 
Attorney General in the Office for Improvements. He was a member 
of the 'Attorney General's task force. In a separate statement dated 
June 22, 1977, issued with that l;eport,. he suggested and I quote: 
"Uniortmnately, the majority recommendation represents the victory 
of hope over ex.perience." 

I think that quote accurately sums .up my reaction to the Attorney 
General's, testimony this morning. , . . ~ 

"o/hat I would ~ike to do is to sl!ggest :what I ~erceive tbbethe 
maJor problems WIth the program, lllpartlOular, WIth LEU. I was 
ph~ased, although chagrined, to note that the Attorney General in 
his testi~ony does not propose to reorganize LEAA. My fear was 
that in coming here, being prepared to talk about it and its problems, 
he would have preempted me. But I see he has not. . 

Briefly stated, I think the intention of the Safe Streets Act was not 
to provide Federal money to State arid local law enforcement officials 
to continue to do what they have been doing. 

Rather, as I read the act, the intention of the act was to supple
ment, to provide Federal money to produce improvements. The vehicle 
Ior improvement was innovation. . 

The act specifically mandates that Federal funds be used for inno
vative programs in the criminal justice area. So we have a linkage, 
a conceptional linkage ; we are going to give money and produce ideas, 
'and those ideas will produce improvement. 

It is my ~~ntention that w{; call110t with any reliability determine 
whether or not there has been improvement in the system usa result 
of the expenditure of Fec1eral money. 

We can, rut the same time, try to cletermine whether or not the 
expenditure of money has produced. mnovation. 

Mr. CONYERS. I can answer that. Out of $6 billion in LEAA expend
itures, there have been some examples of lnnoV'ation. 

Anc1 it seems to me that there is this strange dichotomy between 
those of us here in "Washington who write the laws ancl work in the 
bureallcracy ancI those people who consider what they have to do to 
appease us; namely, we are given the right words in the right form, 
with the right rhetoric, anc1 the gI'ant is aplJrovec1. 

Nobody really expects innovation, and I am sorry to say, not even 
the C~ngress. I mean, if we catch somebody innovating, that might 
be a c1Irty act. V\T e would want to find out what that fellow is up to. 
What are you doing out there innovating~ 

Congress said innovate, but what we really meant was become effi
cient doing the same old thing, as you pointed out. 

Mr. SARAT. I want to c1isagree with the point that you raised at the 
beginning. I think that the people in the State plamllng units accu-
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eately caught the intention of the Safe Streets Act, accurately caught 
the mood of the Congress. 

The Safe Streets Act tries to do two things that don't go together. 
The people at the State planning level have caught that. 

1V"hat the Safe Streets Act attempted was to provide supenrjsion 
at the Federal level and what it in effect provides is supervision 'which 
is either too vague to be helpful or so intrusive on the prerogatives 
of the States that they regard it as illegitimate, and they regard it as 
their proper duty to subvert it. At the same time, it placed the respon
sibility for initiative at the State and local level, with those very 
people whose function it had been all along to rec1ucecrime. 

You are asking people who l;Lacl in essence been told by the passage 
of the Safe Streets Act that Congress regarded their actions as having 
been inadequate in the past, to acknowledge that by coming up with 
new approaches to doing what they had ali·eadydone. . 

The block grant approach, which I understand from the ,Attorney 
General's testimony, he hopes to maintain, is, I think, what is at the 
heart of the problems with the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

The block grant 'apptoach reflects ambivalence on tlle part of Con
gress about the proper role for national direction. And that· ambiva
lence has been tml1smitted to the State level. 

Mr. CONYERS. Why do you say ambivalence? '. . 
Mr. SARAT. It seems to me that Congl:ess had two choices, and it still 

has two choices. 
And those choices were not really made at the time of the passage or 

the act; I think they ought to be confronted now. The tw.o choices were 
simply to say the crime problem is so gross and great in its nat: 0nal 
consequences that the Federal Government has a responsibility to pro
vide money to the States and local agencies clealing with it and not 
to require them to do any partiCUlar thing with that money. That is 
the revenue-sharing model, simply to give them. help. That is one 
choice. 

'.Dhe second choice was to say: No; we see that the crime rate goes 
up. And what we need to do as the legislative body is to suggest ways 
of dealing with it. 

A.nd what the. Safe Streets Act simply said was: vVe recognize there 
if; a problem. W f.' recognize ,ve haven't been doing well in the pa!;lt. vVe 
recognizf.' that there are issues of federalism here. 

Allfl so now what we are going to do is have somebody else clettl 
with the prob] em. 

And who are those people ~ ·Well, those people are State])lalUlers. 
And I am suggestjng that in the Safe Stre.ets Act itself, is an am

bivalence about tl1e mission of the Law Enrorcemellt Assistance Ad
ministration. That is reflected in the actual day-to-day operation of 
StntG planning units. . 

IVhnt I did was I went into 12--
1'1r. VOLT"ti>IER. Mr. Chairman ~ 
:Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Volkmer. 
Mr. VOJJKl\I:ER. 1Vould the chairman yield just a minute? I don't have 

a lot of time. and I would just like to ask one question: 
I think 'Von have pointed out something that isn't true. I don't know 

if it is ambivalence. Mavbe it is disagreement among Members of Con
grf.'ss, which is easy to find as to how it should be used. 

20-G1:1-78--11 
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Th!3 thing I would like to ask, you concerns the idea of innovative 
pl'ocedures 01' innovative ideas in order to correct the problem of 
crjme, fla ve you got one? 

Mr. SAUNI,'. Do I have 'an innovative idea? 
1\1"1'. VO;LKlImn. yc~. 
Mr. SAM'I'" Yes, I think that the Federal Government should stop 

spending a,ny money on aid to State and localla wenforcement. 
1\11'. VOLK,lIrnu. How is that going to help prevent crune, or reduce 

the rate of crime? ',,' 
nfl', SARA'!'. I aHlllot sure that there is a11ything that the Congress 

can do wit11 Federal money to reduce the rate of crime. " 
Given the LE.1:\A experience, the burden is nOW on LEAA. It is not 

on the Congress. It is on LE1:\'A. The money has been spent now for 
almost 10 years. ' ' 

Mr. VOLKlIIER. ,%at I am trying to get at, where is this innovative 
idea? " . , 

. :iYfr. SARAT; Let me share with YOll my experience-- , ' 
]fr. VOLKlIIER. I .reject the idea you just gave me. I don't thinl;: that, 

is going to reduce crime. 
Mr. SAMT [continuing]. I,don't think it is going to reduce crinle 

but I am Ul favor of saving tax dollars. , " 
Mr. VOLK'lIrER. That is another matter, but I asked you for all in

novative idea tlu~t woulclhelp to reduce crime. 
Mr. S.AR..4.T. Let me share my experience with talking to people at 

the State le,vel about this very question. . 
I went into States, 12 States in number and talke0- to people at the 

State planhing agencies abo,ut what it means to them to be innov.ative; 
how they met the responsibility to innovate,. and asked them to describe 
for me 1l1lioyative programs. 

Now, let ~e tell yo.u the r~ppcinse I ,got. I begin with a story, ail 
anecdote. I got off the plane at the airport in a border State, and I was 
met by the chief planner for the stak 

Being a little anxious to get on with the bus~lless, after the amenities, 
were over, I said: Look, I 'am here to talk to you about whatyou11ave 
bepn eloin,g .. I read the act., . 

The act tells me that you are here toinnov,ate. ' '. ,', , ' 
And hii:l response was to la.ugll.Re said to me:, "I don't.lrno'v what it 

means to innovate. I am ;not SUl'{} what. I. am doing. lam not. sure how 
I 1 · '.j. " ...., , 

am q)~ng ,1"'.' " , . .1,' '. ., . 

So I saId to, him : vVhat are y,on qpU1g ~ .. ... 
He Raid: "I mil sa.tisfyin~ the boys in ,;Vashington~", 
Wen, how are you satisfying the boys in Washmgtonr.. '.' 
He tells me th~t he is sn,tisfying the boys in Washington by writiIig 

public relations. That was his word. He said he is in essence the rep
resentative of State and local, enforcemen~ agencies iuthis State to the 
national government. And his function as a planner iRllOt to tell' 
the locals. what is a .q;ood ,ielea, but rather, t9 take what their ideas or 
sug-ge~tions are and to represent them at tIle national level. . 

That experience was replicatE'el in State after State. People in the 
Stntes do not hnve n, very firm idea or what it means to be innovative, 
or how one could be innovative. ' ' 

Let me cite you some examples of programs that were suggested to 
me as innovative: . " . 
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Police community relations programs in State ai-tel' State. were 
regarded as innovative. 

Police training programs were regarded 'as innovativ,e. 
IVell, it turns out when you talk to people about what a police 

community relations program is, in many States, just putting more, 
policemen on the beat. Now, it is innovative ~ I don't lmow.. '. " 

I don't know that you are in a position to decide whether it -is ill-
noyative. From the perspective of the plamlers, however, this, was the 
h~st that they could do. And this is what they saw as hmovation. ' 

Did they describe, it to t,he people in'IVashingtoll as putting mor~. 
police 011 the beat ~ No-- ' , ' 

Mr. VOLK:1.1ER. Let me point out to you that it appears to me,: at lE)ast 
from the people from my State and the people I have. tailreq, to at the 
LEA.A., that the people that really want the monc-y, ,want· to ha.ve mote
policemen or lllore equipment. That is the idea behind LEU. ;' ;';: 

Mr. SARAT. Well, why is it that we just don't give them,' Oll,a :p,bp~ 
ulation distribution basis, the flUlds to do with as theywish.;.1Vhy·re-: 
q;lire them. un~er a ~locl~ ~rant appr?ach, to conform. to. some, kind. of 
E ederal gUIdelmes, SImplIfied or 1l0t SImplified. " '.: !.':..... : .' 

Mr, VOLKllfER. Let me ask YOh ' What did you find during your anal-. 
ysis of where the breakdown took place on the innovative idea-theory~ 

'Where did that break down ~ .: ' ," 1 : ,- ! 
Mr. SAHA'l','There are two places it b'reaks down. To: use academic, 

jargon, it breaks ,down in theory and practice.' The theory~imply is:ih
novation might mcan one of b-io things. 'When Congress says innovate, 
it might mean invent new ideas; the Edison for the, criminal justiCe 
process; invent a new lightbulb ; invent an idea. ",' ,.' ,: 

Or it might mean to experiment, try Otlt new ideas, ot an -idea that 
has been used somewhere else and engage in trial and error. , ',' ;, 
If you present those notions of innovation at the St~te level, they; 

don't recognize them. They don't know how to do them. We :1vere told 
in our interviews, for example, in one State, when we prop,oundecl vIle 
idea of invention they said, "Who am I to present new ideas for fight-
ing" crime~" ' . :: 

He said, first of all, I am a bureaucrat wl'f)se primary re~ponsibility 
is not thinking about crune but passing out l.llnds: .. .' 

One of the problems in this area of generating innovation has been 
the linking of planning and granting at the State level. . . ' ... 

The granting function swallo'.vs up the planning function', so that 
the planner, whose function is to think about the crilne problem, ln 
essence ends up being a secretary. 

Mr. VOLKlIfER. That is allocating grants: 
IVhat about the na:tionallevel, where are we there oil the innovative 

idea theory ~ " . . 
Mr. SARAT. I ta,llmd to people at the State level about the utility of 

the national institute. . 
It is interesting how the reorganization of LEAA proposed today, 

01' talked about today, departs almost not at all from the present struc
ture of LEU. 

The National Institute of Justice is the equivalelit of the National~ 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. . 

'When you talk to people at the State level abollt the utility of na
tional institute flmded research, generally they will tell you that with 
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-rate exception, th~y do not find the national institute research usef'ul 
for two reasons. 

'One is that it is either faddish and reflects the interest ofa particular 
director, or it is ·lllresponsive. It comes late. It comes after programs 
have been tried. So at the national level, the problem of innovation 
involves the linkaO'e of research and. action grants. 
, The Attorney <leneral's phn, to my view, does not raise the critical 

question, which if>: 
.' How is it that '\\'o are going to make the research tlll1t we have done at 
the nationallovel more useful ~ How are we going to get it more effec~ 
tively communicated ~ How is it that we are going to get resear(;h that 
~siindeedresponsive to local needs ~ 

The suggestion that was made earlier, that research ought to take 
place ,at the local level is by and large, in my view, a ra.ther good idea. 
But it does hit on a germ I think is critical: There ought to be 'State 
'and l~al input into whatever research is sponsored at the national 
level, so that people at the national level are responsive to the real con~ 
carns of the people at the State level. 

Mr. VOLK1'rrER. In other words, people at the State level should have 
some, in,put i1).to what research is actually done ~ 

. Mr. :SARA-T. Sure. 
,;What I1lIm suggesting is that the National Institute of Justice that 
the Attorney General proposes ought not to 'be a think tank. 

:, ,:Mr., VO.LK1'rIER.In obher words rt shouldn't be research for research's 
sake~ " ' 
, !fr. SARAT. Absohltely. 
Mr. VOLKlIrnn. I think some of that has taken place in the past . 

. . ,If I J..'em~m.her,correctly, Mr. Chairman, we had 'a group that evalu
a,ted research.' progJ;ams inLE.AA here last,year. As I remember, the 
best thing they could come up with was a lock p:rogi'am in Kansas City. 
';:,'Mr.,SARAT.'X~; the National Academy ofScieticetmdertook a sys~ 
,t~m!ltic evaluation.. ' ' , . 

, ' ' ,Mr. VOLKM~.$.2,DO million. ' " 
;, ,l\'I,l;, SARA'r; Of tlia research of. the N ationa lInstitute of Law En~ 
forcemeilt and Criminal Jilstice.; . " 

, '.4.nd their .findings ~ere tha,t: First of all, most of that research was 
"h6~ res~arch, at· all. 'To call it reseaI'oh~ they argl.1:ed, was' fraudulent. 

(J" ,And secoJld of an, iri terms,'<)f its utility, the StCll1r I heard was that 

" 
it ','!'l,aS the bullet,proof ve, st; it ~wasn't a 10, ck, t, ha"t,w, as th,'e most u:seful 
form of research that had been sponsored. '. , . 
" Jvtr .CmiYEl1s. I thought it was the Dick TracY' watch. " 
•. Mr.,VoLlornn. I will go back to the ol~iginal question, and that is: 

, "What is an illlovative idea th.at will woH.:, or have a chance ofwork~ 
ing, and should there be some mOJley spent on it. ' 

.,' 1\fr. SARAT. Again, I want to avoiel prescribing it for you. I wilI give 
i' you an exam,ple of "hat I think is an innovative idea, and why I thhlk 
,itis innovative. The PROMIS system, I think, was an innovative idea. 
It was nUlovative because it provideellaw eniot-cement agencies with a 
capacity to gen('-rate information about what they were doing, which 
was not previously present. 
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I think in Massachusetts the closing of juvenile detention facilities 
was an innovative idea. It was a step at doing something differently 
than it had 'been done before in that jurisdiction. . ...' 

Those are two examples of innovative ideas. \iVhat pi'oduced them ~ 
,Vhat systematic process produced those innovative idMs? I don't 
know. . . . 

In Massachusetts it seems, that what produced the idea to· close the 
juvenile detention facilities was a group uf people at Harva.l:clUni:
versity who had nothing to do with the State planning agency: .' .,' 

So in terms of the question of what are innovative ideas, pick your 
favorites. . '" 

I think it is \vrong ,and cOlmterproductive for menibei'S' of this com
mittee and Membel:s of the Congress to say :'iVell~ I ]nlow tlhat;in my 
districthavebeengooqprojects. , " '. ;' ',::" " 

The real qUefltion is: Have those projects made any difference? .,' , 
.And as I suggested ;l.t the beginning, it seenis to Hie that We hh.vtHlO 

eyidence at all that the expenditure of LEAA lnoriey has Illade a great 
difference. It hasn't reduced the crime rate.Ha~ itprochlce'cl"gieater 
efficiency, 'ft greater productivity in the criminal justiek; systein~· There 
is no, to my knowledge, systematic study that proves: 'that it. has. 

So it seems to me that the right question toask-'-and itis'o>qllestioil 
thalt I think ought to be asked of the Attorney General., alid) think it 
was really at the heali .. of the question that you\vere :rl.skfug-'-ls dRave 
you resolveq. the ambivalence about what L~AA is'.8upp0sezltd do~', 

I come here not to praise LEA..L\... I disagre~ with: the snggestion· that 
everybody thinks LEAA. is a good program that. ought; to be contintied. 

Indeed, I am suggesting that the burden of l}rqof'olight ;to be. on 
LEAA, not on its critics. . . ' , ",' ",:. , 

We can ask questions about its effectiveness. AttheState level, ther~ 
are two phenemona that need to be addressed that tlie'l'corganiza-
tion of the management structll~'e will not deal with.; ,... . ... " " 

One involves the confusion of people at the State level about what 
they are supposed to be doing; confusion about what it means to'milo
vnte; ~s a result.people ~ngage in what I believe is p~ckawng,'w:hichis 
essentIally publIc relatIOns from the States to the NatIOnal-Govem-
ment. . ". " 

Or they engage in what I call efficiency operations, where they say to 
the looal police chief, you have been doing very well. You 'have b~n 
doing the right sorts of things. You just need a little more resources to 
do thut thing that they ha.ve already been doing a little hit better. 

Let me say one other thing. Another problem that tho Attorney 
General's proposal does not reach involves the poHtics of plann~ng 
at the St.ate and local level. The composition of supel'visoryboards 
today insures, I think, that those people whose incentives are least de-
vote.d to innovation are in 'charge of the planning pro'cess. .,' . 

The organization of State planning agencies insures that phi,nning 
occurs with an agency perspective. Planners are assigned. Y oua're a 
polico planner: yon are n. cour,t planner; you arc a prOSCtmtb'r planner: 
Go deaJ with those pe.ople. . ' , 

M~·. Co~n"Ens. And get as much of the pie buck to onr f'ec~or as 
pOSSIble. 
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Mr. SARAT.Of course. 
"What it becomes,as I have described it, is "pie carving," both for 

the planners and for the supervisory boards. The supervisory boards 
in particu1:tr want minimal disruption. 
Th~re is a fact which Congress has to face. The State andlocallu;w 

enforcement agencies want Federal dollars without restriction. And 
they will endeavor, in quite ingenious ways, to get the Federal dollars 
and to use the Federal dollars the way they want to and still meet 
F~deral requirements. 

JYIr. CONYERS. This is very traumatic infol'mrvtion you bring to this 
committee. 

Mr: SAHAT; The favorite anecdote of my study was I went to the 
State of Kentucky. The State of Kentucky was identified to me as per
haps the best State in terms of the organization of State planning. It 
:"as the Sta~ in whi~l~ the, State plfl;nning ~gen~y h.ad indeed been 

'1.ncol'porated mto planmng for the entIre cl'nmnal Justice system. 
I 'went to Kentucky and 'what Ifbuncl was that within the State 

'Planning agenc~\",. they had created something called the "iImovative 
systems section." I asked: "vVhat is that ? Isn't that what you are sup-
posed to be doing?" _ 

They said the innovath~e systems section is where we sent grant ap-
plications that don't fall neatly into police, prosecutor, courts, juvenile. 

Mr. COID-:ERS. They are just being honest down there. 
Mr. SARA'!'. Absolutely. -
Indeed, what they ended up telling me was that the innovative sys

tems section is a grab bag, a catcha1l, or what academics would call a 
'l'esidrtal :category. And the rest of the planning that goes on in this 
model state consists of scissors and paste grant applications. That is 
the word the plalmers use. The State plan is a SciS1;lOl'S and paste grant 
application: It is :hot comprehelisive; 

Mi" -CONYERS. Mr: McClal'Y? ' ' 
'," 1\fr. MCCnORY. Thank you; Mr. Cluiirman. -, '-

I think,ve ought to 're'cognize tliattlu~se plans that are developed 
by 10c1!-l, regional arid Strite plallllerS ar~ inandated by the Congress. 

On the subj ect, of inllovation, that is a greatly overused 'word. It 
suggests that somehow there is some magic and some sophisticated 

'technique, some untried method that somebotly is going'to dream up 
-to'provide the magic formula for reducing crime. 

>,: "Actually, When you talk about a training program for -a local police 
officer, that is innovative; that is very innovative, beca1.1sethey have 
been 11irin:g people off the street with ilO training or no background in 
so many communities. _' , 
-And when you provide for an integrated communication system, 
that is innovntive. That is 'brand new. It has not been used before. 

These sorts of prosaic programs wouldn't fit the definition of hmo
vati,re in the classroom at. Yale University, but nonetheless, are ex
tremely innovative insofar as the localla w enforcement program is 
concerned." -
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In our hearings last year, the most convincing testimony, it stlems 
to me, was this: . , . 

}Ve want to develop a really improved system of criminal. justice 
and law enforcement; we really want to reduce crime in .A;ll1erica;; 
we have got to get people out from behind their locked doors and 

. get them out into the streets. . . 
,Ve 'are going to improve law enforcement only if we do·it. iu the 

neighborhood, in the block, ill. the precinct. ,: 
And my collerugue, the chairman of the committee, lrh. Conyers, 

was ,the one that insisted that we insert in the revision Qfthe.Law. En
forcement Assista.nce Aclm~nistration Act, a program for :p.eighbpr-
hood anticrime programs, . ., . : 

N'Ow, I have personally observe~l this 1nyself, becu,use I have visited 
the ne,ighborhood, and I find programs justa few blocks from Jlere~ so 
I lmow what it does, and I Imow how effective it can be. . ' 

I know that it is supported by an LEAA grant. ,And I knowth~~t 
this is something that has .been 'producecl as a sort ofa model, where 
YOll get the llei,ghbors looking out for neighbors, and YOll get people 
helping to provide for the ~ranqui1lity, the law-abiding abn6sp~1~re, hl 
the com,munity and in the area. '. ,. . 

So that when there is some criminal activity in mY,neighborhood 
right over in Capitol Hill· everybody hears' apout it. It is k,ind'of 
Unusual event. Not that it has beconie completely law abiding, ,bltt 
this was developed from our hea-rings and :we haye .tried to',enc0ur-
age it. , . . . , ' ."... .. : : 

Mr. SARAT. Isn't that 'a lesson to you, COllgressman 1., . i;' 

Mr. MCCLORY. It is re?<lly a re,rival 'Of the. old system o~ Jaw enfo,1'ce
Ii~ent;.I guess. 1'here is certalllly: 1l0thinginnoyat~v:e abo).lt it":fri:t1ie 
,hIstone sense. . , '.. ." >~", :,: 

But .it is something that people lH~ed. t9. p.ea. r;eniill~ed pi:, ~,p
body SItS on the front porch any more, the way tIley. chd, ,u,nd sort 
of look out. I walk to work and. walk hom.e from my offl.~e here. 
EspecialJywhen.I walk home . at, night,) ain almostthe.o;nlY';one 
I see on the s~reet .. Ii I see anybody on the street at all,)l~ ha,s:got,.a 
dog. I am afrtud of dogs, l;m,t-:---:- . "';' ,! ,,' ... 

[Luu.ghter.], . ',.1 ,; .• , '., .:,,: .', .((;: 

But If we could get more people walklllg. w~th 'and ,WJ,tlio;ut dOi:rSlll 
the neighborhood, thesaare the kinds Of things, it sel,'lms,tp 11).e,th~t 
are indeed innovative that 'va have to e.l~cour.age~And.f111 we .are .cJqing 
here at, the Federal level is providing some guidanceahti dL "6tiQll 
with a pittance.of funds in companson .to ~he ainol111t or 'f;q.nc1swe 
spend for all kinds of other programs. ' , " .' , , , , 

.:air. SARAT. But it seems to me tlu\.t you cite a program I hl~v.e ,also 
cited, but on the opposite side of the PQint. The very .~act· thats,lwll 
'program Ifad to be fonght,throug,h by the Congressman from Michigan 
1lldicat~ the problems with LEAA. .' .' ",.. .. \, '. 
, Mr. MCCLORY. It wasn't fougM through by him. It was prese:Q.,te,d tp 
us by witnesses and it was convlllcing to ns. . , . '. '/' . 

Mr. SARAT. ,Vhat I am saying is: Those sorts of things are not spon
taneously generated 'at the local level. 'Vhy not 1 Because VIle people 
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who are doing the granting at the local level, typically come from 
law enforcement agencies. 

In State after State, the police planner is a former policeman. 
That has diminished over time with the growth of criminal justice 
programs in many of the States. 

Mr. CON1.'"ERS. Watch yourself. There ~s a judge coming up as our 
next witness who was a former State planner. 

Mr. SARA.T. Excuse me. 
Mr. CONYERS. That's all right. You are forgiven. 
Mr. SARA.T. What I am trying to suggest, really, is not that these 

people aTe of ill will-but you cannot expect people who have spent 
their entire life as a policeman or as a prosecutor at X point in time 
to come up with new ideas to redo what they have already been doing, 

It would require them to do something in 'a politicized environment 
which most people in politicized enwronments don't like to do, which 
is admit the inadequacy of what they have ah:eady done. . 
If the Congress really believes that what IS necessary 1ll the 'area of 

law enforcement is innovation, new ideas, then Congress must take 
the respons~bility on ~tself for mandating programs. 

It cannot continue through a block grant approach to expect that 
those ideas will be generated at the loealleve}. 

Mr. CONYERS. I think we have learned that. I don't think that there 
is any resistance to that notion. 

Mr. SARAT. It does not inforl11. the thillking of the Att.orney General 
Mr. -CONYERS. No. That brings us to the point of this subcommHtee's 

collective wisdom as opposed to the Department of Justice, which is, 
you lmow, the nextmg main round coming up. 

The colloquy between my colleague from Illinois and yourself is 
very informative. 

I think the universality of the problem of crime sometimes over
looks the fact that all of us go home to our respective neighborhoods, 
and it is on that terrain that thf fight against crime is going to occur. 
If each of us could develop ways and theories to deal with t.his prob
lem, we would be able to address it a lot more effectively. 

You know, many citizens really see no way out of this t.hing. The 
police frequently try to avoid any contact with anybody that wants 
to report a crime. I lmow one of the cities within 'my congressional 
jurisdiction, we have yet to see a police car at night that was doing 
anything other than coming from the local coffee shop and going back 
to police headquarters. 

And if you stop a policeman, they have already become so p.oliticizecl 
that they tell you: "'VeIl, we can't send anybody out to cover It -because 
we are short of cops. The mayor is laying off policemen." He gives you 
a political harangue, and you want some law enforcement. 

So this is very instructive as to what is happening. 
Mr. SARAT. Can I pick up on this. It seems to me that your point 

about community crime prevention speaks to another issue. If you 
accept that one of the most effective programs undel' LEAA has been 
community crime prevention, then it leads me to say that perhaps the, 
Federal GO\7ernment itself, to some extent, is responsible for the crime 
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problem through urban renewal. The urban renewal program in this 
country went far in many cities toward destroying neighborhoods, not 
toward rebuilding or revitalizing . 

.. ilid the destruction of neighborhoods took away the very interest 
and capacity to engage in the kind of activity that the Congressman 
from lliinois ancl yourself cite as being useful. 

To view law enforcement in the context strictly of police and 
prosecution and courts, is itself problematic. It is a comprehensive 
problem, and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is only 
one slice into that problem. 

"What I want to suggest to the conmuttee is that the closer you look 
at the operations of the Law Enforcement Assistance Aclministration. 
the more convinced, I think, one would become that in its day-to-day 
operations, it has failed to meet its ownmanclate. 

Another example is evaluation. Congress was very careful about 
mandating amenclments to the Sa.fe Streets Act to evaluate. 

At the State level, evaluation is a sham. It is a joke. T\That State 
planners tell you is that evaluation turns into project monitoring. The 
evaluation turns into the question of: Have they spent the dollars on 
what they said they would spend the dollars or not: Does tIle program 
work? 

So you say to them: \~Vhy is it that you don't do evaluation? And 
they say: "Yhy should we? ,Ye are on a year-by-year gmnting cycle. 
By the time we get one of your university-type boys to come down and 
design an evaluation and carry it out, we would h[\,ve already made a 
rcfUnCU.llg decision. 

Good evaluation takes time. "Ye [\,re in a politicized environment. A 
local police chief in "X" city w'ants such-and-such program. ,,\Tho am 
I, this very junior person in the State p1n,nuing agency to say to him: 
No? 

Evaluation, innovation, and planning are the three main compo
nents of LEAA's function at the State level; to plan comprehensively, 
to innovative, to come up with new ideas to improve the system, and to 
eyaluate those ideas to determine whether they do improve the system. 

I think it is fair to say that LEAA at this point in time has failed. 
And improving management .and streamlining the process is not go
ing to cure the problem. 

Mr. CONYERS. Your testimony is important here today, Professor 
Sarat, because unless we hook up the problems of the real woddin law 
enforcement with the legislation that we create to authorize LEu, 
we will fall into the same old trap and commit the same old errors all 
over again. 

So it is out of that sense of insight and perception that we are very 
glad to have had the benefit of your testin:l.Ony today. 

Mr. SARAT.l'hankyou. 
I appreciate your time. 
Mr. CONYERS. Our next wibH'sS is the chief justice of the State of 

:MiImesota, Han. Robert She ran, who is currently chairman of the 
State Federal Relations Commission of the Conference of Chief 
Justices. 
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.. ' And ,Yitho~lt any prejudice to his testimony, he was for 3 years n, 
former State planning agency director. 
'~WelcOlhe, Mr. Chief Justice. Your statement has been analyzed and 

: it '\viIl be incorporated in the record to free you for any comments that 
'ymi are inclined to lllltke. 

~fl'; SIIERAN. Thank you very Hmch, :Mr. Chail'man~ 
[Th~ prepal'ed statement of Mr. Sheran follows:] . 

'S'l'ATE;\~BNT BY ROBER'!' J. SIIERAN, ClIIEF JUSTICE, SUPRE~1E COURT OF :\IINNESOTA 

" The frequency of violent crimes, particularly in urban areas, in the late l!'ifties 
and early Sixties led to the adoption of tile Safe Streets Act by the United States 

;'Congre'ss in 1968 'and brought :iiJout tile estaiJlisllment of the LIllAA.. Ten years 
"now have passed'since this federal effort to assist the states in'the control of 
·crimewas inaugurated. In the interval about $6,OOO,OOC,OOO of federal funds have 
been- expended pursuant to this enactment and tlle amendments of it. Attorney 
General Griffin Bell has questioned the worth of the program as now structured. 
·0tlIers' hiavecriticized this federal effOrt, upon grounds ranging from the claim 
thilt it was ill coriceived initially to assertions of misuse of public funds by persons 
and institutions receiving assistance uuder the act. 

Given tlu!se criticisms, it is appropriate, perhaps necessary, tllat the United 
States ' Congress reexamine the assumptions which led to the adoption of the Safe 
Streei:s Act in 1968 and decide whether its failures, where they do in fact exist, 

, are inevitable ,result of errors which plague any new venture, or are, instead, 
attributable to inherent defects in tlle statutory design. 
I • ·AsChief Justice of the State of :Minnesota and as Chair'man of the Federal-

.. State Relations Oommittee of the Conference of Chief Justices I address myself 
to these questions from the perspective of one charged with the responsibility 
or,'the 'administration of a state judicial system.' TlmJe years' experience as 

'CliairIl1!l!i of the Governor's Crime Commission of the State of Minnesota-
llIinnesota's state planning agency under the act-":'during:::t period when I was not 
'ffmeIilber of tlle Supreme Court-affords background for these comments, 110w-
'e,rer~'" . :' . , "', . , . . . 

'l'he primary major assumption of the Snfe Streets Act of 1968 'is that a nation 
'<colll'irlitted to the pl;eservtttion of tIle liiJertY,ofthe individual ep.nnot tolerate the 
"'existeiice"of crime -at a level wllere the freedom of lpw-abidil}g citizens is signifi

cantly limited either by the violent intrnsiol1s of law~ess people Ql,by.:tlle fears 
dIm 'apprehensions which 'awareness Df such intrusions .create. r accept this as 
!ttu~'·'· ,; "'" .,.., , 

A~()ther major assumption Of the Safe Street.'l Act witil '):l1ich X'ug..ee rests in 
:the' lieIief 'tbat 'the -federal goveniment has a legitimate interest. in a,ssisting the 
'stateR'ln'the control of crime iJv the, allocatioll.of,fe{le;ral funds, fOJ:this purpose. 
TIH:l:cr!llses of'crime arenationul in character; the lllechalliSm~ 'by.', which 'Grime is 
accOmplif>hea :are 'not limited to the, bouridaries of anyone state." The fact, that 17 
:~e,l\cel1t'of'f~~r~Iexi;l~mditiires in tpe 'proposed budget for the fiseai reul' of 1,978-
'(0' ,r't'presel1ts grants to state.'and locul units of government .reflectsgeueral ac
'c:~fJfi1nGe 9f tlJe)clea,that tbefederal g~ye~p.nlent shpuld, Wher~,tll!l need ifl ef>tab
iish!e1:1'; 'p):ovide' finanCial support for state-adm.inistered nrQgramj3 furthering the 
'niLtioiiit'l interest. ',. . , ' , .... ' . '. 
~H"Ithas'!,liso beenl!;ssumed thatthe.re e~ists in eaCh shlte a "crt;rni,nlll justic;esys
'tPln" made'tw homogeriously"of ,(a) a, law enfo,rcement ,corpponent consisting of 
'stat~ urid:lo~al raw enfikcement .0fficia:Is whose re8ponsibilitY,.it is to apprehend 
ci-rbHri!l:Ts';'(o) a court compofient~Q.de up.ot prosecutoi·.';l,' judges,and defender8 
',Niose' res'porlsibility it i8 to deci(le whether arrested pE'l'SOnS ~houlfl.becharged 
'~i'iihin'ttny':cmivfctea, and pUnjshE'el; .,(c)· a ;corl'ectiprlal compone'nt m,tlde up of 
statp and local.offiC'ials whose responsihilit)~ it is to mete O)lb p.uni~hmellt for crim
iii'a'l 'behavior and, 'if po~s!ble;.'t9 rehabilifatitthe' crimlnaloffend~r.TW~ assump
!trl\.!Sin~~cUl:at~ In !llanyt;espects and pa:rticu~aI;IY a8 itinvolres statejudicial 
~ystemil. . . . '. . .' _ " ' .... . 
':r,WOll1,a lilre to aaclr(>8.s myself to tlre s1)b:leet at hand ,dtb, a ,pi'elimillary state
'itIe~it:w11ic]~ r "belie'l;e clistingtlfslies' feiIeral'funding '.of, p.rogramS .tor' theimprpve.
Ii''e.nt Of the jtJcli'cia)."Yin the state~ .. ,n i.fil.' this: .Tli.e feclerat fund~, )Dade ayaill:\ble flo 
tIlet Bra t~s for' tlu!im.provement Of tM j\.ldi~iar adnlinistratio'n in cOlmection with 
l'JEJ~-\:':A;' hiivel)een :almost 'il).Varill,hlY 'uSed pi'ude,lltly fQr·eSsential.p~rposes with 
"'}J5.:.i:~ ~{\ t:"'~ ': ::·'.,I:!. '" " 'f t:" .. + .r.-' \ '.. .". ~. • ... ' 



263 

limited "overhead" costs, and have resulted in dramatic improvements iil the
judicial system of the several states. 

~'l1is statement is true, I submit, notwithstanding the fact that the Safe 
Streets Act was not intended primarily as a method for the improvement of 
judicial adminisb:ation. It is true notwithstanding the fact that many state court 
judges are fearful that the employment of federal funds carries with it the risk of 
unacceptable federal lmreacratic control. It is true, I believe, even though LEAA 
funds allocated to state judicial systems for the improvement of jucli<.-iii.i. admill, 
istration (excluding prosecution and defense functions) account for less than 
fivE' percent of tlle total of the federal funds expended by the LE4A. during the 
past decade. In making this statement I distinguish the prosecution aJld defense
fUllctions from those strictly jucliciRl because of the differences which should de
marcate the processes of advocacy from those of impartial judgment. 

During the past ten years our state court systems hRve been able for the most 
part to absorb and deal witIl reo.sonable effectiveness with tl. massive increase in 
judicial wo'1'1c, demonstrating an increased capacity to resolve disputes and con
troversies arising in the states economic' ally, expenditiously, and fairly. Eyam-
pIes, include; . . 

(1) The National Center for State Courts, which affords a source of informa
tion allfl expertise needed to deal practically aud effectively w~th the administra
tion or justice in each of the states .. 

(2) Sucll institutions as the National JudiciRl College at Reno, Nevada, and the 
National Institute for Court ~ranagement, which afforded to judges and court ad
ministrators intensive training in areas essential to our work. 

(3) The development in the states of programs for the educatiOl) of judges, 
court-related personnel, and members of the legal profession as JlC€ded to accom
modate for such significant changes in the IRw as those exemplified ilY the deci
sions of the United States Supreme Court establishing minimum, standards for 
trial of criminal cases in state courts. 

(4) The inauguration of programs where Btate judges, both trial and appellate, 
can nieet with one another on a regional baSis, sharing tJleir experiences and 
addressing themselves to common problen;ts. . , 

(5) The development of national and regional prograJllS devoted to the im
pl'ovement of the law in areas particularly sensitive and of great public conc~rn 
as. for example, in the field of juvenile delinquency. 

(6) The formulation of principles for the guidance of courts in areas wIDch in 
the past have been altogether neglected as, for e:xample, the dev~lopment, of 
standards relating to the administratio'n ofcriminai justice. ' 

(7) The development and enactment in the states of rules of criminal 'pro
cedure and rules of evidence, 'which serve to facilitate anc1make uniform the trial 
of both criminal and civil cases. , " ' " ", ' , ' ' " ., 

(8) 'The study and 'analysis of the operation o:e sta.te Fifurt syst~ms which in 
the paRt have been diverse, segmented, and" some,tim,C8, excessively provi.ncial 
I1lld. the formulation of statutory and constitutional illlprovements which mo,de 
possi\)le the uniform administration of jnstice in ali pal:ts of the state.: .' 
. I thinldt can be f~irly stnted thafthe tEll funds (national discretlonary as 
well as block grant) which have been use{1 'in ~tlp'pOi't Of thes~ p;rogJ,'anis .for, th~ 
improvement of judicial lidministration hav,e been. almost without ex:ception 
ex:traordinarily beneficial: "Grantsmansnip" has been avoic;lecf. The cost-b~nefit 
ratio hris been' extri:!niely ·favorable. 'The 'proportion used for "con'spltants", and 
"staff" has been limited. Expert advice andassistan.(!e has beendebate'il as a form 
of public service. An anticipated, Ilndperllaps unintend~a, bit of the" "good 
news" generated by ten years of LElAA' h!is.'been the renewed strength and vitality 
characteristic of state judicial systems brought about by undertakingssignifi
cantly aided by the eDlployment. of federal funds: AnCJ. in my op~nipn this ,has 
been accomplished without lQss of judicial independence and without ·i;ntrnsion 
upon state sovereigntyLProverly understoo.d.., '. . ' ' 

The fact that federal funds employed for .th~ improvement of state j~dicial 
systems have heen so useful justifies, or '~t.Ieast p~rmits, one speaking as I' do 
'from the perspective of the state judiciary, to call to your attention features pf the 
Safe Streets Act which have proved needleSsly burdensome; which llUve pre
ve-ntedacconiplishments .greater than: tllose.achie'ved i and which shouldlJe 
eliminated so far as possible andpra(!ticablein tlierestructurj.ng of leg~slatipn 
'designed to eliminate defects in thi!> law whi.ch ,have heen revealed by eX],)erien,ce. 
" .. At the 'outset, it should be r,ecblPlizeg th:a~ it. is·'impos:Sib,1e. to "llorilOgenize", 'a 
"State judicial system whicli is a separnte,'indep'endent, and equal branch of state 
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:government, under the Constitutions of each of the several states, ,vith the law 
'enforcement prosecution. and cOrrections components of the criminal justice 
system, which are properly a part of its executive branch. To be sure, the efforts 
of all three separate and equal branches of state government should be cooi'di
nated and ,brought into harmony. But the opposite results when the entity 
in a state responsible for the operation of the judiciary, which in :Minnesota, 
:1;01' example, is the Minnesota Supreme Court, is placed in competition with de
iJartment heads and others for federal funds the allocation of which is deter
lUine{l by a planning agency controlled, through appointment anel staffed by the 
-chief executive. Given the restraints upon thE' judiciary arising from the nature 
:Of. our responsibilities, this competition is unseemly and, worse perbaps, fre
·q'uently ineffectual and frustrating. This fanit in the Safe Streets Act was re
pE\ved ~ considerable part by the adoption of amendments in 1976 which made 
it possible for each of the states to establish a judicial. planning commission 
'designated by its Supreme Court and given the responsibility for allocating a fair 
peicentage of the LEAA funds coming into that state to undertakings most likely 
to improve the administration of justice. This amenclment to the law had the 
'enthusiastic approval of the Conference of Chief Justices . 

. Ho,\vell' Heflin, former Cbief Justice of Alabama and Chairman of the Con
'ference of Chief Justices, writing with respect to the 1976 amendments in the 
Spring 1977 issue of the Judges Journal of the American Bar Association stated: 
. I'This iri<;lependent judicial planning committee is the major feature of the 
;actwhich recognizes the separation of powers and allows the judiciary to do its 
own, 'planning. r.rhe state planning agency has the authOrity to reject a judicial 
pl!uming committee's annual state judicial plan for o'nly three reasons: 

"(1) If it is. not in accordance with the LEAA law, which means there is 110 
autI.wrizatioll to carry out a project. A condition whicll would, I think, hardly, 
if ever, arise. 
, "(2) It does not ,conform with fiscal accountability standards. And that, I thin 1;:. 

will lle interpreted to me.an largely a matter of providing for adequate auditing . 
. ,' (3) It js not in conformity with or consistent with the statewide <:omprehen-

sJve In. Vi' enforcement and criminal justice plan. . 
, : . "If the state judicial plan is designeel to carry out the mandate of Congress~ 
tbatis, if it emphasizes programs and projects designed to reduce court con
.gestion and backlog or improves the fairness and efficiency of the judicial sys
iqm-,-then. it would be prn.cti~ally impossible. for n. state planning agency to 
reject the judicial plan as inconsistent with the comprehenSive state plan . 
.. "Under SectiOn 203 (d), the judicial planning committee has tTle authority to 
~lo certain things. , 

~'The first is to 'establish priorities for the improvement of the. courts of the 
Iltate.: .Tbis is most important and it is .an absolute authority. . 
: ;"Second, to define" develop and cooordinate' and that word 'coordinate' ismo'lt 

ImPI;>rta)lt--'programs and projects for the improvement', of the courts of th~ 
state.' .' , .' . 

.. ''Third, 'to develo,p ., . an .annual state judicial planior ti}e ImprQvement of 
tlie .courts' of the state tQ l:)(~ included in the state. comllJ:ehe)1sive . plan.' 
; "Section 203(3). provicles. that .'all requestsfr,Olll the courts o~ the state for 

firu:uwial assistance shall be ];cceived and ev!).luated b;V. the jtiuqicial planning 
.lO:ommit~ee for appropriat.eness and conformity ,with the purposes' of th,e ,LEA,,<\. 
Act. This (3~ction must be read in pa,l'i.mat(n~ia: with other provision.s of the act, 
including those which give SPecial emphasis to court programs, ,which give 
the'Ju,dicial planning. committees absolute al}thoritj; to 'establish priorities for 
the . .jlj.diciary, and which provide that the judicial .nlanning :coqlmittee Shall 
coordinate Projects and programs for imyrovemeiit of the conrts," 
: .';rl.le major advantage of this amendment to the law' came f'rolr). the fact that 
the entity' in the state responsible fo,r, the IJ.elIIli)listration,. of m.e. court systeul 
was given. theopportuntty, through th().· judicial planning committee, to direct 
the .alloC[ltion of such federal funds as were a vailahlE' for these purpose~. 

Jumcial planning committees are now functioning in 35 states. In 8 additional 
states, a comparable agency has been estahli'lhed. aUfI in vlrtually nU of the 
states court administrators are functioning. Emphatically, judicial planning com
~ittees are not age)1cies en~aged in the business of "gr~ntsll1anship," a. term 
SQm,etimgs used to 'describe the process by w.hich, plans are contrived or invented 
to (],uaUfY 'state projects for LEA...;\. funding. The function of the judicial planning 
:<;olllJllitt~es under the 1976 amendments. to the Safe Streets A.<;t)s to ,increase 
the likelihood that federal funds made available to the states for the improve
ment of judicial administration are used for those of the competing purposes 
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best calculated to .achieve this end-a decision which should be made, and which 
under the 1976 amendments is made, by people designated by the' state entl~y 
responsible for effective judicial administration. It is possible that the' te:crn 
"judicial planning commitfee" as used in the 1976 amendments should be replaced 
by some other tel,'lll'moredescriptive of the function performed. But, by wl;w.t, 
ever name, the principle that federal funds made available to the states.Mr ,~~ 
improvement of judicial. administration should be deployed by an entity hayi~g 
an understanding of the problems that are unique to the judicial. branch. of tlJ.e 
gO"ernment should be preserved and extended. The Confere~ce of Chief Justices 
regards this prinCiple as being of the utmost importance. . 

It seems. to me that long-range planning for the improvelp.ent.of the adn~i¢~~ 
tration of justice in all, of its aspects (not just the criminal) .should also.h~ 
accepted. And if it is, the funding of a national entity which will engP.gaAl;l 
research dealing·.with the causes of crime--the most effectiv.e ways o;Enpp;rehen
sion, the preferable methQds of confinement, the most just methoQr:; ·of deci<¥.ng 
guilt Or .innocence--and· methods for improving the, operation, of. state ,co.:al,t 
systems generally are needed. The only question in this area :har:; to,Cj:o.wJtb;:th,e 
placement of the authority and responsibility for such inquiries., In fue,view' .t\lf 
the AmericanJ3ar Association, these functions should·be per.formed.bl' a N3;tion~l 
Institute of Justice established exclusively for that ptU;POSe ,a,s ,an ,~~ldepe~dep.:t 
body appointed QY the ,President of the United States and con.(il~med .by:.the 
Senate. Others:uggestions range from an entity having some degree·of .awl',WI9m·y 
to proposals whic~l WOuld. make the Rand D component of ,the justi!}e;system·.a 
subordinate department ·of .an agency within the Depar,tl;nent of Jl1J;\tiee.,F.~io.m 
the standpoint, of the judiciary, the American. Bar Association proposal·is·P:J'ef" 
erable. And if the research component of any replacement for tl,le' LElA..~ ifj' fQr 
practical reasOnS. to be left in the Department of Jnstice,itshonldlle mat)e.,w,e 
believe, as' visible, independent, and participatory as practical circumst~mces 
pernli t. . .. ", - ., . '. , . '''~ 

Apart from problems of research, it will be necessary in resti'llcturin.!5. the 
LEAA to place responsibility at a federaIlevel in some entity or·,agenay:ha:ving 
the duty of allocating federal funds for use by the state court systems,"~'hE! :GQJ:l:" 
ference of Chief .Justices favors the placement of this responsi,biUty iu' an 
autonomous federal agency which will include in its· makeup' ,a 'significant 
representation from that entity in the state which is responsible for <judioial 
administration·in·such states. Here again we note that proposals'for:change'nmv 
under consideration' allocate this responSibility. to anageney withiu,the"DeIJart
ment of Justice which will replace the LEAA. If the placement of tfie -agency 
within the Department of Justice is, as a practical matter, inevitable,.it;is·to,b.~ 
hoped thut recommended funding levels, principles of fail.' allocation;:and:project 
priorities will b.e established insofar as they relate to statejudicia:l:syslems"",ith 
the counsel and assistance of those entities in the· states' responsible for' ,the 
administration of these systems. ;. . "" < 

We have noted previously that the judicial systems of the several states'are 
separate and independent ,branches of government, andhy vil'tueof:tlrrs'~fact: 
different in nature from agencies {If law enforcement and corrections; Thereiate. 
other differences which must be kept in mind: . ,'.. . " 

Law enforcement agencies are engaged primarily in the detection of crime ana 
the apprehension of criminals. They have no essential noncriminal reSIJonsibIl"
ities. Corrections .agep.cies are involved exclusively in the confinement .• 0'1- super-
vision of people convicted of crime. They have no responsibilities 'With respect to. 
1l0ncrimil1als. The functions of our state judicial· systems, on, the other' harrd'. 
involve in an inextricable way tbe resolution of disputes and controversies both: 
civil and criminal. It is simply not possible to place these responsibilities 'in: 
separate compartments. If, for example, we are to place limitations upon' the 
various steps iu the -process leading from the fil'St appearance of an accused in 
court to hIs commitment.after conviction, we must do so bygiving'a prfority to' 
these proceedings over matters pending on the civil calendar ;aml''When this"is 
done, administrative methods must !Je developed which will make it possible for 
parties to civil controyersies to have these problems resolved witli reasolla'b1e' 
e:l.1Jedition and economy. 

The problems in judicial administration which occur when wp' seek to acTlieve 
speedy trial .in crinlinal cases are inseparn.ble from ouradministrative'respiJn
sibilities as they relate to the parties to civil controversies. The necessary efforts 
which are being made-to induce competent professionals to 'serve 'as .judges ;'to 
establish minimum standards of training for those appointeel to judicial posi
tions; to provide the necessary training for judges and court-felated personnel 



266 

Which will :permit them to carry' out their responsibilities effectively; to find 
methods of dtvertingsome disputes from the C!ourts so that criminal cases can 
be handled more effectively, are undertakings which simply cannot be put into 
two compartments, one' labeled' criminal and the other labeled noncriminal. This 
isa fact Which we believe should be aclmowledge(lin restructuring the LEAA. 
The entity responsible for judicial administration in each of the states 'should 
have..: measnre of discretion in the employment of federal funds made available 
for the improvement of justice, both criminal and uoncriminal, at the state level. 

Another distinguishing cllaracteristicof state judicial systems comes from the 
fact that state court, syst~ms must function uniformly on a' statewide basis. '1'he 
theoretical.soumlness of a unified system of administrtaion for state: courts is 
'for this, l>eaSOll generally recognizeel. Most of the states are moving in this 
direction.' ' 

Concession isbeing'made as necessary for an Ol;derly a:ml gradual transition 
from an earlier period when the local courts were frequently a Ia w unto them
selves. In theiield of. judicial administration there are no lllecessities comparable 
to those to 'be found: in the area· of law enforcement, where the high incidence' 
of violent cdme in large. urban centers and the absence of a 'state authority, 
C'aPable of. {tea ling. with these problems makes direct funding of localla w enforce
menliefforts desirable; In. the field of judicial administration 'there is no move- ' 
meut {)f eq~ivaleIlt.dimeIlsioIlcomparable to the-programs for community cor
,rections which leadA'itate .agencies to assign to local units' of, go\'ernment the 
reSPOnsibility of dealing in, innovative ,ways with the diversion,correction, or 
(!onfinement of, individuals convicted 'of·,crime. It is for these reasons that' the 
Conference of,Chtef.'Justices believes. that any proposals for change in the LEAA 
as now .&tl'Uctlire.t;l:: should place the responsibility for the allocation of 'funds 
intended -for the iPlprovementof a· state's court system in the hands of that 
~ntJty, in the: state,which is,responsible ~for the administration of that system; 
that is, the Suprem.e Court of the state,or an agenc:ydesignated by it to dis-
charg"l tllis responsibility. . 

,The LEAA bas d.ona much to improve the prosecutioll and defense function!', 
'R.nd the processes of adjudication benefit as a result. . 

'I3ut our .system of jurisprudence is accusatory, as distinguisheel from inquisi
torial, amI for this reason the prosecution and defense of criminal cases should 
not b.e subject to judicial control, direct or indirect. In. the conversations we have had with,people interested in restructuring tbe 
LEAA and charged with the, responsibility making proposals for doing so, these 
unique characteristics of state judicial systems seem to be recognized and, 
-pel."haps, accepted. But, the proposals which .are being made {to not incorporate 
these. distinctions. Perhaps this is due to the difficulty inherent in lumping 
together in one piece of legislation provisions for governmental activities as 
disparate as lnw enforcement and corrections on the one hand and judicial func
tions on the other. Accepting these difficulties as being, at least in part, real, it 
'would seem reasonable to seek as much accommodation to these unique char
acteristics of state. judicial systems as is possible. I respectfully 'Submit that the 
proposals 11eretofore submitted have not done this. In the long run, it seems to' 
me that programs for providing federal funds for the improvement of state 
judicial systems will be most effective if the uniquenesS' of the process is- recog
nized and if a Practical resolution of the problem is separately tailored to meet 
the needs, limitations, and independent characteristics of state judicial systems. 

The c(>mmentsI have made have been prompted to a consiclerable degree by 
proposals made to amend,tlle Safe Street Act as, now written. 

Given the great good which has been accomplished with the federal funds 
made available {turing the last ten years for the impro\'ement of state judicial 
systems, on the. one hand, and the difficulties which stem from the jOLnderof the 
executi v:e branch. functions, . such as law enforcement and corrections with the 
ju(ficial branch .fl1~ctions of a~judicating cases and controversie!:l, I r~allY hope 
that one (laY prlllClples governlllg federal funding of state court systems will be 
cast in a fresh mold. . \' '. ' 
If this is .done, I believe the fe<;le)."allegislation resnlting should adhere to these' 

principles.: . , , . 
. (?-'~ .The ~mqtint of! federai funds to be allocated for improvement of state' 
Judlcml systems ,i:lllouid be fixed by the UuitedStates Congress itself. . 

{2) .The:·CQpg~~ss, itself sheJUld specify .t4e, national-interest purposes and 
obJectives for WbICh the federal funds should be expended, ,These congressionally 
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defined purposes and·ohjectiYes should be sufficiently broad to permit each :of 
the states to fund programs for jnclicial improvemeut ·suited specifically. to ,the 
unique reqtiirements of the particular state.· .. ' 

1(3) An autonomouS' federal agency should be designated ,by the. Congress to
administer the programs, with significant representation from'statecourt systems' 
included, . ;, '. 

(4) The federal funds· appropriated for·the improvement of the' administration 
of state court systems should beaUocated for this purpose in each of the states 
by that entity responsible. under state law for the administrationaf the courts. 

(5) The use of·federal funds for the improvement of' stat~ judicial'administta"' 
tion should not be directed exclusively at criminal justice or j\wenilejuStice';" 
should not 'be . limited by the requirement of matching funds ; and should not be'; 
conditioned upon state agreements of assurances for future financial support. ') 
HoweyeJ:, tight limitations upon expenditures for "administra'tlve{)verhead" 
would be appropriate. ' . . " ',., .. 

(6) Tbe Congress should specify that some part of the fU,nds 'appropria ted.'for· 
Ine improvement of state court systems should be used to support'research;'serv~' 
ice, and education by an institution or institutions functioning nationllllY;'lts a" 
resource avaihtble to the courts of all of the states. In this :conneCtion;' carefilF' 
consideration must be. given to: the desirability of separatfng·,policY:deCisiiJnS" 
Witll respect to long~range :research from 'the immediactes·of.action:progra!ms: ':-, 

(7) Safeguards must be provided to a-ssure·that thenationat,'objectiv~ justify'-': 
ing the use of federal funds-for the impr-ovement of state court sy-ste'rlis' Mllibe' r 
3.c11ieve.(1 without loss of state responsibiIity:for an authol'i:ty bver::state·cotit!ts(' 

The Conference of- Chief Justices at its midwinter meeting Mld··in Ne\v;Or"'; 
leans FebruaryS ,to 10, 1978, reviewed a number of the· prop'osals 'which'are 
currently being discu$Sed dealing with these problems,antl fol:'mulatM' antI" 
agreed upon: the followi.l1g ,resolution which,' !thlnk; ,sumri1arizeS: m~ny' hf· tIie'~ 
comments that 1 have :rnade in my testimony today. It ,reads!' '; ': .,,'-

"WHEREAS, the Conference of Chief Jnstices is 'in'foi'med' 'ofpropoS~(f' 
changes in fecleral1egisla.tion efi:€cting the funding of Ilt·ograms forj the impi'oVe-
ment of state court systems, . . "".':,. :"., ."" 

"BE IT RESOLVED that the following:principles shonld be respected' in'tlils 
proces!,!.: :,' " ,.' , '...... . . i."', .', .. j ••.• 

"(1) State judicial systems are· and should be a separate a'n{l coeqnili'lJrlfIi.Ch" 
of state government, the independence and integrity of whichmttst'be{jreserved. 

"(2) The federal entity given responsibility for establishing poli~ies relating' 
to the funding of state court systems should include significant· repres!mtatioiJ. 
from such systems..' '. , : .... " ". i: '~ 

"( 3) The cohesion of criminal and ciYil'proceedings in judicial systems and thE; : 
necessity vi state-wide rather than local judiCial policy formulation must" 'b~ 
recognized. . .... " .!.,' ,. 

"( 4) National institutions serving state courts such as the National Ceriter'for ; 
State Courts must be assured of a'dequate financial support." , .;. :.':" 

lam deeply grateful to the chairman and memoers·of this subcommittee 'of the' 
House Judiciary Committee for this opportunity ·to present our 'views '6nttie' 
subjl!ct at hand. We aPlll'eciate the difficulties of the problem and hust·that om;;' 
suggestions wiU be received as they 'are intel1ded to b~an effort: to make :rec- -
ommendations, .based upon practical· experience, which are ·reasonable il.lld COJi~:' 
structive. Whether these recommendations are accellted in whole. arl in 'pint;. oi:" 
not at all, if! a mater which we al'e prepared to leave to your'good jud·g'nient."re 
know that yOU share with us the conviction that our nation is' one of' law-an'd ; 
not of men; that the rule of law will be effective only to the extent t,hat the qis
pntes and controversies, arising under it, whetller they be c'timfnalo'r' 'ciHl, ar~ 
decided economically, expeditiously, and, above all else; fairly'; 'that hi Dill' system" 
of government the essential responsibility for resolution. of'tliei;e .cohtrpversies . 
rpsts with our court syst~ms, both .state and fed~ral; that by theiiature pi. tl~in~s,·. 
the great bulk of these UlsputesWlll be resoved m state courts; tIlatthe national' 
interest is a(lvanced if our state court systems continue to imprl>ve their!c'ap,qclty , 
for dealing. with these problems ; and that the public intei'est'is servpd if fetlerltl 
funds made available to state court systems for assistance in improvihgl ~l1err ; 
capacity to deal with these problems are employed in the m~6steffici'elit way 
possible. With this -broad field of what I believe to be accep'teu'pri'n,c;iriie/>;' t:it:ili i 

confident that asati~factol'Y SOluUol!- can be fOt1l1dto the proljleW-8. tP<":'4iC~l.~. 
have undertaken to dIrect 'your attentlOn. "."'. . . , ....., 
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TESTIMONY OF CHIEF JUSTICE ROBERT J. SHERAN, SUPREME 
COURT OF MINNESOTA, REPRESENTING CONFERENCE OF CHIEF 
JUSTICES 

1\:[1'. SIIERAN. I have some concern about imposing on the time of the 
members of this committee. If there is a time at which you must ad
journ, I will shape my comments to accommodate to that. 

Mr. CONYERS. We are almost out of time, but it's all right. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. SRERAN'. Given that fact, I think what I will try to do is SUlll

marize the points that are in the writen statement and undertake to 
emphasize some of the aspects that I think would be of interest to you. 

From the standpoint of a chief justice of a State court~ and a former 
chairman of our State planning agency in Minnesota, I don't share the 
feeling of many .that the LEU has been a useless venture. 

I intend to direct my r"Jmments today to the use of Federal funds re
ceived through the LEAA for the purpose of improving the.admin
istration of courts in the States. 

At the risk of overstatement, because I have no detailed empirical 
evidence to support whrut I ·am about to say, I think it to be true that 
the Federal funds made available to the States through LEAA for the 
improvement of the administJ'atioD. of justice in the States have been 
spent with remarkably successful results . . Almost without exception 
we have been able with the use of these flmds to bring improvements to 
the State judicial systems with a minimum of overhead and with a 
maximum of participation by skilled people. The net result has been 
tlUl1t during the past 10 years our State court systems have been trans
formed. They were n;uch more provineial than th~y are now. They 
were much more hostIle to the Federal scheme of dungs than they are 
now. The principle that you must have good aclmilllstration in the 
courts if you are going to have justice is now accepted. State courts 
are willing, able, and prepared to be of assistance to the Federal courts 
in such ways ,as, for example, ta,king over diversity jurisdiction. 

I can't help but ha,ve a certain sense of pride in the fact t'hat the 
House yesterday, ·us I understand it, iby a two-thirds vote passed the 
Knstenmeier bill, returning cliversit:; jurisdiction 'to the States where, 
in my judgment, it belongs':' / 

'Were it not for the kind of incentive that was involved in the Fed
eral funds that were made available through LEAA,we wou 1 cln't have 
reached the position where we 'are in the frame of mind and hn va the 
capacity to ?ifer to help out the Federal courts at the time when they 
ar~ undergomg stress. 

In connection with the statement that I have submitted today, I am 
SUfrgestillg' that separate consideration be given to tlu,,; lUliqlle charac
teristics of our ~OUl't systems, and thfut Mrtain principles be reflected 
upon in l'estl'llctllrin{! Federal funding for State courts in the future. 

lam going to state these principles and then commen't briefly wHh 
respect to each of them, and rdy on my written statement for the 
balance. 

The first principle is that the amount of Federal funds to be alJo
cated for improvement of State judicial systems should be fixed hy 
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the U.S. Congress itself. It doesn't '\york very well for the judicial sy~
tem to depend upon determina,tions in this regarclmade either at the 
Federal level by the Department of Justice, or at the State level by 
a State pJarming agency, which really is an extension of the executive 
department of Government. 

Restrahlts UpOll the judiciary, from the nature of our work and the 
necessity that we maintain a measure of independence ,and separate
ness because of our constitutional l'esponsibility, and perhaps inept
ness in some instances, places the chief justice of a State court system 
in a rather awk\mrd position to be in competition Ior a COIIDnon pool 
of funds with representatives of tlle hw enforcement and correction 
agencies. If the. Congress ·could specif-y the amount that should be used 
for the impro'-Ginent of the administration 01 justice in the Stu,te,this 
difficulty that we have had in the past would be improved upon . 
. . Second,the. Congress itself should specify the na,tional interest pur

l;OSOS o,ncl ob,jectiYes for ·which the Federal funds should be expended. 
These congl'essionally defined purposes and objecti"es should be suf
ficiently broa<;l to permit ea.ch of the Stat\'s to fund.programs for ju
dicial improvements suited specmcaJly to the unique requirements of 
the particular state. The 1('.ve1 of achancement of the State court sys
tems tlmmghout the country is varied and the judgment has to be 
madeona State level as to what the progr·ams which are entered into 
to accomplish the most possible uncleI' the circumstances. 

I ·would urge the Congress to letwG that jllclgment, so far as it is pos
sible to do so with the entity in the State responsible for the admihis
tmtion of the court system, which in most cases would be in the Su
preme Court. 

)11'. CONYERS. Could I ask that we move toward ,a conclusion. 1\11'. 
Chief ,J ustice ~ . 

Mr. SUERAN. Yes. In moving toward a conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I 
woulcllike, if possible, to leave emphaticaly \Y~th the members of this 
committee my conviction that a State court system cannot be separated 
into criminal and civil sections and, in a ::cnse, compartmentalized on 
that basis. 

Consider the impact of the decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court 
beginning in 1963 to which -the State courts have accommodated. 

Consider the standards for the trial of criminal cases, the rules of 
criminal procedure which move us to try to process criminal cases 
through our courts within 60 clays. . 

The city of Detroit, State of Michigan, is a remarkable example of 
how these things can be brought about by LEAA funds, but if we do 
these things, the impact upon civil cases in other areas is inescapable. 
So we must, with the improvement of the criminal process, bring im
provements in the administrative process applying' across the boards. 

I realize the limitaJtions upon your time, :Mr. Chairman. I am in~ 
debted greatly to you for the opportunity of being here. 

Mr, CONYERS. We are honored hy your presence here and your COll
tribution. 

Mr. ~fcOlory. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Thank yon, Mr. Chairman. 

20-013--78----18 
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Mr. Chief Justice, you made a very important statement and I 
appreciate your views. I have had the privilege 01 yisiting the Na
tional Center for State Courts in "Williamsburg justa 'Couple of weeks 
ago. I think you likewise were in attendance at the conference that we 
had in Williamsburg. 

That is an extremely important activity and I am satisfied, too, tha.t 
your references to the State court reorganization is consistent with 
the overall administration ofjustic~. ... 

I think your su!!:gestioil, too, that the Congress should designate the 
amount and specify what it is being allocated for a State court im
provement, should be se'pal'ated from this genf'l'al LEAA program be
cause LEA...<\, was part of the omnibus cHme bill, safe streets bill, and 
we were really talking about street 'Crime when :we inaugurated this 
program. '. .:' " . ' 

I am concel'ned that crimina'! justice could be swallowed up in 
an overallilational iIistitute of. just~ce program if we have the whole. 
civil jll$ti~ sys~ln involvedintimatf-Iy :with-it, and! don't see any, 
reason why these differences 'Of position can't be resolved. ' 

I think we have to realize'the importance.ofsonleseparatioI1, -espe-
cially with respect to the allocation of funds," , .... .: 

80 lam ihankful'ior yourprogriin. You ~itainly have atre
mendous understanding 'Of bhe.1wholeproblem weare faced with, and 
your views 'are very, very l1el pfuIto us. 

Mr. SHERAN. T?~nk you very, v~ty muctr,·l\1t.l\fcClory: Ithank you 
very much for y;our comments. , , ' .. '. '. ' , . . ' 

Mr.,CQ:rn~ERs. The subcommittee stands <in adjournment. 
[Whereupon; the hearing was adjourned at 12 :20 p.m.] . 



ApPENDIX 1 

I~IPLEMENTA'rroN OF THE SAFE STREETS ACJI:~ THE RO)",E m' STATE PLANNING IN 
'rHE DEVELOP~(ENT OF CRL\UNAL JUSTICE FEDERALIs~r 

~. ~. _ 1. ":. ..' f 

(By lIIalcolm Feeley, Austin Sarat, and Susan White) . 

'.' INTRODUCTION 

Crime,' crimjnality and what· to do about Iboth have proven to be major problems 
for the American people and for government officials since the founding of the 
Republic. Crim~ ;has been traditionally perCt)iv,ed, as a, t~reat not only to individual 
well being, but also to the .ma\ntenance of sodal tJ;ust al1d COII).lllunity ::;oiidarity 
(Wilson, lQ75) , Yet concern about the problem of crime and attempt!" to deal 
with it have been episodic. Periodic crime\vRveshavemetwith-'Or perhaps been 
caused by-marked fllcreases in . .citizen 'concern and generally futile· 'efforts to 
"stam'p out'! ~r~.m~. 'rhe <:rime problem. and· «;!fforts to control criJP.e have 'been tra
ditionally regarded as the responsipilityof state. and loc!!,l goyeJ;11ment. J)'ederal 
criminal law Ilndfederal efforts have never been a major means of crime control 
in Ameri<!a; 'the • national police fotce-:-the FBi':-has continued' to be legalIy 
restricted. in lts.mission,·and until the late 1960~s little federal·m~mey was spent 
on crime control." . ..' . '. . 

The . Illi.d.-si:x;ties saw. a. dramatic chl!llge ~n the att~tude of the ~edeJ<al goyern
ment. Crfme, ,yhile Ii problem'with lOcalized origins and impacts, appeare.dto,be,. 
when considered in the aggregate, a problem which was national ill its' ·sCope. 

Furthermore, the· issUe of crime and what to tloabout it became an important 
national political issue largely asa result of the presidential: campaign of :i964. 
At about the same time, the national government was caught up ill a "war mental
ity" j domestic and social ills, as well as foreign enemies, were dealt with 
through '11, massive mobilization of resources and the development 'of a coherent 
nati9nal strategy. The response to the problem of crime and the application and 
elaboration of the war metaphor in this area occurred with the passage of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-351). This 
Act was the master plan for the national government's war on crime." 

Yet, the Safe Sb:'eets Act represented a major departure from the strategy of 
reform and intervention embodied in other government programs like the war Oil 
poverty. Instead of direct national intervention, the Act provided for a block 
grant approac11 in which the nat.ional government's role was to be primarily 
that of 'a provider of revenue and ideas to strute und local governments which 
would, in turn, develop programs for their own use. Fighting crime, alth'ough an 
effort requiring new and e)..-pended sources of funds, was to continue to be left 
to state ,and local control. Emerging at the 'time that it did, the Safe Streets Act 
antedated general revenue sharing and thus became the first nlajor expression 
of the New Federalism. 

Our effort in this paper is to analyze the implementation of federal crime 
fighting effol,ts under the Safe Streets Act. Ideally, we would like to be able to 
evaluate the success or failure of those efforts; however, the analysis of im
portant public policies, especially in the area of crime and law enforeement, does 
not lend itself to con,entional impact analysis; it does not lend itself to even the 
most hard fought conclusions about what works in reducing crime. Crime is, ancl 

1 The one major effort at developing a policy on crime has been a cl.!arlnghonse fnnction 
In the FBr's collection, compUation, and distribution {If its semiannual uniform crime 
reports. 

"The 11168 act was preceded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 11165 (Puhllc 
Law SO-ln7) which created an Office of Law Enforcement Assistance (OLEA) within 
the Department of J'ustice; this was a much smaller scale effort than LEAA, and alIa
cateel funds on a categorical grant basiS. Also In 1965, President J'ohnson. crented, by 
ExecutlYe order, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice whlcll in 1967 produced "oluminous l'eports under the title, "The Chnllenge of 
Crime In a Free SOCiety." 

(271 ) 
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should be acknowledged to be, an intractable social problem. There is no technol-
ogy for, nor very many convincing ideas about how to go about reducing crime .. 
To meaSure the success of any single public policy against that standard is to 
measure it against an impossible and unrealistic standard. Policies, like the Safe' 
Streets Act, are usually aimed at affecting continuing and complex social 
processes rather than specific and soluble social problems; they have multi
faceted and ambiguous goals rather than precise and definitive objectives, and 
t.hey are often designed to foster new structures ,amI processes to cope with COll
tinuing problems rather than to tackle social problems directly. As a consequence, 
their impact is long in coming, indirect amI intertwined with a h'ost of other dis-
parate effol'ts. 

Because the reduction of crime is so remote from the actions of any goyern
ment agency, and -because the mensnrement of crime is itself problematic, we 
think it important to focus instead on the imlliementa'tion rather than the im
pact of ele Safe Streets Act. In conh'ast to -a study of the consequences of a 
policy decision like Ij;he Safe streets Act, our study of implementation examines. 
factors that contribute to the realization or nonrealization of the Act's' more prox
imate policy objectives. (See Van Meter" and Vin Horn, 1975;· and Hargrove,_ 
1975.) 'rhose objectivesinyolve an attempt to foster a hew and efficient organiza
tional capability at the st,lte lewl, a capaIJiilty to strengthen and improve loral 
law enfarc-ement and criminal justice 'agencies and thereby combat crime. The 
impleme11'tation of the Safe Streets Act lies with -the organizations created under' 
its mandate; 

At the national level the most fmpol'tant 'of these organizations is the TJaw 
Enforcement Assistance A(lministration(IJEAA); at tIle state le,el the most 
important are what are generically . called State Planning Agencies (SPA's). 
The Act's Sllccess or failure is to an extent likely to'be eleterlllined by the ability 
of these organizations to cope 'with ancl reconcile the obligations of the -Act 
and the conceptual, technical and political constraints under which any policy 
delivery system must worle Thus, in this paper we focm; primarily on SPA's 
and on the ways in which they have dealt with the problems of p!~uning, "iuno-
vaUon" and evaluation, for these are the problE'ms which lie'at thl heart of the
Safe Streets approach to crime and to reform in the administratiOlL of criminal 
justice. 

To this end we conducted lengthy interviews with SPA staff members in' 
eleven states, tall,eel informally to officials in several other states amI held 
formal and informal discussions with national TJEAA officials and state and local 
criminal justice officials. Our purpose in thoS{> interviews and conversations was 
to gather information about the operations, functions and problems of the Safe
Streets Act antI the crilllinal justice- federalism which it foste-red." 

THE PROVISIONS OF THE SAFE STREETS ACT 

Any attempt to understand the impleme-Iltation of legislation mnst begin with' 
the legislation itself. Its specific goals and requirements as well as the "intention, 
of the framers" provide the broacl parameters within which the process of im
plementation is carried out. Repeatedly during 01;11' interviews, reference was 
made to the language of the Safe Streets Act·and to the tasks which it imposes on 
tho LEAA and SPA's. The most general and ambitious of these tasl{s was to 
"fight crime", and simultaneously, to improve and upgrade the capacities of state· 
and local law enforcement agencies. (For a complete .account of Congressional 
thinking and debate oyer the goals 'of the Safe Streets Act, see "Legislative His
tory," 1973.-) 

State Planning Agencies were charged, under the terms of the Act, with the· 
task of working with state and local criminal jnstice agencies in developing and 
implementing the specifiC programs through which federal financial assistance· 
was to be channeled. This programatic role at the state leyel was itself a major 
reform. The Safe Streets Act mandated the creation of new state agencies and 
charged them with three general fnnctions. First, tilese agencies were directed to
engage in "comprehensive planning" for the entire criminal justice system, un-· 

3 This study does not see1, to runIc Indl,idunl SPA's or to mnke predictions n.bout their 
futures. Because SPA's al'l) still rel!lti,ely new and unknown In stllte go,ernmentnl struc
t\lr~, they remain unstable, vulnern.ble to abrupt changes iu direction and in leadership. 
Consequently. a precise description or placement of any single SP.A In light of Its lnrger 
stnte context Is at present less Important than an exploration of the major common 
problems and tensions with which all SPA's must cope. 
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·constrained by the rather rigid and narrow boundaries • that characterize most 
existing criminal justice agencies ancl officials. 

The Act speah-s in ,broad language about encouraging, through the State Plan
ning Agencies, Ithe "st.ates and units of general local government to prepare and 
,adopt comprehensive law enforcement plans based on their evaluation of state 
.and local problems of law enforcement." '1'he Safe Streets Act thus mandated a 
l1ew way of thinking about the administration of criminal justice, a way of 
-thinking which took seriously rthe metaphorical use of the word "system." (See 
Freed, 1967). One of the most important parallel responsibilities of LEAA is to 
supervise the implementation of this new way of thinking and its specific mani
festation in statewide climinal justice planning. The Act attempts to improve 
the capacity of individual states for defining the nature of their particular crime 
problems amI to provide them resources for pursuing their own 'distinctive 
.solutions. 

In addition to their planning function State Planning Agencies were to be the 
IJlimary funding agencies for Safe Streets money; they were charged with the 
l'esponsibility of lleciding which specifiC programs and projects were to be funded 
.and which problems tackled with federal money. Yet the language of the Act 
imposes on SPA's the general requirement that federal funds 'be used for "the 
improvement of law enforcement throughout the state." Subsequent interpreta
tions of the Act and the guidelines developecl by LEU to implement it have 
1inkecl the term "improYement" closely with the term "innovation." SPA's are 
expected to plan for ancl fund something other than incremental expansions of 
existing anLl traditional criminal justice functions or displacing local sources of 
funding (which is, by way of contrast, permitted under general revenue sharing). 
The lanl:,'1.1age of rthe Act ancl its "common law" development provides SPA's a 
role in developing, encouraging, and supporting new and different approaches to 
the crime problem, approaches which state and local agencies coulcl not have 
developed or supported themselves. 

A third function of SPA's was not directly mentioned in the 1968 Safe Streets 
Act, yet it has in recent years-through amendments to the Act and 1:,'1.1idelines
become an important part of what they are required to do," namely to evaluate 
their own efforts at inlproYing the administration of criminal justice by evaluat
ing projects and programs funded with Safe Streets money. Here again, as in 
the area of comprehensive planning, the Safe Streets Act and LEAA have tried to 
promote 'a new way of thinking about Iaw enforcement, a greater interest in 
efficiency and a curiosity about finding out what wOJ:l{s. SPA's are not only ex
pected to plan and develop new and different projects, they are also expecteel to 
document what works, what .doesn't, and why, 

UNDERSTANDING TIlE ACT 

The rather broad and general language 'of the Act and the requirements and 
tusl,s which it imposes on those charged with carrying it out poseS the first and 
perhaps most important problem of implementation. It is a problem generic to 
any important public policy; it is, however, complicated When the policy is as 
ftmbitious as is the Safe Streets Act. " 

The problem to which we refer is IT conceptual one. In ordei' for any policy 
to be effectively implemented it must lJe possihle fOl' those charged with the 
ta::;k to Ullderstumi what is requirel1 and intendecl under the terms of the original 
policy. To the e."'dent that either the requirements or intent are ambiguous or are 
the subject of continuing political contention, the process of implementation 
becomes complicated and difficult (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1073). '1'heproblem 
of deriving clear and rclatively unambil:,'1.lOuS Ullderfstandings of the purpose, 

• What we characterize as "narrow and rigid boundaries" are 'both jurisdictional nnd 
functioual. In most states, law enforcement n,::encies are- fragmented into stnte, county 
olHI local jurisdictions; criminal court jurisdictions often include town, city, and county 
courts, ami ev~n sllecilll state "p:rosecution o!!ic~s; correctional institutions range from 
<,ItJ' jalls aud "lock-ups" to county jails to state prisons. Furthermore, tbe fllllr,jonni 
differences among' law enforcement agencies, courts, and correctional institutions nrc 
Sig'nitlcant and territorinl prerogatlves,are jealously guarcled. . 

G Although LEAA guidelines have emphuslzed evaluation from the beginning', It wus 
not until 1071-72, after the Monngan hellrlngs which publicizetl waste ancl mismanage
ment within LEAA and which resulted In LEAA's interest in insuring accollntabillty, 
that the commitment to evaluation became a condition of the acceptance of SPA plans 
nnel a condition of SPA's awal'ding of grants. This interest in acconntnbility was trans.
lated into an TJEAA guic1ellne which required that a percentage of state 'nctlon grant 
(unds be earmarked for evaluation purposes. 



274 

objectives, and intent of a public policy is particularly acute in the case of the 
~afe Streets Act. It is acute lJecause of the difficulties of defining the propel' 
boun(laries of federal and state action under a block grant program ancI lJecause 
the specific policy objecth'es of the Act are so complex. These difficulties hinder 
the process of implementation and pose' llrolJlems which structurp. the way in 
which federal funds are spent in eaeh state. 

The first problem involves the range of permissible federal involvement 
which the Safe Streets Act envisions and allows, especially iuYolYelllent in sub· 
stantive decisions as to what SPA's are to do and ho,1' they are to do it. Some 
of tlle sponsors of the Act, particularly its conservative congressionul supporters, 
yiewecI the Act as little more than a means of getting federal money to the states 
without "strings" attached. The few "strings" that wt're at~ached, e.g., the 
requirement for cOlllprehensi,'e planning, were kept rathel' gf'neral so as to 
allow for some diversity in the way states would respond. Furthermore, some 
supporters, including Some SPA officials, believe that the combination of respon
sibilities assigne(l to SP A's-grants management, deYelopillg, reviewing and 
funding grant proposals from state and local agencies, planning, surveying state 
needs and developing a coherent strategy for dealing with them-was designed 
to insure that the responsibilities would overwllelm the SPA's and leave them 
with little more to flo than pass out federal money. In any case, tlle block grant 
approach which is the basis of the federal government's war on crime can be 
interpreted as a way of giving maximum flexibility to state and local officials. 

The Safe Streets Act and its blocl;: grunt philosophy is interpreted by pro
ponents of this "local" view as a political compromise in which the goal of mini
mum federal involvement waS achieve(l by placing primary responsibiilty for 
admirLstering that effort in the hands of State government. (For se,;eral case 
studies hnd other materials illustrating the "local" perspective, see Columbia 
Human Rights Law Review, 1973.) ,. 

The "local" Il€l'sp~tive has also informed and· influenced many criminal jus
tice practitioners in state and local agencies-the pOlice, corrections, and courts. 
As seen from their perspective, LEAA is simply a source of additional. "free" 
funds. (For an extended discussion of an SPA-funded project and the local 
perspective, see Feeley, 1976.) The conditions placed on them by LEAA and 
SPA's are requh'ements to be minimally complied with, simply part of the 
bureaucratic costs of obtaining "federal grants." If there are reqnirements to be 
innoYattYe, project proposalS will be describe(l as innoyative; if there are require
ments to be "crime specific," projf'ct proposals' will be so charaCterized. These 
agencies feel hard-pressed for funds and are \lilling to accOmmodate SPA's 
inorc1er to get sup'port from them. They do not, however~ 'view SPA's as a 
Source of ideas or ·programs. only of extra money. The recession has only served 
to reinforce this perspective as local ageilcies have sought the "federal" mone~' 
in order to prevent cutbacl;:s in regular program areas. 
. Tile block grant approach permits otber int~rPretations of the varying roles 
of federal, state and local· governments. So'm~ would argue, for example, that 
the blOck grant apprOach means more tban 1'even'uesbaring; it is designed to 
insure a cooperative federal-stnte· relationship in which ,both sides have impor
tant ,functions. (See U. S. AdyisoryComDiission of Intergoyernmental Relations, 
1970:) l.'l1e SllfeStreets Act, according to this "national" perspective, gh'es the 
federal government tile respOIl'sibiIity' fo'1' gtiiding and supervising the way 
federal funds are spent: " . 

'I'hus, fol' example; LEAA through its ten 'regional offices, is given the respOll
sibility to review and approve state plans. If LEAA is dissatisfied, it may attach 
"special conditions" to the receipt of Safe Streets moiley. Furtherlliore, since the 
Act does not define what it means when it charges SPA,'S to plall coillprehensively 
RO aR to improyelaw enforcement, it requires interpretation. Unlike the "locn}'.' 
view which would leave the responsibility for dOing so /;'0 state and local officials, 
the "national" perspective believes that the development bf the: Act's "colUmon 
law" ought· to be dbnehy LEAA." Since' LFJAA officials lireaCC0l111tallle to Con
gress' for how federal money is spent and fo'r its impact or lad, of ill1p~ct. t11ej, 
have an easHy understandable incentiYe'io 'take an expansIonist (or at least pro-
tectionist) view of the Federal government's rOle. . ., " , 

, '. 
• ThIs· dellate between 'a national' perspective a;'d Il'local perspective 'is clearly a col): 

temporary e.".:,ample of the classic debate of Amedcan fe'dernllsin. Iwin~ back itt least fis 
f~: Its th.e;l":nl1m.ark:,cpnstitut1QUlt~ CRse of Mot;Jullooh 'Y. Marylanc1., 17 U.S. (Wheat.). 1110: 
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Shaping the meaning of the requirements for "comprehensi,'e plans" and for 
"improvement" provided one important opportunity for these federal officials to 
try to work tlJeir wills on the states. '.ehis was done b~' developing guidelines 
which provide content and specHic meaning to the ambiguous terms and condi
tions of the Act. The initial guidelines for comprehensive planning-a hefty 
document rUllning over a Inmdrecl pages, and since then alterecl ancl expanclecl 
many times-clearly announced the intentiOll of LEAA to alIect Hot only the 
lll'oceclure by which fecleral fuuds would ue spent, uut how lmel for what pur
poses. 'i'he annual guidelines contaill, in essence, a theory of the "proulems" of 
local criminal justice agencies, amI propose a solution through greater state
wide centralization. a solution in which Safe Streets money would ue usecl to 
induce change in the administration of criminal justice rather than to support its 
ongoing operations. 

Suusequellt interpretations of tlJe Act and provisions in the gnidelines have 
attempted to further direct the efforts and orientations of tl1e sr A's in accord
ance with this vision. The Act's requirement for "improYement of law enforce
ment and criminal justice" has come to mean "innoyation." 'i'he term is under
stood to require the adoption of new aud different techniques anci approaches. 
Likewise the amorphous notion of comprellensive planning has beeu carefully 
detailecl by nationul LEAA. 'i'he 1976 Guidelines :Manual, for instance, includes a 
two-page definition and enumeration of the components of "comprehensiveness," 
a list which insists on a provision for evaluation of SPA efforts and the use of 
the results in suusequent planning efforts. (See Manual, 1976, pp. 62-64.) 

Auove all the guidelines and direction from national LEAA officials 11a ve em
phasized a clesire to foster and sustain a system-wiele perspective in thinldng 
about concerns of criminal justice, one. that will contriuute. to an .ability to 
coordinate the traditionally fragmented amI often antagonistic parts of the 
existing system. This perspective, stated and restated in numerous ways in the 
Guidelines and by all of LEAA's Administrators, identifies fragmentation of the 
criminal justice system itself as one factor contriuuting to the ineffective crime 
control poliCies. ~'he analysis contains· its own prescription, which is found in 
the language of the guidelines: "coordinate," "integrate," "consolidate," "coop
erate,", and "comuine" hitherto fragmep.ted, disparate and inefIicient efforts. 
The "national" perspective accords the Sl?.A's the. task of ueginning this effort. 

Tl1e "national" perspective envisions, the emergence of SPA's as important 
state institutions whose potential far exceeds merely the allocation of federal 
funds. SPA's are, in this view, the for.erunners of strong, celltralized statewide 
effo'rts in organizing and adminIstering the "non-system" of criminal justice. 
As a result, iUs imllOrtant to 'require the SPA's to aggressiyely pursue the tasks 
of planning"":"uot simply to provide a l)rogram for spendi~lg federal funds~but 
to engage in long range, comprehe))sive. planning ;for the 'eJlttre criminal jnstice 
system. ., 

I~Ul:ewise it isimportjlnt to g~tthein,to assume aJI aci;iveleadershi~ role among 
state criminal justiGeagencies. 13ecilUse each S1?A has a su.PeJ;Vi,Sory board com
posed of represelitatives of various criminl),l justice agencies and the puulic, the 
SPA is in a prinie posHiop to locatj;l .and identify comnlon interests, act as a 
spol,esman for the entire law enforcement .!l,nd criminal justice commUJ)ity, and 
foster coordinated policies: But the "nationa.l'~ perspectivesee.s theexpenditllre 
of federal money .. as a means through which these ends might b~ accomplished 
rather than as the end for which the Safe Streets Act was enacted. . 

The block ~'~nt .strategy, ,bj;lcause it permits. these competing iliterp).'etations, 
pro,'ide~ one of the. major factors influencing the implementation of the Safe 
l:>t.reets Act. The dit'ferent interpr~tations of'tlle Act an~1 its blocl{ grant approach 
establisl1 an important Source of tension. w11ich shapes the way state' SPA's func
tion. On one side is Llj}1\.A" insistiJ;lg that its guidelines he .met. and exllorUng 
SPA. planning staffs to be "professionals," to think .in "system-wide"· terms, and 
to develop plans ancl projects that ~'make a clifference." On the other sWe.are the 
criminal justice agell~ies who want as mucli. money as possible and who. tend to 
1:iew any requirements Oil appVcations. or restrictions on the .use of ftUlds~let 
:]:lone any req1;lirem,ents for a demonstration ,of. riee4 .·and. an evaluation. of 
results-as hindrances to be a voidej'l,. evaded, .. 01' ignOl:ed. . .. ' . . 

Another problems in understanding the Act arises from the ambiguity of the 
functions assigned to.SP A's .. It is safe to assume that this ambiguity 'has, not. been 
eUminatecl; some would a~gue it. has been compciuncled by' the development of 
the minutely detailedi . frequently- changed, "common 'law'" emllodieu"inLEAA 
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guidelines. Put quite simply, what we have found is that SPA officials have no 
common set of concrete ideas about what it means to plan comprehensively, or to 
improve the criminal justice fiystem, or to evaluate criminal justice programs. 

This means that the .urst task in the implementation of the Safe Streets Act, 
and its most imporhUlt continuing problem, is conceptual. SPA officials are 
called upon to perform tasks for which they perceive no a.Yailable technology 
and for which many feel uniquely ill-equipped. Furthermore, the difficulty of de
;-eloping an understanding of the functions assigned to SPA's allows for com
peting interpretations such that the "healtilY plurism" envisioned in the block 
grant strategy has, we think, become little more than each state taking its own 
';shot in the dark" or complying with the letter of LEAA guidelines in ways that 
often undermine or ignore their spirit and intent. 

The difficulty of comprehending and therefore implementing the mandates of 
the Safe Streets Act was reyealecl repeatedly in our conversations with SPA staff 
members. For example, when we asked one planner to explain what "compre
hensive planning" meant, she laughed and respondcd that no one knew and llO 
one would be able to tell us. Other plallners were willing to attempt a definition, 
but they gave a variety of meanings to the concept. To some it is an ideal, a long 
range goal toward Which the SPA OUgllt to be reachiug, ,Vhen queriecl as to what 
made a plan comprehensiYe one staff member replied: 

"I would ",ery much like to lle involved in tte O';'e1'a11 criminal justicc plan 
und budget determination. When all tIle money on criminal justice is being con
sidered, I'd like to see how LEAA money could become the strategic dollar. I'd 
UI,e to see a central planning and cO;lrdinating unit and become part of it." 

':I.'his respondent echoed the views amI clesires of many SPA members, to whom 
the goal of "corn'llrehensive planning" was a coordination of tlle system's entire 
efforts "with an eye toward using the r~EAA funds for strategic purposes." No 
onl;!, however, argued that this was tile effort they, themselves, were currently 
engagec1 in. It was, at best, the eventual goal, a goal many felt was supported 
by national LEAA officials. . 

In contrast, tte staff of most SPA's who were familiar with their agency's 
planning ftlllCtiollS agreed that "planniug" consisted of little more than arrang
ing the applications before them, ancl presenting them as a package-a description 
of what they were going to do. 

Rarely did we encounter a planner who had an unclerstanding of planning in 
any traditional sense. Even those who had elaborated views of pla'nning-saying 
that it involvecl surveying the domain under their jurisdiction, .identifying prob
lems, comparing their magnitude, mobilizing "hard eviclence," establishing priori
ties and goals and organizing a coherent strategy for dealing with them felt 
that SPA's were ill-equipped- to plan in anything close to that way. Many SPA. 
planners view questions about planning and the "philosophical" perspectives 
held by the national LEAA with a great deal of amusement. They argue that 
not only are they constrained by the realities of their relatively weak position 
vis-a-vis the older, established criminal justice agencies, but also their days 
are literally taken up by pushing paper, by responding to the multitude of grant 
applications that are submitted to them (they do not control who can submit 
proposals, and guidelines require that aU applications be reviewed and responded 
to) and by meeting the cletailed requirements of the 'national guidelines. Their 
jobs as planner£>, they continue, consist of little more than being reactive to the 
claims of others. It is a process of responding to others, and reacting to how they
not the planners-define the problems. 

Aside from the requirements that funds must be spent in accordance with a 
comprehensive plan-which as a minimum means that all major segments of 
the criminal justice system must receive some financial support 1 the SPA's are 
required uncleI' LEAA gnidelines to concentrate their support on innovative solu
tions to persistent problems ancI to "improve" c!'iminal justice agencies. In'nova
tion isa term used frequently by SPA staff planners and heard even more fre
quently from national LEAA officials, who regularly exhort the SPA's to _ be 
more creative, and develop and apply new ideas and methods in r:ombating crime 
and increasing tIle system's efficiency. The purpose of LEAA, many SPA plan-

7 It is interesting to note tlmt various segments of the crlmlnal justlCe system have 
{'Iairnpd tltnt they are excluded from their "fair share" of the LEAA pie. Such complnlnts 
hnve JN1 Congress to provide special categorical allocations: so-called part E funds for 
corrections anil proposed part F funds for· the courts. Ironically. these moves not onlr run 
~ol1ntpr to thp rpvcnue-sharlng basis of hlock grant funding, but they are also the Dntithcsls 
of the manonted function of comprehensive planning. 
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llers and almost all national officials indicate, is not to provide open-ended sub
sidies for existing criminal justice agencies or to supplant existing funds, but 
rather to develop programs that are experjplental, are new and different, 
and which would not otherwise be funded from existing sources of support." 

Most SP.A. planners agreed in essence thn:t the call fOr innovation by the na
tional LEAA. is little more than an attempt to convince Congress that it is doing 
something distinctiYe. By its very nature, SP.A. staff planners seemed to be say
ing, the National LEAA is an agency without a great deal of distinctiyeness and 
the challenge to "be innovative," and the admonition to "discover the undis
coyered" was a way of coping, 'and perhaps trying to protect themselves from 
an increasingly re&tiYe Congress. Trying to respond to the orten abstract admoni
tions, however, proves to be a difficult and frustrating task for SPA planners. 

Although committed to the idea that action grant funds should be used to 
support "new" and "distinctiye" projects, many planners understand "new" to he 
something 11e-W in reference to a particular agency, \\'hile otllers view it as new 
for the state. Thus, for example, some might encourage police departments to 
apply for funds to support police advisors, because they l1aye been jullged to 
"work" in an initial few departments, while others woulcl take a perspective that 
the SPA-funlling effort should be -completed once its projects have been judged 
aR su-ccesses after the initial effort. Since it was judged a success, they argue, 
there is no need for continued SP.A support. It is a tried and tested project, really 
to sink or ,,'wim on its own. 

The third 'component of the SPA manda'te is to evaluate. This requirement is, in 
theory, integrally linkecl with th& planning and innovation functions of SPA's. 
Not only are they expected to plan and develop new and different projects, they 
are also expected to document what works, what doesn't, and Why. Howeyer, 
as with the other two functions, there is nothing 'approaching a consensus as to 
what evaluation is or should be. (See O'Connell and WhIte, 1974.) Evaluation 
research to some is an experiment, a test of hypotheses which requires measure
ments of change in experimental and control groups. Evaluation to others is the 
production of "progress" reports on projects by means of periodic memos from 
project staff to SPA monitors. Some- "evaluation" staffs were found preparing 
amli'ting and monitoring reports on their projects, while others appeared to be 
administrative as!:.1stants to SPA directors. Still others take an even more 
minimalist view of evaluation, "iewing it as whatever ie required to satisfy the 
LEAA guidelines and requirements. 

LEAA officials and guidelines, on the other hand, mal{e a distinction lJetween 
project monitoring and e\naluation, the former being a COlltinllOus 'Social and 
financial amliting of the projects to see that "things Ilre moving along on pace," 
that people are doing what they were hired to do, !that proper equipment is pur
chased,and 'that no one has flown the coop with the money. Essentially, monitor
ing is to determine if the project is doing what it was intended to do, and if job 
descriptions square with jOb performance. Whether whiltis being done makes 
any clifferenee is the function of eYalm<tion, accl)rlling to LEAA. 

Despite this difference, SPA evaluators almost invariably gravitate toward 
the monitoring function, in part because they are one of the few groups within 
the SPA who remain in continuing communication with the myriad of SP A
funded projects. Before SPA directors are likely to ask: "Does it make Ilny 
difference?" they wailt to know, "How many projects a're we funding?" "How 
large are they?" "Wllere are they?" "Are there any problem with them?" It is 
supplying answers to these latter types of questions that tenlls to eat up the 
time of the evaluation staffs. 

8 Our review ot the Uterature on innovation was a distressing experience. The best work 
in tbe area seemed to be Ilmited to discussions of the adoption rates of unambiguous tech
nologies, for example. more productive strains of grain or improvec1 vaccines. Although this 
innovntion-ac1option npproach hns been applie(l to state nc1options of new types of legisla
tion, we nre not impressec1. Innovlltion implies n high consensus on vnlues. Ilnd while there 
mny be 11 high consensus among those c1irectly utrected on the relative merits of a npw typP 
of corn-although even here we are prepllre(l to ncknowlec1ge the proh!emlltlc natnre of 
the Ilssertlon-it is c1iflicnlt to see the Sllme consensus in such govcrnmen t provision IlS 
comlJlllsory educlltion, child Illbor IIlWS, nnc1 income tllxlltlon. It is (lifficult to see what 
understlLnillng' results in Iln examination of llc1option rates of those go\'ernment prog'mms 
whIch rely on an epidemlologlclll moc1r.1. Thus whose unc1erstunc1!ng of "lnnovlltlon" 
which prevnils becomes the central problem for stuc1v. Because of the Jllck of Ildvlln<:eil 
technoJo/!,les In crimlnul justtce nnd because of the widely yurylng perspectives heW nnd 
t)'llcS of functions 111lrsuNl by crimi.nal justicl'l ngl'ncil's. the positin:;t of n. single uQtlon of 
Innovntlon--as n /!,onl to he pursued and IlS a benchmark against which state nctlvlties cnn 
he jlHl/!'ed-woulc1 be menningless. ~he meaning of the concept Itself must be the primary 
focus of atten tion. 
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The variations in how the SPA evaluation units are organized is in part a 
fllnction Of what they perceive their fIDlction to be. SOme see themselves as 
experimenters, people who test particular ideas-projects-to see what works, 
what doesn't work, and why. Theil' goal is to focus on new, particularly, innova
tive ideas and see how effective they are. If the project-proves successful, it should 
be continued and expanded; if not, it should be terminated. This view embodies 
a more generalized "social engineering" view of public policymaking. 

At the other extreme is a ,belief that evaluation provides little useful in
formation. Proponents of this view appear willing to see the evaluation re
quirement abandoned by LEA1I.., although some acknowledge that ideally it 
could be put to good use. Ironically, proponents of this view held that the better 
the evaluation, by academic research standards, the less likely it is to be useful. 
As cne planner l)ut it: 

"The evaluations come in too late and their impact is minimal. ... Another 
problem is that evaluators tend to be equivocal, so they are not useful·in mak
ing a yes/no decision . . . they keep wanting better data and more detailed 
information." 

Evaluations, especially the more· "professional" ones, tend to be hedged with 
qualifications, and filled with complaints about the limitations of imperfect 
research desigll!1 and sloppy data, and as a consequence are, so equivocal as to 
be of little or no use to planners who want categorical answers. Another prob
lem with "good" evaluation stuclies is that they take a long time, and as a 
consequence are received too late to be helpful in the annual planning and budg
etary cycle of the agency. £tIany planners express scorn at evaluators who 
stlbmit reports hedged with qualifications, obtuse prose, and recommending 
"continued study," all submitted months after the refunding decision on the 
project has hacl to be mude' and tlnls' to!> late to be of use to them. 

'.rllere are other dilellllllas' for the SPA evaluation staff. l\Iany projects, they 
feel, fall into two categories for' which the value of evaluation is questionable. 
On one hand many projects are one~shot affairs--training. programs for police, 
prosecutors or judges,or equipment purchase-efforts which are' not likely to 
be'repeated within the state. Others are contributions to long and complex 
efforts at institutional change (e.g., conSOlidation Of' smaller pOlice departments 
or changes in treatment of juveniles). in which the federal money cOilstitutes 
only an initial and probably small portion of the total in the continuing effort. 

In the former, SPA planners and evaluators argue, there is little need to eval-
uate while in the latter; evaluation is rendered difficult because the SPA funding 

is only a portion of a large and 101lg-term effort. . 
, Ambiguity, uncertainty, and frustration are characteristic of the way in 

which SPA officials think about the mandates and intentions of the Safe Streets 
Act. Tllese problems, aU Of which involve the problem of understandiilg the 
Act, complicatj;! the process of implementation and insure that the operations 'of 
SPA will be highly unstable' an(l variable from state to state. Ambiguity, 'un
certainty and frt~stration prevent the development of an institutionalized 
formula throtlgh w':lich SPA's might' operate. As people corne and ,go in SPA's, 
neW interpretations, interpretations' Often radically different from those which 
have previously guided ail SPA, may ,bi.ke hold. ' 

l'urthermore, ambiguity,' uncertairlty and 'frustration contribute to the' vul
nerability of SPA's as organizations. Without a clear idea of their mandate 
SPA's are caught up in tensions of the block grant approach and are catlght 
lJetween the freqllently competing demands of LEU' and their constituents in 
the criniinal justice system. How they adapt 'to and cope with uncertaintY' and 
the pressures it generates goes far'in determining how the Safe Streets Act is 
implenlented. ' ' 

STRATEGIES OF IMPLEUENTATION 

The' process of implementing any public policy is inevitably a process of 
adaptation, a process through which the objects and goals of legislation are 
shaped by and fit into a context of resources, conditions, and pressures operative 
in the policy environment. This is certainly true of the Safe Streets Act. Among 
the major pressures and conditions affecting the implementation of that Act 
perhaps none is more important than th!} comPetition between the "national" 
and "local" interpr.etations which we have' ~1il:lcussed. This competition 'means 
-that;-SPA's ·have had to adjust to and deal with vaTious'and frequently contr~
dictary demands. The proGeflS of. i~,Plemelltaqon has been fur,ther confused by the 
unique character of the administration of criminal justice and of crime as a social 
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problem. Introducing new ways of thinking into established legal institutions is 
no easy task which sPa's; equipped as they are with funds generally totalling no 
more than 2 or 3 percent of a state's total criminal justice e:A'1lenditures, may not 
lJe in a position to do. Yet the Safe Streets act's greatest long-run contribution 
lllay result from its requirement that states develop such a new and comprehensive 
way of thinking about crime. The Act has created new structures, structures that 
may develop the capacity for continuous innovation and reform. It is the way 
these structures develop and cope with their problems that is crucial to the effort 
of building at a new "criminal justice federalism." 

It is, however, premature to assess the impact this act has had in achieving 
this "procedural" or "structural" goal. LEAA ,has been run almost entirely· by a 
Republican Administration, and bas not yet weathered sustainell attack by an 
incumbent Administration or .an antagonistic Congress. Nor have SPA's come 
to be regarded as permanent fixtures in the state house." Nevertheless it is 
possible to suggest some alternative ways in which SPa's are coping with prob
lems of implementing the Safe Streets Act and some strategies throngh which the 
process of implementation is being carried out. In our research we uncoverell 
three kinds of strategies. They are ideal .types rather than .actual examples, and 
while individual SPA's tend more toward one. than the others, these tendencies 
lllay be lllore in the ideals and goals of the staff rather than any concerete and 
measurable differences of practice, and they are subject to abrupt shifts as SPA 
directors and state governors change. 

Reven·lte 8li.aring 8trateuv 
One strategy of implementation begins by rejecting the metaphor of the criminal 

jnstice system. SPA's which pursue a "revenue shllring" straten reject the "na
tional" interpretation of the Act according to which SPA's are supposed to plan 
for the rational development of.a SYStClu of criminal justice. From the point of 
view of the revenue sharing strate/,'Y, SP 4's are not and cannot be in a position 
to plan for or eVen coordinate a state's criminal justice agencies. 

They handle only about 2 or 3 percent ot tl1e total criminal justice budget and 
have no voice in the expenditure of the l>ther 97-98.percent. Furthermore, they 
. .are organized as a state agency while most cdme control age~cies are local. In 
fact, no single office or agency hag a voice in the total.criminal justice budget 
b<.'Cause there is no single "crime ,budget. u The notion of a unified bildget UI!d 
planning effort is much like the notion ·of a criminal justice system itself,. a fiction 
of idealists' imaginations. (For a discussion of thi:;; general problem se~ Reich, 
1973.) 

'l'he revenue sharing strategy assnn~es that efforts 'at "comprehensive plariningU 

are fictions, litLle more than exercises to aSStll;e that all segments get some portion 
of the LEAApie. It dismisseseffortfS at identifying programa;reas,anc1, establish
ing priorities for ftmding, arguing that when.such priorities are established, they 
are so broadly construed· that they do little to restdct the types o.fprojects which 
can befunde<l. ' . . '. . 

. As for innovation, this strategy holds that the SPA's are not in a position to 
mal;:e substantial changeS in the operations of crimi~aljustice agencies. AlthOllgh 
they lllay have some marginal effect in suggesting new or additional projects, 
these are only a small drop in the bucket ancl are probably not the ie3jllLof orga
nized comprehensive planning bitt dne to the creativity of a few individuals in 'the 
SPA's and their informal contracts intheagencies,.If major changes are required 
to improve existing agencies, the SPa's are not in a pOfSitiori to bring tl1eJ;ll about. 

Under the "revenue sharing" strategy the. SPA. staff is Uttle more than the 
agent of its supervisory 1JOard which in turn represents and speaks for 'traditional 
criminal justice interests. Furthermore, in many states the sub-state "regional 
planning units" (RPU's) are closely connected to local governments and therefore 
to local law enforcement. In a revenue sharing strategy, the RPU's can exercise 
considerable influence over funding (lecisions in terms of traditional ,.cri,minal 
justice interests. Nor is the organization of the. SPA's and their plannil)gbo.a.rds 
such that it is likely to foster innovation. Innovation, one planning dire<;t.or 

o Most of the SPA's remain creatures of the Governor, established under· ExeclItivq·order, 
not stat~lte. None of the SPA stare, when queried, CQulcl foresee the contlnuatlon Of. their 
SP A In the event of congressional deauthorizatlon of LEAn. Only (lne of the SPA's we 
visited. Ken tll ck:V. has been l('gisJatlvely establisherl and delegated planning duties beyond 
the preparation of the nnnual plnn for LE:AA. All this Is not unexpected. Major alterations 
h) state governments emerge slowly. !tIs, tllereto,e, ,~pmewhnt nr,emnture .to I!s~esll ~he 
}.~pact of the Safe f;ltreets Acton th~ struct!lre Of sti,tt\l gO,vermp.ent., ' 
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argued, is likely to come s.Jout through the quiet and concerted efforts of a small 
number of people, not public meetings at which vested interests are represented . 

.As for evaluation, it is of little use. This strategy assumes that change is incre
mental. Dramatic new projects do not emerge overnight to be testecl and pro
nounced, good or bad j they emerge slowly and from within established institu
tions. New institutions emerge not so much in response to clear goals or objec
tives, but rather emerge in response to what is not wanted, a movement away 
from bad practices. Evaluation research, in a classic sense, plays little if any part 
in this type of change. In any event most is P A's are not in a good position to over
see any serious type of evaluation effort because they do not control the projects 
thE'Y fuml in such a way as to assure adequate controls and a disinterested 
evaluation .. Furthermore, evaluation results are not easily coordinated with 
budgeting and planning cycles, so tb..'tt they are not particularly useflll even whell 
lhey are produced. 

This strategy holds that these inherent limitations on SPA's should be rec
ognizeel and squarely faced, and that the job of an SPA is only to disperse funds 
according, to a relatively stable formnla for distribution. SPA functions are, 
thus, restricted to the minimal, but nevertheless important, tasks of project audit
ing and administration, seeing that federal fiscal and other requirements are 
complied with by the grantees. 
Tho "cutting er]ge" strategy 

A. second wuy in which some SPA staff envision inlplementation of the Sate 
Streets .Act is by adopting a "cutting edge" sh·ategy. This strategy is based on 
the view that the influx of fedeml ftmds and the establishment of a statewide 
planning agenc-y provides u unique opportunity for the hitherto fragmented crim
inal justice syStem to develop its oWll,research and development capacity. The 
SPA's and the action grants m:econceived of as R. & D. efforts, designed to 
stimUlate new ideas. Control of the action grants means that the SPA is in the 
position to· encourage experimentation by trying out new and different ideas that 
the already hard"pressed criminal justice agencies a.e not likely to try with tIHiir 
o>Ynlimited resources. 

The "cutting edge" strategy ,>'ould m;:e to use comprehensive planning to review 
existing functions an(1 programs for the purpose of identifying shortcomings amI 
pointing out needs. Planning is intertwined with innovation since the purpose of 
planning is to identify continuing prol)lems and propose new and different solu
tions to overcome them . 

.Although a small fraction of the total criminal justice budget, LEAA funds 
are con&idered the "cutting edge" fOr innovation. They should be m:ed exclusively 
for R. & D. purposes, and the SP.A staffseeks to apprOXimate a think-tank, work
ing in close cooperation with existing criminal jm;tice officials to experiment with 
projects and forms of operation. Although small iilproportion to R. & D. resources 
ill private industry (whiclt can run as high u.s 15-20 percent of the total budget), 
SPA's are an important first step in developing the system's capacity to engage 
in this type of creative activity. 

A major problem for a "cutting edge" strat.egy involves the way projects are 
funded. Although projects are fun(led on all annlial baSis, most of the planners 
we talked to argued for the ne!'essity of providing project support for several 
years. They argued that it takes a minimum of two years for a complex project 
to become properly staffi'd and he operating in a way that its effectivelless call 
reasonably be judged. Many, they claim, take even longer.'· 

The cumuIatiye effect of multi-year funding commitments has substantially 
affectecl the SPAs ability to do anything at all. Planners aclmowledged that in 
any given year upwards to 60-75 percent of their funds are tied up in carry-over 
commitments from previous years. Given the faddishness of so much of the dis
cussion of innovation within LEAA, the high turnover, and the attendant cbanges 
of emphasis of the new staff members, many plallner&-recruited with the expec
tation of de!'ligning Ilew and innovative program&-find themseb'.es caught up in 
the frustrating process of haYing to honor and administer the ('olllIllitmellt)'l of 
their preclec~Esors. During the first few years of ol)eration, most planners indi
('atecl, they operated under the conditions of "rapiel growth" anel expansion. Re
ceiving large sums of money to dispense eveu befOre they themselves were fully 

10 It appears thnt on the n"ern~e SPA's fund projects for 3 ~'enrs, 'although It numher of 
~llbstantiol pro,iects (for exnmple. cxpc'rjments in restructuring the nature of incarcera
tion) are funrlNl for I1S long I1S 6 or 7 yenrs, and many others are one-shot equipment pur· 
chases or training progrnms. 
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staffed, the SPA's gave little heed to the eventual implications of mUlti-year 
commitments. As appropriations have leveled off, tllis program now looms larger 
in the minds of the SPA staff. 

'1'he response of the "cutting edge" SPA's is to tighten up requi11ements for 
multi-year funding. ·While previously self-imposed restrictions limiting project 
funding to two or three years were often honored in the breach, they are now 
being more carefully enforced, and in those states with no formal rules on refund
ing, time limits are now being introduced. 

Reelucing long-term commitments, however, is not without its drawbacks. 
Major and substantial changes are not likely to be forthcoming overnight, and 
many acknowledge that their most succes:;;ful projects are those which have 'been 
nurtured over extended periods. Thus ironically the interest of "cutting edge" 
agencies in fiexibility and creativity seems to be, at least in part, pursued at the 
expense of the ability to make large and long-term commitments which may even
tually produce substantial changes. 

Evaluation is, at least in theory, very important in "cutting edge" agencies. 
Their major thrust is to find out whetber a new idea works and then to dissemi
nate that information. They assume that if all idea works that criminal justice 
agencies will be able .to find oUler sources of funds to sustain them. Once an idea 
has proven itself, the "cutting edge" strategy is to abandon it alld try something 
else. At the same time, this strategy requires a high tolerance for failure. Those 
who subsc)·ibe to it are interested in 1m owing what doesn't work ilS well as what 
does. ry.:'he "e:ll.-p.<;!riments" which the "cutting edge" agenCY seeks to fund thus 
must be closely watchecl, sometimes replicu.ted, and carefully assessed before 
they 'can be approved alld "marketed" for wider distributioll. 

The likelihood of the "cutting edge" strategy sustaining itself is never very 
great. However, it is the strategy that many believe is favored Iby the national 
LEAA administrators. This strategy assumes that local criminal justice claims 
for m.olley Can 'be held in abeyance, so that the ftmds can be used for "timely" 
experimental projects. Thus, those adhering to the "cutting edge" strategy are 
sympathetic to the LEAA guidelines insisting on innovative projects, excluding 
the expenditure of funds for personnel and Ibuildings, and that requiring evalua
tions. Although at times some criticize the LEAA guidelines as placing unneces
sary restrictiOns on them, they generally appreciate the intent of these guidelines 
and would, in tact, appreciateaclditional requirements that would further insulate 
them from the "politics" of the process of allocating action grant funds and would 
free an even larger portion of the funds for innovative projects. 
CentraUzell pla}tt~ing strategy. 

A third strategy of implementation.differs from the second in its emphasis on 
coordination rather than experimentation. This strategy emphasizes the. role or 
opportunity of SPA's to foster the system-wide approach to the problem of crime 
and to oversee the operations of the criminal justice agencies. The emphasis is on 
dealing with what is already .going on in the criminal justice agencies and on the 
development of an integTatecl system rather than on specific program ideas. 

Although most SPA's ate restricted to planning and administering projects sup
porteel by LEA.A. money, the comp.rehensive planning strategy requil1es an SPA 
to develop a total system perspective and involves it in virtually every facet of 
law enforcement and criminal justice administration. Its perspective is unique 
and its information Vuh1able. As state goverlllllents grow in size and as efforts to 
adopt more rational management an~l budget techniques continue, the SPA is in 
a natural position to begin to assume expandeel planning and oversight ftllctions. 

The view of "comprehensi'Ve planning" impliecl in this model is that the SPA 
flhoul<lnot only develop plans-for spending its funds, but that it shoulcl, in light 
of the whole, use these funds strategically, as an incentive to get the existing 
criminal justice agencies to chUllge. If the "cutting edge" strategy views planning 
primarily as an isolated R. & D. effort to develop innovative ideas, the central
ized planning strategy views planning not only as a means for coming up with 
l1€'W ideas, but also as a means for securing implementation of new ideas and 
redirecting the allocation of eXisting resources. Its initial means of doing this is 
the strategic use of action grant funds, in the classic matching grant tradition. 
In the long run, it may assume independent powers to review budgets and plan for 
criminal justice programs. Its goal, as one SPA planner put it, is to be in the 
position-for the first time--to be able to asle the question: "Where is it more 
efficient to iIlvest an additional dollar, in judges or police officers?" 
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This strategy emphasizes managerial development and it views innovation 
primarily in terms of i.lllcreased management capabiIities. In many respects it 
talks past, not in 'Opposition to, the other models of 'SPA's. For instance, while 
the "cuttilll5 edge" strategyemphalSizes development .{)If new and different tech
niques to be used in combatting and 'co'll!trolling crime and in processingarrestees, 
this strategy emphasizes the rationalization of the management system as itself 
the most important innovation. 'This does not preclu(1e the possibility of the 
adoption of new crime fighting techniques; it simply pats a premium on increased 
efficiency and redeployment. 

Evaluation plays 'an important r'Ole in this strategy although not necessal'ily 
of the experimental research variety. Here ,SPA's are ilIlterested in cost-effective
ness studies, P!'o-jects that might leITd to !J:he consolidation of small police forces, 
the ,closing of prisons, the development 'Of cheaper altei-natives to inC'arceration 
und the de\'elopment of local coordinating councils. Foll<l";vilIlg it.':: elU'pl~algis 011 
innovntion as efficiency, evaluation would also focus 'On measuring efficiency. 

We have discussed three strntegies by wltichSP A's have sought to cope with 
the maj'Ol' functions miuhdated by the S'afe ,Stree'i;'s Act. In each case the flmctions 
are viewed differel~tly; mld dealt with hi ways thnt fit an overall strategy of 
implementation Tather than a stan(Lard eonceptionof what that function is. 0'1" 

sholiid be. Even tlrougl1 theyrure ideal types ruther than deserip1Jions of individ
ual SPA's, it is these strategies':.-revellUe sharing, "cuuting edge," and centralized 
planning-which most ,accurately characterizes the ynriation in S·PA implemen
tation of the Safe ,Streets Act. 

CONOLUSIONS 

The problem of erime is a longstanding and difficult s'ocial prohlem. Yet direct 
federal involvement with local Imv enforcemoot is l'elatively new. In this papel~ 
we have ·attempted to analyze patterns of impiementrutioll of thiis policy chnnge .. 
'Ve have tried to identify the problems and pressures inherent in the Safe Streets' 
Act's block grant. a1l'Pl'O!leh and to suggest that these problems and pressures have 
resulted in substantial confusion wnd variation in ,the way in' which the Sufe· 
·Streets Act has been 'imDlemented. W~ have foeused on th~ way these problems 
und pressures are deal!t with at the state level and on the way they have caused 
SPA's to develop a wide range of :;trategies1:o cope and 'adapt 'ltncl, in the process, 
have led to 'a variety of definitiOlIls of the role and functions crf SPA's. We have 
identified 'tl!Tee different strategies whicll 'SPA's use in coming to grips 'with 
their primarY functions, stl'ategies which embody different responses to the diffi
culties of1mplementing the Safe'Stl'eets Act. 

One of these strategies, the "revenue sharing" strategy, is clenrly the one most 
responsiive to local criminal justice interests, while the 'other two---<the "cutting' 
edge" 'and tJhe "centralized planner" stra:tegies--'are vadaltions on the "national'" 
!)el'\Spectiv~. 'In our research we fotmd that the imDulse toward 'all three of these 
stl'ategies existed in each of the ISM's aithough they V'ru:ied in balance ,and' . 
intensity in each 'Of the states. Beca.use LEAA is such a new eI!ltity and the, 
SPA's are still in their infancies, it is difficult 'and of question'able value ro try 
to categorize or rank individual SPA's in terms of these strategies. 

We can, however, suggeSit that when 'SPA's move in u;ny one of these directions" 
powerfnl :forces will rise Ito "correct" it. The bloCl~ graillt oI1PDroacll seems to· 
cause tensi'OlIS whicli require' that the' agenCies it creates become preoccupied 
with the nature of t11eir miSSion, to an extent we tIrlnk is not likely under either' 
grants~itl-ll:id or &eneral revenue sharing prOgI'runs. 

Furthermore, if we begin ,to look at the implications for the SPA's as they' 
attempt to define more precise roles for themselves (or have them defined for" 
them), we can anticipate several possible consequel~ces. If the "local petspective" 
ptevails, and they employ a revenue sharing strategy, then they are likely to be 
ineffective and unnecessary,' not because ndditional funds for criminal justice' 
systems might not be useful, but because other, more efficient means of getting 
funds to local justice agencies ate available, and the expenses attached to creat-~ 
ing a planning, evaluation and innovation functiOn are liJ{ely ·to be unnecessary 
and unproductive. To the extent that SPA's and their supporter'S employ either' 
of the other two strategies, they are likely to be ineffective because SPA's at 
lwesent exert virtually 'no 'Control'over the primary resources of the criminal 
justice agencies. Furthermore, it is not reasonable to expect ·the SPA's to gain 
such "natural" authority o,ver existing agencies through the slow but continued: 
performance of their currently limited functions of comprehensive planning, 
innovation, and evaluation. In many respects these activities seem to be counter-
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productive. For to the extent that they are vigorously pursued they insulate the 
SPA's from the "real politics" of the allocation process in criminal justice, and 
force, nuisances and unwelcomed functions on existing criminal justice interests, 
something that. will gain them neither their respect nor authority. This we see 
as the continuing dilemma facing the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
and the derivative State Planning Agencies. To the extent that they try to 
work closely with the existing and more powerful criminal justice agencies, 
they become unnecessary. And to the extent they try to exercise a strong leader
ship role in planning and innovation, they become isolated and hence ineffectual. 
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ApPENDIX 2 

NATIONAL CONFEREJlTO.E OE STATE , 
C,RI1UNALJUSTICE PLAN:NING ADMINISTRATORS, 

WashitLQton, D.O., jJ[arch 29,1918. 
Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., ' 
Oha'il'man, House J1tilici{LI'Y S1t'(Jcommittee on,Ori.rne, 
207JJ] Oannon House Office BufW,ing, 
Washington, D.O. , 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CONYEP.S : On March 1, 1978 your Subcommittee beJd over
sight 'hearings on the Law En:forcem~nt Assist.an~e Administration (LEU) at 
which time Attorney Gl'neralBell testified, inter alia, 'on his ,reorgan~zation/ 
reautlrorizntion nroDO'sn.lR fo]' LEAA. Durilli!: his 'tefltimony, .Tudge Bell was usked 
the following question by RHpresentative McClory: "What do you consider 
planning 'Oyerhead? The operation expenses of the Agency itself 'are uctually 
quite 10w." Juclge Bell responded, "There are 400 some planning hoc1ies through
ont the nation. In Georgia ulone there are oyer 1,000 people paid by LEAA." ~'he 
Attorney Genel'lll added thu:t there were only a little oyer 600 employees in LEAA. 
The impressi:O'n that the Attorney Gel1e'l'lll left was that there were oyer 1,00(} 
people in Georgia who could be considered planners and over'heud while LEAA 
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administered the'D!a:tioU'al program with just over 600 people. In fact, there was 
a total 'Of 986persoIl!s employed under all Georgia action and plmming programs 
and grants C'om:bined in 1976. On the other hand, LEAA in 1976 had 'Over 800 
employees of which 42 were employed in the LEAA Atranta Regiorral Office. 

AsOhairman '0£ the N~tiorral Oonference 'Of State Orimiool Justice Planning 
Administr,a,tors I have been asked ·by my Executive Committee to claTify this 
situation. T'Odo so, I sh:all use data from ·the same report tlutt was relied upon 
by ,the Attorney General, ill. report, prepared ,by LEAA itself through its fOl'mer 
regional 'Office in Atlanta, which used 1976 ·data. 

(1) The Georgia 'State Crime Commission employed only 4.6 persons wllOse 
broad duties included planning, prOg1)am development, grant uclministration, 
monitoring, 'auditing, 'technical assistance, research and general administl'3:tion. 
Further the Georgia 'State Planning Agency provided a range 'Of additional 
services. 

(2) There were 20 persons employed by local, regiollial and judicial planning 
agencies. 

(3) Thus, there were '3. total 'Of 66 LEAA paid persons in the State Qf Georgia 
employed 'by a numlber of 'agencies rto undertake planning to meet nat only LE.A..A. 
requirements but agency and criminal justice \System operational nee&:!. 

(4) There were 920· 'Other persons flmployed with LEU funds by state and 
local governments Illnd 'private non-profttagencies, but D!ot -fa!! "planning over
he3:d". Tp.es.e persO'I1:S were supported bY'a variety of LEAA :fhm(iing sources, in
cluding 105 persons supported Iby DEll controlled discretiona·ry grants. 

(5) Of the total of 986 st,ate, local and private persons employed under LEAA 
grants, 33.1 percellt (327 pers()ns) were employed in policepl'ograms; 12,3 percent 
(121 persQns.) 'Were employed in co.urt-related programs, including prosecution 
and defense; 34.5 percent (340 persons) were emp~oyed in correcti'onal programs 
and 20.1 percent (198·persollS) in other ,program!!, including ·informatimJ. systems 
support, training and planning. Persons employed by the State Planning Agency 
represent only 4.7 percent of .the total number em1)loyed in the state, and many o! 
these are not "overhead", i.e., administrative personnel. Persons employed by 
regional, local 'Imd. ju.dicial planning Illgencies represent only 2.0 percent of the 
total. Oomlbined, aU persons employed by planning agencies' represerrt less th'an 
6.7 percent of the total persons employed in Georgia under LEAA grants, and not: 
'all 'Of ,those under m'Ost definiti'Ons would 'be considered "'Overhead". 

I would respeCtfully suggest tha,t the LE.A..A. 'Program in general, Ilmd this 6.7 
percent figure in particular, compares favorably in ''overhead'' to ollieI' federal 
programs. 

If you have any further questions on this matter, feel free to call me. 
Sincerely, 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 

NOEL C. BUFJ~, 
Ohairman. 

OFFICE OF THE GOVEI~NOR, 
STATE CRIME CO~n.{lSSION, 

Atlanta, Ga., March 23, 19"18. 

Ohairman, Stl.ocommittec on Grim·e, Roo·m 2#4, Rayo1wn HOlt8e Office Bttilding, 
Wa8hington, D.O. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CONYERS: In testimony before your subcommittee 011 
March 1, 1978, Attorney General Bell made the following comment: 

"There are 4{)0 some planning bodies throughout the nation. In Georgia 
alone there are oyer 1,000 people paid by LEAA." 

This statement W'as in response to· the following question and comillent from 
Oongressman McClory : 

",\Yhy do you consider planning oyerhead? The operating expenses of the 
Agency itself are actually quite low." 

One could easily conclude from the Attorney General's response that over 
1,000 people in Georgia are involved in planning for LEA.A. This is not true. My 
purpose in writing is to set the record straight. 

The information being used by the Attorney General is from a report prepared 
by the staff {)f the former LEAA regional office in Atlanta, using 1976 
data. The report srates: 

"In summary, LEAA FY 1976 grant funds supported 986 persons in Georgia. 
Of theile, 881 ~'ere budgeted under block grants (Part B, C, und E aml J.JPDA) 
and 105 under Discretionary grants. Three hundred twenty-seven (327) of these 



285 

986 iudividualS oi' 33.1 :percent were employed inpo1ice prograniS; 12101' 12:3 
percent in court-related progra'lllS, including prosecution and defense;, 340 
or 34.5 percent in correctional progfan:iS, and 198;01' 20;1 percent in 'other 
l:r(igtams~ pri.marilY criminal jtistic'e planniil~,. t~aining: and systems. In addi
tLOn to' tlie grant-funded, persounel', LEAA momes supported the 42' persons 
employed in· the LEAA Atlanta Regional Office'." . , '.' 

Of the 198, or 20.1 percent in other programs; ,a, total of 66 persons were involved 
in planning and administration. This incllides aU SPA, regional and Judicial 
Planiling Committee staff. 

I trust this· infonnation ,viII be useful. 
Sincerely, 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
Eo'use of Representatives, , 

APPENDIX 3 

Jr:i.! HIGilON, 
Ad'll14nistrator: 

Raybttrn Bttilding, Washington, D.O. 
DEAR CONGREss1irAN CONYERS: I enclose a copy of the opinion of John M. Har

mon,. Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, on the qllestion whether 
the Vacancy Act requires a nomination to the Directorship ,of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration. . 

Although the answer is unclear, it seems to me to be the hetter part of' \Yisdom 
to make such an appointment, and I will 'asK the President to proceea at once 
with a nomination. 

Sincerely yours', 
GRIFFIN B. BELL, 

Attomey Genera.Z. 

ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
DEPART1.£ENT OF JUBTICE, 

Washington, D.O., Murah 16,19"18. 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Re: Vacancies in the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
'IYe are herewith responding to your request for our analysis and cO,mment 

on the opinion of the Deputy Comptroller General to Congresswoman Holtzman 
of February 27, 1978, concerning the service of Mr. James H. Gregg as Acting 
Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LElAA) for 
a period in excess of 30 days following the resignation of its Administrator 011 
February 25, 1977. 'l'he opinion condudes, on the basis of the so-called Vacancy 
Act, 5 u.s.a. § § 3345-3349, that the service of Mr. Gregg as Acting Administra
tor could not extend beyond 30 days, and that after that date "there was no legal 
authority for anyone to perform the duties of the Administrator except the 
Attorney General himself, in whom by statute, all the Administrator's functions 
are vested." 

1. The sole authority cited by the opinion is the earlier opinion of the Comp
troller Geneval involving the service of Mr. L. Patrick Gray as Acting Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation in 1973, with which opinion this De
partment disagreed. 

In a letter to Senator Hruska, dated March 13, 1973, then Assistant Attorney 
General Robert G. Dixon (OLC) responded to Ithe Senator's request concerning 
the Comptroller General's opinion. Mr. Dixon took the position that the Vacancy 
Act, in particular the thirty-day provision of 5 U.S.C. 3348, did Dot 'apply to every 
vacancy in the Executive Branch, including some of the offices which textlUllly 
might appear to be coveted by the Act. To the contrary, Mr. Dixon opined that 
specific' or later statutes dealing ffith the manner in which an o.mcer may per
form the duties of a vacant office prevailed over the Vacancy Act. We attach 
copies of the Comptroller General'S opinion and Mr. Dixon's response. As stated 
in our memorandum to you of February 27, ,,'e adhere to that view and note that 
this interpretation of the Act has been upheld' by the courts in United Statc8 v. 

2()-613-78--19 

I 
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Lucido, 373 F. Supp. 1142, 1148 (E.D. Mich., 1974) and United States v. Halmo, 
386 F. SuPP: 593, 595 (D. Wis., 1974).1 

Mr. Gregg does not exercise the powers of the Administrator, LEAA, under 5 
U.S.C. § § 3345, 3346 or 3347; hence, the thirty-day provision of 5 U.S.C. § 3348 
is not directly applicable. The opinion of the Court of Appeals in Williams v, 
Phillips, 482 F. 2d 669 '(C.A.D.C.) referred to in our original memorandum of 
February 27, 1978, indicates that in this situation Mr. Gregg could act pursuant 
to the delegation of authority for a reasonable period of time and suggests that 5 
U.S.C. § 3348 would constitute a guideline for wlmt constitutes a reasonable pe
riod in the absence of a nomination. It is not clear that the court intended to 
foreclose other tests of reasonableness, or to indicate that it w()uld not take into 
account the special problems created by an impending reorganization of the 
agellcy involved. Incidents of'this type have occurred in the past. Thus the then 
Secretary of Commerce resigned on February 1, 1967. At that time President 
.Johnson planned to combine the Departments of Commerce and Labor, and did 
not fill the vacancy in the Department of Commerce until June 1967 when it 
became apparent that Congress would not accede to the consolidation of the two 
Departmen ts. ' 

II. ']'l1e consequences drawn by the Comptroller General from his conclusion 
that Mr. Gregg lacI;:s authOrity to perform the duties.of the Administrator are on 
even less solid ground. He takes the position that only the Attorney General 
caunow act for LEAA and that he indeed should ratify pust actions tal, en by nIl'. 
'Gregg since they are subject to challenge. Those conclusions ignore the stat\ltory 
limita'tionson the power of the Attorney General with respect to the LEAA and 
the de facto .officer rule. 

First. The basic organic provision of LEAA is 42U.S.C. § 3711(a), as amended 
by section 102 of the Crime Control Act of 1976, 90 Stat. 2407; it provides: 

(a) There is hereby established within the Department of Justice, tmller tile 
{jelle1'al alttllOrity, poUcy direction, and. general control of the Attorney General, 
a Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (hereafter referred to in this 
chapter as "administration") composed of an Administrator of Law Enforce
ment AssistmlCe and two Deputy Administrators of Law Enforcement Assist
ance, who shall be appointed by the, President, by and with the advice and cOilsent 
of the Senate. (Emphasis supplied)" , 

The functions of LEAA thus are not completely vested in the Attorney Gen
eral, as are those of m'ost of the components of the Department of Justice, see 
28 U.S.C. § 509. The Attorney General is given "general authority, policy direc
tion, and general contro!." As show11 by the legislative history of the 1976 'amend
ment the purpose of tIlis legislation was to give J~EAA a considerable amount of 
internal autonomy, especially with respect to specific grants. 

'.rho Senate Report (S. Rept. 94-847) thus states: * * " the responsibilit:y for 
its [LEAA] day-to-day operational control rests with the Administrator. (p.15) 

And 'again: * * * '1.'he new language is added to make clear the concept that, as 
a component of the Department of Justice, the Administration falls within the 
oyerall authority, policy direction, and control of the Attorney General, while 
the responsibility for its day-to-day operational control rests with the Admin
istrator. (p.35). 

'1.'11e pertinent House Report (II. Rept. 94-1155) contains the following state
ment of then Deputy Attorney General Tyler: 

H.R. 9236 embodies se,'eral clarifications and refinements that we belieYe would 
improve the efficacy of the LEAA program. First of all, H.R. 9236 proposes that 
the Act be clarified by expressly stating that LEAA is under the policy clirection 
of the Attorney General. The Act now provides that LEAA is within the Depart
went of Ju~tice. undrr the "general authority" of the Attorney General. In accord
·/mce with this language, tlle Attorney General is deemed ultimately responsible 
for LEAA. To make this responsibility meaningful, the Attorney General must 
concem himself with policy direction. Under the proposed language change, re
::;ponsibility for the day-to-day operations of LEAA and particular decisions on 
specific grants will remain with the Administrator, as they are now. The pro-

l.\loreovpr, the Deputy Comptroller General'R present reliance on his ipse (limit Iii the 
Gm1/ case Is misplaced since that situation Involverl a designation of an Acting Director of 
the FBI under 28 U.S.C. ~§ 509, 510. The present situation does not Involve a (lesignatlon 
of an acting head of on Executive agency bllt ruther It concerns a delegation of nllthorlt~· 
llnder 42 U.S.C. § 3752, which is a different matter from 0 legal standpoint. The 1egal effect 
of ~hp delegation was considere(l in our February 27 memoraudum. • ' 

" - We note that the quotation of this suhsection in the Deputy Comptroller Gelle~al's 
. opinion is erroneous; it fails to tilke Into account Its amendment by the Crime Control Act 
of 1976. ' ' , 
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posed additional language will make clear what is now assumed to he the case, 
(p,30), (E;mphasis supplied.) , ,.". . • 

And Senator Hruska e}..'plained on the fioor. of .the Senate that the purpose 
of the limitation on the Attorney General's power was to assure that the State 
and local nature. of the programs would not be overshadowed by the Department 
of Justice programs. 122 Congo Rec. S 12218 (Daily Ed., July 22, 1976). 

The authority reserved to the Administrator 01' Deputy AdminlstJ:litors' and 
delegated to Mr. Gregg consists, apart from persol1nel actions, mainly of approv
ing important, com,plex, .and controversial grants." Because of the sta,tutory limi
tntion on the Attorney General's authortty with respect to LEA-A, those grant 
functions could not he performed by anyone pending Presidential nomination and 
Senate confirmation of a new, Administrator, LEAA., if Mr. Gregg-as asserted 
by the Comptroller General-is incapable of performing the functions delegated 
t() him. This would ue an extreme result; but it is the logical conclusion of the 
Deputy Comptroller General's r€'.a.ding of the Vacancy Act. 

Second. '1'he Deputy Comptroller Generul's assumption that :Mr. Gregg's past 
Imd present actions in carrying out the functions of the Administrator are subject 
to challenge becaus.e llis tenure violates the Vacancy Act, ignores the cle facto 
officer principle. That principle holds that where an officer performs the duty of 
an office under color of title, he is considered a de facto officer, and his acts are 
!lIn ding on the public, and third persons may rely on their legality. McDowell v. 
Uni.terl Statc8, 159 U.S. 596, 601-602 (1805") ; Vnited State8 V. Royer, 26S U.S. 394 
(1925) ; '[Tnite(l states V. Linllley, 148 F. 2d 22, 23 (7th Oir., 1945), certiorari 
dellied, 325 U.S. SuS. Indeed the authority of (le facto officers can be challenged as 
a rule only in special proceedings in the nature of quo warranto brought directly 
for that purpose. United. State8 cx rel. Dorr V. Lindloy, Sllpra; Un-ited StMe8 v. 
NIt881iaIt1ll, BOG F. Supp. 66, GS-6D (N.D. CaL, 19(9) ; ~Iechem, Public Office and 
Of/lccrs, §§ 343, 344 (1800). 

'.rhe reason for the principle is that there should be no cloud on the validity of 
public acts and the right of the public to rely on them in the case of technical im
]lerfections or doubts on the right of a publlc official to exercise his office. A typi
cal case of a cle facto officer is an officer who continues to serve 'after his term of 
office has expired. lVaite ';. Santa Gnlz, 184 U.S. 302, 322-324 (1002); Unit(l(l 
State.~ V. GmUIJp, 333 F. Supp. 242, 245-246 (D. Maine, 1071), aff'd, 459 F. 2d178, 
1~2 fn. 12 (1st Cir., 1972). The Deputy Comptroller General concedes that ~rr. 
Gre~g validly exercised the functions of tile Administrator for at least thirty 
days. It is our conclUSion, therefore, that Ullder the (ZC facto officer principle, 
:Mr. Gregg's actions will continue to billd third parties until hiS rIght to perform 
the delegated functions has IJeen adversely determined in proceedings specifically 
brought for that purpose.' 

For tIle reasons stated above, we disagree with the legal positions taken by the 
Deputy Comptroller General in his opiniou to L'ougre:;:;woman Holtzman. How
eyer. as we pointed out in our February 27 memorandum the law ::espeeting' Mr. 
Gregg's authority to exercise the functions of the Administrator ot LEAA is un
clear. We belieVe the only satisfactory resolution of the uncertain status of nIl'. 
Gregg's authority is for the President to submit a nomination to fill tile position 
of Administrator even though the position may well be abolished with the pro
posed reorganization of LEAA. 

Attachments. 

JOIIN M. H'AR1fON, 
Assi8ta1lt A.ttorney Gene/'al, 

Of/lce 01 Legal Go'unscl. 

3 A. Authority reserved for Administrator or Deputy Administrators: . 
1. Sign Truck II discretionary grunts, i.e" grants invoh'lng States In one region of the 

country. if: 
(a) Cost Is $300.000 or more; 
(b) t'roject Is of a controYersialnature; 
(c) Project is. a construction prOject; and 
.(d) Approach 1!as not been tested or clemonstrated elsewhere. 

2. Sign track I discretionary grants, i.e., Involve more than one region or have 'national 
impact. . 

3. Sir.-n Public Safety Officers' Benefits.A.ct !lwards. Also make final agency deCision Oil 
PSOB claims. . , . '" 

4, Approve personnel actions for GS-14 and GS-15. ' , 
5. Make final agency decision on complinnce and adjudi~ntory hearings including civil 

rights. . 
. • We mny add that thl! de facto officer rule is not nn nntiquated doctrine, but ~msh"pn 

applle.d frequ~n tly in connection with tecllllical yiolations in the composltlon 'of drnft 
boards. Sr.e Gl'orcpp, 8upm. . 
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AFPENDL'C 

§ 3345. Details; to office of head o,f Executive or military deputbhent. 
Wben'the head of an Executive department or military department dies, re

signs, or is sick or' absent, his first assistant, unless otherwise directecl by the 
1?resident under section 3347 of this title, shall perform the duties of the office 

, uutil a successor is appointed or the absence Or sickness stops. 
§ 3346. Details i to subOrdinate offices. 
When an officer of il bureau of. an Exe~uttve department or military depart

ment, whose alJpointment is not vested in the head of the department, dies, re
, signs, or is siel;: or absent, his fitst assistant, unlesS otherwise directed by the 

President under section 3347 of this title, shall perforni the duties of the office un
til a successor is appointed or the absence or sicknesssto'ps. 

§ 3347. Details i Presidential authOrity. 
Instead of a. detail uncler section 3345 or 3346 of this title, the Presideht may 

direct the head of another Executive department or military department or 
another officer of an :Executive department or military department, whose ap
poil!tment is vested in the President, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, . to perform the duties of the office until a successor is appointed or the 
absence or sielmess stops. This section does not apply to a vacancy in the offiCe 
of Attorney General. 

§ 3348. Dc'tails i limited in time. 
A vaca:ncy caused by death ot resignation niay be filled temporarily under 

section 3345, 3346, or 3347 of this title for not more than 30 ooys. 
. § 3340. Details i to fill vacancies; restrictions. 

A tempOi"aty appointment, designation, or assignment of one officer to perform 
the duties of another under section 3345 or 3346 of this title may not be made 
otherwise than as j)tovide-d by those sections, except to fill a vacancy occurring 
during a recess of the Senate. 

bEPUTY ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
DEPAR'rJ.rENT OF JUSTICE, 

WcisMngton, D.O., February 27,1978. 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Mr. Harmon has approved the attached memorandum and has asked me that, 
during his absence, it be fotwarded to you nllsig,ued. 

Attachment. 

LEON ULMAN, 
Deptlty Assistmtt Attorney Generat, 

Offioe of LegaZ 001msel. 

ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTIcm, 

WaShingt01/" D.O., Febntm'y 27, 1978. 

MIttWRANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Re: Vacancies in the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
'1'he questions of the vacancies in the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-

,tration (LEAA) and of Assistant Administrator Gregg's exercise of the au
thority of the Aaministration ' will come up in the near future in Congressional 
hearings: It may be raised during the hearings on 1\1r. Civiletti's ilolllination to 
be Deputy Attorney General, and we understand it wUl be raised during the 
testimony you are scheduled to give on March 1, 1978, Oil reorganization ·of 
LEAA. Pursuant to a Congressional request the General Accounting Office is 
'Preparing a legal memorandum dealing with the question, and thE) department 
has been asked to present its views to that office. 'We have not yet responded to 
that request. We also understand that there is a pOflsihilit-y that hIt". Gregg"s 

. authority may be challenged in proceeding!> seeking judicial review of his denials 
of grant requests. 42 U.S.C. § 3759. 

The question concerning Mr. Gregg's stattls is based on 5 U.S.C. § 3348, which 
provides that a vacancy caused by death or resignation may not be :filled under 

1 The:vu.canj: positions in the LEAA are PresIdential appointments requiriug Senate cou
firmation. Mr. Gregg does not hold such an Itvpoiutment. 
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the authority of the Vacancy Act (5 U.S.C. §§ 3345-3347) on an acting basis foJ.T . 
more than thirty days. It can be argued that Mr. Gregg serves neither on .a11 , 
acting basis, nor by virtue of the Vacaucy Act, but pursuant_ to a delegatIOn 
made pursuant to the Organic Act of the LIDAA, 42 U.S.C. § 3702. But the dele
gation argument presents difficulties. fIence, it may be that the ?e~t approach, 
to the problem is to inform the commIttees as ~vel~ as GAO that It IS no~ pl'ac~ : 
ticable to make appointments to an agency WhICh IS about to be the subJect of 
Il. reorganization plan. 

THE FACTS 

LEAA Administrator Velde and Deputy Ad!llinistrator Wormeli reSigned their 
offices on February 25, 1977." On February 24, 1977, Mr. Velde issued a Notice 
which provided in pertinent part: ... . 

Effectiye c.o.b. February 25, 1977, Jilllles l\L H. Gregg, AssIstant AdmmIstra
tor Office of Planning and Management, is delegated authority and responsi
bility for all duties and functions of the Administrator and Deputy Adminis
trator for Administration which have not been elsewhere delegated." 
ThiS Notice contained a cancellation date of .June 1, 1977. 

Since June 1, 1977, lUI'. Gregg has relied on an Instr\lction or Standing Order 
of September 10, 1974, also signed by Administrator Velde, which provide{l: 

Action. This Instruction designates the follo\ying as Acting Administrator .. 

* * * * * * * 
c. The A88istant Administrat01', Offioe of Plann·ing and .il[anag(3ment, is c7cle-

gated the authority and responsibility to exercise the administrative .power~ of 
the Administration during the concllrrent absence' of the Administrator, the 
Deputy Administrator for Policy Development, and the Deputy Administrator 
for Administration. (Emphasi8 8uppUed.) 

The delegations contained in the Notice and the Instructions apparently were 
based on 42 U.S.C. 3752 pursuant to which-

'1:'he Administration may delegate to any officer or official of the Administra
tion, * * * such functions as it deems appropriate." 

'While he is informally referred to as "Acting Aclministrator,"· all official 
docnments are Rigned by him as "Assistant Admi:Qistration, Office of Planning':: 
and Management." 

DISCUSSION 

The Geneml Accounting Office may well take the positiOn that Mr. Gregg is' 
Acting Ad!l1inistrator, LEAA., and construe 5 U.S.C. § 3348 to the effect that no' 
official subject to its provisions can serve in an acting position for more thUl~
thirty days. Section 3348 reads: 

it\. vacancy caused by death Or resignation may be filled temporarily under" 
section 3345, 3346, or 3347 of this title for not more than 30 days. 

According to its very terms the thirty-day limitation of § 3348 is thus directly 
applicable only to vacancies filled temporarily pursuant to §§ 3345-3347. Uniteil 
State8 Y. Luciilo, 373 F. SuPP. 1142, 1148 (E.D. Mich., 1914) ; Uniteil Stute8 y. 
Halmo, 386 F. SuPp. 503, 595 (E.D. Wis, 1974). The first question therefore is 
whether the vacancy in the office of Admiuistrator of LEAA has been filled pur
suant to those sections. Section 3345; which deals with vacancies in the offices 
of h('ads of the Executive departments, and § 3347, Wllich involves the spt'cif\c 
designation of acting officials by the President, .are clearly inapplicable since 
LEAA is !lot an Execntive department and the President has not acted. 

Section 3346 provides in pertinent part that, if the head of a bureau of an 
Executive department reSigns; his first aSSistant shall perform the duties of the 
office until a succes.sor is appointed. 'l'here are some technIcal questiolls whether 
JJEAA is a hurellu in tIle Department of Justice,' and wllether the Assis'tant Ad-

• Deputy Admlnlstratol' McQuade had resigned on Noyember 0, 1970. . 
• It is Mr. Gregg's recollectiou that the delegation procedure was adopted on the basis of 

advice gh'en by a member of the· Omce of Legal Counsel at a mecting iu Mr. Adamson's 
office. Mr. Adamson hilS no recollection of that meeting and we haye not been able to 
ascertain who the OLC represeutatiye was. In any event, :Mr. Gregg recalls that It was 
el'pected that the LEAA vacancies would be filled within a month. 

• The Instruction (lcfincs "al.tsel1~e" so ns to include a Y!lcaney. 
6 The LEAA statute proyldes for an Atlminlstl'atQr and two. Deputy Adminlstrutors but 

has no proylsion regarding vacancies In those offices. 
• The material in the 1977 Goyernment Manual (p. 331), approved by the Attorney Gen

eral. refers to Mr. Gregg fiS Acting Aclminlstrator. 
7 This is due to 42 U.S.C. 3711 pursuant to which the Attorney General docs not have 

the same degree of full control oyer the LE.I\,A as he has oyer the divisions uud offices Of tue 
Department. 28 CFR § 0.1, however, llsts LEAA among the bureaus of the Department of 
Justice. 
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mini's'trl).-tor for Planning and· Management is a first assistant within the meaning 
of § 3346." We assume,however, ~rguendp, that he is. This, however, does not 
necessarily mean that Mr. Gregg's authority is limited to thirty-days. 

First, it could 'be said that if the authority of a person to periorm the functions 
of the head of an agency can be based 0)1 two grounds-the general provision of 
§ 334.6, and a special one, such as the delegation here involved-the special source 
of authonty prevails. That conclusion was reached in United Stf1tcs v. Hf1lnw, 
380 F. Supp. 593, 595 (E.D. Mich., 1974)," Another court held in this situation 
that the person initially serves under the provisions of the Vacancy Act but after 
the expiration of the thirty-day period on the basis of his other source of author
ity. That conclusion was reached in UnitcdStates v. Lucida, supra, at 1147-
1151.'0 

The thirty-day limitation of the Vacancy Act therefore does not constitute in 
itself 'a limitation on the time during which Mr. Gregg can serve pursuant to 
delegated authority. This, however, does not dispose of the question wlwther a 
person can serve under a delegation for an unlimited time, espeL'~ally if the per
son who made the delegation IlUS dieci. or resigned. In private law situations, of 
course, there cannot be 'a delegate in the absence of a principal. Under public 
law, it is, however, well recognized that a delega'tion to subordinate officials sur
Yives the resignation {)r death of the person who issued it. In re S·ll.bpocna ot 
Perrico, 522 F~ 2d 41, 62 C2cl Cir. 1975) ; United Stutes v. Morton Salt 00., 216 
F. Supp. 250, 225-256 (D. Minn., 19(2), aff'd, 382 U.S. 44 (1965) ; Un-ited State8 
v. Halma, supra. 

'1.'his rulE' of public law certainly cover'·~ routinp. permanent or qnasi-permanent 
delegations to subordinate officials of functions which the agCiw;)' or bureau 
head never exercises personally and whi-ch he is not expected to perform person
ally. See, e.g., 42 Op. A.G. No. 24, p. 5. It is however, by no means certain that 
the same considerations apply to the delegation of functionS normally reserved 
tu the agency or bureau heard, especially if the delegation is made in contempla
tion of or conditioned on a vacancy It could be maintained either that functions 
of that nature are not delegable at all, or that a delegation made in contempla
tion of or conditioned on a vacancy is not a true delegation, but mtller an attempt 
to fill a vacancy,'" and therefore suoject to the pro,risions of the Vacancy Act or 
to analogous considerations." There has been little, if any, discussion of the rela
tionship between the law of vacancy Ilnd the non.statutory delegation of top
management functions conditioned on, or made in contemplation of, a vacancy. 
An early Acting Attorney General's opinion took the position ·that while a statu
tory delegation survives the death of the principal, it can do so only during the 
perioe1 specifiecl iu the Vacancy Act. 18 Op. A.G. 50 (1884). This opinion is how
ever, inconsistent with the decisions in Halmo and LUCido, Sltl)1·a. 

Another 'Possible basis for Mr. Gregg's authority might be found in 28 CFR 
0.132 (d), pursuant to which, in the event of a vacancy in the office of the head 
of any organizational unit his ranking deputy is to perform the functions and 

• Early opinions of the Attorney General construing the prec1cp.essor tl) section 3346 have 
taken the position that the term "first assistant" applies only to (U;sistauts whose appoint
ment has been specifically provided for by tatute. 19 Op. A.G. 503 (1890) ; 28 Op. A.G. 95 
(1909). Mr. Gregg's appoinment is not based on statute. 

"The court held that the Solicitor General served as Acting Attorney General not pur
suant to the Vacancy Act put pursuant to the specific provisions of 28 U.S.C. § 508 and .the 
Attorney Generai's regulation Issued thereunder, 28 CI.'R § 0.132 (11.). 

10 There the court held that the Deputy Attorney General served as Acting Attorney 
General first for a thirty-day period under § 3345 and then for an unllmited periocl under 
28 U.S.C. § 508 (a). 

11 It shoulcl be noted in this context that the Instruction of September 10, 1974, uses the 
words "Acting" and "delegation" in the alteruative. See 8upra.. . 

1ll W-ilUan\8 v. Phillips, 360 F. SupP. 1363 (D.D.C. J 973). stay denied, 482 F.2d 66!) 
(C.A.D.C. 1973), inVOlved the situation In which President Nixon, folIowing the resigna
tion of the Director of thp Office of Economic Opportunity, appointed an Acting Director 
for the avowed purpose of dlsmantllng that agency. Although the Director had to be ap
pOinted by the President by and wit11 the consent of the Senate, no nomination vms forth
coming. Four Senators therenpon instituted au action to oust the Acting Director. The 
District Court upheld the plaintiffs. It heW that the appointment of the Acting Director 
was unauthorized, since the Vacan.cy Act constituted the only authority to appoint acting
OffiCials to positions requiring Senate confirmation, and the OEO was not covered by the 
Vacan!!y Act. The Court of Appeais denied the stay sought for by the Government. It sug
geste<l that there might be authority outside the Vacancy Act to appoint acting officials to 
positions requiring Senate confirmation. However, if that power Is exercised, a nominatlOl:' 
woulfl have to be submitted within a reasonable period, such as the thirty·day provision of' 
the Vacancy Act. It should be noted that under that suggestion it would be sufficient to 
submit a nomination within thnt period. It Is therefore more lenient tlmn the Vacancy Act 
Which requires that an appointment and not merely a nomination be made during the 
thirty-day period. 
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duties ·of and act as such head. We have examined this POiilt and conclude that 
ill the sttuation at hand it opens up so many vexatious questions that there is no 
need to analyze it in detail here.13

· ,. 

CONCLUSION 

The preceding discussion indicates that Mr. Gregg's position in LEAA isvul
nerable because of the long duration of the vRcancS. This is not a case in which 
the vacancy existed only for a few weeks longer than the 30-day period of the' 
Vacancy Act or where the delay in filling the vacancy lias been due largely to the 
"deliberateness" of the confirmation process. IJegal arguments. whlch might be 
supportable in those circumstances are not applicable here. Courts might recog
nize that under present conditions it is not practicable to select a candidate, nomi
nate 'himand get him confirmed all within thirty days. Thus they might condone 
legal techniques designed to get the Executive branch out of the. outmoded 
straitjacket of § 3348 provided that at least a nomination is submitted to the 
l:lenate within what appears to be a reasonable time after the vacancy. has arisen. 
That favorable attitude, however, can hardly be expected where the delay i~l 
nomination has been long and unexplained. Indeed in such a situation the courts 
might condemn altogether a technique they might have upheld if the first case 
before them presenting such ~11l issue involved a vacancy exceeding thirty days 
only by a short period or one where a nomination was made soon after the 
vacancy arose. 

Compare in this context TV-illiams v. Phillips, su.pra, with Halma and L-u C'i do, 
supra. 

In those circumstances it might be best to argue that the reasonable speed in 
filling 'a vacancy is to be measured not only in relation to the thirty-day pro
Yision of the Vacancy Act, but also as ,against the pOlitical and practical reali
ties. Here it is well-known that the Administration has not been satisfied with 
the performance of LEAA and is in the process of reorganizing it." It can be 
tlrgued that pending a decision on the reorganization issue it is undesirable, if not 
impossible, to make a nomination to the position of Administrator. It would be 
unfair to nominate someone for a position that may be abolished or the functions 
of which may be radically modified in the near future. Moreover it would be diffi
cult to find a responsible person who would accept fa nomination in these 
circumstances. Similarly, the Prellident should not be expected to make a selection 
for a position before its duties and responsibilities have been determined. But 
these 'arguments are based on policy considerations and not on law. 

Against this background of uncertainties the best argument, we believe, is 
that the delay in making appointments, or at least nominations, to the posi
tions in LEAA requiring Senate confirmation has not been unreasonable. 

The Hon. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
U.S. S(3'nate. 

JOHN l\£. H.A.RlIWN, 
Assistant Attorney Genera~, 

Office of LegaZ OOllnsc~. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Wa8hington, D.O., FebruU1'y 22, 1973. 

DEAR SENATOR PROXlIrmE: Your letter of June 21, 1972, requests our report 
on the applicability of 5 U.S.C. 3348 to the tempol'arY appointment of Mr. L. 
Patrick Gray III as Acting Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI). We found it necessary to obtain the views of the Department of Justice 
in regard to Mr. Gray's appointment and have carefully considered them. 

By Public Law 90-351, title VI, § 1101, June 19, 1968, 82 Stat. 236 (28 U.S.C. 
§ 532 note), Congress provided for appointing the Director of the FBI, as 
follows: 

13 The problems are, first. the Issue alluded to a.bove, namely, whether Mr. Gregg Is the 
ranking depllty In the LEAA within the meaning of § 0.132 (d). Moreover, since the author
Ity for the Issuance of § 0.132 (d) Is derived from 28 U:S.C. § § 509 and 510 the questions 
arise (a) whether the functions of the LEAA have been vested in the Attorney General 
within the meaning of § 509; whether § 510 actnalIy authorizes the Attorney General to 
provide for the filling of vacancies which require confirmation by the Senate; whether such 
filling of vacancies Is exempt from the thirty-day requirement of '5 U.S.C .. fl 3348 or any 
analogous rule requiring Presldeutlal action within a reasonable period. 

14 In contrast to tbe situation involved with the OEO where tlle statutory functions of 
the agency were "sabotaged" during the vacancy, ~Ir. Gregg, we are told, Is falthfulIy 
carrying out the statutory mandate of LEAA. 
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'Effective as of the" day following the date on which the present incumbent 
in the .vffice .of Dire:tOr" '2enSeS to serve as sucll., the Dire.ctor of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation shall be appointed by the President, py and with tlle ad
vice and consent of the Senate ,. ,. "'. 

Prior to this, the Director had been 'al!Pointed by the Attorney General. 
On May 2, 1972, the incumbent, Mr. Hoover, died and on May 3, 1972, the then 

Acting Attorney General, by Order No. 482-72. designated Assistant Attorney 
General Gray to serve as Acting Director of the FBI. On May 11, 1972, Mr. Gray 
was reassigned by the ~<\'cting Attorney General from the position of Assistant 
Attorney General to the pOSition of Associate Director of the FBI. The previous 
Associate Director, Mr. Clyde Tolson, had resigned effective at tbe close of busi
ness 011 Muy 10, 1972. Mr; Gray has continued to serve. as Acting Director since 
his designation to that position on Muy 3. 

Under section 3348 of title 5, United States Code, a 30-day limit is impos('{l 
on temporary apPointment to fill positions which are subject to Presidential 
appointment 'and Senate confirmation. That section is worded as follows: * 3348. Details; Limited in time. 

A vacancy caused by death or resignation may be fined temporarily undl'r 
section 3345, 3346, Or 3347 of this title for not more than 30 days. 

The cited section, 5 U.S.C. 3345-3347 .• provide: 
§ 3345. Details; to office of bead Or Executive or military 'department. 
When the head of an Executive department or military department dies, re

signs, or is sick or absent, his first assistant, unless otherwise directed by the 
President under section 3347 of this title, shall perform the duties of the 
office until a successor is appointed or the absence or sickness stops. 

§ 3346. Details; to subordinate offices. 
'When an officer of a bureau of an Executive department or military department, 

whose appointment is not vested in the head of the dp.partment. dieG, reSigns, 
or is sick or absent. his first assistant, unless otherwise directeel by the Presi
dent under section 3347 of this title, shall perform the duties of the office until 
a successor is appointed or the absence or sickness stops. 

§ :\347. Details; Presidential authority. 
Instead of a detail ullder section 3345 or 3346 of this title, the President may 

direct th.e head of anothre Executive department or military department, whose 
appointment is vested in the President, by and with tlle advice and consent of 
the Renate, to perform the cluties of the office unHI a successor is apllointed or 
the absence or siclmess stops. This section does not apph' to a vacancy in the 
office of Attorney General. 

Also pertinent is 5 U.S.C. 3349: 
§ 3349. Details; to fill vacancies; restrictions. 
A temporary appointment, desingation, or assignment to one officer to' pf'r

form the duties of another uncleI' sE'ction 33'15 or 3346 of this title may not be 
macIe otherwise than as provided by those sections, except to fill a vacancy 
occurring during a recess of the Senate. 

All five sections 'are derived from the act of July 23, 1868, ell. 227, 15 Stat. 
168, hereafter referred to as the V'acancies Act. The time limit now found in sec
tion 3348 was 10 days as covered in the 1868 act and was increased to 30 clays 
by the act of February 6, 1891, ch. 113, 26 Stat. 733. Congressional intent in 
passing the 1868 act is indicated by debate recorded in the Congressional Globe 
of February 14, 1868: 

Mr. Trumbull. The intention of the bill was to limit the time within which 
the Pr,."sident might supply a vacancy temporarily in the case of the death or 
resignation of the head of any of the Departments or of any officer !appointed 
by him by and with the 'advice and consent of the Senate in any of the Depart
ments. As the law now stands, he is authorizp.d to snpply those vacancies for 
six months without submitting tIle name of a person for that purpose to the 
Senate and it was thought by the committee to be an unreasonahle length of time, 
and hence they have limited it by this bill to thirty clays. [Changed by floor 
amell(lJ:nent to :1-0 days.1 

TIle bill also has another object. B~ the second section (now 5 U.S.C. 3349) 
it is tntended to repeal all previous IIJ.Ws in the subject. >I< ,. II< lest there 
be any misapprehension about it the second section is intenqed to' be very 
full and to repeal all other laws on this subject. so that the whole law il~ regard to 
supplying vacancies temporarily will be in this oue act. 

• • >I< * ~ * ~ 
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Mr. Trumbull. * ... '" This bill only applies to cabinet officers and the heads 
of bureaus-those officers appointed by the President j by and·with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. In case of vacancy or inability to discharge tJle duties of 
the office by any of these varties the President is authorized to detail some 

other officer to perform the duties for ten days in case of a ",acancy, 'and during 
those ten days, of course, it will be his duty to nominate to the Senate, if the 
Senate is in session, some person for the office'" ... * 39 Congo Globe 1133, 1164. 

It is cle'lr that sections 3345 through 3349 were intended to preclude the. ex
tended filLng of an office subject to Senate confirmation without submission 
of a nomination to the Senate. 

The question then, 'all raised by your letter, is whether the cited sections are 
applicable to the appointment of Mr. Gray. It is the view of the Department of 
.Justice, that Mr. Gray's appointment was not made pursuant to sections 3345, 
3346 or 3347 of title 5, and that therefore the 3D-day limitation in .. 5 U.S.C. 3348 
is inapplicable to his continued service. In a letter dated JanUary 10, 1973, the 
Department takes the following position: 

[Mr. Gray] was reassigned to the position of Associate .Director, FBI, by 
personnel action effective :May 11, 1972. Pursuant to Department of Justice 
regulations, the AsSociate Director serves as Acting Director in the event of a 
vacancy in that position. 28 CFR 0.132 (d). 

Under 'a provision of the organic act of the Department of Justice, 28 U.S.C. 
509, virtually all functions of officei'S, employees, and agencies of the Depart
ment are vested in the Attorney General, inclUding the functions of the FBI. 
The Attorney General, in turn, has authOrity to delegate the performance of 
these functions to "any other officer, employee, or 'agency of the Department." 
28 U.S.C. 510. He has assigned these functions by regulation and has provided 
who is to perform them when the principal office to which they are assigned is 
vacant. 

See 28 CFR, Part O. It is under these regulations, and pursuant to these statu
tory provisions, that Mr. Gray now sel'ves 'as Acting Director of the FBI, rather 
than pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 3346 01' 3347. 

The Department also makes the following points: 
5 U.S,C. 3345-47 provieles for filling certain vacancies in general terms. In 

contrast, provisions such as 28 U.S.C. 508-510 deal with a specific Department 
anel, reael in pati materia with 5 U.S.C. 3345-47, inelicate that Congress inteneled 
different provisions to govern the filling Of vacancies in the Department of 
Justice than govern generally. 

While 5 U.S.C. 3349 appears to create an exclusive method of filling vacancies 
temporarily, on close reading it is clear that it is applicable only to vacancies 
filled 'wuler section 3345 or 3346.' 

It is noteworthy, that 5 u.s.a., for example, authorizes the President to 
designate the order of succession for department heaels generally. 28 u.s.a. 
508, however, authorizes the Attorney General to make this designation in the 
Department of Justice. 

Comparing the general provisions of 5 U.S.C. 8345-48, originally enacted in 
1868, with tlie provisions of 28 U.S.C. 508-10, derived from the Department of 
Justice Act of 1870 anel Reorganization Plans No.2 of 1950 and No.4 of 19;:)3, 
it becomes cleat that the vacancies provisions governing this Department are an 
·excpptlon to the general vacancies provisions. 

It is a settleel principle of statutory construction that a specific statute pre
vails over :i general and that a statute later in time prevails over an eatlier. 

Sections 508-510 of title 28, United States Code, referi'M to by the Depart
ment of .Justice; proviele as follows: 

§ 508. Vacancies. 
(a) In case of a vacancy in the office of Attorney General, or of his abselice or 

disability, the Depnty Attorney General may exercise all We citUies of that Office, 
and for the purpose of section 3345 of title 5 the Deputy Attorney General is the 
iirst assistant to thE! Attorney General. 

(b) When, by reason of absence, disability, or vacilI1cy iii office; neither the 
Attorney General nor the Deputy Attorney General is available to exerCise the 
duties of the office of Attorney General, the Assistil.nt Attorneys General and the 
Solicitor General, in such order of sticcessionl1s tlie Attorney General may froni 
time to time prescribe. shnllact as Attorney General. 

§ 509. Functions of the Attorney General. 
All functions of other officers of the Depilrtment of Justice nhd all fUnctionS of 

agencies and employees of the Department of Justice are vested in the Attorney 
General except the functions-
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1(1) Vested by subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 5 in hearing examiners em· 
ployed by the Department of .Justice; 

(2) Of the Federal Prison Industries, Inc. 
(3) Of the Board of Directors and officers of the Federal Prison Industries, 

Inc.; and 
(4) Of the Board of Parole. 
§ 510. Delegation of authority. 
The Attorney General may from time to time make such provisions as he con· 

siders appropriate authorizing the performance by any other officer, employee, 
or agen.cy of the Department of Justice of any function of the Attorney General. 

Sect~on 508 is derived from Reorganization Plan No.4 of 1953; sections 509 and 
510 are derived from Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1950. These plans were 
proll!.ulgated pursuant to the Reorganization Act of 1949 (Public Law 109, 81st 
Cong.,63 Stat. 203) which was enacted, following recommendations of the first 
Hoover CommiSSion, as a means of expediting reorganizations in the executive 
branch. In a report by the Senate Committee on Expenditures ill the ExecutiYe 
Departments, S. Rept. 1683, B1st Cong., 2d sess., the purpose of Reorganization 
Plan No.2 is explained: 

In a special message to Congress accompanying Reorganization Plans Nos. 1 
to 13 of 1950, the President outlined the purpose of plans Nos. 1 to 6 inclusive, as 
follow~ : 

Reorganization Plans Nos. 1 to 6, inclusive, relate to the Departments of the 
Treasury, Justice, the Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor. With certain 
exceptions, these plans transfer to the respective Department heads the func
tions of other officers and agencies of the Departments. They permit each De
partment head to authorize the functions vested in him to be performed by any 
officer, agency, or employee of the Department * * *. 

Through the years the Congress has repeatedly endorsed the policy of holding 
agency heads fully accountable for all the functions of their agencies. >I< '" * 

Plan No.2 does not give to the Department Of JttsUee any more powers, au
thority, functions, or responsib'iliHes tllan it now lIas. (emphasis added.) 
It is clear that the primary intent of Reorganization Plan No.2 was to estab

lish clear and direct lines of authority and responsibility for the management of 
the Denartment of Justice and to make the Attorney General clearly responsible 
for th~ effectiveness and economy of administration of the Department of Justice. 
See also H.R. Doc. 503, Slst Cong., 2d sess. (1950). The wording in Reorganiza
tion Plan No.2 is similar to the wording of other reorganization plans approved 
in 1950, such as Reorganization Plan No. 3 concerning the Department of the 
Interior, Reorganization Plan No. 5 concerning the Department of Commerce, 
and Reorganization Plan No. 6 concerning the Department of Labor. In fact, 
nearly all executive agencies were SUbselluently reorganized under similarly 
worded reorganization plans and for similar reasons-to effectuate the recommen
dations of the Hoover Commission by establishing clear and direct lines of 
authority within each agency. 

In our opinion since nearly all executive agencies have similarly worded 
statutes conferring almost identical powers on the heads of the respective 
agencies, the position of the Department of Justice-that from the wording in 
28 U.S,.C. 509-510 it is manifest Congress intended different provisions to govern 
the iHUng of vacancies in the Department of Justice than govern generally-is 
not tenable. Also, if the interpretation 'Of the Department of Justice with regard 
to its reorganization plan were applied to the reorganization plans of all 
agencies, the effective result would be to render virtually null and void the 
statutory prohibitions contained in sections 3345-94 of title 5, United States Code. 
It is clear that such result was not iutemled. 

It is worth noting that section 5(a) (5) of the Reorganization Act of 1949 pro
hibits any reorganization plan from having the effect of "increasing the term of 
any otpce beyond that provided by law for such office", u restriction Which, to be 
meaningful, would have to apply to the 'SO-day term limit put on temporary ap
pOintments to positions requiring Senate COnfirmation. 

Wit!! respect to the remaining arguments of the Department of Justice, it is 
sllfficient to state that they, as 'well as the Department's pOSition as discnssecl 
above, lead to the Ultimate conclusion that Congress did not intend. to require 
Senate confirmation of the new llead of the FBI. For there is nowhere in the 
Department's lOgic any provision for Senate confil'mation except as the President 
might decide to nominate someone for the pOSition. . 



295 

Therefore, our opinion is that the service of Mr. Gray as Acting Director of 
the F~dera1 Bureau of Investigation is s.ubject· to tlj:e' provisions ·of 5 U.S.C. 
3346-3349, and that his continued service in that position is prohibited since he 
has performed the duties thereof in excess 'of 30 days. See 32 Op. Atty. Gen. 139 
(1920) : 

Sincerely yours, 

Hon. Ro:r.rAN HRUSKA, 
U.S. S,}nate, 
Washington, D.O. 

ELMER B. STAATS, 
Oompt1'oUer GeneraZ. 

of the United States. 

~f.AnOH 13, 1973. 

DEAR SENATOR HRuSKA: This is in response to your request for the comments of 
the Department of Justice on the Comptroller General's letter to Senator Prox
mire '(lated February 22, 1973, concluding "that the service of Mr. Gray as 
Acting Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation is subject to the provi
sions of 5 U.S.C. 3346-3349, and that his continued service in that position is 
prohibited since he has performed the duties thereof in excess of 30 days. See 
32 Op. Atty. Gen. 139 (1920)." The Comptroller General referred to the contrary 
views of this Department, which were set forth in its letter to !his office dated 
.January 10,1973. We reaffirm our views. 

In its January 10 letter the Department took the position that the specific 
vacauGY provisions relating to the Department of Justice prevail over the earlier 
and lX!ore general language of the Vacancies Act (5 U.S.C. 3346-3349). The 
Comptroller General's position may be summarized as follows: 

(1) That the provisions of the Vacancies Act were intended. to establish uni
form regulations in order to preclude the filling of a vacanL oEice subject to 
Senate confirmation for mor~1 than 30 days. 

(2) That the statutes applicable to this Department (28 U.S.C. 509-510) must 
be interpreted as subordinll.te to the provisions of the Vacancies Act, since other
wise its prohibitions would be rendered "virtually null and void." 

(3) That the Department's position leads to the "ultimate conclusion that 
Congress did not intend to require Senate confirmation of the new head of the 
l!~BI. For there is nowhere in the Department's logic any provision for Senate 
confirmation except as the President might decide to nominate someone for the 
position." 

The Comptroller General's conclusion that the Vacancies Act must prevail over 
all subsequent and specific statutes disregards conventional principles of stat
utory construction as well as tbe history and effect of that Act. It, lil;:e the 
Tenure of Office Act, was part of the legislation which resultecl from the con
troversy between Congress and Presiclent Anclrew Johnson. It will be rememberecl 
that a part of the Tenure of Office Act was repealecl as soon as Presiclent Johnson 
left office. When the remaincler of the Tenure of Office Act was repealecl in 1887 
tIle pertinent committee report statecl' that the legislation hacl been enactecl in 
1867-

"In a time of great party excitement * * >I< which [the legislation], to say the 
least, was unuusual, ancl tendecl to embarrass the President in the exercise of 
his constitutional prerogative." H. Rept. 3539, 49th Cong., 2cl Sess. 

The Vacancies Act not only tended to, but did, impede the President in the 
exercise of his constitutional responsibilities. In 1880, when the time limitation 
under the Vacancies Act amountecl to ten days, the Attorney General was re
quirecl to aclvise· the Secretary of the Treasury in connection with a vac:ancy in 

• the office of the Secretary of the Navy that after the expiration of the ten-day 
periocl "there is; and can be, no person authorized by deSignation to sign requisi
tions upon the Treasury Pepartment on account of Navy payments as Acttng 
Secretary of the Navy." 16 Op. A.G. 596, 597. In 1920, the Department of .Tustice 
had to advise the Acting Secl'etary of State that after the expiration of the tb,irty
day period, he "should not tal;,e action in any case out of which legal rights migllt 
arise ,vhich woulcl be subject to revje\v by the courts." 32 OP. A.G. 139, 141 
(1920). In that case, significantly, the expiration of the thirty-day periocl 4ml 
not been d(!cassioned by a delay in the nomination of the new Secretary of 
State (Bainbridge Colby), but by prolonged debate in. the Senate on his 
confirmation. . . . . . 
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, What is involved therefore is a statute enacted during a highly partisan 
period which, i:Ut were applicable; could seriously interfere with the President's 
'consfitutional responsibiiity to adnlinister the operations of the Executive branch 
of the Government. If the thirty-day period under 5 U.S.C. 3348 exl)ii:es,. opera
tions of the particular dej;lU.i:tment or agency involved cali be stlbstu.Utittlly im
peded. On the other hand, the prudent selection of a nominee for a highly speciul
ized or responsible position like the one here involved may readily exceed thirty 
days. l\Iorover, even if the President submits a nomination promptly to the 
Senate, delays in the confirmation may as in the Colby case, s'upl'(I,-result in the 
expiration of the thirty-day period. 

It is our view that legislation, such as 28 U.S.C. 509 and 510, is to be con
strued, not as being subordinated to the Vacancies Act, but as remedial legisla
tion designed to supersede it. And it is in t1lis manner thht the legislation bas 
bE-en administratively construed from the vel'y beginning, without, so far as 
we·are aware, any dissent by the Congress.. . 

Only two years after the enactment of the Vacancies Act Congress passed 
the Department of Justice Act, which specifically provided that in the case of 
~ vacancy in the office of the Attorney General, the SOlicitor General tnow the 
Deputy Attorney General, '23 U.S.C. 508] shrIll have the power to exercise all 
the duties of that office. Act of Jtlhe 22, 1870, section 2, 16 Stat. 160, RS. 347. 
There was no time limitation attached to that provision. Four years later the 
compilers of the Reyised Stattttes concluded that to the extent that the Va
cancies Act differed from the Department of Justice Act, the latter pl'eYailed. 
See RS. :).79, now 5 U.S.C. 3347. In the winter of 1881-1882, Solicitor 
Generul Phillips. served as Acting Attorney General from Noveinbet 14, 1881, 
'lntil January 3, 1882, i.e., in excess of thirty days. Biographical Dil'ectory of the 
'Americun Conffress 177~1971, p. 23.' A note in the Opinions of the Attorneys 
General indicates that the Solicitor Generhl discharged the tluties of the Atto:tm~y 
General pursUant to RS. 347, i.e., the sttbsequent specialized legislation appli
cable to the Department of Justice, and not according to the earlier Vacancies 
Act. 17 Op. A.G. 251. Since then there heve been a number of instances in which 
the SOlicitor General or the Deputy Attorney General has served as Acting 
Attorney General well in excess of. thirty-days. Among the most recent were 
those of Deputy Attorney General Katzenbach, wll0 served as Acting Attorney 
General from September 4·, 1964, until February 11, 1965, and of Deputy Attor
ney Gl'ueral Ramsey Clark. who served as Acting AttOrIley Gel1eral f1'om Oc
itober 3, 1966 until March 2, 1967. No challenge was directed to any of these 
·instances. 

Of the eleven Executive departments, as defined in 5 U.S.C. 101, five additional 
• ones have acting officer prOvisions like 28 U.S.O. 008 in their organic legislation." 
,.Consequently, the thirty-day provIsion of 5 D.S.O. 3348 is iMpplicable to the 
acting heads of sL"{ out of the eieven Exectltive departments. 

Sinlilarly, 1\'11'. Gray's authority to perform the functions ancl duties anci act as 
head or the FBI flows from the power of the Attorney General under 5 U.S.C. 
510 to authorize the llerforll1aIlCe by any other officer of the Department of any 
function vested in him. This authority is not deriVed from the Vacancies Act, 
and hence it is not subject to the thirty-day limitation of 5 U.S.C. $348." The 
Oomptroller General seeks to refute our pORition by pointing out that most 
Reorganization Plans applicable to the Executive departments have provisions 
,analogous to 28 U.S.C. 510 i hence, that if the interpretation of thllt section 
'by the Department of Justice were correct, it would in effect render the statutory 
prohibitions contained in 5 U.S.C. 3345-3349 "null and void," and that such a 
result coulel not have been intended. 1'he short answer is tbat because Congress 
.subsequently has exempted six of the eleven departments from the provisions of 

. 1 According to the Department of Justice Register, Attorney Geenral 'lIIacVeigh resigned 
.on September 22. 1881, but served until Octoher 24. 1$81. The first opinion of Acting Attor
,noy General Pllillips is dated November 2, 1881. 17 011. A.C. 240. 
, ." Trensury : 31 U.S.C. 1005 as amended by the Aot of lIfay 18. 1072, P.L. 92-302, RO Stat .. 
Hi'!; Commerce: 15 U.S.C. 1!J03; Labor: 29 U.S.C. 552; Health, Eclncation, und Welfare: 
He.organlzation Plan No.1 of 1053, section 2 and 42 U.S.C. 3501 j Transportation: 49 U.S.C. 
·1052(b). 

3 Tlw Attorney General unquestionably has the power to alllloint aotlng ollicials under 
5 U.S.C. 510. Th/lt· section Is derived from RMrgllnlzation Plnn No.2 of 1050. ~'he Attor~ 
nll;Ys Gerterulliuve reJ!!!d on thnt authority Ilt least since 1050 in order to designate acting 
Assistant Attorneys Gerteral. Tlu~ enactment of 28 U.S.C. 510 into positive lltws In 1066 
tljus In,ust be deemed to constitute a congressional ratificutlon of the administrntive inter-
pretation of the Re(lr~nl1izutioIi Plan. ' ,. , '. 
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5 U.S.C. B348, 1t is unreasonable to suppose that Congress t~t\')J1qeq to perpetuate' 
the burclensome and frequently unworkable requirements of the Va(!!l,D,GieS .A,ct 
for lower echelon officials:' 

Nor does our view that 5 U.S.C. 3348 !las no application ill tIlis. iII stance me!m 
that the President for an indefinite time can disregard the statutory requirement 
that the Pi rector of the ]j'ederal Bureau of Investigation must be appointed by lind 
with the advice and conl3ent of the Senate. He clearly must nominate a Director 
within a reasonable time. But the determination of what constitutes a rel\,son
able time depends on the particular circumstances (as in the cases of .A,ttorneys 
General Katzenbach and Clark). It certp.inly was no simple tp.slr to fill the void 
left by :Mr. HOOver's deatIl. 

If the Senu.te Sllould believe that Us Prerogatives of advice u.nd consent are 
being thwarted by what it considers undue delays in nominatiops it haS ways 
to make itself heard. To accomplish that, it is not neCessary to construe tIle scope 
of the Vacancies Act in the manner the Comptroller Genel'al has, t)1ereby !lub
jecting bot)l President and Senate to undue' time pressures in order to avoid 
utter confusion in, if not a complete shutdown of,the operations of a depart
ment or bureau. 

In light of the foregoing it mpst be assumed that Congress by Ule enacbnent 
of statutes and the approval of ReorganiZation Plans like those applicable to this 
Deparbnent has deliberately develope!l met)1pds which alleviate the rigors of 5 
U.S.C. 3348. . 

Sincerely, 

To : Attorney General. 

R01l!;;R~ G. PI~ON, Jr., 
4ssistq,nt Attorney General, 

o /fice Of 1;-epal OoulWel. 

A:rPJj:NDIX 4: 
¥AY ~7,.1977. 

From: James M. n. Gregg, Acting ;idministratol', 
Subject: Personnel in Georgia supported by LEAA fUj:\ds-l'ha:;;e III. 

The attached report is submitted in response to your request for specific in
formation regarding personnel in Georgia supported by LEAA funds, phase III. 

Attachment. 
INTRODUCTION 

This three-part report identifies tue number of perSOIlS b\lQgeted llpder Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (:j:,EAA) fi&clJ.l year (FY) 197(j grant,s 
in the State of Georgia: describes, in generlJ.l tj;lrnlS, the types of IlCtiyHies in 
which these inaiyiChlals are ellgaged; !uld, 'assesses the cost Of Ulese perSOj:\s to 
the LEAA Program. Those portions of this re]]ort set forth in Ileotion''fwo (the, 
LEAA program in Georgia: LEAA grant-supported positions (fiscal year 1976) 
and active LEAA grants) and Section three (sUllll1lary of fiscal year 197() LEA-A. 
grants awarded to the city of ,Atlanta, including the nUl1lber, objectivj;ls, /lQtivities 
and cOllt of LEM-supporteq persQlmel) ll/lve h!*!n forWarded prev~ollslY lJ.nder 
separate coyer, but are included herein for CQnvenient referellce. 

Section 'fwo provides for tIle LEAA Atlanta Regional Office the number of 
positions authorized during fiscal year 1976, the salary anq fringe benefit/> cost, 
for Same, the fiscal year 1976 fllnds .aq1llillistereQ., and pertinent charactflristjcs 
of Region IV. Section 'fwo, 'rable I, is a sUlllmary of LEAA grant-supported posi, 
tions in Georgia which sets forth, by type of LEU funds, the number of indivic!, 
uals employed in Georgia under fiscal year 1976 ' ; the Ilalal'y and fringe bene
fit costs Of these individuals ; th~ numbei' of grants jnyolvj;ld l and pertinent char
actel'istics of the state. Tabl(l II reflects the nllmber of LEAA-slJ.Pported jpdivid
uals emPloyed by functiopal area of criminal justicj;l. For purposes Of compari- . 
son, the distribution, by functional area, of thl'! !?O,808 state and locQ.lJy fHuclei!. 

':'riii Comptroller Gelleral makes tile technical argljmeljt that 28 U.~.C. 510 i~ d~rlved 
from Reorganization Plnn No.2 of 1050 f.nd that section 5 (a) (5) of the ReorganIzation 
Act of 19M), 5 U.S.C. 905 (a) ('5), prohi1llts "Increasing th~ term pf un otijce beyond thllt 
Provided by law for that pffice" and thot the Department's interpretation would Increase 
the term of an acting officeholder beyond that provided for In 5 U,S.C. 11348. 0ur response, 
is that an acting officehOlder does not have a term; the office in which he serves is Yllcant. 

1 The number of personnel employed Identified in the earlier report has been decreased 
from 994 to 086 to reflect the most current information available to the Regional Oillce stlllr. 
Revised pages have been incorporated into the report as appropriate. 
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crimina~ justice personnel employed in Georgia during 1974 (the latest year for 
which coniplete data is available) is presented. Nine hundred-twenty (920) of 
the 986 grunt-supported individuals were employed by operating criminal justice 
agencies. The remaining sixty-six (66), are State Crime Commission and regional 
planning' unit staff. Section Two, Table III, summarizes, by fiscal year and fund 
type, the active LEAA grants in Georgia as of April 30, 1977. 

Section Three identifies the LEAA fiscal year 1976 grants, Block, and Discre
tionary, awurdedto the city of Atlanta. The total project cost, personnel cost 
(salaries and fringe benefits), number of persons employed. <average grant salary 
and a brief summary of project activities are provided for each of the sixteen (16) 
fiscal year 1976 grants which the city received. 

The city of Atlanta, with a 1\}75 population of 490,766, is the largest city 
in Gellrgia, accounting for approximately 9.3 percent of the State's population. 
According to 1975 FBI statistics, the city of Atlanta experienced 19.4 percent of 
the State's Index crime that year and, with un Index Crime. Rute per 100,000 
populution of 9.836.3, recorded the State's highest Index crime rate. 

Of the ninety (90) pei'sons budgeted under fiscal year 1976 grants to the city, 
fifteen '(15) were employed under police-related projects, shty-three (63) under 
corrections Pl'Ojects (38 in juvenile corrections and 25 in mdult corrections) 
and eleven (11) wder other projects, i.e. criminal justice plunning. 

Section Four amplifies the material presented in Section Two. Part I sets 
forth additional detail concerning the staffing and personnel cost of the LEAA 
Atlanta Regional Office. Included are: the Regional characteristics discussed 
earlier; a description of the Regional Office organization and an organizational 
chart; nersimnel cost for the Regional Office during the fifteen (15)-month 
federal fiscal year 1976; and a summary of Regional Office staffing which iden
tifies for each position the title, grade, series, step, salary and employment status 
as of June 30, 1976. 

PartIr of Section Four is organized according to the Action Programs set out 
in the fiscal year 197.6 Georgia ComprehenSive Plan prepared by the State Crime 
Commission. Included for each program are : the program cost (federal, match 
and total) ; personnel cost (salaries, fringe benefits and total) ; the munber of 
persons budgeted; the number of projects funded; and a summary of overall 
program objecti:ves ancl activities. 

This material is intended to convey an understanding of the activities in 
whicli the '881 persons employed under fiscal year 1976 Part B, Part 0 and Part E 
and Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) Block illnds are 
engaged l).nd identify the cost of these individuals to LEAA grants. 

Part III of Section Foul' pro~des information similar to that outlined above 
for the 105 persons budgeted under fiStO:!1 year 1976l)iscretionary grants awarded 
to the State of Georgia. Data for the Discretionary grants is presented on a 
project-by-project basis, rather than by program area as is done for Block grants. 

It shou~d be noted that the average salaries set forth in Section Four are not 
annual rates. That is, these figures do not reflect the varying lengths of time 
individualS were employed.; rather, they reflect the total grant salaries divided 
by the number of persons budgeted. 

In silmmary, LEAA fiscal year 1976 grant funds supported 986 persons in 
Georgia. Of these, 881. were budgeted under Block grants (Part B, C and E und 
JJ'DPA) and 105 under Discretionary grants. Three hundred twenty-seven (327) 
of these 986 in¢Uviduals or 33.1 percent were employed in police programs; 121. 
or 12.3 percent.in court-related programs, including prosecution and defense; 
340, or 34.5 percent in correctional programs, and 198, or 20.1 percent in othe~' 
programs, primarily 'criminal justice planning, training and systems. In addition 
to the grant-funded personnel, LEAA monies supported the 42 persons employed in 
the LEU Atlanta Regional Office. , 

Sources of the information utilized in the preparation of this report includes: 
Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System 1\}74, 

U.S. Department 'of Justice, LElAA; National 'Crimbllli .Tustice Information and 
Statistics Se:r:vice/U.S.Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 

1976 Action Program to Prevent and Control Cdme; State Crime Qommission. 
1976 Regional Characteristics Directory ; U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA; 

Office of Regional Operation!:;; October 23,1976. . 
,Crim~, in Georgia; State, Crime Commission, Division Of Criminal Justice 

Statistics; ):)ecember, 1976. 
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THE LEAA PROGRAM IN GEORGIA, LEAA GRANT-SUPPORTED POSITIONS AND ACTIVE 
LEAA GRANTS 

A. LEAA Atlanta regional office.-The Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion (LEAA) Region IV, which includes the eight (8) southeastern states of 
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Oarolina 
and Tennessee, is the largest federal region in terms of the number of states cov
ered and, with 34,538,000 persons or 16.1 percent of the nation's population, is the 
nation's population, is the second most populous. There are 10,975 criminal jus
tice agencies in the Region, 19.1 percent of the national totaL Of these, 3,413 (31.1 
percent) are police agencies, 5,365 (4S.9 percent) are courts, 1,942 (17.7 percent) 
are corrections agencies, and 255 (2.3 percent) are other types of criminal justice 
agencies (e.g. multifunctional agencies, criminal justice planning agencies, etc.) ; 
and, According to FBI data for ID75, Region IVV experienced 15.1 percent of the 
lla,tion's Index offenses that year. ~'he LEAA Regional Office, which oversees the' 
IJJDAA program in Region IV, is located in Atlanta. 

During }j'iscal Year 1976, the LEAA Atlanta Regional Office was authorized 42 
positions. Salaries for Regional Office staff for the 15-month fiscal year totalled 
::;n61,700, while fringe benefits for the same period were $90,631, for a total 15-
month persollllel cost of $1,052,331. Regional Office staff administered fiscal year 
lU76 grant funds totalling $129,517,754. (LEAA funds administered by the At
lanta Regional Office since the inception of the program total $773,495,264.) 

Georgia is the fourteenth most populous state in the nation -and, with a popula
tion of 4,877,000 is the second most populous state in Region IV, with 14.1 percent 
of the Region's population. ~'here are 2,208 criminal justice agencies in Georgia, 
20.1 percent of the Regional total. Of these 686 (31.1 percent) are police agencies, 
1,085 (49.1 percent) are courts, 391 (17.7 percent) are corrections agencies, and 
46 (2.1 percent) are other types of criminal justice agencies. According to }j'BI 
data for 1975, Georgia, with an Index Crime Rate per 100,000 residents of 
4,625.9, ranl,ed twenty-eighth in the country and second in Region IV in terms of 
crime rate. Georgia experienced 13.5 percent of the Region's Index offenses that 
yeal'. 

The state criminal justice planning agency in Georgia is the State Crime Com
mission (SCC). During fiscal year 1976 Georgia received LEAA grants totalling 
$19,437,7DS (excluding Track I discretionary grants awarded by the LEAA Cen-. 
tral Office staff.) Included in this amount are Parts C and E Block and Discre
tionary Funds; Part B Planning Funds; Law Enforcement Education Program 
(LEEP) monies; discretionary funds provided by the National Institute for Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) and by the National Criininal Jus
tice Information and Statistics Service (NOJISS); Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention Act Formula and Special Emphasis funds; and U.S. De
partment of Commerce, Economic Development Administration (EDA) funds 
warded through LEAA. 

Table I shows for fiscal year 1976, by type, the numbers of persons in 
Georgia employed under LEAA grants. Excludecl from these figures are those em-
1110;\'eo under EDA grants and students participating in LEEP because these in
dividuals are not considered to be LEAA-supported, i.e. deriving their primary in
come from TJEAA funds. These figures were obtnined through a manual seaI;ch 
by :Regional Office staff of the grant files in question---:-a total of 324 files. For 
Block grants the source of the information provided was the original, approved 
project budget, while for Discretionary grants the la.test, LEAA-approved budget 
was 11sed. The individuals shown on Table I are those who are full-time grant 
emplC';t"ees 01' those who appear to derive a significant portion of their income 
froml.EAA grants. 

It must be noted that the federal fiscal year 1976 was 15 months long as a result 
of the realignment of the federal I!'Y to begin on October 1, rather than on July 
1, as 'had been the practice. Grant award amounts shown on Table I include the 
3-month Transition Quarter, on supplemental, awards which were made to ac
commodate this change in the fiscal year. The Transition Quartei' awards must be 
considered if average annual salaries are computecl for individuals employed un
der Part B grants or for LEAA Regional Office staff. Average annual salaries for 
individuals employed under Crime Control Act Block and Discretionary and 
JuY(;'nile Justice Act funds derived from the figures presented would not be valid 
hecause the figures do not take into account the length of time each individual
",as employed. The length of employment for a given individual may range from 
one or two months to, in some cases, over twenty-four (24) months. 
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Of the 986 persons employed-unc1er LEAA fiscal year 1976 grants, 920 are em
ployed by operating criminal jnstice agencies. (The remaining 66 are SOO and re
gionl~l pla~ni!lg 1,1lllt staff.) 'J,.'able II shows t~e {li(3tribution of tl~ese indiviquals 
'by flJlwtional ar¢a of cril~inal justice. JPOl; pnrposes of COlllParisoll, tlle distribu
ticHlpy functiopal'are of tlle 20,808 state- and lo(!aUy-funded cr!minal justice per
sonqel for 1974 (~e latest year fOr whiclt complete data is available) is pre
sented 

O. Lictive LEAA Urt;mt8 in Georgi~.-TableIII reflects, by fiscal year and fund 
type. the active LEAA. grants in Georgia. Part )3, Parts 0 and E, and Juve:qile 
Justice Block grant funds are considered active until the obligation deadline for 
tile funds is reacb,eq. while dillcretionary grants are considered active until the 
project termjnatiop. date is reacheq. 

TABLE I.-LEAA GRANT·SUPPORTEO POSlTlONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 (lNCLUDING SALATjY AND FRINGE BENEFIT 
COSTS, BY TYPE OF FUNDS 

Program cos!, 
Numberof----------------

Fiscal y~ar and fund/type subgrants Federal Match Total 

1976: PI. B: SPA _______________ 1 $869,486 $96,6lO $966,096 1\ PDC's , ___________ 19 697,288 22,785 nC,073 
1976: PI. C block ________ 281 10,764,270 2,563,435 13,327,705 
1976) PI. E block_. ______ 3 1,317,710 146,415 1,464, 125 
1976: JJDPA block ______ 6 527,575 58,619 586,194 
1976: PI. C DF. _________ 6 1,258,339 483,991 1,742,330 19,76: PI. E DF __________ 4 987,070 1l4,63fi 1,101,701 
1976: JJDPA DF ___ .. ____ 1 41,998 41,998 
1976: Pt. D DF __________ 3 222,003 0 222,003 

TotaL. __________ 324 16,685,739 3,486,486 20,172,225 

1 Figures do not include unawarded balances. 
'-Area pianning and development commissions (sub·State regions). 

Personnel cost 

Salaries 

$565,628 
447,004 

7,172,767 
875,155 
188,501 
518,240 
605,151 
27,982 

128,734 

10,530,162 

Fringe 
benefits 

$92,790 
59,403 

720,159 
147,464 
26,718 
52,733 
82,598 
4,716 

20,835 

1,207,416 

Number 
personllel 
employed 

38 
28 

701 
87 
27 
23 
62 
3 

17 

986 

TABLE II.-COMPA~!SON OF STATE/LOCALLY FUNDED AND LEAA·FUNDED CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL 
-' BY NUMBER AND FUNCTIONAL AREA 

State/locally supported 
criminal justice personnel 

(1974) 
~EAA·supported criminal 
Justice personnel (1976) 

Functional area Number Percent Number Percent 

Police. __ • _______ • ___ • ___ •• _ ._._. ____ • ___ ._. __ • __ ._ 11,641 56.4 327 33.1 
Courts, including prosectuion and defense __________ ._._ 3,724 16.1 121 12.3 Corrections. ________ • __________ • ___ •• _______________ 

5, 4~~ 27.3 340 34.5 Other 1._. _______ ._ •• _ .. ________ • ___________ • _______ .2 198 20.1 
Total. __ ••• __ • ____ • ___ • __ • _____ •• _____ • _. _. __ 2il,808 100.0 986 100.0 

, 1 Includes multifunctional criminal justice services, such as the development and implementatipn o(cilminal justice 
information systems, planning, programs to improve criminal justice agency management and operatiohs, training for 
criminal justice personnel, etc. 

TABLE 1I1.-ACTIVE LEAA GRANTS IN GEORGIA 

Fisc~1 year-

19721 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 Total 

PI: B_ .. __________ ._. __ 0 0 0 0 $1,568,000 $1,320,000 $2,888,000 PI. C block ____ .. __ ._. __ $215,000 0 o $10,757, 000 H, 199, 000 6,957,000 29,128,000 Pt. E block. ______ ... ___ 0 0 o 1,266,000 1,419,000 819, 000 3,504,000 JJDPA block ______ • __ ._. 0 a o 200, 000 . 607,000 1,083, 000 1,890,000 PI. C DF. __________ .. __ 0 0 o 2,023,662 774,363 355,976 3, 155,001 
Pt. E DL ... ____ ._. __ ._ 0 0 $1,801,599 494,889 674.804 14,992 2,986,284 
JJDPA DF __ .... _. ___ .. _ 0 ('& (2) 0 41,998 11,911 53 909 Pt. 0 DF _________ .. __ ._ 0 ~331, 79 o 194,267 99,943 0 626: 000 

10Ia'--__ .. _._ ... 215,000 331,790 1,801,599 14,935,818 16,384,108 10,562,879 44,231,194 

I Reflects the reallocation of reverted fiscal year 1972 Pt. C block funds • 
• Not available. 
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'SU1ll~[~~ OF FISOAL YEAR 1976 LEAA GRANTS AWARDED TO THE CITY OF .l\.!rLANTA,· 
IN01.1JDiNGTHE NUMBER, OllJEGTIVES, ACTIVITIElS,'A1!<D COST OF LEAArSUPpOltTED' 

. PERSONNEL' . . -
, Ninety (90) persons were emIl:1PY'f!U 1:n:!q~r fisl.'al'Y~1' 1976 :LEll ~lQckand 

Discretional'y grants awarded ItO fueCity 'of .AJtl-anta. This figure incJ:lldes one (1) 
inruvidual emproyed under a Part B 'pJ:anning subgvan:t, fifty-one ~51) employe11 
under Part C Bl!ock action subgr,ants, nve (ti) ~p~oye(l under 'a J"uvenile,Tu'Stice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJ"Dl?A.) ~'CtJOll sllbgr~p.t ~np. t}1ifty-three (33) 
eIDl,Jloyed ·under three (3) discretioD!arygrants. The ·objectives, activities and 
costs 'Of these personnel me summarizeli beloW, py gr!!,nt,. 

P(J;T't B-Plwnning grants 
f3ubgrant numberI 761'''-12-:j. apq. 16P.,..12-1~Qm. 

Title: "Plap!Jling Grant .A.warq". 
Sqllgrllrtee: Pity of Atill-llta. 

Projeot cost: Federal ______________________________ ~ _____________ - __________ $20,855 
M'atch ______________ ...: __________ ~ ________ . ______ :.._...:_____________ .2, 320 

Total .,. ________________________________________________ --___ - 23,17,(l 

Personnel cost: 

~~~~~:~b;~~fit;=================================================:. ~1i: :~g 
Total ________________________________ :.._. _____________________ . 15,1350 

Number of persons em:plo;Ved: 1. . ' 
Average'llnnU'al salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $11,592. 
~Summary' o~ project objectives and activities: 
These two subgrants provided <the salary, fringe iJJenefitslllld·rela.ted adminis

trative costs for 'one (1) crim,ill'1l1 j]:lstice pl1P1ner f9:r the 15-'lllonth';period 'Of ll&!al 
year 1976 (includes the 3-month 'J;'ran'Si!tion Qua-rter). This individual 'assists in 
the devel!opment 'Of the City's criminal justice plan ~[ld in the administrati'On, 
mon~toring and evalua'ti'On of crilflinal justice programs in the City. 

Part a-Grq,?t~{I for ~(!!W enforcement purposes 
1. ISubgI'ru.lt [ll,lU,lber: 76.A,-Ol"'{)16. 

Title: "Mopile Target Hardening/Opportunity Repuction (THOR) P!-'oject". 
Subgrantee: Pity o;f Atlanta. 

1;'r'Oject cost: Federal _______________________________________________________ $60,120 
~Iatch ________________________________________________________ 6,630 

Total _______________________________________________________ 6B,750 

Personnel cost: Salaries _________________________________ .______________________ 0 
Fringebeneflts ________________________________ :.. ________ ._______ .0 

Total _______________________________________________________ 0 

Number of 'Persons employed: O . 
.Average 'Rnnuql sa1iary (excltldip.g fr~Age benefits>, : O. 
'Summary of Pl'oje'Ct 'ol!jective's Iqp.d 'l\ctivities : 
The ,'Objective 'Of this 'pr'Ojeot is t'O educate the public in crime prevention 

il1Wl\Sures. Grant funds ~ll 'be l1Sed to purchase walle-illl van which will be out
fitted 'as a mobile THOR display in order to demqnstrate practical crime preve<l
tionjsecurity teohniques an.4 eqUipment. The Vlan wiU eUalble THOR staff to reach 
a larger 'audien'Ce tlJJm is possible through the THO~ offices by sh'Owing. t\1e 
mobile display at 'Shopping centers, civic meetings, chu'l.'~hes, etc. . 

2. Su'bpart numbe1': 76A-02-001. 
. Title: "Burglary Field l!nvestigative Unit". 

Subgrantee: Gity 'Of Atl'lluta. . 

20-613--78----20 
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Project cost:: 
FedeDal __________________ ------------------------------------ '$104,45~ l¥Iatch _______________________________________ - ______________ -- 34, 818 

TO'tal ----------------------------------~-------------------

Personnel cost: Salaries ____________________________________________________ _ 
Fringe benefius _______________________________________________ _ 

139,274 

126,360 
11,714 ___ 

Total ____________ ~ _________________________________________ 138,074 

Number -of persons -employed: 10. 
Avel'lfrge Iailllual salaTY (excluding fringe ;benefits) : $8,424. 
'SummaTY I()f project -objectives and activities: 
Thi's PTOject is designed ,to Teduce the incidence of residentIal 'burglary. Grant 

flHlds will sUPPO'rt the estalblishment of an investigative/patrol unit of plain 
clO'thes -officers wh'Ose activities will be diTected toward the detecti-on, apprehen
-sion and conviotion 'of O'ffenders committing residential 'buTgl:aries. 

3. Subgrant number: 76A-03-001. 
Title: "Domestic Crisis InterventiO'n". 
SubgraDJtee: City 'Of AUanta. 

P~oject cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ - $37,890 
l¥Ia"j;ch ________________________________________________________ ' 4, 210 

Total __________________________________________________ - ____ 42,100 

Personnel cost: Salaries _____________________________________________________ ~_ 0 
Fringe benefits ________________________________________________ - 0 

Total _______________________________________________________ 0 

Number of persons oempl-oyed: O. 
Average ~n.'ual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : O . 

. Summary of prO'ject 'objectives and activities: 
The O'bjective 'of this project is 'to' reduce the projected number of aggravated 

assaults by three percent (3 percent) 'and the pI'Ojected number of 'i1'omicides by 
five percent (5 percent) within the City of .Atlanta through (1) implementation of 
-a COlnprehell'Sive training program to' teach police I()fficers how 1:-0 handle -domestic 
crisis sttu~tions; (2) establishment of crisis interventton teams to patrol the 
project area; and (3) implementation of a tracking 'system to ,follow client Ifrctivi
ties, i.e. track the incidence of recurring domestic disturbances. 

4. Subgrant number: 76A-05-006. 
Title: "Police 'Legal Advisor". 
Subgrantee: City of Atlanta. 

Project cost: Federal ______________________________________________ w ________ $19,649 
:Match ____________________________________ ____________________ 2, 184 

Total _______________________________________________________ 21,833 

Personnel cost: Salaries _______________________________________________________ 19,981 
,F~inge benefits_________________________________________________ 1,852 

Total _______________________________________________________ 21,833, 

Number of persons employed: 1. 
Aver,age annual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $14,104. 
Summary of project 'Objectives and activities: 
The objective 'Of this project is to improve the quality 'of criminal case preparn

tion ,and, las a consequence, increase both felony and misdemeanor conviction 
rates by hiring a legal advjsor fO!: the Bureau of Police Sel,'vices. Tb.is· h~dividual 
will: provide assistance in case preparation to police officers; 'assure thn,t proper 
search und seizure procedures are followed; ,provide legal 'assistance concerning 
departmental policiesanq procedures to Depal'bment marurgement; -and;resCiarch 
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-tllnd disseminate to officers revisions ilL 'law or procedures which imp'act on law 
-enfOrcement. 

5. ISubgrant number: 76A-05-008. 
T1tle: "Police-Oourts Liaison". 
Subgr.runtee : City of Atlanta. 

Project cost: ,Federal _______________________________________________________ $16,227' 
Match ________________________________________________________ 1, 803 

Total ______________________________________________________ 18,030 

:"Personnel cost: Salaries _____________________ ~ ________________________________ _ 
Fringe Ibenefits _____________________ :.. ___________________ --_____ _ 16,500 

1,530 
Total ______________ :.. ___________________________________ ~ __ ~_ 18,030 

Nu:m!ber 'Of persons employed: 1. 
Average annu1a:l salary (excluding fringe:benefifls) :$12,727. 
Summary of project objectives and activities: 
The objective 'Of this grant is to imprDve the manage,lllent and administration 

"'Of the City pDlice by increasing cODrdination between law enf<l'rcement and the 
courts. Grant funds will be used to hire a 'Police-court liaisDn officer who will be 
responsible to the prosecutor for the scheduling of police officers as' witnesses 

"and for providing case dispositions and reasons for dismissals 'On nDlle prDsse cases 
to. the pDlice, amDng 'Other activities. 

6. Sllbgrant number: 76A-07-013. 
Title~' "GeDrgia State Intelligence NetwDrk". 
Subgrantee: City 'Of Atlanta. 

Project CDSt: Federal _______________________________________________________ $23,355 
~Iatch ________________________________________________________ '7,785 

Total ________________________________________________________ ,31,140 

'PersDnnel CDst: 
Salaries ________________________________________ ~ ____ --------- ° 
Fringe benefits ________________________ ~----------------------__ 0 

TDtaL _____________________________________________ ----___ ..:__ 0 

Number 'Of persons emplDyed: O~ 
Average annual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : O. 

Summary 'Of prDject 'Objectives and activities: , , 
The 'Objective 'Of this project is to further the detectiDn Rnd control 'Of, 'Orga

nized crime thrDugh the gathering, recDrding and exchange 'Of confiden,tial illtel
ligence infDrmation thrDugh the GeDrgia State Intelligence NetwDrk. Funds 
under this cDntinuatiDn grant are used for 'Office rental. 

7. Subgrant number: 76A-09-022. 
Title: "Pre-Trial Release". 
Subgrantee: City 'Of Atlanta. 

PrDject CDst: Federal _______________________________________________________ $57,645 
~Iatch ________________________________________________________ 6,405 

TDtal , ___________________________________________________ .:.___ 64, 050 

Personnel CDst: Salaries _________________________________________ ~ ____________ 56,420 
Fringe benefits_________________________________________________ 5, 230 

Total ____________________________________________________ ~ ___ 61,650 

Number 'Of persons employed: 6. 
Average annual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,403. 
Summary of project 'Objectives and activities: ' 
Tl:).e objectiVe of. th.is p,rDjectis to' ,reduce bDth the CDst' and negaUve:effectl:; on 

the individual 'Of pre-trial detentiDn and, as a result, reduce the City jail poprila
, tiD!1.thrDllgp. th~Li)llpJezn~)1tation. QJ; ,a pre-trial relealle, prQ,gr,a~. Eligible'clients 
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include arrestees charged with a 'single misdemeanor offE'nse. Close supervis~on 
of clients and appropriate referral to sociall?ervic!') !\gel1~ies, il~'~ compol+euts of' 
the post-release phase of the program. 

S. Subgrant number: 76A-12--001. 
Title: "Project propinquity" 
SublITaI,ltee: City of Atlanta 
Project cost: ' - Federal ____________________________________ - _________________ $218,000 

~atch ____________________________________________________ -~- 24,222 

Total ___________________ .. ________________________________ -''-

Personnel cost: 
Salaries ------------------------------------------------------Fringe benefits _______________________________________________ _ 

242,222 

171,000 
17,100 

Total ______ ~,~,_~--~ __ ,_-__ --_~~_----___ --___ --_~ __ -_~ __ , __ ~88,100 

Number of persons employed: 17. 
Average Rllnua,l salary (excluding fringe belleftts) : $10.05.~. 
Summary of project objectives. :;md llctivities : 
Tlle objectiVe .of the grallt is to reduce the incidence of juvenile delinquency 

among the target population through. the establishment of a pilot program de
i3ig1led to minimize the school-related problems of potential high school drop
outs in the inner city. Recognizing the correlation between' school failure and po-, 
tential delinquency, project staff are developing more effective meaUs to deliver' 
educational and social services to the target YQuthS. Oomponents of ilie project' 
include modification of the standard high school curricuhun and the coordina-· 
tion of social service programs to meet the special needs of these Y9Ung people .. 

9. Subgrant numher: 76A-1~O. 
Title: "Atlanta Street Academy". 
Subgrantee: City of Atlanta. 
Project cost: Federal _____________________________________ --________ : ______ $45,000' 

~!atch ________________________________________________ - __ ---~ 55,000-

Total ____________________________________________________ ,- 100,000 

Personnel cost: 
Salaries ------------------------------------------------------Fringe benefits _____________________ --__ -------------_-__ - ___ --

74,572 
6,162 

Total _________ ---_________ --------------------_---_-------- 80, 734 
Number of persons employed: 8. 
Average annual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,322. 
Summary of project objectives and activities: 
The objective of this project is to reduce both referrals to juvenile court and' 

juvenile recidivism of juvenile offenders through the participation of these youths 
in :a fnll-time "storefront" educational program located in the comJIlunjty. Tile' 
Academy provides an extended fll,mtly ellvirOlllI!e~t to tlle young offenders; 
through which .4e or she m!!y be q.iJ;ect~d toward com;4.w;:tive uctivHies . 
. 10. Subgrant number: 76A-13-011. 

Title: '''Youth Ser\'ice Bureaus ·of- East Lake l\feadows and Bankhead Oourts" .. 
Subgrantee: Oity of Atlanta. 
Project cost: 

~~~~al_=============:=:=:====:=====::======:================== $~:~~~ 
Total - ________________________________ .,. ___________ .. _________ 65,170 

Personnel cost: Salaries -_____________________________________________________ 51,465 
Fringe benefits_________________________________________________ 6,754 

Total --____________________________ .. ________________________ 58,219 
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Number of persons employed: 4. 
Average annual salary (excluding fringe benefttS) : $14,036. 
Summary of project objectives and activities: . ! 

This is a crisis intervention project designed to pi·evEmt. juvenile delinquency 
"through the coordination and delivery of services to youths in . specified' public 
housing projects. Target youths are those who are involved. with the juvenile 
,court and/or who demonstrate excessive truancy or behavioral disturbances 'at 
home or at school. The range of youth services, inclUding counseling, are pro
-yided. 

11. Subg-rant number: 76A-134>12. 
Title: "Juvenile Delinquency Prevention". 
-Subgrante-e: City of Atlanta . 

.Project cost: .. , Federal _______________________________________________________ $21,777 
~fatch ____________________________________________________ ~ __ ~ 24,662 

Total ___________________________________ ~ ____ ~ _________ ----_ 46,439 

.Personnel cost: Salaries ______________________________________________ ~ ______ _ 

lPringe benefits _______ ~-----------------------~-----~------~----
36,430 

3,351 

Total _________________ ~ _____ -------.. ----________ .:. ________ :..___ 39, 781 

Number of persons employed: 4. 
Average annual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,108. 
Summary of project objectives and activities: " . 
The objective of this continuation grant is the diversion of first offenders, 

-status offenders, and non-serious offenders from the criminal justice system. 
'Grant funds prOvide counseling, educational and cultural activities for these 
juvenile offenders and their families. ' 

12. Subgrant number: 76A-17-003. 
'Title: "City of Atlanta Criminal Justice Information System" (CJIS). 
Subgralltee: City of Atlantll. 
Project cost: Federal ___________________________ . ___________________________ $178. 312 

ilIatch __________________________________________ ~____________ 19,812 

Total ______________________________________________________ 198,124 

Personnel C'ost: Salaries _________________________________________________ ----- 0 
Fringe benefits________________________________________________ 0 

Total _____________________________________________ ~________ 0 

Number of persons employed: O. 
Average salary (excltiding fringe benefits) : O. 
Summary of project objectives and acth-ities: 
This grant continues the implemeIitatiOl1 of cns fOl We collection, storage and 

retrie,-al of information needed by Atlnhtll's criminal justice agencies to perform 
their duties and responsIbilities. The information includes crime reporting; 
arrest. identifrcation, and booking; bench warrant processing and cQntr01s; i:ec~ 
oreIs check; conrt docketing; and personnel and other resoui'ces allocation 1'e
quiremellts. Additionally, the eomputer interface to- GCld is eOl'ltlllued, per~ 
mitting the exchange of information with State ageneies, NLETS and NOIC. 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT 

Subgtallt number: 76J-02:"005. 
Title: Service for Status Offenders-Atlanta". 
Subgrantee: City of Atlanta.. 
Project cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $62,985 

~ratch _________ ~ __ ~_~~_~~~~~~_~_~~~_~ ________________________ ': 6,998 

. Total 69,983 
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Personnel cost: Salaries ____________________________________________ - _______ :. $26, 964-
Fringe benefits________________________________________________ 0 

Total ____ ~ ________________________ ~________________________ 26,964 

Number of persons employed: 5. 
Average annual salary (exclnding fringe benefits) : $9,245. 
·Summary of project objectives a.nd activities: 
In order to achieve the deinstitutionaliza.tion of sta'tus offenders mandatee 1 by 

the JJDPA, non-secure alternatives tO,detention must be est'ablished. This grant 
funds a private non-secure residential home in Atlanta which provides services 
to status offenders, including residential treatment and family and individual 
counseling. 

B. LEAA DISCUETIONAUY GRANTS 

The City of Atlanta received three (3) LEliA discretionary grants, a total of 
$728,780 in federal funds, during fiscal year 1976. ~'he 33 persons employed under 
these grants were engaged in a va.riety of a.ctivities designed to improve the Ci:ty's 
criminal justice system and reduce tlIe incidence of drug-related crime in the 
City. The following discussion identifies, for each grant, the number of persons, 
employed, project goals amI activities, and personnel costs. 

1. Grallit number: 76-DF-04-0002. 
Title: "Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) ~'ask Force". 
Subgrantee: City of Atlanta. 

Project cost: Federal __________ . ____________________________________________ $383,976 
nfatch________________________________________________________ 42,664 

Total ______________________________________________________ 426,640 

Personnel cost: Salaries _____________________________________________________ _ 
]'ringe benefits _______________________________________________ _ 

Total ------------------------------------------------------
Number of persons employed: 3. 
Average a.nnnal salary (excluding fringe henefits) : $10,565. 
Summary of f}roject objeCltives flnd activities: 

31,694 
3,970 

35,664 

This project is designed to reduce the availability of illicit narcotics and c1an
gerous drngs iu the City of Atlanta and DeKalb County through a coopPl'ative 
effort on tlLe part of local, state and federal drug enforcement agencies. The focus 
of the Task Force is the mid-le"el drug trafficker. Through tIle sharing oE mau
power, equipment and intelligence among the participa ting agencies and the adop
tion of stullc1ardized procedures, thE' effiCiency of the enforcement effort is im
proved. The Task Force is also a vehirle for tIle training of local law enforcement 
officers. 

SalarieS for three (3) local officers are provided nncler this grant. Salaries for· 
the other 12 local officers participating in the 'Task Force are provided by their' 
agencies. Remaining grant funds prm"ic1e the equipment a.nd services lle'CeSSal'Y 
to support the Task Force, e.g. rental of office space and related costs, adminis
trative services, lease of undercover vehicles, travel, confidential funds, etc. 

2. Grant number: 76-DF-04-0008. 
Title: Crime Analysis Team. 
Subgrantee: City of Atlanta. 

Project cost: Federal __________________ ~ ___________________________________ $100,000 
~ratch _______________________________________________________ 100,002 

Total ________________________________________________ ----__ 200,002 

Personnel cost: Salaries ________________________ - ______________ ,;.______________ 161, 512' 
Fringe benefits________________________________________________ 15,262' 

, Total ______________________________________________________ 176,774' 
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Number of persons employed: It. 
Average annual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $14,683. 
Su=ary of project objectives and activities : 
As staff to the Atlanta Criminal ;rustice Coordinating Council (CJCC), the

Crime Analysis Team (CAT) is responsible for the development of a criminal 
justice plan for the City; the collection and analysis of crime and criminal 
justice system data for the City; the development of programs to address the 
problems illentified through crime and system analysiS;· the administration,. 
monitoring and evaluation of criminal justice grants awarded to the City; and 
the implementation of c;rcc recommenclations. The CAT staff includes criminal 
jnstice planners, statisticians, financial analysts/managers, and clerical staff. 

Note: Discretionary grant funding of the CAT terminated 'September 15, 1976. 
The majority of these positions have been assumed by the City. 

3. Grant number: 76-ED-04-0016. 
Title: "Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime" (TASC). 
Subgrantee: City of Atlanta. 

Project cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $244,804 
nIatch _______________________________________________________ 30,070 

Total _____________________________________________________ _ 

Personnel cost: Salaries ____________________________________________________ _ 
Fringe benefits _______________________________________________ _ 

274,874 

210,778 
22,131 

Total ______________________________________________________ 232,909 

Number of persons employed: 19. 
Average annual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $11,094. 
Summary of project objectives and activities : 
The Atlanta TASC project serves the City of Atlanta and Fulton County and 

is deSigned to reduce the incidence of drug-related crime by diverting selected 
drug abusers from the criminal justice system to commtmity-based drug treat
ment programs. Individuals 17 years of age or older who are anested, in either 
the City of Atlanta or Fulton, for a non-violent street crime are eligible to 
participate in the TASC program on a voluntary basis. The 19-member staff 
supported by this grant includes correctional officers, a statistician, a research 
analyst, case ma'llagers, senior level treatment speCialists/administrators, and' 
clerical staff. Remaining grant funds provide travel for treatment staff. rental 
of office space, urinalyses, computer time, and a limited amount of office' 
equipment. 

LEAA-SUPPORTEB PERSONNEL IN GEORGIA (FISCAL YEAR 19'16) : OBJECTIVES, 
ACTIVI'l'IES AND COST-AN OVERVIEW 

I. LEAA. ATLANTA REGIONAL OFFICE 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) Region IV, which 
includes the eight (8) southeastern States of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Ken
tucky, nIississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee, is the largest 
Federal region in terms of the number of States covered and, with 34,538,000 
persons or 16.1 percent of the nations population, is the second most populous. 
There are 10,975 criminal justice agencies in the Region, 19.1 percent of the 
national total. Of these, 3,413 (31.1 percent) are police agencies, 5,365 (48.9 
percent) are courts, 1,942 (17.7 percent) are corrections agencies, and 255 (2.3· 
percent) are other types of criminal justice agencies (e.g. multifunctional agen
cies, criminal justice planning agencies, etc.) ; and, according to FBI data for 
1975, Region IV experienced 15.1 percent of the Nation's Index offenses that 
year. The LEU Regional Office, which {)versees the LEAA program iIi Region 
IV, is located in Atlanta. 

The major organizational components of the Regional Office are identified und 
the responsibilities of each summarized below: 

Offioe of the Regional Admini8trator 

TIns office has the authority and responsibility to represent and act for the 
Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, in the planning, 
direction, control and coordination with the States within the region; and1 
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.administers, directs, and supervises the regional office' and provides support and 
membership to the Federal Regional CounciL . . 

Additionally, the Planner/Evaluator is assigned to the Office of the Regional 
AdminiStrator. Through coordination with the central office, the PlannerjEvalu
.ator assists in developing policies and procedures for planning and program 
,evaluating LEU programs, develops, monitors and evaluates the regional office 
program planning i and assists the regional office and SPA's in administrative 
.and operational planning and program evaluation. 

AdministraUve Servic'e8 Staff 

> This staff develops, administers and controls the administrative programs for 
the region. This includes the regional office AdlliinistratiYe bndget i personnel 
manapement program; directives, records andforms management progrilliX; per
~onal property and space management program, This staff serves as the focal 
l?oint for regional office staff for Federal, Department of .JUStice, and LEAA 
regulations relative to areas of assigned responsibility. It ,alSo provideS all serv
Ices for the procurement, accollnting, storage and issuance of office supplies and 
equipment for the regional office. As requested, provides counsel and guidance 
to regional office staff in the review of grant proposals for accountability of 
'administrative programs. 

Operation8 Division 

This division sen'es as the contact point for individual States on all LEAA. 
programs j reviews, anulyzes and makes recommendations on state plans and all 
planning, block and discretionary grant requests j monitors the activities qf the 
SP A.'s and selected grantees and subgral1tees; and contacts state and local officials 
to encourage their participation in LEAA programs. 

The Operations Division includes State Representatives who serye as the 
Regional Adminlstrarcr's representatives in diTect contact with assigned states 
for aU LEAA programs not delegated to another component of the Regional 
Office. 

Program Development and Technical A8sistance Division 

This division, through coordination with the central offices, assists in develop
ing pOlicies and procedures for technical assistance programs; provides expert 
'ass'istiUlce to state and local Criminal justice agencies and institutions of higher 
learning, particularly in tbe areas of curriculum/program development and re
vieti'/evaluation of grant applications and State plans i recomrtJ:ends referral to 
th£! central office of technical aSsistance problems be-yond the capability of the 
region i and reviews, analyzes alldmakes recommendation on fund allocations 
for prograIIlil arid pt'ojects and administers gran ts rrnd contractfif. Upon request, the 
Program Development and Technical Assistance Division also assists other 
regional offices or central offices on specific recommendations for programs and 
projects. . 

'1'he Program DeYelolJment and Technical Assistance Division serves as the 
primary resources to all regional office staff, aU State Planning Agencies, and 
criminal justice agencie's in the region to provide a meaus of transferring knowl
'e(lge amI expertise to the criminal justice agencies so that deficiencies can be 
identified and corrected. and new programs developed and implemented. 

F·inancial Management Division 

This diVision coordinates and assists ill t~e development of financial manage
ment pOlicies anel procedures; maintains aU official accounting records for t11e 
regiomiloffice with the exception of Administrative Funds; performs financial 
management and grant administration duties (including budget review and 
-grant processing') i assists SPA's and 'other grante~s in the interpretation and 
:' [,plication of LEU financial management policy and procedures i und manages 
the regional office contract-related program activities. 

The Financial Management DiYision is the principal advisory division on 
financial affairs, which include the entire spectrum of review, negotiation, amI 
continuing appraisal of LEA.'\. grants on fiscal poHcies, procedures, and guide
lines relevant to law enforcement programs within the Atlanta Region j and is 
responsible for coordinating the receipt and processing of all state planning and 
block grant applications, discretionary grant applications, and Law Enforcement 
Education Program (LEEP) applications received by the Regional Office. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Pay plan, series, 
grade/step 

Regional. administrator _ __ ________ __ __ ____ __ __ ____ GS-301-16/03 
Supervisory criminal justice program specialisL ___ GS-301-15/02-Do _ _ _ ___ ________ ______ __ ____ __ __ ____ __ __ __ GS-301-15/02 
Criminal justice program specialisL ______________ GS-301-14/05 

, 8~:::::::~~::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: gt~~tW~~ 
Criminal justice program specialist (courts) ________ GS-301-14/08 
C!imin~1 Justice program specialist (systems) _______ GS.,301-14/02 
Financial ,management officer _____________________ GS-505M I4/04 
Criminal justice program specialist (planner/eval-uator)"'_" ________ .... _. ________________ • __ •• _ GS-301-13/02 
Criminal justice program specialisL ___________ • __ GS-301-13/02 
Grants fiScal specialisL _________________________ GS-501-13/04 

00 ___________________________________ " ____ GS-SOI-13/04 
Criminal justice program specialisL. ________ ~ ____ GS-301-13101 , 00 ________________________________________ GS-301-13/01 
Grants fiscal specialisl.. _________________________ GS-501-13/03 
Criminal justice program specialis!.. ______________ GS-301-12/01 
Criminal justice P.T0Wam specialist (corrections) ____ OS-301-12/02 
Grants fiscal speclalisl.. _________________________ GS-SOI-12/01 
Cr[m[nal j~sti~e program specia.lis.t (law enforcement)_ GS-30H2/09 
Criminal Jushce program speclallst. _______________ GS-301-12/02 
Law enforcement specialist (juvenile justice) _______ GS-301-12/01 
Law enforcement program speciallsL _____________ OS-301-11/01 
Criminal justice p.ro~ram specialisL ______________ GS-301-09/01 
Orants fiscal speClalisL _________________________ GS-S01-09/01 

00_ _ _ ___ __________ ______ __ ____ __ __ ____ __ __ GS-S01-09/01 
Administrative officer_L _________________________ GS-341-09/03 
S~cretary .(typing) _________________ -'____ ____ __ __ GS-318-07/03 
Fiscal ass stanl.. ____________ ---_______________ GS-SOI-07/05 
Clerk (stenogra phy) _ ___ ___ _ ______ __ __ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ GS-30I-06/03 
Clerk (typing) __________________________________ GS-301-06/04 
Secretary (sleongraphy) __________________________ GS-318-06/04 
Secretary (Iypi ng)____ _ _ ___ ____ ___ _ ___ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ GS-318-06/03 
Administrative assistant. ________________________ GS-341-OS/10 
Clerk (typing) __________________________________ GS-30I-OS/09 

00 _________________ ~ _________ " ______ • ____ GS-301-OS/01 
Program assislanL __ ~ __________________________ GS-301-OS/04 
Clerk-typist. ___________________________________ GS-322-04/07 

00 ________________________________________ GS-322-04/01 
Staff aide ______________________________________ GS-30I-04/01 
Clerk-typist. ___________________________________ GS-322-03/01 

00 ________________________________________ GS-322-03/05 
Vol unteer._ _ _ __ __ _ _ __ __ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ ___ _ _ _____ _ 00-301-00/00 

-StUdent alde ___________________________________ YW-3506-00/00 
00 ________ " _______________________________ YW-3S06-00/00 

I PA-Per annum; PH-Per hour. 
, Q-Temporary appointment in permanent position. 

Note: Average annual'salary, $18,820.61; average GS grade, 9.9. 

Salary 

$37,800.00 
32,353.00 
32,353.00 
30,441. 00 
26,861. 00 
28, 6S1. 00 

. 33,126.00 
27,756.00 
29, S46. 00 

23,670.00 
23; 670. 00 
2S, 198.00 
25,198.00 
22,906.00 
22,906.00 
24,434.00 
19,386.00 
20/032.00 
19,386.00 
24,554.00 
20,032.00 
19,386.00 
16, 2S5. 00 
13,482.00 
13,482.00 
13,482.00 
14,380.00 
11,182.00 
12, S18. 00 
10,610.00 
10,942.00 
10,942.00 
10,610.00 
11,607.00 
11,309.00 
8, 92S. 00 
9,819.00 
9, S72. 00 
7,976.00 
7,976.00 
7,102.00 
8, osg. 00 

2.30 
2.30 

Permanent 
Full or or tempo-

Pay basis I part time rary 2 

PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 

PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F F 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA 

P PA F 
PA F P 
PA F. P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F' Q 
PA F- P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F P 
PA F· P 
PA F T 
PA F P 
PA F P 
WC F T 
PH F T 
PH F T 
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n. LEU BLOOK GRANTS 

A. Part B-PZanning 

Action program number 76P: "Fiscal Year 1976 Planning Award". 
Program cost: 

ir~~;~al __ ~~~~~~~~I~~~~:=:=~=~=~===~=~~===:~~T~::::::=~=~::=:=:~: ;$1, 5~: ~i5 
"; 

Total _______ ~~:...:._~~_..: ___ :... __ .:. __________ .,.----------------...;-. 1,664,610 

.Personnel.cost: . : .. : . .! .:'. , ':,. :,", 

~~~~~~sb~~eftts============~====:~==========:==:=====~=======. i, ~~~; ~~~' 
I 

Total __ , ________________ ~ _____ ..:__________________________ 1, 165, 825 

Number of persons budg<)ted : 66. , 
Average salary (excluding ftingebenefits) : 
(Total salaries--':'number of'persop.s) .. 
Number of projects: 20.· , 
Summa.ry of program objectives and activities: 
These funds support the criminal justice planning and program administra

tion operations of the. State Crime Commission (SCC), the eighteen Area Plan:~ 
ning and Development 'Connllissions (APDC's), and the Atlanta Criminal Justice 
Coordinating Council (CJeC). . 

The SCC is the State criminal justice planning ftgency established in Georgia 
pursuant to section 203 of the Crime Control Act. During fiscal year 1976 Part 
B funds supported a thirty-eight (38) member SCC- staff'comprised ofcrimina~ 
justice planners, accountants, financ~al ,management specialists, auditors, man
agement staff, and clerical positions: Attachme.nt C at the ,end of this section 
reflects the SCC staffing as it existed (hiring fiscal year 1976 in chart form. 

The nineteen (19) subgrants awarl1ed to the APDC's and the CJCC support 
twenty-eight (28) persons engaged in criminal justiceplann.ing and admin-

,istration. 1 

-. 

• ~ .' f· 
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B. 'Part O=Gra11ts" for Law Enforcement Purposes 

Action prog,ram, number 1: "Cdme Prevention and· Community Relations" 
(Police)', 

. Program cost:· 
Federal _-'. ______________________________________ :.. _____________ $<528, 872 
Match __________ -' ______________________ .: ___ :....: ____ ...: __ -----____ 289, 616 

Total _________ ~_~ __ ...: ___ :.... _______ ... _____ ~ ___ '-...: ______ ,__________ 918, 588 

Personnel cost: . ,Salaries _________ .:. ____ .:. ____ .;. ___ .~ __________________ ~ ________ '_ __ 

Fringe benefits:-------'-----:-..:--L-;..-------T-;..---:---~----------:_-
544,672 
47,053 

Totai ______ ~ ___________ :....;_.:..:._·~ _______ i.:. __________ ..:_~...: __ ~ ___ -5-9-1-, "'-12-5 

Number of persons budgeted : 62. . , 
Aver-age salary (exeluding fringe b~nefits) : $8j785; 
(Total salaries -;- number of perSOIlB). : 
Number of projects: 19: . :' . ' 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 
The objectives of this program are- to' : . 
1. Continue community relations il.lld crime preyention programs in thirteen 

(13) local governments. ' :' . 
2. Continue aseistance to the Geoi-gin Bure'ai.l of Imoestigation for the opera-

tion of statewide crime prevention program. .::. . 
3. Contimle the two' previously fUnded THOR projects and provide an ad

ditional one for another metropolitan or high crime area. 
4. Reacll approximately one millioll citizens through locally operated com

munity relations ai1d crime preventioll projects. 
Thirteen cities and counties will c01ltinue community relations progriw;Js which 

serve approximately one-half million persons. 
The Georgia Bureau of Investigation (GBI) will continue statewide crime 

prevention programs initiated in H)j~. The target population consists of citizens 
who can JJe influenced thi'Oilgh perso~al contacts and mass media andIaw enforce
ment personnel who can be influenced in pre:-S'ervice and in-service training pro
grams. The program focuses on both crimes against p~ 'lperty but wili be expanded 
to include some considel<dtiOtls of peo.de ·officer.safety.' 

One additional program of target harde!ling and opportunity reduction (THOR) 
will be initiated and two programs: will be cont~nued. The new THOR pro-ject 
is designed to reduce robbery and burglary lrates and crimes against persons 
through intensive target hardening, public infopma,tion and property identifica-
tion. ' ;' . . 

Action pr~gram. No.2: '~ReductiOl~ of Property Crimes" (Police). 
Program cost :. . .:: .. 
. Federal: ~~---------'---:...~-.:.---.L------------------r---------, $1, 246,622 

1Iatch ~--_~---------~--_-~---~----------------------:...------ 524,178 
Total . ___ ~ _______ ~ __ ..:_--'-___ ~ _____________________________ .1,770,800 

Personnel cost: . . 
Salaries _____________ --------1.:.-;...------------------------__ · Fringe Qenefits ________________ !. __ '-________________ ~· ________ _ 

1,384,804 
149,525 

Totai ; _____________ '-_; ___ "' ___ l __ .~ ______________________ ...; ___ -2-,-5-34-',-3-2-9 

:; Number of'perscjns budgeted : 1~. . 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,617. 
(Total salaries numbel'of persons). 
Nttmber of projects: 61. 
Silmmary of progJ.'am objectives and activities: 
The objectives of thiS' program are: 
1. Fjve percent (5%) annual state-wide reductio1l in projected number of 

bilrglaries. 
2. 'l~4ree percent (3%) annual state-wide reductioll iu projected number of 

larcenieS. 
3. T:wenty-flve percent (25%) reduction in the projected number of burglary 

offenses and a ten percent (10%) reduction in the projected number of larceny 
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offenses within jurisdictions of less than 30,000 in which crime specific projects 
are supported. . 

Lawenforeement agencies in the six high crime jurisdietions of' Atlanta, Cobb 
Count.y, Columbus, DeKalb County, Macon and Savannah receive support;:> 
increase detection and apprehension capabilities relative to crimes against prop
erty. Operative projects in these areas will be continued and ex;panded upon as 
needed within the constraints if funding limitations. Projects must be specif-

.fcally designed to impact upon burglaries (residential and/or non-residential), 
and larcenies. 

Approximately twenty (20) cities and counties with a population in excess of' 
30,000 received grant awards. These jurisdictions, which possess a combined 
burglary and larceny rate in e'xcess of l,UOO, receive support to implement 01' 
continue projects designed to reduce target offenses. 

Approximately thirty-fiye (35) awanlR were made to law enforcement a));encies 
in cities and counties witl1less than 30,000 population. Jurisdictions must possess 
a combined burglary and larceny rate of 1,500 or more to be eligible for an 
initial award, 1,000 or more for a contillUation award; .Combined units of· gov
ernments meeting these requirements are also eligible' for support. 

Budget requests were limited to personnel and support equipment to be ·used· 
in an investigative capacity. Applicants demonstrated a direct correlation be
tween the crime problem, proposed opera tion, and a reduction in target offenses. 
Project personnel are expected to devote 100'percent of their work actidties to 
crime specific tactics designed to impact upon target offenses. Agencies in juris
dictions typified by a high crime rate and number of incidences will receive 
funding priority. 

Action program No.3: "Reduction of Violent Crimes" (Police). 
Program cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $230,75S 

niatch _______________________________________________________ 51,608 

Total ______________________________________________________ _ 
282,3G1 

Personnel cost: Salaries ________________ .:. ___________________________________ _ 159,383 
16,984 Fringe benefits _______________________________________________ _ 

Total _________________________________________________ ~ ____ _ 

Number of persons budgeted: 17. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,375. 
(Total salaries+nulllber of persons). 
Number of projects: 6. 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 
The objectives of this program are: 

----
176,368 

1. A six percent (6%) annual state-wide reduction in prOjected number 
of robbery and felonious rape offenses. 

2. A fifteen percent (150/0) annual reduction in projected uumber of 
robberies and felonious rapes within selected lligh crilne urban center with 
llopulations of over 30,000. 

3. To reduce projected aggravated assatllts by tlll'ee percent (30/0) and 
projected homicides by five percent (5%) witllin the Oity Qf Atlanta. 

4. To reduce the rate of all violent crimes in Georgia by increasing detection 
and apprehension capabilities of la \Y enforcement. 

Project approacheg to be cOllsi<lerecl inC'lude, but are not necessarily limite(l to, 
the following: tactical surveillance, on-site surveillance, and foot patrols. Other 
tactics will be considered, providing the project is specifically designed to implH't 
upon'robbo:ies and/or felonious rapes. A correlation between operational metllods 
and procetlures proposed and a reduction in target offenses was demonstrated. 

Ftmds were made available to the City of Atlanta to implement a crime specific 
Pt·o.iect designed to reduce homicides and aggravated assaults. Acceptable tactics 
include a crisis intervention training or field approach, a strilre force approach, 
OJ: other innovative tactics designed to impact upon llomicides and aggravated 
assault offenses. 

Agencies in jurisdictions typified by a high crime rate Will receive funding' 
priority. Awards will be based on the validity of the prOposed operational 'ap-
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proaches and aeomparatve statistical analysis of crime experiencewithih'the' 
jurisdictions of all applicants. . . 

Action program number 4: "Drug Abuse· Enforcement 'and Pi'eYCiltion" 
(Police) .. 

Program cost: ", ' 
Federal __________ -----~----~-----_---------_---------------_- $GS5,957 
lUatch -------------~--""'~.,-~--"'~------~--:..----7-----..:-'"'--,--,- . 209, 814 

Total -----------.,.-----------------7-.,.-----------------.:..---, 795,,7'1l 

Personnel cost:. " 

~~f~~~esbe-;;e-fit~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=:~:~~~~:~~~~ . ~ l~: i~~ 
Total _____________________ :.._,, ____ '; ______ ---~-_____ ~:..,~-.,.-..,-,.. 49(5,415 

Number of persons budgeted: 52. 
AYerage salary (excluding fringe benefits) :$0,107: 
(Total salaries +- number of persons). 
Number of projects: 12. 
Summary or program objectives and activities: 
The objectives of this program are to : 
1. Initiate or continue six Metropolitan' Enforc'ement Groups (MEGs) which 

are expected to effect ananllual state-wide total of 2,000 arrests. 
2. Initiate or continue five to seven Local Enforcement Units (LEDs) whicllare 

f'xpected to effect an annual state-wide total of 450 drug arrests. 
3. Expand undercover agent services provided by the Georgia Bureau of In-

vestigatioll (GBI) to effect a total of 800 drug arrests. '. '. 
A total of six ~:Ietropolitan Enforcement Groups will be funded. A m~nimum of 

fonr of the existing Metropolitan Enforcement Groups (MEGs) were continued. 
Applications for initial projects were considered, based on a comparative analy-
sis of proposed operations and needs. ' 

Funds were provided to continue six Local Agency Enforcement Ullits (T~EUs) 
in five to seven medium sized departments (25-200 sworn personnel in non-metro
polit.an areas where 'drug traffic is increasing) . The LEUs supp'or~ one to t'wo. drug 
officers serving a two-fold function to include enforcement of drug laws and pro
vision of drug abuse education to citizens of each jurisdiction. 

Budget requests to snpport both the nIEGs and LEUs include: persOJlnel, op
erating expenses including confidential funds, and drug-related equipment. 

ThE' Georgia Bureau of Investigation received support for theexpallsion of its 
existing Contract Agent Project. This program is designed to aid local law en
forcement agencies by prO'Yiding specially trained, youthful undercO'ver opera
tiveR capable of infiltrating the drug traffic in local jurisdictions. This serrice is 
provided to local agencies upon request, based on need. Seven uew agents are to he 
employed and equipped and "'ill work with the eight agents employed within the 
existing project. 

Budget requests include: pers011nel, operating expenses (including confidential 
funds), and additional equipment, as jnstified. Awards were based 011 a com
varative analysis of prO'pO'Se(l methodologies and a statistical analysis O'f 'crime 
expprience within juriSdictions of all. applicants. , 

Action program number 5: "Police Management and Adl~linistration" (Police). 
Program cost: ' 

J!'ederal _________________ ..: ______ :.. ___ -------------~------------ $135,050 
]\fatch ____________________ :-___ -: _______________________ :-.:. __ ~:__ , .. 3'1, 408 

Total ______________________ ..: _______ :.. ______ -' _________ ..: _____ _ 

PerSOllllel cost: 
Salaries -----------..:------.:.--------------------------'--':..-----
Fringe ,benefits-----:..---.:.------:----:;--------:.--_-;-___ ., __ ,-:r_.--::.._;_ 

16fl,4i'iS 

142,435 
14,701 

-,-',---'-"--

Total' ____ ..: __________ ::.:.. __ .: ________________________ .:.:.. __ 7:':-:-"'" i57,135 

Number of,persons budget~l: 12 .. ' ,. . 
Aver.age salary (excl~<lingfringe hen.~fitsJ : $11,8-70, 
(Total salaries +- number of persons). 
Number of projects: 9. 
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Summary, of.progrrun objectives !Uld activities: 
Theobj"ectives of this. program are to:' 

... 1. Improve managerial .and administrative pro·cedure!f in selected state antI 
lciqullaw enfcn:cement agencies by supporting police planning !Uld research units. 

2. ,lmprove qu.ality of .criminal case preparations and increase both felony and 
misdemeanor conviction rates in selected high crime jurisdictions by initiating 
two police legal advisor pilot programs • 

. 3. Enhance iI~tercomponent coordination. between law enforcement and courts 
hy supporting police/courts liaison officer pilot programs in Atlanta and DeKalb 
County. 

l:'lupport is to be provided to initiate and/or continue a total of six planning and 
research units within state and local law enforcement agencies. One award was 
made at It state level to provide a planner and clerical support to the Georgia 
Bureau of Investigation. A total of three continuation awards were made to local 
agencies who received support in this category in 1975. In addition, two initial 
awards were granted to local law enforcement agencies or consolidation of agell
rips sPl'ylng a total population in excess of 50,000. The functions· of these police 
planners include, but are not limited to, research and development of a variety of 
s?stems improvements, new management techniques, methods of improvement,· 
Iwd applications of technology which will ultimately result in improved police 
ol.erlltion and services. 

'rwo legal advisor pilot programs were funded in or·der to: 
1: Provide case preparatory assistance to all officers on a request basis; 
2. Assure that proper procedures are adhered to within the department con

cerning search and seizure; 
·3. Provide legal direction to agency administrators concerning department 

policies· and procedures; 
4. To research and relay to all officers any revision in criminal, civil or consti

tutional law and/or procedure which have a direct or indirect effect on law en
forcpment. 

A.. Police/Courts Liaison Officer Pilot Program was funded in Atlanta. Person
np1 are to be resllomdule to the district attorney, solicitors, or other prosecutors in 
the following areas: 

(n) Scheduling of police officers as witnesses; 
(b)· Providing police agencies with dispositions on convicted cases; 
(c) Explaining reasons for dismissal or nolle prosse cases; 
(d) Expe(liting cases from pOlice agencies to prosecutor's office, and 
(e) Providing general liaison between police and courts. 

Action program number G; "Police Science and Technology" (Police). 

Program cost: Federal _____________________________________________________ $118,500 
nfatch _______________________________________________________ 13,167 

Total _______________________________________________________ 131, 6G7 

Personnel cost: Salaries __________________________________________________ --__ 0 
Fringe benefits________________________________________________ 0 

Total ______________________________________________________ 0 

Kumber of persons budgeted: O. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : O. 
('l'otal salaries -+- number of persons). 
Number of projects: 1. 
Summary of program objectives and aetivities: 
The objectives of this program are to : 
1. Enhance availability of crime laboratory services on a state-wide basis. 
:!. Reduce current turnaround time of services to local law enfOJ'cement agen

cies within the region in which the additional branch crime laboratory is to be 
aetivatecl, ultimately improving state-wide serl'ice through a reduction in present 
workload on existing facilities. 

The Georgia Bureau of Investigation received support to continue expansion 
of the State Orime Lahoratory in accordance with the Master Plan for Crime 
Lahoratory Services in Georgia. This support includes salaries and equipment 
Rufficient to activate one additional branch laboratory. Uncler the expansion plan 
physical facilities are provided by the local unit af government. 
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Action program number 7: "Detection and Control Of' Oi'giliiized . Crim.e" 
(Police) . 
Program -cost : 

iI~~~al_===================:================================~~ $tt5:~~ . . Tot.a,l ~_~ ____________ , __________ ~ ___________ .,.:-___ .,.. _____ --_--_ ,52g, 078 

Personnel cost: 
'Salaries --______________________________ .,.. __ ----____ .,..-.,..-------- 307, 6.88 
Fringe benefits ________ ~ ___________________________ ---_-------_ ,215,910 

Total .,...,..----.,..---------------,"'-__ .,..--------------------------_ 333, 578 
Number of persons budgeted: 28. 
A.ve~·age salary (excluding fl'.inge benefits) : $10,988. 
(Total salaries +.number of persons). 
Number of projects: 20. 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 
The objectives 'Of this program are to: 
1. Support the Organized Crime Brev'elltion CoUncil so that the Council may ~ 

a. Oversee the Georgia State Intelligence Network (GSIN) and provide ~1iree 
training sessions for GSIN agents; 

·b. Develop an organized crime legislation package; 
c. Define and monitor 'Organized crime in Georgia and prepare a cOl1fiq.elftial 

report for need-to-kuow officials and an annual report for general d1~tr:if1u
tion which ,identifies state-wide organized crime activities; 

d. Maintain liaison with federal, state a'lld local intelligence agep,ciM and 
conduct twelve state-wide intelligence cOniereilces,; and 

e. Assist national law eil'forcement agencies hl deterring organized crjIp,e; 
2. Emphasize and offer support to nineteen intelligence units (sbrt~n. IP'Cal 

and three state) in the invegtigwtion of organized crime~ 
3. Promote the gathering, recording and exchange of -confidentj.g.l intelligence 

infor.qlation state-wide through the GSIN; . " . 
4. Prosecute in federal or state COUl't identified organized crime figui"¢S. ' 
The member units of GSIN, as approved by the Georgia Organized 'Crime Pre

vention Council, and the Council itself are eligible subgrantees in tl),is program. 
GSIN member agencies -are selected on department size, role and i:lcolie of the 
intelligence units, 'populaition served, and degree of organized criin~ problem af
fected. A total of twenty agencies, four state and sixteen local, are contitlQ,ed in 
this program. Budget request's to support these twenty desigpateq ag/meies ill

_clude estimates of costs for personnel, 'office space, office equipment (and silrveil-
lance equipment where proper procedures are assured), travel, supplies and 
operating expenses, and in certain cases an informants' fund. Personnel include 
agents, analysis, and clerical help. All units are evaluated qua):terly ·by t4e Geor-
gia Organized Crime Preve!ltion COl).llcil. . 

Equipment funded may include the :following: lea,sed vep.icles, radio!?, p/l.per 
shredder, tape recorders, file cabinets, camera adapters, bOGY tralJ.?mitters, 
walkie-talkies, 'binoculars, night vis~on :scopes, recording trall,s~riber;;, viQ.eo sur
veillance equipment, inclUding camera with telepp.ot;o lens, ;portable vi.d~ tape 
surveillance camera and player, nnitized intelligence .syste~, intelligenpe ~it, J).igl},t 
viSion system with attachment for camera, video tape flystem witp. Pla;rbuck 
equipment for night vision, survellance vehicle, a]l(l ,o1fice f:U;l'D:iture; e.g., desks 
and chairs. 

Action program number 8': "Court Administration" (Courts). 
Program cost: lPederal _______________________________________ ~-------------- $502,794 

~Iatch _______________________________________________________ ' 55,867 

Total ________ ~------~.--_----~.,.._-~---~---~ .. ---.------------__ 558; 6!>1 

Personnel cost: . , 
Salaries ______________________ ------------~_-----------__ ---_ $73, 520 
Fringe benefits __________________ -_--,..--------.,.------_-:..-7----_ , 11, 2~5 

Total ___ --,-_---_____________ .,.._---,..-_-_-,-__ ----~-~--_,--,-___ ~ . 384, 755 

'20-613-78--21 
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Number of persons budgeted: 27. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $13,834. 
(Total salaries ...;- number of persons). 
Num'ber of projects: 2. 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 
The objective of this program is to assist the state in designing and implement

'ing by 1978 a unified system of court administration; develop guidelines and 
standards for 'court record-keeping, including uniform dockets, ·standardized case 
files mid systematic budgeting proceclures; improve efficiency and administrative 
practices of courts ill regards both to schecluling of case and witnesses, and to 
jlwy selection and cl1'argingprocedures; provide legal servicesalld other forms 
of technical assistance to judges, clerks, and other court personnel; and promote 
reseal'ch that will aiel in identifying, 'analyzing and proposing solutions to the 

'clitises of court congestion, trial delay, and dilatory appeaL'l procedures. 
Specific sub-objectives are to publish at least six issues of the Georgia Courts 

Journal and dissiminate of at least 1,500 copie& of each issue; provide technical 
assistauce regarding court facility neec1s to at least eight .counties now plauning 
or engaged in the construction, alteration, or remodeling of court facilities; COll
duct at least twelve meetings of the .TU(1ici~ll Council; a'ssist the State's legisla
tive, Executi"e, and JUdicial branches of Government in drafting court reform 

. legislation ; continue to compile caseload and budget data on all courts of felony 
and/or misdemeanor jurisdiction. l'his enumeration does not include c(mtain non
quantifiable activities-for example, leg-al services to judges and othercoul't 
personnel. 

1'he designated grant recipient is the Georgia Judicial Couneil/AdIUinistmtive
Gfiice of the Courts. 

ServiceH supported include publication unel dissemination of informaition, legal 
'rese:J.rcll, and technical assistance provided by AGe to judges, court personnel, 
and untts of govel'llment. Under this grant the AGe may also. supervise und/or 
conduct. 'court improvement projects, and carry out those activities conducive to, 
improvement of the State's judicial system_ 

. Action program number 9: "Judicial Services" (Courts). 

Program cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $300,782: 
1Ifatch ______________________________________________________ - 109,847 

Total ______ ~ _______________________________________________ 419,629, 

Personnel cost: 
Salaries ______________________________________________ --------
Fringe benefits ______________________________________ - ___ - ____ _ 397,922 

13,007 
Tobal ______________________________________________________ 410,92~ 

Number of persons budgeted: 39. 
Averag-e salary (excindilllg fringe benefits) : $10,203. 
(Total salaries -+- number of persons) . 
Number >Of projecDs: 25. 
Summary 'Of pl'ogmm objectives and ,activities: 
'.rne objective of this program is to incrMse the efficiency of court ·operutions' 

in order to insure that ,by 1978 'all persons a.ccused of {\. crime can be tried within 
120 d'ays of indictment. 

Funds under !this program continued the salaries 'ofassisbant court reportel's in 
six counties. 

No new ,assistant court reporter awards were made .. Funding of ·contimNltion 
awards I's limited to salary costs for 'Previows grant personnel. SeconcJ yem' 

. awards are funded at seventy-five percent Federal and twenty-five perceht state-
10001; ithird year 'awards at a ratio of sixty 'Percen'!; Fedeml ;and forty percent 
s twte-local. . 

Twenty-four law clerks were 11ired for 'Superior Court judges who preside over 
felony cases {lnly, or 'over felon~' 'and misdemeanor cRses, ,and whose criminal case
lond is excessive. 'Sixteen 'of these ilrojects were iUitia:ted in fiscal year 1976 while· 
eight were continuations. IJEAA funding fur law clerks is limited on new lappiica
tions to $11,400 'ilalary rand $900 for equipment (c1es1\: and chair, file cabinets, desk 
lamp, 'bo'OkcU'sealld side chairs). Thus, new 'applications m;1Y request 'u niraxiilltllll 
of $12,300 in Federnl money, funded at a l'~tio of ninety 'Pe'rcent Federal anel' 
ten Percent state-l<icill. ContiIiuation r:1pplicati{lns for' l!aw clerks are 'funded 'at 
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reduced ratios: second year at seventy-five percen't Federal 'and twenty-five per-
cent state-local. ' , ' " " 

Three multi-judge 'Superior Court Qirc]Jits received funds under this program 
to ihire court adminlst1!ators. Maximum LEAAfunding for 'a court .administrator's 
sa1ary 1s $19,100, and Ia marim'\lm of $1,900 may 'be ,allocated for equipment ,(desk 
and chair, filecahine't, ~kcase, calcw,ator, desk lamp 'and not more than four 

, ' side '(!'l1airs,)., Thus Federal dolla:rs, in 'any a.ward are limited to $19,000. Secre
tariJal and clerical ;assi'stance, office space, 'travel costs, and 'ollieI' items needed to 
support a project should 'be provided ,by the subgrantee. 

Three ,pre-tri'al release projects were funded also. ' 
Action program number 10: "Prosecution Services" «(';()urts). 

Program cost: 
Federal ____ . ___________________________________ • ______________ $355, 568 
Mxtch _:.. __ :.. ___ '-_______________________ '_______________________ '133, 476 

Total" __ :.. ____________________ ~ ______________________ ---_____ 489, 044 

Personnel cost: Salaries _________________________________ ~ ___________________ _ 
Fringe benefits _____________________ ----------"'----------_:.. ___ _ 

456,997 
17,,483 

Total __ ~----------~---_---------~---~-----~---------------- 474,480 
Number of persons obudgeto>l : 33. 
Average salary (excluding fringe 'benefits) : $13,848. 
(Total sa~al1ies + number of persons). 
Number of projects: 31. 
Summary 'Of progmm 'Objectives and ,activities: 
'I'he objectives of .thts progl'a:m are to:, " 
1. Increase, by 1977, the level of prosecution 'services so that a~l persons accused 

'Of crimes 'Will ,be tried or their cases disposed of 1"ithi11.120 days 'of indictment. 
2. Improve, by 1977, efficiency of prosecution services 'so 'that every felony in-

dictment will be fully investigated an:~1 ;prepared for prosecution. ' 
3. Achieve, by 1977, 'a 25 percent reduction in Dum'ber of cases in which failure 

to prosecute or failure to convict fur an offense cO'in1nitted is due to inadequate 
prosecution reSOUl·ces. ' 

4. Obtain 'a ,prosecution 'Wurkload in all jurisdiCtions to alleviate use of plea
'bargaining and 'ollieI' .administrative case dispOSition met'hOds. 

5. Insure, by 1978, that prosecutors in one-judge jU'dicial circuits have at least 
one assisbllJlt to 'Rid in case investigation and preparation. 

The 'salaries of assistant district ,attorneys in six CIties and counties were con
tinued 'as were those for investi~atrons in four counties and '!tlegal assistant in 

.. Cobb County. Nineteen new assistant district a'ttol'1leys and three investigators 
were funded in those judicial circuits demonstrating the greatest need. 

Action program number 11 : "Defense Services" (Courts). 
Program cost: 

Federal ----------------------____ ~ ____ ~ __ --------_---_______ $739,780 
~fatch ------------------------_______________________________ [51,531 

Total --------------------------_~ __________________ -------_ 891,311 

Personnel cost: Salaries ____________________ ~ _________________________________ 168,050 

Fringe benefits ____________ -------~----------_-____ ,----------__ 23,494 

Total -------------------'-..::.-___ "' ______ ~ ____________________ . 191, 544 

Number of persons b,lClgeted: 12. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $14,004. 
(Total salaries divided by number of persons). 
Number of projects: 3..' ' 
Summary of prograril9bjective,s and activities: 
The objective of this program is to create for Georgia an adequate ,indigent 

(lefense system.' '. . 
. " QUUl;1tifia.blE;i sub-obj~ctives include:, creating by 1981 an adequate indigent 
dl'iense system'for Georgia that will enStU'e competent counsel to any person 
accused. of 'a.crirriinal act, bt1t,,'110 by reason of poYerty cannot afford an attor
ney:; reduci~~ .bY tep p~rcent 'the n,umbe£ of indigent persons in fourteen judicial 
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circuits who undergo prolonged incarceration awaIting trial, and whose trial 
delay results trom an inability to secure the services of a defense attorney; pro
viding in two state correction institutions legal counseling to 4,000 indigent in
mates who have 1egal problems; and providing in fourteen judicinIcircnits eom
petent defense attorneys for at least 3,500 persons accused of crimes but who are 
without the financial means to hire a lawyer. 

The University of Georgia was designated to implement a prison legal counsel
ing program-to support a program in which University law students counsel 
indigent inmates in certain of the states correctional instiutions. 

The Georgia Criminal Justice Council was designated to receive funds to help 
support its supervisory function and to implement and continue defense service 
projects in selected judicial circuits. Funds for support of Council will provide 
staff to the CounCil, and support general office operations, management, coordi
nation, and service functions. Included here are administrative and support serv
ices for local defender offices; program and financial planning for the state-wide 
system; technical assistance, trial expertise, and .advisory services for public 
defenders; coordination and planning of defense programs in conjunction with 
local bar organizations; as well as sponsorship of and partiCipation in training 
programs designed to improve defense services thraughout the state. All of these 
activities will be state-wide in scope. 

ll'unds will also support defense services projects at local level. 
Action program No. 12: "Juvenile Diversion" -(Corrections). 

Program cost: Federal _____________________________________________________ $218,000 
alatch ______________________________________________________ 24,222 

~otal ____________________________________________________ _ 
242,222 

Personnel cost: 
,Salaries -----------------------------------------------------. 171,000 

17,100 
Fringe benefits _____________________________________________ _ 

Total ----------------------------------------------..:-----.. 
Number of persons budgeted: 17. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $10,059. 
(1.'otal salaries divided by number of persons). 
Number of projects: 1. 

-----
188,100 

Summary of program objectives and activities: , 
The objective of this program is to implement a pilot delinquency prevention 

program for potential high school dropouts in the inner city designelt specifically 
to minimize their school-related problem,s through the provision of services n.nd to 
bring together cooperating educational and social servict!s. 

This program consists of a single deSignated cop:ponent, a jUi'enile diversion 
pilot project for inner city high school youth. 

The City of Atlanta will establish a pilot project, Propinquity, at a lOCal high 
school. Recognizing that social services are u')(; structured and allocated for the 
maximum benefit of students, Project Propinquity attempts to place compre
hensive social programs within the school to assure delivery of these services. 
Several cooperating agencies combine their resources to provide recreational, 
medical, family counseling, economic and legal services at the school to insure 
maximum proximity and availability. 

Project Propinquity consists of four major components, a research and man
agement component; an on-site administrative component; a social services com
ponent; and an educational component supported by LEAA (Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration) funds. 

The educational component is the backbone of the project and determines the 
operating structure both physically and with respect to the hours of the day. It 
consists of teachers, special teachers for remedial and special interest courses 
and educational coordinators for curriculum management. 

Action program number 13: "Rehabilitation of Jnvenile Offenders" (Correc
tions) . 
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Program cost: " .' .' " . Federal ___________________________________________________ $1,141, 61~ , 

Match ___ ._~-----,..---_;_-----.,---------------~-;-----_-~-_____ 316; 350' 

Total __ ,. _________ -' _________ .., _____ . ____ ~ ____ :_---.. --,.---.,.._;-- 1,. 45-i, 966 

Personnel.cost: Salaries ___ '-_'-_________ -" _____ .. ____ .:. __________ '-_____________ 1,022, 011 
Fringe benefits ______________________________________ '-________ '11&, 474 

Total 
Number of persons budgeted: 111. 
:A,vemge salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $!f,207 . 
. (Total salaries divided by number of Versons.) 
Number of projects: 23. 

1,140,485 

Summary of program objectives and activities: .. 
The objective of this program i,s to increase the number of chIldren dIverted 

from (a) the criminal justice system, (b) formal detention, and tc) instittltioned 
case. ' 

This program uses the concept of saturation planning, in which funding is pro
vided to meet all program-related needs of designated target counties. The,fOur
teen target counties which represent three-fOurths of Georgia's' juvenile·delin
quency, were selected and ranked according to the extent of'tlieir juvenile prob
lem and the availability of resources to deal with it. 

The Department of Human Resources received support to continue eleven::com
munity treatment centers and three (3) group homes in target county areas, as 
well as to eXpand its system: of community deh~ntioIl' by ad<ling three court serv
ice workers. In the new target counties (Gwinnett and Floyd) the Department of 
Human Resources will add one communitY treatment center and efght court. 
service .,'-:Jrkers. Contracts for approximately thirty-five homes toprovic1e resi
clential care in lieu of incarceration or- formal detention around the State wiII' 
also be funded (at a cost of about $2,500'per' home). These projects should reach, 
an estimated 2,000 children. 

DeKalh County received continued support for twenty-two pr'}batioil officers", 
six juvenile law investigative officers, one group home, one intervention program:. 
and one secretury, all refunded at the 1975 level. 

Cobb County received continued support for seven probation officers, one irorlUt~ 
teer coordinator, one intervention program, two investigative officers, one referee 
and three secretaries. These components wiII be refunded at the i975 level. 

Clayton County received continued support for three probation officers, three 
investigative officers, one rehabilitation therapist, one volunteer coordinator and 
four secretaries. These components will be refunded at the 1975 level. 

Richmond County received continued support f6r one referee, on intake coorcli
natoI', four case workers, one treatmel1t coordinator and one youth service bureau. 
These components will be refunded at the 1975 level. . 

Muscogee County received continued support for three probation officers funded 
atrthe·1975 level. 

Fulton County (i.e., the 'City of Atlanta) will receive continued support for two 
intervention programs and one youth service bureau funded at 50 percent of the 
1975 level. 

Spalding County received contfnued suppovt for five probation officers and one 
volunteer coordinator, funded at 50 percent of the 1975 level. 

Whitfield County received continued support for one prohation officer, one 
communitytreatmeJ?t center and one intervention program funded at 50 percent 
of the. 1975 level. 

Glynn County received continued support for one probation officer, one 1'ohm
teer coordinator, one juvenile'law investigative officer and one intervention pro-
gram, funded at 50 percent of the 1975 level. ' 

Houston County received continued 8upport'for' one volunteer' coordinator and 
one intervention program funded at 50 percent of the'1975 level. 

Hall County received continued support for its comprellertSlve intalre services 
unit funded at 50 percent of the 19751e";e1. 
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Floyd County received support for one community treatment center and one 
diagnostic unit. .. 

Gwinnet County (not an independent'system) received support for one juvenile 
law investigative officer. . 

-A.-ction program number 14: "Rehabilita'tion of Adult Offenders!' (Corrections). 
:Program cost: . . Federal ______________________ ~ ___________________________ ~ ___ ~359,035 

~fateh ____________ ~~--------------------------~--~----------_ ,68,558 
~otal ________________________ ~ ________________________ ~ ____ 427,593 

Personnel cost: 
Salaries ______________ ~ __________________ ~ _______ ------------
Fringe benefits ______________________ -------------------------

Total __________________________ ~ _______________ ;.., __________ _ 

Number of persons budgeted: 9. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,4.69. 
(':):otal salaries divided by number of persons). 
Number of projects: 2. 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 
The objectives of this program are to : 

85,221 
13,635 

98,856 

1. Serve approxima:tely 340 offenders ill community-based ,treatment centers, 
hopefully diverting 160 of them from incarceration. 

2. Provide services such as counseling basic education advanced studies and 
vocational training to approximately 1,800 inmates in county correctional institu
tions. 

The Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabilitation received snpport to 
continue three residential securtiy-oriented community-based 40-man adjustment 
centers located in major urban areas. Additionally, the Department of Correc
tions and Offender Rehabilitation received funds to provide professional cOlIDsel
ing to inmates in county correctional institutions. Although the grant will be 
made to the Department of Corrections and Offender Rehabilitation, this funding 
consitutes local support since the Department of Corrections and Offender Reha
bilitation conducts the program through contractual arrangements with partici
pating counties. In 'addition to counseling, these 'programs offer vocational train
ing and ba'sic education. 

Fulton County received initial support to establish an adjustment center, also 
designed as an alternative to incarceration but to emphasize treatment for 
sentenced misdemeanant and persons convicted of felony charges l'educible to 
misdemeanors. It is anticipated that this project will not only reduce Fulton 
County jail population but also have some impact on admissions to the state 
prison system. 

Action program No. 15: "Research, Planning and Evaluation" (Corrections). 
Program cost: 

F.ederal ___________________________________ .. __________________ ~463, 100 
~Iatch ___________ ~ ________________________________________ ~__ 51,455 

Total __________________________________ --__________________ 514,555 

Personnel cost: Salaries _____________________________________________________ 308,455 
Fringe beneftts________________________________________________ 50,545 
~otal ____________________________ - _________________________ 359,000 

Number of persons budgeted: 27. 
A Yerage salary (excluding fringe benefits) ; $11,42-1:. 
(Total salaries-number of persons). 
Number of projects: 2. 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 
The objectives of this program are to : 
1. Continue comprehensive evaluation of m;'\jor state adult correctional treat

ment programs; 
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2. Continue -development and implementation- of long-range 'pliulning in areas 
of counseling, probatiGn-parole supervision; social' services, transitional release, 
regional correctional facilities, recreation, alcohol and- drug rehabilitation, clas
sification and diagnostic procedures, and other areas of treatment and general 
institutional operations through approximately forty-seven field survey and plan-
ning sub-projects; - : 

3. Continue and expand ability to perform evaluations on state juvenile pro" 
grams through a computerized information system as well as to conduct ongo
ing research through development of experimental designs for furthering knowl-
edge of casualties of juvenile crime; and . 

4. Provide a sound basis for determining f~ture programmatic needs for the 
state's juvenile offenders. 

The Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation received support for 
the fourth year's operation of the comprehensive evaluation program. Overall 
program design is for a four phase study: (1) Plan and design; (2) Develop
ment of standardized data collection system; (3) Implementation of computer 
programs; and (4) Outcome and analysis. 

With reference to the second objective, the Department of Corrections/Offen
der Rehabilitation also received sUDPort to continue its short-range research and 
long-range planning through sub-projects of the nature described unuer the 
study outline above. - - - -

The Research Unit of the Department of Human Resources received continua
tion support for its operation. This operation was expanded to focus primarily 
on intensive evaluation of community-based treatment programs and facilities 
and to establish a detailed statistical information system on approximately 
20,000 children served per year. Long-range planning to meet needs of these 
juveniles will then be available on a scientific basis. The operation of this unit 
is necessary if Georgia is to comply with requiJ~ements of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. . 

Action program number 16: "Statewide Criminal Justice Information Sys
tems" (Other). 
Program cost: ]'ederal ______________________________________________________ $521,200 

~latch________________________________________________________ 57,910 

Total ______________________________________________________ 579,110 

Personnel cost: Salaries _____________________________________________________ 256,926 
Fringe benefits________________________________________________ 46,100 

Total ______________________________________________________ 303,026 

Number of persons budgeted: 27. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,516. 
(Total salaries + number of persons). 
Number of projects: 4. 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 
The objective of this program is to complete by 1977, the development of the 

statewide criminal justice information system. 
This program is for continuation of the development of the statewid2 criminal 

justice information system (CJIS) under direction of the Georgia Crime Infor
matiou Center (GCIC) within the Georgia Bureau of Investigation (GBI). 
System definitions, development schedules, priOrities, and responsibility assign
ments are defined by the Georgia CJIS Master Plan approved in June of 1972 
and updated in 1974. 

Program components funded in fiscal year 1976 include: 
(a) DCOM: (Data Communications}-Support of the statewide communica,. 

tions network. Some modifications and/or expanded services will be required to 
implement necessary security considerations as well as previously planned ex
pansion. 

(b) CJARS-: (Criminal Justice Activity Reporting System)-Continued sup
port of personnel, implementation of prototype systems and enhancements of 
on-going systems and computer support. Uniform Crime Reporting operations 
will be expanded by an increase in reporting agencies to appro)...imately 425. The 
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Summary Activity Reportipg (SAR) prototype evaluation will be completed un
der the fiscal year 1975 grant period and full implementation will occur in fiscal 
year 1976. Activity ()Il, the, Management Activity Reporting Eiystems (MARS) 
will inclU9,e completion oj; the l,lesigIl,; prototype testing and initial general imple-
mentatio:q. . ' , ' 

(c) CCR: (Computerized Criminal Ristories)-Support of i;>ersonnel, en
hancemeIl,t and enlargement of system capabilities to include additional termi
nals to accommodate increased record volume. Additional improvements include 
manuals for ~el9. use and enlarged microfiim requiremen ts. . 

(d) ADMIN: (Administration and General Support)-Support for person
nelJtravel; supplies .and operating expenses. These funds provide services for 
the administration of the various projects and on-going activities of the GCIC 
in areas wh~chcannot be reasonably ,allocated to specific 'system components. 

Action program number 17: "Local Criminal Justice Information Systems" 
(Other). 
Program 'cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $979,763 

Match _______________________________________________________ 145,068 

Total ___________________________ ,c _________________________ 1, 124, 831 

Personnel cost: Salaries _____________________________________________________ 302,433 
Fringe benefits _______________________________________________ 37,548 

Total ___________ i: __________________________________________ 339,981 

Number of persons budlteted : 28. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits): $10,801. 
(Total salaries .;- number of persons) • 
(Total salaries-number a;f pe~·sdjJ.s). 
Number of projects: 8. 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 
The objective of this program is to ensure that by 1980 every locality is serviced 

by a critninal justice informatiun system (mauual or automated) which meets 
tlie needs of nIl 'criminal justice agendes. 

Each city and/or county has an information system plml consistent with the 
Master Plan for CJIS in Georgia. System implementation occurs in accorc1ance 
with these plans which are on file with the State Crime Commission. 

Designated applicants for fiscal year 1976 include: ' 
(a.) City of Albany funding for personnel, consultant costs, and operating 

expenses to begin 'linlitetl implementatiun of Phase III of the law enforcement 
module in accordance with the detailed design completec1 with fiscal year 1975 
func1S. 

(b) City of Atlanta ftmding for personnel and operating expenses for com
pletion of subsystems under Phase II B of the Atlanta CJIS Plan, including 
court doc]reting, crime incidence, arrest tracking; warrant control, identification, 
offense notification, traffic enforcement, and aCclc1ent occurrence subsystems. 

(c) City of Augusta funding for personnel, consultant costs and OPerating' 
expenses to implement 101:!al plan priorities 1.1 and 1.2 (on-line cO.mmuuications 
information and police operations). . 

(d) Bibb County funding for imPlementation of mobile {ligital communications 
;for the Bibb Oounty Sheriff's ·Office anc1 updating of the MaCOn/Bibb CJIS Plan. 

(e) Cobh Oot1nty funding for personnel and operating expenses to implement 
the P:l10MI8 jnvenile court extension, the manpower allocation subsystem. and 
the probation index. .. 

(f) De Kalb County funding for personnel and consultant costs for the design 
and initial implementation ot applications defined under. Module III of the 
DeE:albCounty CJIS Plan. . 

(g) Fulton Cottnty funding for personnel, consultant costs and operating 
e:xpensel:l to begj,n Phase II R.1. 

(h) City o'f Savannah funding ;for consultant costs to implement the case 
reportillcg 't!xpansiollt aml for persopnel; equipment, c()l1sultant costs. and operat
ing expenses for upgrac1ing the manual courts records system andcompletin~ 
the 'detailed design for an automated; courts records system. 
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Action program number 18: "Agency Support System'" (Other). 

Program cost: 
Federa~ ________________________________________ -----_-------- $;1.91,676 
~latch _______________________________________________________ 21,751 

Total ------------------------------------------------------Personnel cost: Salaries ______________________________ ~ _____________________ _ 
lrringebenefits ______________________________________________ _ 

Total ------------------------------------------------------
Number of persons !budgeted: 6 .. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,297. 
(Total salaries-number of persons.). 
Number of projects: 8. 
Summluy of program objectives and activities: 

213,427 

55,780 
6,088 

61,868 

The objective of this program is to eliminate inefficiencies in the collection of 
-criminal justice data and its dissemination among components of the criminal 
justice system through the provisions of assistance to state agencies which 
-collect, store, and disseminate data neces!3ary to 10clJ1 agency operations. 

The four types of projects :J;unded l,nder this program are: 
(a) Court IHicrofilm: An est.mated award of $69,200 for the Department of 

Archives fo.r personnel, travel, consultant cost ancJ. supplies and oper'a:ting ex-
penses for the on-going mobile microfilm laboratOl;Y. .. . 

(b) Model Court Records: An estimated award of $56;900 to tlle AdIilinis
trative Office of the Courts for contin,uation of personnel, supplies, and operat
ing expenses associated with initial implementation of the court records system. 

(c) Crime Lab: An estimated award of $fi1:8~{) to tbeState Crime Lab (GBI) 
for llutomation of crime lab records. 

(d) GOIC Terminals: Five awards ·';it 'an es.timatedcost 'of $10,400 to local 
police and sheriff's departments for continuation of 5 IQoal terminalS on the 
state nebworlt. 

Action program number 19: "Radio Communications" .(Bollce). 
Program cost: 

Federal ______ ------------_----------------------------------- $213, 324 
Match __ ---_------.,.---_------_--------------------_---_______ 29,315 

Total ------------------------------------------------------Personnel cost: Salaries _____________________________ .,. ___________ .,.---_______ _ 

Fringe benefit~ ____________ -------------------------_---------
Total _~ ____________________ -.-___________ .,.----________ ~ __ -~-

Number of·persons budgeted: 2. 
Average salary (excl1,l.ding fringe benefits) : $11,266. 
(Total salaries-nl;lmber of personS). 
Number of projects: 26. 
Summary of pJ;ogram objectives and activities: 

242,639 

$22,531 
3.796 

26,327 

The objec,tive of tllis program is to l,Jrovic1e by the end of 1980, capability in 
all law enforcement agencies for effective and efficient communications with each 
other and with the public. 

The four (4) cOIhponents of the program are': 
1. Installation ofmUlti-trac!t recording flY stems cn:pable of handling all incom

ing and all radio transl):J,i,1;lsion!3. AgenGies with 50 or more SWOrn personnel are 
eligible to receive fundS.. . 

2. Establisl1ment of centralized c1isPntch which will allow one agency to dis
patch mobile l;lnits for !leveral agencies, ~pplical;l,t agency must have :).5 or Ihore 
sworn ,personnel. ..' . 
. 3. Continuation of epgineeriI\g '$ervices which en4ble the State l)!!pa.tlnent of 
Administrative Services to provide, at no cost, communjcaUo.l;1s q.esign and 
engineeril,lg seJ;vice to 10caI.law ~nforcement agencies. . ' 

4. Acquisition of basic equipment, including bas.e statlOllS, towers, mobiles, 
remote units, and other basi.:: equipment to be illstalled in agencies not presently 
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using the MRD alid ICC at maximum efficiency b~ause of problems Qf coverage, 
coordination or interference. Some problem areas have already been identified, 
and others will be pointed out by the engineering service. 
, 'Action program number 20: "Criminal Justice Personnel Practices and Train

ing (Other). 
Program cost: , Federal ____________________________________________________ $1,410,832 

~iatch _____________________________________________________ 1SS,162 

Total ___________________________________________________ _ 

Personnel cost: Salaries __________________________________________________ _ 
Fringe benefits ____________________________________ ~ ________ _ 

Total _________________________ . __ ~ ______ ~ ________________ _ 

Number of persons budgeted: 48. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $11,140. 
(Total salaries---:-number of persons). 
;Number of projects: 18. 
Summaryof program objectives and activities: 
The objectives of this program, are to : 

1,578,994 

534,706 
90,319 

625,025 

1. Development state~wide :personnel plans to attract, recruit, select and retain 
"Brst QuaLified" personnel. 

2. Provide basic, refresher, advanced and specialized training of the highest 
quality and whiCh satisfiesneeUs. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Post (The Georgia Peace Officers Standards and Training Council), receives 
flmds to: 

1. Develop over a two-year period, in consultation with representatives of mu
nicipal, county, and state law enforcement agencies, the State Merit System, and 
the State Crime Commission, Phase I and Phase II of a comDrehensive state
wide personnel plan, which will include uniform job descriptions and a classifi
cation plan, with multiple pay grades based on education, experience, skill and 
proficiency; a minimum salary plan; recruitment, screening and selection stand
ards Rnd procedures; 'aneducational incentive pay plan ; it promotioli or career 
development plall; and a fringe benefits DIan. Additionally, alternative methods 
for financing ,nch plans will be included, as well as a set of recommended stand
ards for agency certifi,cation. 

2. Implement training programs developed during 1975 which provide for 
40 hours of refresher training for peace officers with two year's seniority, 80 hours 
of intermediate training 'for 'officers UJ) to the rank of Captain, 40 hours of ad
vanced training for officers at supervisory and executive levels, and 80 hours of 
training fot; middle-management supervisors. POST will provide from resources 
Iwailable necessary programs in instruction, lesson plans, stndent handouts, 
slides, fIlms, transparencies, audio/video tapes,gnidance 'and technicql assistance 
to ensure uniformity and quality of instrUction. The staff will monitor and evab
ate the fifteen Academies and all directors, instructors, methods of presentation 
and quality of instruction. , 

3. Continue to administer and provide support to all state and local law eru:orce
ment units of government on a "prior.approval/refmbursement basis" for certain 
expenses of selected law enforcement employees to attend basic, advanced and in
service training at in-state and out-of-state training institutions. The POST 
Council has approved and distributed written standards, criteria and procedures 
necessary to qllalify for this financial support. Project 'Cost: $331,600. 

These programs will reach or affect appro}.im:itely 10,000 law enforcement per
sonnel. Contin'1ation funding is anticipated·for at least three years. 

One additional REGION:AL POLICE ACADEMY will be funded as P.hase III of 
a continuing plan to strategically locate regional academies throughout the stltte. 
rr'his will satisfy training needs on a.tnition-free, regional basis und provide qual
ity instruction. The additional aca'demy will provide the State with five such tui
tion-free, regional academies. 

Corrections: the Department of Col'i'ections/Offender Rehabilitlltion (DCOR) 
will receiv,e s'liPDort to continlle its comprehenSive staff development training pro-
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gram. Programs and courses are developed, c·oordinated and conducted at the 
staff Development Center, located on the campus of the University of Georgia. 

During 1976, three new correctional institutions and six new community fa
cilities will be opened. 

Approximately 300 new employees, in addition to the 2,800 current employees, 
will benefit from one or more specialized courses, specifically designed to improve 
treatment and supervision of offenders .. Courses will be task-oriented and will 
vary in length from a mandatory four-week orientation course for all currec
tional officers and other new DC OR personnel to some speci:alized courses of one
day duration. It is anticipated that 18 orientation courses, 12 statewide' wor!(
shops, 40 divisional workshops, 2 executive development courses and 14 supervi
sory management courses will be offered. Project Cost: $381,400. 

The Youth Services Division of the Department of Human Resources (DHR) 
}ViU likewise receive support to continue its comprehensive staff development pro
gram for the juvenile delinquency staff. Programs and courses are developed, 
coordinated and conducted by the Department 'l'raining Unit, with some outside 
assistancE'. All training is task-orientffi ancl will benefit approximately 550 em
ployees, about one-half the total em'ployment of the Youth Services Division. 
• All new employees must attend the basic orientation course; and all new treat
ment staff are required to take an additional 30 hours of specialized training 
within the first six months of employment. In-servi,ce training concentrates on 
understanding human behavior and modern tr0atment skills; minimizes lectures 
and emphasizes workshops, labs, visual aids, role-playing, etc., is offered in small 
grouDs to encourage student participation and performance; and is taken to the 
field on a regional basis rather than to require large numbers to travel to :lcen
tral location. Emphasis will continue on developing "training program packages" 
consisting of video/audio tapes and slide and overhead presentations. ~(,hese 
training packages are made available to all program areas, connty juvenile 
courts, and other professionals concerned with juvenile corrections. 

~~he State Crime Commission (SOC) will continue to administer and provid1d 
support to local units of government 'on a "prior approval/reimbursement basis" 
for expenses of selected local correctional personnel to attend cQn-ectional train
ing conducted by DOOR via the :lIIobile Training Van, or at other approved train
ing institutions. 

Pre-serl'ice and in-service training for correctional personnel is a continuous 
llrogrrun, and continuation funding is anticipated for at least three years. 

Courts: the .Judicial Council of Georgia, through the Administrative Office of 
the Oourts (AOO), will employ, from its state budget, a full-time training officer 
to develop and coordinate a comprehensive training program for the 196 judges 
and 1,131 other judicial personnel of Georgia's State-level court system. In addi
tion, a comprehensive program to satisfy training needs for 2,341 other lower 
court personnel (probate, .Sl1lall claims, recorders, etc.) will be developed. The 
primary goal is to expand ancl provide in-state and out-of-state training for se
lected court personnel. This will be accomplished by conducting eleven (11) in
state seminars and conferences for approximately 775 personnel; 'Und to send ap
proximately forty-five (45) selected personnel to out-of-state colleges, seminars 
and conferences. 

The Prosecuting Attorneys' Council of Georgia was created 'by the 1975 Georgia 
Gener-al Assembly. One of prosecution's major ·problems is the incre:asing com
plexity of the rprdsecution of criminal cnses in ia constitu'tionally approved man
ner and the cost land resulting backlog of cases rrom reversals. Reversals, as a 
result of prosecution error, must be drastically reduced. Therefore, it is neces
sary ,that rall ,prosecuting attorneys keep <uibreast of new case law, statutes und 
developing trends. Particularly do the newly elected prosecuting attorneys and 
their 'assistants require instruotion in the handling of criminal cases. The Office 
of P'rosecution Coordination will be supported to develop, coordinate, and pre
sent, with some outside lassistance, eight (8) in"state seminars for approximately 
400 prosecution personnel; lUnd 'Will send approximately fOl'ty (40) selected 'per
sonnel to out"of-state colleges and seminars. 

The Georgia Criminal J.ustice Oouncil will 'be supported to provide compre
henSive, systemlatic training for public cl:efenders and private attorneys 'accepting 
indigent appointments. Public defenders are ,presenJtly available in 10 locations 
covering IB.pproximately thirty connties. An other counsel is ~ppoin'ted from the 
priV'<ute bar. This project wiU be statewide in Iscope; will address both pre-service 
and iIli-service training of defender system personnel; will consist of one (1) 
statewide and four (4) !regional in-state seminal's,13.lld will reach approximately 
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-140 selected public defenders lIlnd private attorneys having indigent tlefense 'ap~ 
pOintments. In l8.ddition, it will send :approximately 15 selected individuals to 
,Qut-'Of-smte colleges and seminars. 

'Oontinuation funding for courts personnel is anticipated for l8.t least three 
yeaxs. ' , 

O. PART E--GBANTS FOR CORBECTIONALJ:NSTITUTIONSAND'FACILITms 

Action program number 13El: "B,ehabilitation of Juvenile Offendem!' (Oorrec
tions). 
Program cost : Federal ______________________________________________________ $770,911 

~a~ _______________________________________________________ 85,658 

'Total ________ ' _____________________________________________ _ 

'Personnelcost : Salaries ____________________________________________________ _ 
Fringe benefiM _________ .:. _____________________________________ _ 

856,569 

532,150 
89,.669 

Total ________________________________ --____ .., _____ . ,.________ 621, 819 

, Number Qf persons budgeted: 63. 
Average salary (exCluding fringe benefits) : $8,447. (Total salaries-number 

of persons) . 
Number of projects: 2. , 
Summary 'of program objectives and activities: 

'Same .as 'action program numlber 13 under seotion II. B. 
Action program num'ber 14El: "Rehabilitation of Adult Offenders" (Correc

tion'S) . 

Program cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $546,799 
~Iatch _______________________________________________________ 60,757 

Total ______________________________________________________ 607, '556 

: Personnel cost : Salaries ___________ ----______________________________________ 343,005 
.Fringe benefits ___ ---__________________________ ----------.-----_ 57,795 

~otal ________________________ --~--------------------------- 400,800 

Number of persons budgeted :24. 
Avel'age salary (excluding fringe ,benefits): $14,292. 
(Total salaries-number of persons). 
Number of projel:ts: 1. 
Summary of program obje'atives and activities: 
Same as action program nUmber 14 under section II.B. 

D. JlJVENILE JUSTICE 'AND DELlNQUENCY PREVENTION ACT 

Action program number Jl: "Dein'Stitutionalization of Status Offenders by the 
Department()f Human Resource's" (Corrections). 
'program cost: , 

Federal _____________ ~:~----------~---------------------------,$369,341 
!¥Iatch __________ .,..,. ____ ,::-----.:.-------------------:----..:.--,..--,..-- 4;1, 038 

'rotl),l _______ ..:. ______________________________________________ 410,379 

;Personnel cost ~ 
Salaries ____________ ---------------------------------------- l07,·1)2(} ;Fringe ,benefits _____________ -' ________ :-_______________________ -_ 18,994 

~otal ~ __ ~_~________________________________________________ 1~~14 

Number of persons 'bu~geteci: 15. 
, .. A.verage salary (exduding fringe beneftj:s) : $7,195. 

(Total S'alaries-nu~b~r of perSOnS). 
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~~mber of'projects: 1 .. 
Summary of program objectives and activities: 

. ~p..e objective of this program is to provide' additional, nonsecure alternatives 
to the secure confinement of status: offenders---specifically, I} to divert 1,175 
sta;tus offenderEl froni secure facilities. during' 1976: 1,063 from secure detention 
!lnd 112 of them from long-term institutional treatment in youth development 
centers; and 2) to provide sufficient 'administrative and research capa'lYility to 
DHR to plan for, implement. and .evaluate the:· state's deinStitutionalizntion 
effort. 

The Department of Human Resourees will be funded to provide the following 
non-secure alternatives to the inS'tLtuUQnalil'<ation 'Of status offenders. 

1. In-Home Supervision-It is projected that 55 percent of the status offenders 
referred for d~tentiou can he Placed uuder court supervisIon in their own homes. 
DHR will be funded for 10 Youth Qoumielors to s«:lJ;v.k«:l 692 of these children in 
1976. 

2. Attention I:lomes-DR~ projects that 30 pin'cent of the status offenders no,V' 
detained in secure facilities could be handled by Attention Homes. Flillds will be 
used to provide an adtlitional 45 Attention Home units 1n 1976. 'l'hesebeds war 
serveJWl youths. 

3. Contract Homes-Approximately 5 percent of the status offenders referred! 
to detention and 20 percent of 1;4ose referred to YDC's could lie served' in these 
facilities. Funding for an 'additiOOia133 beds. to handle 98 children will be provided 
in 1976. 

4. Purchased Services-About 5 percent of the target population referred t() 
detention and about 10 percent of those referred to YDC's will need specialized, 
purchased services to meet their needs. During 1976, fuuds will beaUocated to 
obtain these services for 7'4 youths. 

In addition, the Department will be allocated funds to continue and' expand 
the Status Offender Administrative Unit, including the Status OffencIer Con
sultant, one. Residential Consultant, a Research Associate and one typist. 

The majority of the Department's funds will be usecI for personnel" contracted 
services and operating expenses. 

Action program number J2.~ "Dcinstitutionalization of Status Offend'ers by 
Local Governments" (Corrections). 
Program cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $1.58,23'f 

!fatch________________________________________________________ 17,581 

Total ------------------------------------------------------Personnel cost: Salaries ____________________________________________________ _ 
Fringe benefits _______________________________________________ _ 

Total -------~------~---------------------------------------
Number of persons budgeted: 12. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits), : $6,715. 
(Total salaries-number· of persons) .. 
Number <iJ! projects: 5. 
Summary of program objectives and' activities: 

175,815 

"80,581. 
7,724' 

88r~WS; 

The objective of this program is to continue and initiate alternative methoas 
of diversion for status offenders in the· State of Georgia. 

The following counties received: funding for progrfrms to further the aeinsti
tutionalization of status offenders in Georgia. All of the programs are oRsed' on 
the individual county's assessment needs relative to .. that goal. The majority of 
the funds will be used for personnel and contracted services' 'with consfderably 
lesser amounts, allocated to equipment, travel and operating expenses. 

DeKalb County Juvenile Court is allocated funding to operate a home deten
tion program. The additiona~ funds will be used to expand services to status 
offenders, with emphasis 011 diverting them from secure detention. 

Clayton County· Juvenile COUl't is allocated' funding to expand its intake 
unit. The unit will be designed to, minimize further penetration of the iuvenile 
justice system by the youths involved. 

Cobb County Juvenile Court is allocated funding for a home detention and 
counseling program. This program will supplement and service the existing In-
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take Unit and Crisis Team. Again, emphasis will be on diverting the children 
away from formal detention. 

Flliton County Juvenile Court is allocated funding for a program to purchase 
services for status offenders from community agencies. . 

Additionally, a privately-operated non-secure residential home and family 
'-counseling center in the Atl~nt(l area will be allocated continuation funding. 

m. LEAA DISCRETIONARY GRANTS 

A. TRACK 

DrSCRE'l'lON.A.B"Y" GRANTS 

ACTIVE TRACK I DISCRETIONARY GRANTS IN GEORGIA (REVISED) AS OF MARCH 30, 1977 

Number of Total amount Amountoi 

Fund type 
active of active personnel Number of Percent of 
grants grants costs· personnel , total amount 

c __________________________________ _ 
0 G 0 

o ______________ 
1 $356, 193 $318,08g 17 89.3 
0 

o ______________ {p.-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
1 204,990 118f64~ 7 57.9 
2 224,970 0 0 

~ 1- ________________________________ _ 
,JJ _____________________ '_" ___________ _ 

{)ther: 
0 0 0 

o ______________ 
0 0 0 

o ______________ 40Z trainning ____ .. ______________ _ 
407 training, etc ___ ~ _____________ _ 

-------------------------------------TotaL. _______________________ _ 
4 786,155 436,729 24 55.5 

Grant number: 76--ED-99-0026. 
'Title: Sole sanction restitution program. 
,'Grantee: Georgia department of corrections lind offender rehabilitation. 

Project cost: . Federal ___________________ ~~ _________________________________ $356,195 
Match __________________________________________ '_____________ 39, 577 

Total ______________________________________________ : __ ~ __ ~_ 395,772 

Personnel cost: Salaries _____________________________________________________ $270,484 
Fringe benefits _______________________________________________ 47,605 

Total ______________________________________________________ 318,089 

. Number of persons budgeted: 7 . 
.Average annual salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $7,955. 
'(Total. salaries: number of persons). 
Summary of project objectives and activities: 
This project was awarded as part of the corrections initiative: experiment in 

'restitution, which is an' action-research demonstration effort focused on the im
plementation and asses'sment of restitution as an alternative to traditional correc
'tionsstrategies. The Georgia project will develop a research-based' innovative 
.restitutionin probation pilot program which addresses and balances the needs 
'of the criminal justice system, of victims and of offenders. Although initially 
directed at a, target population of 500 offenders, this program is applicable to 
a wide variety of offenders, can be implemented. at points. in the criminal justice 
system ranging from the pre-sentence to incarceration levels, and is designed 
both for ease of, expansion in Georgia and for replicability in other states. The 
program draws upon e~perience and knowledge gained from previous restitution 
programs and includes the following major program features: a sole-source 
self-determinate approach .to dealing with offenders; a combined monetary
eommunity service restitution approach, which makes the restitution sanction 
available to offenders from lowercincome groups and maximizes the ability of 
victims to be realistically Gompensated; and ·n, redefinition of the role .of the 
probation supervisor al;! a com1llunicy organizer/citizen manager. 

Grant funds provide the salilry and frip.ge benefits for a 1,Jlanller; a'researcher, 
.restitution SPecialists, casew.orlc aides, and secretariul/clerical,support 'staff; . 
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Orant number: 75-NI-99-009L 
Title:' Stochastic modeliIig and analysis of crime. 
Grantee: Georgia Institute of Te~ology. 

Project cost: " " , , , " , 
Federal ____________ .,. __________ ------------_-~---------".----- $204, 990 
lIfatch ____ ~ __________ :... ______ ... ___ ----~-----------.,.-----------_ 0 

Total _________________ ~----~--------------~-----------~--- 204,990 

Personnel cost: ,Salaries _______________________ ' _________________________ ..:_~___ 112, 150 
Fringe benefits _______________ ~~---~-~---------------------~-- 6,490 

Total _______________________ -------------------.-----------_ 118, 640 

Number of persons budgeted: 7 . 
.A. verage annual salary (ex~luding,fringe ,benefits) : $8,011, 
(Total salaries-number of persons). 
Summary of project objectives and activities: 
This project will test and validate the applicability of time series analysis to. 

city crime rates viewed as a realization of a stochastic process. Univariate 
models will be developed for selected cities. The project will then investigate 
the feasibility of aggregating these models for normative purposes. Further, it 
will extend the models to multiple input-multiple output form, incorporating 
socio-economic characteristics of the cities modeled. Finally, in a sub-set of these 
,cities, models will be developed for lower levels of data aggregation and an 
attempt will be made to integrate such sub-models for purposes of crime displace
ment detection and program evaluation. 

Grant flmds provide salary and fringe benefits for three project analysts, 
part-time student assistants, and a secretary. 

1. Grant number: 76-JN-99-0013. 
TItle: illlvaluation I()f SouthOarolina sta1Jus offender project. 
Grantee: TechnQl!ogy Institute, Inc. 

Project cost: 
Fede~al ______________________________________________________ $222,745 
~atch ______________________ . ________________________________ 0 

Total ____________ ~ _________________________________________ 222,745 

Personnel cost: 
,Salaries ______________________________________________________ 0 
Fringe benefits _____________________ --------~------------------ 0 

Total ____ . ___________________________ ".-------------------___ 0 

Number 'of persons !bildgeted: O . 
.A. verage annual salary (excluding fringe 'benefits ) : $0. 
(Tobal salaries -+- number of perSons) . 
2. Grant numl1er: 76-JN-99-1002. 
Title: Evaluation 'of ISouth Oarolina sta'tus offem:ler project. 
Grantee: Technology Institute, Inc. 

Project cost: 

~~~~al_==============================================:========= '$2,22g 
Total ________________________________________________________ ~,'225 

:Personnel cost: 
-Salaries --____________________________________________________ 0 
Fringe benefits ___________________ .,; _________________________ .:.____ 0 

Total -----------____________________________ .,; _______ ~________ 0 

Number 'Of persons 'budget~: O • 
.A. verage 'annull-::t \Salary (excluding frin~e benefits) :, $0. 
,(Tonal sulalies+ number of persons). , 
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Summary of projoot objectives and 'activities ; . 
The llrincipa:l purposes of the.se·proi~41;are.1iWV!fold: t:o conduct a localevalua

tion of the 'SouthOaroliDJa project:fUlld~ U;uder the deinsbitutl.onaliiation. of 
status offender program (DSO), and to paritcipate in the 'lla'tionru. evaluati'on of 

,the entire DSO program, which includes is'outh Carolina. The ~pplica~t will 
ev'alu:a:te the effectiveness t)f the IS'outh ··Carolina· -BOO p'Nject whIeh;prOPdSes to 
im:tJ1ement Ill. 'sbatewiue plan itoremove'ftH 'Sta:tus Gff~ndel's !fl'om ;j·a"Hs; d-etentioll 
faciliti,es and instituti'Ons. The South Carolina project will provide a muge of 
COlItmllnity~'ba;sed·"Set'vices which include'foster 'Cft1'e, :intensive· Vl'eatment group 
'homNl, rotorial programs, empl'Oyment programsano, eounseling services. It is 
estimated ,that these projects will serve approximately 3600 you:th over >a: two
year 'peri'Od.· ... 

DI13eRETI:ONhRY ~R:ANTS 

Grant number: 76-NI-04-0oo1., .' 
Title: "State Impac'tCoormnatiOh Vult" ;(fother). 

, Subgra,ntee: Georgia State Crime Oommission . 
. Project eost : 

Jj"edera~ _"'_""'~ _________ "-________________________________________ $21, 958 
~latch _~ ___ ~_~ _____ ~ ___ ~ _________ I-____ , ____________________ ~___ 0 

Total _'".;.. _____ ~'" _______________ ~ ___________ -----------""'--'"--_21, ,958 

Personnel 'COst : 'Salai.;ies __ --_____________________________________ ... __ ~ ________ '_ .18, 17:90 
F'ririge'oerrefits ______________ "-____________________ ;..:. __ Uo.________ 3,168 

~otal _______________________________________________________ 21,958 

Number of persons budgeted: 1. . 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits)' : .$18,790. 
(Total salaries+number of persons). 
Summary of project objectives and activities: 
This project was awarded as part of the LEU Impact Cities :PTogmm ,and 

proVided funds to the .Georgia State. OrimeCommission (SOO) to ,assist that 
,agency in discharging. its responsibiUties under the. Impact Program. Those re
sponsibilities included : 

1. Reviewing and certifying all plans 'and, a:pplications related to the 'Atlanta 
Impact Program; 

2. Accepting approved grant awards and providing grant management services 
to the on-going projects; 

3, l\fonitol'i'ng-pro;jects to ensure ·compliance with ~pproved grants; 
• '4: 'Re'Viewing and approving requested adjustments to projects or plans, and 

5. Actingasa Unison ·between the lecal·and F..edsJ;a,Uev.sls. 
Grant funds provided the salary and fringe benefits for the SOC Impact Pro-

gram Ooordinator. " ' 
Grant number: 76-SS-04-0001. . " 
Title: "Georgia Orime Statistics Data 'Center" (Other). 
Subgrantee: Ge~l!gia.State· Orime Oommission. 

Project cost: Federa.l ___________________________________________________ ~ __ $100,102 
~atch _______________________________________________________ 0 

Total ______________________________________________________ 100,102 

, Personnel cost: 
Salaries -------------------------------.----------------------F'ringe benefits ______________________________________________ ~-

Total .:. _________ ..: ________ ..: _____________ '-__________ :... ________ _ 

Number Of perElQns.bu<lgete<l : 4. , . .. 
A vcrage salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $13,903. 
(Total salaries-number of persons). ' 

55,612 
'8,886 

64,498 
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·Summary·of project objectives and 'activities-: .. 
This ,a ward sU!pports. the continued operation of the Georgia Crime .Statistics 

Data Center. mhe stuff :of the Da:ta Center is responsible for: ·overseeing ,and co
ordinating the State's criminal justice information and statistics systems; iden

.tify;i'Bg .data elements. to he :provided to 'bhe Center !for analysis; contrOlling the 
quality of data collected and entered into the system; coordinating the technical 
assistance to agencies; providing Georgia with 'objective :analysis of·erinl'i!l1aljus
tice data; ',ann coordna!ting state lurid nationa:Hevelliniormlition syst(jJ]}s. 

:Grlint funds provide 'Salaries for the Center Director am.d s.tlbff of statisticians, 
computer services. and equipment rental, and supplies, rent and operating ex
penses for the CEo'ntEo'r. 

Grant number: 76-JS-04-0001. 
Title: "Juvenile Justice Special Emphasis Grant" (Other). 
Subgrantee :-Georgia 'State'Crime Commission . 

. Project cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $41,998 
~Iatch _________________________________________________ ~_____ 0 

. .. Total ____________________________________________ ~_~~ _____ _ 

·Pe-;sonnel cost: Salaries ____________________________________________________ _ 
Fringe benefits ______________________________________________ _ 

41,998 

'27,982 
4,716 

Total ______________________________________________________ 32,698 

Number of persons budgeted: 3. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,327. 
(Total salaries-number oipersons). 
Summary of project objectives and activities: 
This grant was awarded to the Georgia 8:'::ate Crime Commission to enable 

that agency to undertake the planning and administrative tasks required to 
prepare ancl submit (1) a Plan 'Supplement Document limending its liscal year 
1975 Comprehensive State Plan, and (2) a Comprehensive State Plan for fiscal 
year 1976 which met the requirements of 'the Juvenile rrustice and 'Delinquency 
Prevention Act o.f 1974, as they relate to the award o.f formu1:t funds. Grant 
ftmds provide the salades of three (3) persons: a jlIvenile jllsticeplanner, a 
research associate and a 'secretary. Remaining grant funds cover the costs o.f 
office equipment, snpplies, and office rental and re1lited costs. 

Grant number: '76-DF-04-0002. 
Title: "Drug Enforcemept Administration (DEJA) Task Force" (Police. 
Subgrantee: City o'f Atlanta. 

Project cost: Federal __________________________ -------__________________ ~--·~383,976 
. IHatch ________________ . ____ ~ ______________ . __ .-_________________ 12, 664 

Total _______________________________________________ .:.-' ___ _ 

Personnel cost: Salaries ___________________________________________________ ~~ 

Fringe benefits _________________ ~-------------~---------------
Total __________________________________ ~ _________ .. ________ _ 

Number of persons budgeted: 3. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $10,565. 
(Total salaries-number of persons). 
Summary oJ; project objectives and activities: 

426,640 

31,694 
3,970 

----
35,664 

This project is designed to reduce the availability of illicit narcotics and 
dangerous drugs in the City of Atlanta and DeKalb :Co.unty throug:h:a cooperative 
effort on the .part of local,. state. and federal drug enforcement agencies. The 
focus of the Task Force is the. mid-leyel drug trafficker. Thl'oughthe sharing 
of .manpower, equipment and intelligence among the participating agenCies and 
the 'adoption of standardized .procedures, .the efficiency of .tlle·.enforcement effort 
is improved. The Task Force is also. a vehiCle. for' the' ·training ·of local law 
enforcement officers. 

20-U13-78--22 
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Salaries for three (3) local officers are provided under this grant. Salaries 
for the other 12 local officers particpating in the Task Force are provided by 

·their agencies. Remaining grant fUllds provide the equipment and. services neo
essary to support the Task"Force, e.g. rental of office space and related costs, 
administrative services, lease of undercover vehicles, travel, confidential funds, 
etc. 

Grant number: 76-EJ)....{)4-{){)06. 
Title: "Georgia Corrections Portion of Project SEARCH" (Corrections). 
Subgrantee: Georgia Department of Oorrections & Offender Rehabilitation 

- (DCOR). 
Project cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $312,266 

~atch ____________ ~__________________________________________ 34,696 

Total ______________________________________________________ 346, 962 

Personnel cost: Salaries ____________________________________________________ _ 
Fringe benefits _______________________________________________ _ 97,829 

16,484 
Total ______________________________________________________ 114,313 

Number of persons budgeted: 12. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $8,152. 
(Total salarieS -;- ntunber of persons) . 
Summary of project objectives and activities: 
This award permitted DOOR to· continue the development of an information 

system which will not only meet DOOR's. needs, but also (1) will provide correc
tions related Offender-Based Tracking System/Oomputerized History (OBTS/ 
OCR) data to the Georgia Criminal Justice Information System (GOns) and 
(2) wiU meet the requirements of the Project SEARCH Offender-Based State 
Oorrections Information System (OBSorS) Program. 

This is the continuation of an earlier discretionary grant which provided funds 
for DOO;l{.'s participation inOBSCIO through the LEAA Comprehensive Data 
System Program. When completed, the information system will provide DOOR 

. the capability to collect and exchange data, perform analyses concerning DCOR 
internal operations, and participate in the GOJIS Program. As a result of DOOR's 
participation in GCJIS, the Georgia Crime Statistics Data Center staff will be 
able to include DCOR data in the statistical analyses of the State's criminal 
justice system which they perform. These analyses are desigl1ed to promote com
prehemsive criminal justice planning, measure the efficiency and effectiveness of 
criminal justice operations and, thereby, to improve the quality of justice in 
Georgia. ' 

Staff funded under· this grant include code clerks (they code data for key
punching), keypunch operators, forms design and policy and procedures special

'ists, a counselor and cLerical staff. Remaining grant funds cover computer hard
ware, software and related expenses (&"UDPlies, etc.), office spaee rental, 'consum
able supplies, office equipment and a limited amount of staff travel. 

Grant number : 76-DF-04-000B. 
Title: "Crime Analysis Team" (other). 

. Subgrantee: City of Atlanta. 
Project cast: Federal ______________________________________________ ...: ______ $100,000 

iYIatch _________________________________________________ .. ____ 100,000 

Total _____________________________ ~ ____ .., __ .. __ '_____________ 100, 000 

Personnel cost: . Salaries _________________________________ ~ ___________________ 161,512 

Fringe benefits ___________ -----------------------•. -__________ 15, 262 

,Total. __________________________________ ...: ______ ~------~---_ 176,774 

Number ofIlerSOl1S budgeted: 11.' 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits):$14,683. 
(Totar salaries+number of persons). ' 
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'Summary of project objectives and activities: 
As staff to the Atlanta Criminal ;rustice Coordinating Council (C;rCC),. the 

'Crime Analysis Team (CAT) is responsible far the development of a crlllllnal 
justice planforth'e City; the collection and analysis of crime and criminal 
justice system ~ata for the City; the development ofp~ograms to a;d~ress .the 
.problems identified through crime and system analysls; the admllllstratlOn, 
monitoring and evaluation of criminal justice grants awarded to the Oity; and 
the implementation of CJCC recommendations. The CAT staff includes criminal 
justice planners, statisticians, financial analysts/mal!agers, and clerical staff. 

Note: Discretionary grant funding of the CAT termmated September 15, 1976 . 
. The majority of these positions have been assumed by the City. 

Grant number: 76-SS-04-0008. 
'ritle: "Dtvision of Criminal Justice Statistics" (other). 
Subgrantee: Division of Criminal Justice Statistics. 

: Project cost: Federal ____________ . _________________________________________ _ 
l\latch ____ ~_ .. _______________________________________________ _ $99,943 

o 
Total _________________________________________________ : ____ -- 99, 943 

. personnel cost: Salaries ___________________________________________ .__________ 54, 332 
Fringe benefits ______ ~ _______________ ~ ________________________ - 8,781 

Total _______________________________________________________ 63,113 

Number of persons budgeted: 4. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $13,583. 
(Total salaries+number of persons). 
Summary of Project Objectives ahd Activities: 
This award continued the operation of the Georgia Crime Statistics Data Cen

ter. (Under this grant the Center was' renamed Division 'of CrimirHl.l Justice 
: Statistics--"DC;rS). Located in the Georgia State Crime Commission, the DCJ'S 

performs analyses of the causes of crime and the variables which affect crime and 
develops recommendations on how the criminal justice system can be made more 
efficient, effective and responsive to crime control efforts. 

Salaries for the Division Director, two (2) statisticians and a secretary are 
.provided under this grant. ~emainingfunds are used to secure computer serv-

o ices, and to provide limited staff travel, supplies and operating expenses. 
Grant number: 76-ED-04-0010. ' 
Title: "Southeastern Correctional Management Cmmcil Task Force Project" 

( Corrections) . 
Subgrantee: University of Georgia, Institute of.Government . 

. Project cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ _ 
nIatch ________ -' ____________ ..: ___ -'-__ ..:_.:. _____________ ..: ___ ...: ______ _ 

Total 

. Personnel cost: 

$15,000 
:).,666 

16, 666 

Salaries _______________________________________________________ , 7,090 
F11nge benefits_________________________________________________ 88 

Total 
Number of persons budgeted : 1. 
Average salary (excluding fringe -benefits) : $7,090. 
(Total salaries+nwnber of persons). 
Summary of project objectives and activities: 

7,178 

This project ia designed to improve the capacity of correctional agencies in the 
eight'southeastern States to provide uniform, comprehensive se~ 'Vices to the pub

. lic offenders within their jtlrisdictions. The project has the follO\ving objectives: 
1. To provide coordination for the Southem;ter,ll Correctional Management 

.. ~ COl1neil in the estalJIiI,hment of four task force'groups as follows: 
. (a) Management Information Task Force. 



336 

(b) CorJ."ectional.Phllosophy /PolicY.Task Force. 
( c) Standards of Practice Task Force. 
(d) Tecl1nical.Assistance T~sk Force. 
2. To fjrovide staff assistance to' the fuur task forc~ in defining ,i;hlill"' missions, 

developing work plans,. 'IDld coordinating contributed resources. . 
3. To disseininate the 'outcome of task forces groups to all agencies in the,region. 
0ne, ,(1) ,project coordinator is funded on a half-time 'basis. Remaining :grant 

,funds provide travel·artd per diem ifor Task Force members, printb;lg ,( of Task 
Jl10rce Reports), and consummablesupplies. 

'Graht number: 7(3,.,.ED-04-0016. 
Title: "Treatment, Alternatives to Street'Crime" (TASC) (Corrections). 
Subgrantee: City of Atlanta. 

Project cost: Federal _________________________________________________ :.. ____ $2'4:4,'S(}4; 
l'flatch ________________ . ____________________________________ :_,..~ .~01 070 

Total ______ .------.---__ ------_-___ .---------~.--.------_--_____ 274,874 

Personnel cost: Salaries ______________________________________________________ 210,778 
Fringe benefit~_,..______________________________________________ 22,131 

Total _____________________________ -~----------------~------ :232,909· 

Number of persons budgeted: 19. 
. Average salaTY ,( exclud'lng fringe 'benefi ts) : '$11;69'4. 

(Total salaries+number of persons). 
Summary of pl'oject objectives and actiwities: , 
The .Atlanta 'l'.ASC 'project serves the City of Atlanta and Fulton County and' 

is designed to reduce the incidence of drug-related crime by diverting selected 
drug abusers from the criminal justice system to oonununi!iy-bl1lSed"drug treat-· 
ment'progra~ .. IndiViiduals 17y,eaJ;s af age -Qr older who aTe M.lrl$ted, in eipher' 
the City of Atlanta 'Or Fulton, for a non-v,iolent street crime, a'l;e eligible to par
ticipate in the TASO program on a voluntary basis. The 19-:Illember staff sup

.ported ,by this grant. includes correctional officers, ft stati$1iician,a research 
analyst, case managers, senior ,level treatment 'specialists/administrators, .and 
clerical staff. Remaining grant i1fI1ds pro~ide travel ,tor tl'eatll1entstaff, rental' 
of affice space, urinalysis, computer time, and a limited amount I()f office equipment. 

Grant llumbez : 76-DF-04-n021. 
Title: "Supplemental J?anel.Attorney Program for Indigent Defense" (Courts) .. 
Sub grantee: Georgia CriminaLJustiCle-Council. 

Project cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $279,389' 
l!iIatch _.______________________________________________________250, OQO 

'Total .: ________________________ ... __________________________ .. _ 529,389' 

Personel cost: Salaries _____________________________ ~ ______________________ _ 
lrringe benefitS _______________________________________ ---~-~-__ 

Total ------------------------------------------------------
_ Number of persons budgeted: 1. 

Average salary (excluding fringe·benefits) : $28,000. 
(Total salaries+number of persons). 
Summary of project objectives and activities. 

28,000' 
1,3S9-

29,389-

This grant supported the establishnientof supplemental panels of private bar' 
attorneys throughout the State to complement the fulHime defender fltaffs and 
to compensate ·the panel attorneys for representation provided to indigents in 
criminal cases. The resultant system will be an adaptation of the successful 
Washington, D.C. defender program on a statewide basis in Georgia and will" 
provide the initial step in the implementation of National Advisory Commission 
tSandards ao'd Goals Court's Committee l1ecommendation : 13,5, 13;12 and 13:15', 
and the Governor's Commission on G.riminal Justice Standards and Goals Court's" 
Recommendations 7a, 7b and 7c. 
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Grant funds provide the salary for aPJ,'Oject Director (Defender). Remaining 
":funds 'are used to compensatepriYate bar panel attorneys who accept indigent 
-defense cases;in '.excess of those halldled bY£l,lll-time .defender staff. 

Grant number: 76-ED-04-0025. 
Title: uGeorgia's New Directions for Corrections" (Correotions). 
Subgrantee: Georgia Dept. ofCorractions and Offender Rehabilitation 

'(DCOR). 
::Project cost: Federal ______________________________________ -_-_,..--_---__ ---. $415,000 

~fatch __________ ~ ___________________________ -_-----_---_---__ 48,199 

Total ______________________________________________________ 463,199 

:.personnel cost: Sa laries ____________________________________________________ _ 
Fringe .benefits _______________________________________________ _ 289,454 

43,895 
Total _~ ____________________________________________________ ~SS,349 

Number of persons budgeted: 30. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $9,648. 
(Total salar1es+number of persons). 
Summary of Project Objectives and Activities: 
This project seeks to provide a performance"based earned release system for 

inmates in the Georgia Depal~tment of Corrections. House Bill 15-'24, established 
'statewide legislation mandating that 'inmate's good time be.earned for all new 
:admissions after '1/1/76. This grant provides field staff roidentjfy, document 
,and process performance data on comrmters and train line .correctional staff in 
the delivery of the system. This~epresents a system-wide change of philosophy, 
official and operational goals and managerial practices fortbe Georgia Dept. 
of Corrections to place the responsibility for good 'behavior back on the inmate. 

'This tests the concept of "earned" time. as opposed to straight statutory good 
time, flat time or indeterminate sentencing. An LEAA.-funded six year l\faster 

'Plan (OperationPerformltnce) and Standards and Goals Study provide the basis 
l1pon which this grant rests. . 

Project staff includes counselors, training coordinator, a research associate, 
.'accounting specialists, 'a keypunch operator and secretarial support. Remaining 
:grant funds cover the costs of staff travel, training 'and office' supplies, contrac
tual services (e.g. training, evaluation and statistical ser,vices), office s,Pace 
rental ami computer software services and equipment rental. . 

Grant ,number: 16~'IJ"'--'04-0024. 
Title :'~Court Pla:anin~ UnIt" (,Oourts). 
Subgrantee: Judicial Council of Georgia. 
Project cost: Federal _______________________________________________________ $64,059 

:tHatch _________________________________________________________ '7. 118 

Total _______________________________________________________ 11,177 

J?ersonnel .(!Qst: 
-Sa:IU1~ies ______________________________________________________ 56, 350 
Fringe benefits ________________________________ .. ___________ .: __ .:_ 1, 440 

Total ___________________________________ ~ ___ .. ____________ -'__ !57, 790 

Number of persons budgeted: 4. 
_0\. verage sa1ary (exc1udlng fringe benefits) : '$li:t,U88. 
(Total salnries divided by number of pel'sGlls:). 
Summary of :pr.oject lobJectlves andacthvities: 
This project is designed to improve the Geot:gia JUdicial System through the 

e8tablishment of a court planning ~caprubilitiV mn the 1\:qminisj;r.atjve 0ffice of 'tIle 
·Coul'ts (AlOC,). '\I'hi:s 'Planning ,capability Mthin the ADO will'allow .theJudieial 
-Counci:l 'and .l\!OC ,to 'de:veIo;p an(l refine Qoutt"l'elatec1 priorities 'in the State arid 
,esta:bHsh :a sclieaule for the wp1ementi'ttion. of vrograms tnil0!red lto'meet neei1s 
identified tlu'ougllthe planningprocess;P.ro:iect· staff are respo;nsible to the 
preparation of a 1planning document 'which is preselltednnnually to the Councll 
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for approi'al; The plan describes the goals and objectives 6f the. AOC and the' 
programs required to attain them. The Planning Unit constantly evaluates the 
plan in light of the needso! the judicial system and proposes revisions as· 
necessary. 

TJlree (3) court planners and a secretary are funded under this grant. Fttnds· 
also are provided for travel of staff and PUl.llning_ Advisory Committee members,. 
evaluation services, consumable supplies and operating expenses (postage, print
ing, xerox, telephone, etc.) 

Grant number: 76-DF-04-0039. 
Title: "Diversion Investigative Unit" (Police). 
Subgrantee: Georgia Bureau -of Investigation (GBI). 

'Project cost: Federal ______________________________________________________ $230, 915-, 
~ratch________________________________________________________ 61,985 

Total ------------------------------------------------------Personnel cost: Salaries ____________________________________________________ _ 
]'ringe benefits _______________________________________________ _ 

292,900 

153,618 
27,401' 

Total ______________________________________________________ 181,025; 

Number of persons budgeted: 7. 
Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $21,945. 
(Total salaries divided by number of persons). 

,Summary of project objectives and activities: _ 
This project provides support to the GBI for the purpose of implementing a' 

statewide effort to investigate and apprehend registrants and others who dive~·t 
controlled substances from legitimate retail outlets. Specifically, the Georgia 
Bllreauof Investigation, the State Board of Pharmacy, and the Joint Examining
Board actively participate in an jnvestigation function against members of the
meclical professions, ;pharmacists, veterinarians, and manufacturers who illegally' 
prescribe, dispense 01' ship controlled substances, as -addressed in the Georgia: 
Controlled Substances Act. In addition, the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administra
tion (DEA.) will aSSign one agent to the project. 

Two (2) GBI Special Contract Investigators, 'a drug inspector, an investigator
for the Joint Examining Board, and a secretary are funded under this gran~._ 
The saluries of the Unit Supervisor, anot)J.er two (2) Special Contract Investi-
.gators are: provided-by GBI; DEA provides salary for the federal agent assignecl 
to this project. 

Remaining grant funds cover the costs of grant-related equipment, -office-
space rental, confidential funos ("buy money"), and travel for project staff. 

Grant number: 76-DF-O-J-0041. 
Title: "Statewide Court Information System" (Courts). 
S~bgrantee: Judicial Council of Georgia. 

_Project cost: Federal ________________________________ . ________________________ $200, 000 -

!Iatch __ - _______ --------------------------------------------_ 22,222' 
Total ___________________________________________ . ______ .,. ___ _ 

Personnel cost: 
Salaries -------------------------------------.----------------Fringe beneiits ________________________________________ --.. -----

Total _________________ ------------------------~-----------
Number of persons budgeted: 5. 

222,222 

87,066 
3,265 

90,331 

Average salary (excluding fringe benefits) : $17,413. (Total salaries-HHlmber' 
of persons). 

Summary of project objectives and activities: 
This award pel"lllits continuation of tbe Statewide Court Information System 

(SarS) development by the-Georgia.A.dministrative Office of the Courts (AOC). 
The AOC will continue to participate.iil the SEARCH State Judicial Information
System Program (Phase II) which, ultimately, will permit A.OC to develop a
coordinated and integrated information system to meet the datil needs of the-
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Courts and Criminal Justice System at the local, State, interstate and Federal 
levels. 

AOC, under this continuation grant, is to: (1) perform a statewide data. 
requirements analysis ; (2) continue its coordination efforts with the Georgia. 
Crime Information Center and the State Crime Commission; (3) develop and 
test a management information system; (4) continue the pilot automated system 
in the Dougherty Circuit alld the pilot manual system in the Blue Ridge Cir
cuit; (5) establish interfaces with Cobb and Fulton. Counties court information 
systems, and others; (6) develop a civil sub-system; and (7) write 'documenta--
tion adequate for technology transfer. _ 

Grant funds provide the salaries for project director, two (2) systems analysts, 
a computer programmer and a secretary jkeypunch operator. Remaining grant_ 
funds cover the costs of travel for project staff and for members of the Advisory 
Committee on Judicial Information Systems, consumable supplies, printing of 
procedure,il manuals and project operating expenses, including postage, telephone, 
office space rental and computer equipment rental. 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 

.APPE~'l)IX 5 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.O., AprU 17, 1978. 

Oha'irman, S-nboommittee on 01'ime, Oommittee on the J'ndioiary, Rayblwn Offioe 
B1tUding. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: Enclosed is my statement for inclusion in the hearings. 
of _March 1 on the reauthorization of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration. Your inclusion of this in the record is deeply appreciated. 

'Sincerely, 
TED RISENHOOVER. 

STATEMENT llY HON. TED RISENHOOVER 

One need only to look in retrospect over the nine-year tenure of LEAA to 
acquire a perspective permeated with mixed emotions. AS a member of the Okla
homaCrime Commission, prior to my election as Second District Congressman in 
1974, I have been in a position to evaluate the impact of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 on rural Oklahoma and its criminal :justice 
system. 

The Second District of Oklahoma can be viewed as a typical example of non
metro areas across Oklahoma. Cities and towns in the 'Second District vary from 
communities of 50 persons to cities of over 40,000. Local law enforcement 
agencies range in size from a town marshal to departments of nearly 100 
uniformed officers. 

Although the Second District lacks any city classified as metropolitan in size 
and population, it does contain several cities designated as !!,rowth centers, with 
problems that parallel and are just as severe as those of any metropolitan area. 
More importantly, crime does not respect jurisdictional boundaries and like
water, flows to the area of least resistance. AS a result, rural law enforcement 
agencies, undermanned, out gunned, and over worked, must deal with the criminal 
who resides in the metro area, while supporting his life style from adjoining 
areas. This can be evidenced as the crime rate in Second District. counties, ad
jacent to the Tulsa metropolitan area, continue to spiral upward while the
state in general shows a decrease of criminal activity. Consequently, the frustra
tions of rural law enforcement continue to increase as they become "easy 
picldns" and try to stem the flow of crime in their areas with dwindling resources 
and little help in sight. . 

To fully understand these frustrations, we must look to the beginning of the'
attempt of the federal government to help combat the rise of crime across the 
Nation in the 60s. The creation and subsequent passing of legislation by the Con
gress that would provide funds to local governments for improving their criminal 
justice system was welcome news to rural Oklahoma. 
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. Local government in· the 'Second District, with the onset of federal fUhds, began 
for the first time to train their officers, purchase basic equipment, develop services 
for troubled youth, and initiate long-range planning; Although, criminwl justice 
planning by local gov;ernments, was relatively new.; a· general acceptance of the 
need for planning began to emel'ge. 

(But what was termed the "great partnership/' 3; union. of feleral, state, and 
local governments· to address the· problems of' crime, soon began to falter, 
weak-en, aIrd approach collapse. For; as happens too often,. none of the parties 
understanding. fully the duties and responsibilities· of the other, find they have 
been united in ignorant bliss. 

Rural governments soon. find themselves out-voted. at the table. First, . Okla
homa. chose to appoint, through the Chief Executive; a 32. melnber Crime Com
mission composed of 22 members from state agencies' ancl metropoHtan cities, 
.and only 9 members· from rural ar.eIls. Secondly, fundS were not allocated to 
geographic areas· on. a needs basis, but rather all applicants vied: for the same 
buck from one "big pot". 

By the year 1972, when I became a member of the Oklahoma Crime Commis
sion (one of the nine members representing- rural Oklahoma), rural areas were 
:projected to receive less than one million dollars, while state agencies and 
metropolitan areas were to receive almost six milliNl dollars, 3.5 million to state 
agencies and 2.5 to metro areas. Through the efforts of many of us, this in
equity was 'abated, 'Imb not rectified even th{mgh rural Oklahoma represented 
over 50 percent of the state population. 

In,more recency;ears, we ha:ve s~n some shift in. fund allocation toward rural 
Oklahoma, but the inequity still exists and has been furthencompoundlld through 
the new requirement fOr mini.blocl .. fimding. As an example, in the FY 78 Action 
Plan, 64 percent of the action funds allocated directly to local governments will 
go to miui-block ·areas. In addition, mini-blocl" areas- and stat-e agencies· have 
made application. for 22. percent of the remaining fund-so for which only rural 
Oklahoma is. eligible. Overall, of aU funds available for local: benefit in FY 78, 
rural Oklahoma is only eligible for one-fourth of those funds and must con
tinually compete· with metro areas for the "remaining buck". In effect, the 
federal government, in its quest to further assist local governments, has guar
anteed funds to some· and. left others- to grovel fOIl the· balance. Whe .'e is the 
equity when certain blocks of the population has money "set aside" to do 
with as they·deter.mine while the· rest of the state must compete under the· dic
tums of a state'~gency, 

.Als· a· Congressman, how do I explain. this inequity to that rural sheriff as he 
sees crime increaSing in rural Oklahoma at a greaten rate than the metropoUtan 
cities. How' do.I explain to the small city 'chief oj) police; whose drug problem. 
seems insurmountable, why metro and state agencies are guaranteed funds yet 
can still Compete for the remaining funds. Try to explain to rural governments 
why the proposed reorganization of LID.A.A fails. to speak to any government 
or combinations of governments under 250jOOO population. 

Weare told that by reorganizing! LEAA. there will be· less· "red tape", will: s:peed 
up the process, und will give more direct assistance to local governments. But, 
somehow, the reorganization looked only to large blockS of population. Could 
this· reorganization be predicated on v;oting power? AmI wllat do.es this mean to 
Oklahoma and the Second District? For Oklahoma, it means that 8 of 11 -sub
state planning' districts ha.ve been forgotten, that 90 percent of the· local law 
enforcement· agencies are considered. unimportant. For. the Second Distric'i;, it 
means that only one of the seventeen counties in the District. can look; forward 
to guaranteed funds and direct assistance. 

If this reorganization as proposed: is, consummated, then rural Oldahoma.: and 
rural Amerioa must continue their struggle against crime using: "left-overs" and. 
<lpa'tch-worlt" programs. On the other hand, metro areas and state· agencies need: 
not .plan in: a vacuum, 'but can take their guamnteed' doll am a·nd implement well
'planned pllograms, 

'l'he problems of crime and the criminal justice system Qannot be· solved by 
favoring· "some" und ignoring "others". To defeat crime in the streets, we cannot 
ignore crime on the country road. If the war on c).'ime is to·,be sUCX!6ss;ful, we·at 
the federal le1'e1 must guarantee· a. fair' and; equitable· partpership between aU 
levels of the. system. The legislation we pass in this Congress, must insu).'e that· 
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all components of the army are well-trained and well-equipped to do the job, 
l"egardless of ·size. 

If, in fact, we ·believe "that crime is essentially a local problem that must .be 
dealt with by state and local governments if it is' to be .controlled effectively," 
then our direction is clear. 

We must guarantee' local determination to meet local problems. We must 
demand equity in federal funds distribution to local .governments. We must 
remove the barriers of fund discrimination based on the population of local 
governments or their combinations. :Anything less means we condone the practice· 
of "putting the bucks" where the vQtes are, ·and iguoring the real world where' 
crime respects no boundary, perSon,or government. 

APPENDIX 6 

ExlwUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION ON LAw ENFOROEMENT 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
Rayburn, House Office Bttilding, 
Wa8hington, D.O. 

.AND THE ADMINISTRATION OF ·JUSTIOE, 
OockeysvUle,. Md., October 7, 1978. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CONYERS: During m;r testimony last Monday before the· 
Subcommittee on Crime relating to the JusticeDepartment Task lj'orce's report 
on reorganizing LEli and th~ Cl"ime Control Program, I mentioned. that in the' 
last eight years there have been hundreds of improvements in Maryland's criminal 
justice system and that the vast majority of these improvements in one way or 
another involved the LEAA program. You asked me to submit for the record 
more cletailed information to support this statement. 

I have attached a listing of over 200 specifiC criminal justice improvements' 
resulting from Crime Control Act block grant funding and LEAA. technical 
assistance or Crime Control Act supported state or local comprehensive planning 
·activities. The improvements in the list resulting from block grant funding sup
port were drawn only from currently active grants. Therefore, improvements 
made during the 1969 to 1974 'period are, for the most part, not l"eflected. 

I have also attached a table which provides the information 'that you requested' 
concerning the percent of Maryland's block grant which has ,been allocated to 
various correctional programs in the past. 

I appreciate the opportunity that you anci the other members of the Subcom
mittee provided me to express my opinions on this important issue. 

If you have any other questions concerning my testimony, please contact me. 
Sincerely, 

RIOHARD C. WERTZ, 
Iilroeoutive D-irector. 

SOll~E EXAMPLES OF I.MPROVEMENTS TO THE MARYLAND CmllrUTAL JUSTICE SYSTEM' 
IMPLElIfENTED WITH LEli BLOCKGRAt-'T FUNDING, TECHNICAL A.S·SISTANlCE, OR' 
FEDERALLY FUNDED STATE OR LoCAL CnUlINAL JUSTICE PLANNING A.CTIVITIES' 

1. Provided full time District Court Prosecutorial services in 18 Maryland 
counties and Baltimore City. 

2. Established capabilities itlthe Office of Public Defender for legal services' 
to indigent oiIencle-rs and inmates. 

3. Establisbed local detention center intake units in three counties and Balti
more City. 

4. Developed juvenile diagnostic and treatment services ill six juri~dictions. 
5. Assisted the City of Baltimore to develop a work release program to relieve

jail overcrowding. 
6. Implementell a state-wide study of the Pre-trial release statute. 
7. Aflsisted in the improvement of state-wide Uniform Crime Reporting" 

capabilities. 
8. Provided assistance for the development of 10 locl11 planning i.mits. 
9. 'Established police organized crime teams at the State and local level.· 
10. Assisted in the establishment of 27 juvenile group homes. 
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11. Enabled the Baltimore COltnty Police Department tostud,Y the. :feasibility 
of computer aided dispatching. , 

.12. Provided support for 17 Youth Service Bureaus. , 
13. Planned ana developed a State-wide crime l?revention. program... . 
14. Assisted in the development of victim-wItness assIstance umtsm Baltl-

more Oity and th:ree urban counties. ' 
15. Sponsored a State-wide juvenile justice training conference. -... 
'16. Assisted in the establishment of three juvenile shelter care facIlities to 

be used in lieu of detention. 
17. Provided the capability for State-police assistance to locai units of gov-

,ernment to investigate major crimes. . 
18. Provided increased juvellile- -prosecutorial services in four counties and 

Baltimore City. 
'10. Assisted in the study of the State prosecutorial system and development 

-of a special State prosecutor. 
20. Assisted in upgrading the l\Iaryland State Police Criminal Records Cen

tral Repository's methods for maintaining, storhlg, and accessing criminal 
history records. 1 

21. Assisted in the development of an automated regional latent fingerprint 
identification system to improve the abilitsr to identify criminal perpetrators. 

22. Assisted in the development of a State-wide Circuit Court information 
.system. . 

23. Assisted in the development and implementation of a State-wide offender 
base(l correctional information system. 

24. ComXlleted two public opinion surveys on citiz..'!n perception of crime and 
the criminal justice system. 

25. Developed 10 annual comprehensive criminal justJce plans. 
26. Established and promulgated standards for police agencies. 
27. Published special statistical reports on the criminal justice system. 
28. Established capability to monitor monthly court caseloads. 
20. Produced a manual for Circuit Court Clerks. 
30. Produced a manual for extradition and rendition procedures. 
31. Provided suppo:rt for an interim p:rogram in cou:rt administration. 
32. Provided suppo:rt for training of court management pe:rsonnel. 
33. Provided both pre and inse:rvice training for judges. 
34. Provided training for District Oourt Oommissione:rs. 
35. Proyjded t:raining for court clerks. 
36. Provided specialized training for prosecutors and deiende:rs. 
37. Provided support for the establishment of an appellate section in the 

Office of the Public D~fender. ." 
38. Provided support "'for the development of a judicial branch personnel 

system. 
39. Established four specialized screening units in State's Attorney's 

-Offices. 
40. Instituted a model Family Oourt in an urban jnrisdiction. 
41. Established sexual! abuse crisis centers inltwo jurisdictions. 
42. Provided a management systems analyst in an urban county prosecutor's 

office. 
43. Establishe(l intern projects for law students in prosecuto:r's and defender's 

offices 
44. ::::stablished a juvenile law clinical program. 
45. PrOvided specialized investigative personnel to prosecuto:r's offices in ten 

jurisdictions. 
46. Establishell a model prosecuto:r's office in an non-urban jurisdiction. 
47. Established a specialized unit in Baltimore City to pl'osecute violent crimes. 
48. Instituted a speCial arraignmellt court to expedite case processing in the 

Baltimore City courts. ' 
40. Implemented feasibility study of courthonse space :reallocation in BaIti

mo.reCity. 
50. Provided management training for supervisory police personnel. 
51. Provided studies to implement career development and incentive p:rograms 

in police departments at the State, county and locaillevels. 
52. Provid.ed support for the provision of legal advisor to provide police de

pa:rtments with al!!sistance in the performance 'of investigations and anests. 
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53. Provide(l counsel to an url)an and nonurban police department to assist 
iiI) administrative operations. . . 

54. Developed a State l\laster Plan for Correctional facility construction. 
55. Assisted in the e8tablishmentof a judicial planning unit in the Adminis

l:traU,e Office of the Courts. 
56. Established a State judicial education and training unit . 

. 57. Implemented special crime prevention and assistance program for elderly 
,citizens in Baltimore City and two major urban counties. 

58. Provided psychological and psychiatric diagnostic services to the State 
.,Division of Parole amI Probation and the Parole Commission. 

59. Conducted a study of the fndeterminate sentence concept. 
60. Instituted alcohol treatment services for probationers and State correc-

.tional system inmates. . 
61. Assisted in the implementation of correctional student intern projects at 

· several local detention centers and the State Division of Correction. 
62. Assisted in the formulation of a State regional community correction center. 
63. Instituted a study of the State Use Industry Program within .the Division 

· of Corrections. 
64. Expanded the supervision capacity of the State Division of Parole and 

· Probation. 
65. Established a State work release center in Baltimore City. 

·'66. Explored the feasibility of a state correctional training 'academy and 
provided support for establishment of this facility. 

-67. Assisted in securing portable emergency prisoner housing utilizing surplus 
trailers. 

GR. Established planning 'and research capability in a.local correctional agency. 
69. Assisted in the development of diversionary alcoholism programs in two 

urban cou1l!ties and Baltimore CHy. 
70. Established a jail training program for correctional officers in Baltimore 

. City. 
71. Assisted in the development of adult offender halfway houses in Baltimore 

, City and major urban counties. 
7:2. Completed a State-wide police communications study. 
73. Provided numerous inservice ,technical training opportunities for state, 

; county and municipal police agencies . 
. 74. Enablled police agencies to hire civilian personnel to perform functions 

previously performed by sworn personnel, thus increasing manpower available for 
law enforcement activ1ty. 

75. Supported establishment of personnel specialists within police agencies. 
76. Developed a model police inservice training program in a major urban 

, county pOlice department. 
77. Upgraded communications capabilities for numerous state, county and 

municipal police agencies. 
78. Developed Concentratec1 Crime reduction programs aiced at the reduction 

of specific Part I crimes in four major urban counties, two non-urban counties, 
amI 10 municipalities. ' 

70. Implemente(1 a llOlice-student relations proje::t in two major urban counties. 
80. Provided support for police management development and executive skill 

'training. 
81. Established :1 police community awareness training program in a major 

· urban county. 
82. Provided support for police intern and recruitment programs. 
83. Implemented the 911 emergency communication system in 'a non-urban 

· county. 
84. ProvidNl support to establish planning 'and research units in urban county, 

non-urban county, and municipal police departments . 
. 8u. Developed three juvenile concentrateci crime reduction programs aimed 

at reducing juvenile involvement in specific offenses. 
86. Introduced and supporte(l the resident trooper amI contractual police 

-services concepts in 10 jurisdictions. 
87. Implemented a study to develop an evaluation system for juvenile group 

'homes. . 
88. Provided support to enable 24 hour juvenile services intal{e coverage. 
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89. EstabUs4ed juvenile communityarbitra.tion procedures diverting youth>. 
from the formal Juvenile Justice adjudicatory system; 

90. Established a status offender's ceI).b-al intake writ in a major urban county .. 
. 91. S)lpported a community juvenile alcohol treatment: and, diversion 'program. 

in Baltimore City. 
92. Provided assistance to .support a juvenile cow:tinvestigator in Baltimore 

Cit .' , ' . 
!l~, Implemented a contractual parole and voucher utilization trai'lling program, 

within the State DivisOI).,of Correction and Community CorreCtions systems. 
94 Supported 'a community corrections center fOr women in Baltimore City. 
95. Increased the pre-sentence investigation capabilities of the State Division 

of Parole. and Probation. 
96. Implemented vocational traiuin'g program(J within the State· Correctio~al 

system. . 
. 97. Eliminated the detention of juvenl1es at subcstandard jails through ,the 

creation of a State transportation unit. 
'98. Implemented Juvenile law related' education ·programs in forur county· 

school systems and the City of Baltimore. 
99. Providw juvenile counselors to 'provide services at schools w~th high' 

juvenile delinquel1cy rates. 
100. Established community diversion programs for juvenile offenders. 
101. Estaolislled the capability for improyed pre. and inservice training for' 

juvenile services personnel. 
102. Assisted in the dev,elopment of two multi-facted prevention programs for' 

Juveniles in a' major mbiur county und the- Bnltimol'e Cilty 'l!l0lice department. 
103. Supported three alternative school prog!rams allowing disruptive juve-

nIles to complete educational activities. . 
104. Provided intensive community supervision in lieu of detention fon selected 

juvenile offenders. 
105. Establisu-e<f a Statisticnl Ana1ysis Unit at the Gov.ernor's Commission 

responsible for performing statistical analyses of data generated by information 
systems mamtained by crlminal justice agencies in Maryland. 

106. Developed a State-wide Criminal Justice Information System l\laster 
Plan descriting recommendations for criminal justice information system de-
velopment in Maryland~ . 

107. Dev('lopeda State-wide Security and Privacy Plan that provides guide
lines for meeting federal and State requirements regarding criminal history 
record information. 

108. ASRisted in the computerization of the Maryland State P{)lice Criminal 
Recorcls Central RepOSitory Identification/Index file to the criminal history file, 

lOll Assisted in the development and implementation of a computerized 
information system in the Baltimore City Jail to provide informaYdon on the
status and location of inmates. 

110. Assisted in the development and implementation of an integrated auto-· 
matNl cri.minal justice information system in an urban county of Maryland. 

111. Assisted in the improvement of the quality of data maintained by tIle
Division of Correction information system. 

112. Assisted in the development and implementation of a State-wide auto
materl juvenile justice information system. 

113. Assisted in the further refinement 'of the existing District Court crimina! 
case dispositional information system to provide complote reporting of court 
diRposition ('yents to the State Central Repository. 

114. Provided for the implementation of a planning model in an urban county 
and Baltimore City that simulates the flow of defendants through the criminal 
justice syStem. 

111). FOrni.ulated standards and goals for the Mnrylnnd Courts system. 
116. Conducted an analysis of comprehensive plans to develop a state-wide 

community corrections system. 
117. Supported a study entitle(l "Justificatifln and Evaluation of Proj€'cts hl 

Corrections." 
118. Studied the feasibility of the use of civilians amo[lg l'IJiarylancl Law En

forcement Agencies. 
119. Conducted a staff anulysis of operations and funding of youth Service' 

Bureaus. '. 
120. Condlicted a staff Rnlny of the coordination of programs relate(l to delin-

quency prevention and control. ' 
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121. Supported a report on Maryland Criminal Justice Higher' Education 
Pl'ograms. .' . 

. 122. Initia1:E!d a report On young offenders. 
123. Sup,pOl;ted Jin intensive analysis of the Concentrated 'Crime Reduction 

programs operating 'in 'the State. 
124. ;Formulated study groups to examine the police, 'courts, corrections and 

juvenile delinquency program areas in reference to nationalstanda·rds. 
125. Produced .and distributed I}. ffiOllltlrly news' ettel' outlining curren t develop

ments in the c:riminal Justice system. 
126. Upgraded and increased information storage and retl'ievai'cupa:biLitiesof 

the State planning agency. " 
127. Developedan.executive 'five yearIJlan outlining anti:eipated criminal justice 

improyements. ,If" 
128. Published a report onehe findings of a co:r.f'erence held to 'study the 

Maryland court and correctional systems. 
129. Develo,ped a comprehensive :,plan for Maryland criminal justice trarning 

.programs. 
130. Developed public service radio .audTV vIgnettes on specifiC 'crime preven

tion techniques. 
131. Supported the development of a comprehensive long range master IJlan 

for the State Juvenile Services Administratioo. 
132. Supported a study of the assigrrment system in the Montgomery County 

circuit court. 
133. Supported a task force .report on the treatment of rape victims 'in the 

metrqpolitan Washington area. 
134. Provided a technical asoiistl1.nce study of the Washington C'oulllty detention 

center. 
135. Provided tecllllical assistUllCe on the principles of car allocation and 

bypercube modeling for the Baltimore COlmty Police Department. 
136. Supported the updating of the Operations and 'Trai1lling manual for the 

Maryland Police Training Commission. 
137. Provided technical assistance to four police departments .for the review 

of new faCility plans. 
138. Provided technical assistance for the development of an operating budget 

format for a nmnicipal police department. 
139. Provided technical assistance for the review offaciIity plans for a juvenile 

detention holdover facility in a rural jurisdiction. 
140. Provided tec111licul assistance for the review of plans and IPrograms for 

a new jail in Baltimore County. 
141. Provided technical assistance for the development of procedures for effec

tive juror utilization in a non-urban county court. 
142. Provided tecilllical assistance for a study of improving the security in the 

M:aryland District Court. 
143. Provided technical assistance for the development of court calendarimg 

procedures for the Circuit Court of an urban county. 
144. Assisted in the development of procedures for improving juror manage

ment in an urban county. 
145. PrOvided teclmical assistrunce fOr developing a plan for improving the 

production of legal briefs in the Attorney General's office. 
146. Provided technical assistance for the review of court facilities and space 

utilization in two urban county courthnuses. 
147. Provided for the National Clearinghouse On Criminal Justice Architecture 

and Desig1Jl to re:view and comment on the plans for a non-urban county Court
house/Multi-Service Center. 

148. Provided for a review of.manpower needs and allocations for a non-urban 
county prosecutor office. 

149. Provided for a performance audit of an urban county lProsecutor office 
by the National District :Attorneys' Association. . 

150. Provided assistrunce throl1gh the National Clearinghouse for Oriminal 
Justice Planning and Architecture for State correctional facilities construction 
and renovation. 

151. Provided support for a study recommending improvements to the Pay
case Collection System for the Division of Parole and Probation. 

152. Provided technical assistance for an evaluative study of medical services, 
food services, security operations and staff organization at the Baltimore City 
J:ail. 
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'153. Provided nssistance in the preparation of a questionnaire on c<.>rrectiQnat 
programming administered to a sample of incoming state inmates. " 

154. Implemented a study of Parole and Probation centrql office functions,. 
workloads ane. (lervices., . 

155. Assisted in the development of an evaluation' design for community cor
rections programs in the State Division of Corrections. 

156. Provided technical 'assistance for the evaluation of the contract parole' 
program for women in the State correctional system. 

157~ Supported a study of the feasibility of ,utilizing a surplus army missile' 
site as a criminal justice training academy. , 

158. Supported a study of the analySis of organizational and adminiRtrative 
procedures for the development of a management by objectives program 0.11(1 a 
procedures manual for the Prince George's County Sheriff's Department. 

159. Supported a juvenile work-study program fOr functionally illiterate juve-
nile offenders in Baltimore City. , 

160. Provided training opportunities for a juvenile court judges and masters. 
161. Provided SUPPOlt for juvenile services VOlunteer coordinators. 
162. Provided training for State juvellile services staff in the identification. 

and treatment of juvenile offenders with alcohol related prohlems; 
163. Supported four juvenile services coor<'linators to develop regional preven

tion plans and programs. 
16.,1,. Established !i juvenile intake screening l.Jlit supporting a concenti.'ated' 

crime reduction unit in a major urban county. 
165. Provided support for initial training,of volunteer tutors to offer remedial 

educational assistance to youth on probation in Baltimore county. 
~66. Supported psychiatric and psychological evaluation services for the

Montgomery County Juvenile Courts. 
167. 'Provided support for a juvenile drug counseling center in a major urball 

county. ' , , 
168. Established a pre-release center at a State correctional facility for special-

ized offenders. 
169. Established Parole Commission Hearing Examiners to increase the re

view capabilities of the Parole Commission. 
170, Provided support for a volunteer program serving an urban county de

tention center. 
171. Implemented a study of the reporting systems utilized in the circuit 

court of the State. 
172. Provided recording equipl)1ent to the district court to increase their records 

capabilities 'and reduce transcription costs. 
173. Provided support for a witness notification project in the Baltiillore 

City District Court. , 
174. Completed a study Qf. District Court Postl}Onements to determine causes of

and recommencl solutions to the problem of trial delays. 
175. Supported the development of a trial judges benchbook for the Adminis

trative Office of the Courts. 
176. Provided support for a study to determine model worleload alloctions for 

the judiciary throughout the State. 
177. Provided assistance to design 'a manual fOl' juvenile court prosecution 

persQnnel. 
178. Provided suport for a diversion program for first offenders operated hy 

the Baltimore City State's Attorney's office. " , . 
179. Provided support for a unit specializing in the prosecution of major' 

fraud cases in tbe Baltimore City State's Attorney's office. 
180. Provided support for the placement of medical technicians at outlying 

,correctional camp facilities. 
181. Supported a home management vocational training project at the Women's 

Correctional Institution. ' 
182. Assistecl in the establishment of a State jail inspection unit to enforce 

minimum standards at local jails. ' ' 
IS3. Provided increased adult probation snpervision services in support of' 

a concentrated crime reduction program in an urban county. 
184. ,Provided psychological diagnostic services tOlillurban county detention, 

center. . " ' 
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180. Established the position of community release coordinator at an urban 
county detention center. . 

186. Provided technical assistance to develop an organization and staff study 
of the Maryland State Police. . 

187. Assisted in the expansion of the l\Iaryland 'State Police crime laboratory 
facilities to serve outlying jurisdictions. 

188. Provided increased commuu'cations capability to executive security per
sonnel at the State level. 
189. Assisted a major urban county police department in establishing basic 

entrance level training for county and lllunicipal police officers_ 
100. Supported police services studies in three counties. 
191. Assisted in the provision of soft body armor to on-line police personnel in 

Baltimore City. 
192. Supported the implementation of research, education and training units 

at the Maryland Correctional Training Academy. . 
193. Provided assistance to the Baltimore City Police Department to expand 

its radio frequency allocation system. 
194. Developed a resource for all criminal jnstice reiateci films and video tapes. 
190. IJstablished a centrallaw enforcement reference center. 
106. Assisted in the development of a parent-adolescent training program for 

youth services center staff in a non-urban c01Ulty. . 
197. Provided support to the College of American Pathologists for res~dency 

training of forensic pathologists. 
198. Supported the development of a new police facility ina large municipality. 
199. Assisted the Montgomery County Police Department in improving the 

management of criminal invest.iga tions. . 
200. Implemented a jail bailrevicw system at the Baltimore 'City Jail. 
201. Upgraded the State's existing law enforcement telecommunications system 

in the area of warrants, stolen property, and missing person files. 
202. Implemented a residential drug treatment and theraputic community at 

the Baltimore City Jail. 
203. Established a pre-trial release program in Baltimore City for impact 

crime narcotic offenders. 
204. Established a drug rehabilitation 'Project serving 'State incarcerated drug 

offenders in a residential treatment facility. 
200. Assisted in the development of a specialized probation unit providing in

tensive supervision to narcotic offenders in Baltimore City. 
206. 'Supported the development of helicopter patrol for the Baltimore City 

Police Department. 
207. Established juvenile anci adult intensive probation projects in support of 

the Baltimore City Impact »rogram. 
208. Sponsored a conference for State-wide regional planning personnel on 

evaluation and monitoring requirements. 
209. Supported the creation of a local criminal justice evaluation unit under 

tllP auspice,; of a state university. 
210. Assisted in the development of a criminal justice process evaluation 

illanual for use by local criminal justice administrators. 
211. Modernized record management system at the Baltimore City State's 

Attorney's Office. 
NOTE. :r.lnny of the nhove Ustpd accomplishments. though presented as a slnglp It~m, 

constitute multiple direct benefits to jurisdictions throughout the state (for examllle. 
Items 8,10, 12). 

PERCENT OF TOTAL BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATION BY A1lEA 

Juvenile rehabi litati on ______________________________ _ 
Adult corrections ___________________________________ _ 
Multifunctional' ___________________________________ _ 

1975 

20 
16 
40 

1976 

32 
20 
32 

1977 1978 

34 
lR 
35 

I The multifunctional category incluries those funds that ore designated for projects which often involve more than 1 
component of the criminal justice system; for example. a police.juvenile unit where polir.e officers, juvenile services and 
court personnel may all be Involved. It is estimated that 20-25 percent of multirunctional funding Is relnted to the juvenile 
and adult correctional area. 
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