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SUMMARY

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 marked the first time that the national
govermment approached the problems of 111egal drug trafficking ard abuse in
a r:anprehens:.ve manner. Among its many provisions was the establishment of
three new block grant programs for enforcement, education and treatment.
These programs provided funds in block grants to the states, with the
requlmmntthatalargeportionofthefurﬂsbepassedthmmtolocal
jurisdictions and agencies. A survey done by the Conference of Mayors in
Octcber 1987, exactly one year after the Act was signed into law, showed
that only a small portion of the funds had been provided to local agencies.
The purpose of this report is to update the 1987 survey by assessing the
current status of implementation of the three block grant programs and the
degree to which they are responsive to local needs.

Below are the findings for the 30 cities surveyed during May by the
Conference.

CITY PARTICIPATION IN DEVELOPMENT OF THE STATE PIAN

o Just under one in four of the survey cities have participated in the
development of their state's plan for anti-drug edtmtlm, 76 percent
have never participated.

o Just under one in five of the cities have participated in the
development of their state's plan for treatment; 81 percent have never
participated.

o One-half of the cities have participated in the development of their
state's plan for enforcement; half have never participated.

THE GRANT-IN-AID SYSTEM -— RESPONSIVE TO CITY NEEDS?

o More than two-thirds of the cities do not believe that the grant-in-aid
system (primarily state block grants) established through the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1986 is responsive to their needs; thirty-one percent
believe it is. ,

o More than four cut of five of the cities responding to an open-ended
question stated that direct federal funding of cities, or a sub-state
funding entitlement for cities, would make the Anti-Drug Abuse Act
programs more responsive to their needs.

STATE AIMINISTRATION OF THE BIOCK GRANT PROGRAMS

o Rating state administration of the anti-drug block grant programs:

* For education, one-half of the cities gave their states a poor
rating and 29 percent gave a good rating.




)

* For treatment, 68 percent of the cities gave their states a poor
rating and 14 percent gave a good rating.

* For enforcement, 46 percent of the cities gave a poor rating and
37 percent gave a good rating.
CITY INVOLVEMENT IN THE FY89 ENFURCEMENT ASSISTANCE BIOCK GRANTS ’

o Forty-ane percent of the survey cities have had an opportunity to
review the state plan; the rest have not.

o Thirty-six percent of the cities have had an oppormmty to
participate in the planning process; the rest have not.

o Twenty-seven percent of the survey cities know how much funding they
will receive under the plan; the rest do not.

o Forty-one percent of the cities have a say in deciding how the funds
which they receive will be spent; the rest do not.

o Seventy-one percvent of the cities say the funds are being spent for
activities consistent with their city's drug enforcement priorities;
the rest say they are not.

FEDERAL ANTT-TRUG ENFORCEMENT FUNDS RECEIVED BY THE CITIES

o] Twenty-three percent of the survey cities have yet to receive any
ﬁnﬂn-gforanyyeart}mxghtheenfomerentasslstarneblockgrant

program.




INTRODUCTTION

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 marked the first time that the national
goverrment approached the problems of illegal drug trafficking and abuse in
a camwprehensive manner. It strengthened critical federal interdiction
efforts, such as those of the Custams Service, the Coast Guard and the
military, and it stiffened many federal criminal penalties for drug-related
crimes. Of particular importance was the assistance to be provided to state
and 1local goverrments for drug education, treatment and enforceent
efforts.

When the 1986 Act was debated in Congress it was in the context of
getting help to the cities, to the trenches in the war on drugs. what
actually passed the Congress was a bill which provided funds primarily to
the states, with the requirement that a good portion be passed through to
local jurisdictions and agencies.

A survey done by the Conference of Mayors in Octcber 1987, exactly ane
year after the Act was signed into law, showed that only a small portion of
the funds actually had been provided to local programs in the survey cities
in these areas and that the grant-in—-aid system (state block grants) was not
responsive to the needs of two-thirds of the cities surveyed.

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 amended the enforcement and treatment
block grants. In the enforcement area, deadlines for the submission of the
state plan, federal review of the plan and disbursement of the funds within
the state were legislated. In the treatment and rehasbilitation area, the
separate substance abuse block grant was combined with the existing Alcchol,
Drug Abuse and Mental Health Block grant.

The purpose of this report is to assess the status of implementation of
the three block grant programs. A questionnaire was sent to the Conference
of Mayors' leadership on this issue: the members of the Executive
Committee, Advisory Board and Task Force on Drug Control — 46 mayors in
all. Responses were received fram 30 of them, 65 perrent. The information
which they provided is summarized on the following pages.

The reader should note that in no case do the percentages reported for
a survey question include a city unable to respond to that question.



CITY PARTICIPATION IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE STATE PLAN

Iess than one in four of the survey cities have participated in the
development of their state's plan for anti-drug education; 76 percent of the
cities have never. participated. A Newton official served on the state
planning board. Birmingham and Louisville participated through their school
system. Citizens Against Substance Abuse in Cincinnati was able to give
ideas. Washington,”D.C., which performs the functions of both a state and a
city for the block grant programs, was the only other city to have
participated in the state planning process.

Less than one in five of the survey cities have participated in the
development of their state's plan for treatment; 81 percent have never
participated. Houston officials had "verbal interaction with staff of the
Texas Camission on Alcohol and Drug Abuse." Iouisville's involvement was
through its membership on the board of directors of Seven Counties Services,
Inc. and the Jefferson Alcchol ard Drug Aluse Center. Philadelphia said it
was able to camment on the state plan, "but with little or no influence."
Other cities which participated were Washington, D.C. and Providence.

One-half of the survey cities have been involved in the development of
their state's plan for enforcement; 54 percent have never been involved.
Charlotte's Assistant Police ¢Chief serves on the Govermor's Crime
Camnission. The City of Phoenix is a member of the Arizona Criminal Justice
Camnission. Providence'!s police department was involved through the City-
State Task Force on Drug Crimes. Through its Criminal Justice Coordinating
Camission, the City of Philadelphia submitted a strategy for state and
federal assistance in the first and third years of the program, but did not
serve on any formal state planning body. Indianapolis police sulmitted a
fuding plan to the state criminal justice institute. Houston provided
testimony at a public hearing, and written suggestions were sulmitted by the
city goverrment and its state representatives. New Orleans officials
responded to a state questionnaire.



Officials in more than two out of three of the survey cities do not

believe that the grant-in-aid system (primarily state block grants)

established through the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 is responsive to their

city's needs. Thirty~one percent of the survey cities believe the anti-drug
grant~-in-aid system is responsive to their needs.

Leqgislative Chang

More than four aut of five ofthec1tmsrspamrgtoanq:m-emed
question stated that direct federal funding of cities or a sub-state funding
entitlement for cities would make the Anti-Drug Abuse Act programs more
responsive to their needs. Among their comments:

Boston: "“Provide a higher portion of funds directly to localities with the
greatest need (based on crime statistics, for example)."

Colorado Springs: "Requirement for allocation to cities ower 250,000
population based on proportion of their criminal justice expenditures.®

Detroit: There should be "additional funding made available to local
. govermments in the form of federal discretionary grants. In many instances
, a local govermment may have a worthwhile proposal that does not fit the
parameters of the statewide priority areas." There should be "amendments
that would send anti-drug abuse act resources directly to cities that have
the problems in concentration."

Erie: "legislation in the future should include direct funding to the
r‘ municipalities. The present method is not working in this area. Although
| important for state programs, this funding is essential at the municipal
| level. Separate funding should be made available to each entity."

Houston: "legislation should allow for direct furding to cities so that
local needs and priorities are addressed."

Jamestown: '"Monies should be made available to cities of all sizes directly
fram the U.S. goverrment."

Kansas City: "Direct funding of cities."

Louisville: "Passage of 'entitlement provisions' which would allow large
cities to apply directly to the federal govermment for funding under the
Anti-Drug Abuse Act."

New Orleans: ™here is a need for same direct entitlement programs in
educat].cn, treatment and enforcement in order to speed up the process,

‘ minimize bureaucratic layers and to ensure that cities benefit from
' education and treatment funds for which we are currently out of the loop."

New York City: ‘"Direct entitlement grants for major cities based on extent
of drug problem and resources needed tc address those problems.
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mlladelphla '\1)Eht1tlanent of a guaranteed percentage of the funds based
upon percent of ‘fhe drug crime problem and criminal justice expenditures.
2)Full funding of state and local law enforcement at the authorized level.
3)Need to get funds awarded within six months of the beginning of the
federal fiscal year."

Phoenix: "Direct federal funding to local goverrments. IncCrease

levels to support law enforcement efforts. Revise the funding formula bised
on the demonstrated needs of substance abuse in each state instead of total
population of the states.™

San Diego: "Drop the cash match requirement, and the funds should go
directly to cities.®

Trenton: "The Act should be amended to direct funding to the local
jurisdictions without passing through the state goverrment.®

Five cities — Binghamtcn, Charleston, Detroit, FPhiladelphia, and
Phoenix — specifically called for an increase in federal enforcement funds. .

! ! - [} ! ! -w g ?
The city officials also described administrative changes which would

make the anti-drug programs more respansive to their needs. Five each
called for:

o0 a requirement that the states include local goverrments in their
planning and decision-making process;

o better provision of information by the states about the availability of
funding; and

o reduced paperwork requirements by the states.
Among the cities' camments:

Birmingham: "Mandate inclusion of local agencies in state decisions."

Boston: “Improve mechanism for notifying localities of funding to be passed
through the State. Enforce provisions of the law which direct states to
distribute funds to areas of greatest need."

Charlotte: “Grant funding requires a tremendous amount of paperwork. This
is not a major problem for larger cities that have the administrative staff

toprepaxegrantapphmtlasardmtortheprogzssofﬂlegmnt It
can, however, be a burden for smaller jurisdictions."

Cincimati: "It is hard for us to know how to apply for funds. All funds
seem to stop in Columbus with state goverrment."

Colorado Springs: '"Requirement that the state involve cities over 250,000
population in developing and approving the state plan.”



STATE AIMINISTRATION OF THE BIOCK GRANT PROGRAMS

The city officials were asked to rate their state's adnunist.ratlm of
the block grant programs for education, treatment and enforcement i# terms
of its responsiveness to addressing the illegal drug problems in thelr city.-
'Ihezatmgwasonascaleofonetoflve, with one being poor and five
excellent. It should be noted agam that the District of Columbia performs
both city and state level functions in the administration of the block grant

programs.

For education programs, one-half of the responding cities gave their
states a poor rating (a rating of ane or two on the scale). Twenty-one
percent of the cities gave their state a rating of three. Twenty-nine
percent of the cities rated their state's administration of the education
block grant program as good (four or five on the scale).

For treatment programs, 68 percent of the cities gave their states a
poor rating of cne or two. Fourteen percent of the cities rated their
states' administration of the treatment block grant as good (a rating of
four or five). Eighteen percent of the cities gave their states a rating of
three for administration of the treatment block grant.

Intheenfomerent area, 46percentofthec1t1esgaveﬂ:exrstatsa
poor rating (of one or two) for block grant administration. Seventeen
percent rated their states' administration of the enforcement block grant as
a three. 'I‘turty—sevenpercentofthecmlsgaveﬂxexrstatesagoodzatmg
(four or five) umCatmg their administration of the enforcement block
grant was responsive to addressing the illegal drug problem in their city.




CITY INVOIVEMENT IN THE FY89 ENFURCEMENT ASSISTANCE BIOCK GRANTS

The survey cities were asked to describe their imnvolvement in ard

knowledge and assessment of their state's FY89 plan for use of the law
enforcement assistance block grant. Among the survey cities:

o

Forty-one percent have had an opportunity to review the state iSlan: 59
percent have not. Camments: .

* Boston: The "c1tywas able to review the state plangf:gr it was
submitted.”

*  New York City: “There was "“insufficient opportunity to review
plan prior to sulmission.

Thirty-six percent have had an opportunity to participate in the
planning process; 64 percent have not. Comnents:

* Boston: The "polloe camissioner was mailed a survey. However, a

survey which gives equal weight to all cities, despite populatlm,
has little merit."

* Houston: ‘"Participation was limited to testimony provided at one
public hearing that was hastily called so that the state's plan
could be submitted later in the month.®

* New York City: It was "11'.mitéd. (We) responded to a sm:vey'
regarding the strategy."

Twenty-seven percent know how much funding their city will receive
wder the plan; the rest do not. Coaments:

* Detroit officials explained that funding is based on campetitive
applications to the state.

* Houston: "Drug funds are distributed on a competitive basis; no
allowances are made for targeting funds to the areas experiencing
the greatest drug problems."

* Seattle: '"We know how much money will came to the city because
it doesn't get any."

Forty—a\epememhaveasaymdecldzmhowtheﬂmmd;mto
the city will be spent; the rest do not. Comments: ;

* Detroit: "We will have a say in the use of the funds if the city's
application is accepted by the state."

* Boston: "To date Boston has not had a say in deciding how funds -
caning to Boston will be spent. However, staff of the Police
DeparhnentardthenayorsOfﬁcehavebemmrkugtoopenlm
of camumcatlm with the State to prevent a nepeat of problems in

the past."
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Houston: "The state has established a Epriority for
interjurisdictional task forces." i

New York City: The "City did not partlclpate in state
exeartlve/leglslatlve discussions conoemmg authorized programs.
The City was given wide latitude in allocating federal funds to
specific agencies."

Philadelphia: "There is no provision for Philadelphia to make its
own determination, anly to advise the state. The state makes the
final decision as to what the furding priorities are." '

Seventy-axepementofthecltlessaythefm'ﬂsarebemspentfor
activities consistent with their city's drug enforcement priorities; 32

percent say they are not. Camnents:

*

Boston: "Inthepastfmﬂshavemtbeemearmrkedfor
agctivities consistent with the city's drug enforcement
priorities....However, efforts are underway to open the dialogue
and work more closely with the State to better target federal
dollars earmarked for Boston this year."

Coloradc Springs: From a May 4, 1989 letter fram that city's
Chief of Police to the State Division of Criminal Justice when the
city's application for $52,581 in funding for a D\RE progra; was;
denied:
'We selected DARE from the list of approved program
areas cited in the RFP.  The drug demand reduction
cbjective of the DARE meets cur local jurisdiction's
needs, and vreflects current national drug control
strategies....We view the denial of our request for a
proven demand reduction program as a penalty for already
having enforcement programs in place."

Houston: "o a large extent, yes. The City of Houston's law
enforcement priorities include focusing on street and consumer-
level dealers; drug buyers and consumers and mid-level and major
traffickers. The state's plan appears consistent with these
goals."

FPhiladelphia: 'W:atﬁnﬂswedogetamprettymx:hmlmemﬂx
our priorities.”

10
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The cities were asked to-indicate the amount of anti-drug enforcement
funding the city government had received in 1987 and 1988 and expects to

receive in ~1989.

Seven of the cities — Binghamton, Erie, Jamestown,

Newton, Santa Barbara, Seattle and York —— report that they have received no
funding thus far through the anti-drug enforczment grant program. The table
below shows the amount of funds the survey cities received in 1987 and 1988
and expect to receive in 1989.

FUNDING IN DOLLARS

CITY 1987 1988 . 1989
Binghamton 0 0 0
Boston 131,187 181,600

Charleston 0 35,148 21,000
Charlotte (156,000 for three years)
Colorado Springs 86,000 11,250 0
DeKalb 0 o] 7,000
Detroit 0 303,446

Erie 0 0 0
Houston 200,000 0 (1,200, 000)
Indianapolis 536,251 279,156

Jamestown 0 0 0
Kansas City 465,000 64,000

Louisville 254,403 172,673

Miami 0 350,000 0
New Orleans 544,724 168,176 328,556
Newton 0 0

New York City 4,006,946 957,280 2,583,644
Philadelphia 2,250,000 1,800,000

Phoenix 327,100 219,878
Saint Paul 125,394 37,618;. ‘

San Diego 753,515 355,415 513,875
Santa Barbara 0 0 (20,296)
Seattle 0 o 0
Trenton 32,000 . 0 1]
Washington, D.C. 1,505,889 2,198,000 2,153,863
York 0 0 0

( ) = amount applied for




CITIES RESFONDING TO THE SURVEY

7L

Binghamton, NY 52,910

© - Birmingham, AL 227,510
'~ Boston, MA 573,600
Charleston sc - 68,900
Charlotte, NC 352,070

- Cincinnati, oH 369,750
Colorado Springs, O 272,660
 DeKalb, IL 31,570
Detroit, MI 1,086,220
Elkhart, IN 44,180
Erie, PA 115,270
Houston, TX 1,728,910
Indlanapolls, 719,820

- Jamestown, NY 34,710
Kansas City, MO 441,170
Louisville, KY 286,470
Miami, FL . -+ 373,940
New Orleans, IA 554,500
New York City, NY - 7,262,700
Newton, MA - 82,140

©- Philadelphia, PA 1,642,900
' Phoenix, AZ . 894,070
'Prcv:Ldenoe RT 157,200
Saint Paul, MN 263,680
San Diego, CA 1,015,190
Santa Barbara, CA 79,290
Seattle, WA 486,200
Treriton, NJ 91,160
Washington, D.C. 626,000

" York, PA . 44,430

\
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ANTI-DRUG ABUSE ACT GRANT ‘PROGRAMS

Please indicate on the chart below if your city government

~has been involved in the development of your state's anti-

drug abuse plans for education, treatment or enforcement If
es, please descrpibe the type of involvement (i.e. served on

planning board, submitted suggestions for state plan,

etc.), and the specific local agency. that was involved.

o

?
o

Yes| No| Type of Involvement Agency Involved

Education

Treatment

Enforcement

Do you believe that the grant-in-aid system (primarily state
block grants) established through the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of
1986 is responsive to your city's needs? VYes_ . No

A. Please describe any legislative amendments that would
make the Act more responsive to your needs.

B. Please describe any administrative changes that would
make the Act more responsive to your needs.

13




3.8

Using the chart below, please rate your state's adminis-
tration of the block grant programs for education, treat-
ment and enforcement in terms of its responsiveness to
addressing the illegal drug problem in your city.

)

Education Proggsms 1 2 3 4 S
’ Poor Excellent

Treatment Programs : 1 2 3 4 5
: Poor Excellent

Enforcement Programs 1 2 3 4 ]
Poor Excellent

Your state has submitted its plan for use of the funds
available in FY89 under the anti-drug law enforcement
assistance block grant to the Bureau of Justice Assistance.
a. Have you had an opportunity to review the plan?

Yes No Comments.

b. Did your city have an opportunity to participate in the
planning process?
Yes No ‘ Comments.

c. Do you know how much funding will come to your city
under the plan?

Yes No Comments.
d. Did your city have a say in deciding how those funds
which come to your city will be spent?
" Yes No Comments.

e, Are the funds being spent for activities consistent
with your city's drug enforcement priorities?
Yes . No Comments.

Federal funds have been available for anti-drug enforcement
programs during fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 1989. Please
indicate the amount of funding your city government received
in 1987 and 1988 and expects to receive during 1989.

1987 $

1988 $

1989 - $

NAME AND TELEPHONE NUMBER OF PERSON COMPLETING FORM
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