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'nle Anti-Drug Ablse Act of 1986 marked the first tine that the national 
goven"lrel1t awroached the prcblems of illegal cin.g traffic:k:in1 am aD.1se in 
a a:rrprehensive manner. AIoon1 its many provisions was the establishment of 
t.lmbe new block grant programs for enforcement, education an:i treatment. 
'lhese programs provided ft.D'ljs in block grants to the states, with the 
requirement that a large portion of the turds be passed t:hraJgh to local 
jurisdictions am ageocies. A survey dane by the Confereme of Mayors in 
Oct:.ober 1987 ,exactly one year after the Act was signed into law, ·shcJwied 
that only a small portion of the ft.D'ljs had been provided to local agencies. 
'!be .. PJrpOSe of this report is to update the 1987 survey by assessirg the 
curl'ellt status of irlplementation of the three block grant pl:ClgZdIIS an:i the 
degree to which they are responsive to local needs. 

Below are the f:irrlln:Js for the 30 cities smveyed durirg May by the 
COnfererx:e • 

o Just un:ier one in fwr of the survey cities have participated in the 
develc:pnent of their state's plan for anti-dnlq education; 76 percent 
have never participated. 

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

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

'!HE GWn'-IH-AtD smDM - RESIQlSIVE m Cl'lY NEElS? 

o More than two-thims of the citieS do not believe that the grant-in-aid 
system (primarily state block grants) established thraJgh the Anti-DJ:u;J 
AbJse Act of 1986 is responsive to their needs; thirty-one percent 
believe it is. 

o More than fwr out of five of the cities respcniin;J to an c.pm-en:Jed 
question stated that direct federal furK:lin} of cities, or a sub-state 
fun:lirJ.;J entitlement for cities, wwld make the Anti-DJ:u;J Ablse Act 
programs lIDre responsive to their needs. 

o Ratirg state administration of the anti-drug block grant prograns: 

* For education, one-half of the cities gave their states a poor 
ratirgarrd 29 percent gave a good ratir¥}. 
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* For treatmant, 68 percent of the cities gave their states a poor 
ratirg am 14 percent gave a gocxi ratirg. 

* For enforcement, 46 percent of the cities gave a poor rat~ am 
37 percent gave a gocxi rati..rg. 

o Forty-one percent of the survey cities have had an ~rtunity to 
review the state plan; the rest have not. 

o 'lhirty-six percent of the cities have had an qp>rtunity to 
participate in the plal'U'liB.J process; the rest have not. 

o Twenty-seven percent of the survey cities krxM how 1lI1Ch fun::lin;J they 
will receive mxIer the plan; the rest do not. 

o Forty-one percent of the cities have a say in decic:ti.n:1 how the fun.1s 
which they receive will be spent; the rest do not. 

o SeVenty-one percent of the cities say the fun.1s are bein;J spent for 
activities CXI'lSistent with their city's dr\¥J enforcenent priorities; 
the rest say they are not • 

o Twenty-three percent of the survey cities have yet to :receive any 
fun::lin;J for any year thrc:u;Jh the enforcement assistance block grant 
program • 
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'!he Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 marked the first time that the national 
gOVemrr&lt ~roached the prd.:>lems of illegal dn.g traffickirg am abJse in 
a c::arprehensive manner. It st.reB;Jthened critical federal interdiction 
efforts, suc:h as those of the Q1st:ans Service, the coast Guanl am the 
militaxy, am it stiffened many federal criminal penalties for drl¥;J-related 
crimes. Of particular inportance was the assi.starre to be provided to '. $~te 
am local governments for drl¥;J education, treatment ani enforce:Rent 
efforts. 

When the 1986 Act was debated in COn::Iress it was in the cxntext of 
getti.rg help to the cities, to the trerx:hes in the war on drugs. What 
actually pasSEri the COn::Iress was a bill whim provided :fun:)s primarily to 
the states, with the rEqU.i.I:ement that a gocxl portion be passed tl'lrcu:jl to 
local jurisdictions am agencies. 

A smvey dale by the Conference of Mayors in 0c::::t:dJer 1987, exactly ale 

year after the Act was signed into law, shc:7Ned that ally a small portial of 
the :fun:)s actually had' been provided to local Plogzams in the survey cities 
in these areas am that the grant-in-aid system (state block grants) was nat 
responsive to the needs of ~t:hi.rds of the cities surveyed. 

'!be Anti -DIu] Abuse Act of 1988' amerded the enforcement ani treatnsrt 
block grants. In the enforcement area, deadlines for the sllbnissial of the 
state plan, federal review of the plan am d:i.sb.Jrsement of the fums within 
the state were legislated. In the treatment am rehabilitatial area, the 
separate substarx:e ablse block grant was CCIlilined with the existin} Aloc:i101, 
Drug Ab.lse am Mental Health Block grant. 

'!he pn:pose of this report is to assess the status of ilIplementatioo of 
the three block grant programs. A questionnaire was sent to the cmterence 
of Mayors' leadership on this issue: the 1DE'!lttIers of the Executive 
Corrmittee, Mvisory Board am Task FOIOe on DIu] Control - 46 mayors in 
all. Responses were received fran 30 of them, 65 perpent~' '!be information 
which they provided is Sl.DmIaI'ized on the followi.rg pages. 

'lbe reader shalld oote that in 00 case do the percentages reported for 
a survey question iooll.¥ie a city unable to respord to that question. 
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Less than one in fcur of the survey cities have participated in the 
develcpnent of their state's plan for anti-drug education; 76 percent of the 
cities have never. participated. A Newton official saved on the state 
plannin:J board. B:innirr;Jham am lalisville participated thrrugh their school 
system. citizens Against SUbstalre Ablse in c.m:irmati was able to give 
ideas~ wash.irgton,'-' D.C., whidl perfoImS the f\.1rx:t~alS of both a state and a 
city for the block grant prograJis, was the ally other city to have 
participated in the state plamin;J process. 

less than one in five of the SUZVej cities have participated in the 
develqanent of their state's plan for treat:me."lt; 81 percent have never 
participated. Hooston officials had ''verbal interacticn with staff of the 
Texas o:mni.ssion on Aloc:t101 and Drug Ablse." Ialisville' s involvement was 
through its lDelrtIership on the board of dizectors of SeWn CcAmties Services, 
Ire. and the Jefferson Alocilol am Drug Ablse Center. RUladelp"aia Said it 
was able to 0C'I1IDel1t al the state plan, ''bIt with little or no influence." 
other cities whidl participated were wash.irgton, D.C. and Prtwidence. 

One-half of the SUZVej cities have been involved in the deYelqiDeut of 
their state's plan for enfon:anent; 54 percent have never been involved. 
Olarlotte's Assistant Police Chief sezves at the Govemor's eriE 
Ccmnission. 'lhe City of tboenix is a mestbn" of the Arizema criminal Justice 
Ccmnissiat. Providence's police department was involved thrrugh the City­
state Task Force on Drug crimes. '1hra1gh its criminal Justice Coordinati.rq 
carmission, the city of ariladelpua sutmitted a strategy for state and 
federal assi.st:aroe in the first and third years of tl1e pn:qt:am, but did not 
serve en anj formal stateplann..i.rq body. In::lianapolis police sutmitted a 
fun::l.in;J plan to the state criminal justice institute. Halst:al provided 
testinaty at a plblic hearin;J, am written ~ions were sutmitted by the 
city gove.t11llBlt and its state representatives. New orleans officials 
responded to a state questionnaire • 
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Officials in lOOre, thi~ two cut of three of the survey cities do not 
believe that the grant-in-aid system (priinarily state blcx:k grants) 
established t:lu:tuJh the! Aliti -Dr\.¥J ADlse Act of 1986 is respalSive to their 
city's needs. 'Ihirty-one l!ierOeI1t of the survey cities believe the anti-dJ:u;J 
grant-in-aid system is resp:x,sive to their needs. 

!i:)re than four cut of five of the cities respadirq to an c:pen ended 
questial stated tha~ direct federal furxlin:;J of cities or a sub-state furxlin:;J 
entitlanent for cities wruld make the Anti-DnJ;J Abuse Act PZo:lZatllS DDLe 
:re.spoosive to their needs. AlIK:n) their cxmnents: 

Bcstal: "Provide a higher portion of fuJ'D; di.rectl.}\' to localities with the 
greatest need (based (Xl crime statistics, for exanple) • " 

Colozado Sprin;r.;: ''Requirement for allocaticn to cities aver 250,000 
pcpllaticn ~d 00 prcportioo of their criminal justice expen:litures." 

Detroit: '1heLe shcW.d be "ackiitiooal. furxlin:;J made available to local 
gcvenments in the fom of federal discreticnazy grants. In Errf instances 
a local governnent may have a worthwhile pL'q'OSal that dOes nat fit the 
parameters of the statewide priority azeas." '!here shalld be "amenlments 
that wruld sen:i anti-dI'\.q aOOse act rescuroes cli.rectly to cities that have 
the pLd:>lems in CXll'XleI1tration." 

Erie: "Isgislaticn in the future shalld in=llde direct furxlin:;J to the 
nunicipalities. '!he present nethod is not workin:J in this area. Alt:hcu#l 
ilrp:>rtant for state programs, this furxlin:;J is essP.ntial at the lII.U'l.icipal 
level. separate furxlin:;J shcW.d be made available to each entity." 

Halstal: "Isgislatioo shalld allow for di.rect furxlin:;J to cities so that 
local needs ani priorities are ackkessed." 

Jamestown: "Monies shaJld be made available to cities of all sizes diJ:ectl.y 
fran the U. s. goverrment." 

Kansas City: "Direct furxlin:;J of cities." 

IalisvUle: "Passage of 'entitlement provisioos' which WCAlld allow lcn:ge 
cities to ~ly di.rectl.y to the federal government for :fundin:;J under the 
Anti -DIu;J AbJse Act." 

NeW Orleans: "'lhere is a need for sane direct entitlement pZo:IZatIIS in 
educaticn, treatment arxlenforcement in order to speed up the process, 
minimize blLeaucratic layers ani to ensuze that cities benefit fran 
educaticn am treatment fuJ'D; for which ~ are currently aJt of tt-.e lcx:.,." 

New York City: "Direct entitlement grants for major cities based <Xl extent 
of drug pLd:>lem ani rescm'CeS needed tc. addr:ess those pLd:>lems. 
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RliJ.adelphia: li;'f.)Entitlement of 1:1 guaranteed percentage of ~. fun::)s based 
upon percent of lit-he drug crime problem ani criminal justice ~tures. 
2) Full furdirq df state am local law enforcement at the authorized level. 
3)Need to get fun::)s awarded within six ItDnths of the beginnil'v:J of the 
federal fiscal year. It 

fhoenix: "Direct federal furdirq to local governments. Irx:rease furdirq 
levels to support lawenfo:roement efforts. Revise the furdirq fonlllla ba9Ed 
at the dem:lnstrated needs of sul::st:arD! ablse in each state instead of total. 
pcp1l.atioo of the states." 

San Diego: "Drop the cash matdl requirement, and the funis stolld go 
directly to cities." 

'1'renta1: '''!be Act stolld be amended to direct furdirq to the local. 
jurisdictia'lS withalt passirq th:ra1gh the state gcverrment." 

Five cities - Binj'lamtcn, Olarlesta\, Detroit, arl.l.adelpua, ani 
fhoenix - specifically called for an ~ in federal enfon:aaent funis. 

'lhe city officials also described administrative c::harK}es ~chwalld 
make the anti~ I)rograms mre respxlSive to their needs. Five each 
called for: 

o a requirement that the states in:::lu:Je local goveI'l"IDE!I' in their 
pl.annin:J ani decisioo-mak:in; process; 

o better provisioo of infonnation by t:be states aba1t the availability of 
furdirq; am 

o reduoed paperwork requirements by the states. 

A1DI:n:J the cities g ocmnents: 

Bi.rm.irqbam: "Mandate irx::lusiat of local agencies in state decisia'lS." 

Bostal: "IDp'OVe mechanism for mtifyin;J localities of furdirq to be passed 
th:ra1gh the state. EnfoJ:Oe provisialS of the law ~ch direct states to 
distriblte funds to areas of gt:eatest need." 

Cllarlotte: "Grant furdirq requires a tranenbls aI'IDlllt of paper.a:X. 'lhis 
is mt a major prc,i)lem for larger cities that have the administrative staff 
to prepare grant awlicatialS am nadtor the progIess of the grant. It 
can, ~er, "be a bmien for smaller jurisdictialS." 

Cincimati: "It is hard for us to knew hall. to ~ly for f\m::Js. All turds 
seem to st:cp in Q)IUllbls with state government ... 

Q)lorado Sprin;Js: "Requirement that the state involve cities aver 250,000 
pcp.1l.atim in devel~in;J and awrovin:} the state plan." 
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'!be city officials were asked to rate their state's administration of 
the block grant programs .for education, treat:;ment am enforcement i~{ terms 
of its responsiveness to addressiB;r the illegal druq problems in their city. 
'lhe rat~ was on a scale of one to five, with one be~ poor and five 
excellent. It shcW.d be noted again that the District of Cbl1Jlli)iaperfonns 
Both city am state level functions in the administration of the block grant 
programs. 

For educatioo programs, one-half of the ~ cities gave ~ir 
states a poor ratirq (a ratiB;r of ctle or two al the scale). 'l\a1tY-me 
percent of the cities gave their state a ratiB;r of three. 'lWenty-Jtine 
percent of the cities rated their state's admin:istratial. of the educatial 
block gtant program as good (foor or five al ~ scale). 

For treatment paqrams, 68 percent of the cities gave their states a 
poor ratiIg of one or two. Foort:een percent of the cities rated their 
states' admin:istratial of the treatment block grant as good (a ratin;J of 
four or five). Eighteen percent of the cities gave their states a ratiB;r of 
three for admin:istratial of the treatment block grant. 

In the enforcement area, 46. percent of the cities gave their states a 
poor ratinJ (of ale or two) for block grant administratial. Seventeen 
percent rated their states' admin:istratial of the enforcement bloclt grant as 
a three. 'lhirty-seven percent of the cities gave their states·!a good ratinq 
(foor or five) irdicatL"'J!J their administratioo of the enforcement block 
grant was responsive to addressirg the illegal dl:u;J prcblem in their city • 
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'!he survey cities ~ asked to describe their involveuent in an:! 
knc:Jwledge and assessment of their state's FY89 plan for use of the law 
enforcement assistance block grant. Among the suzvey cities: 

o Forty-ooe percent have had an qplrtunity to review the state plan: 59 
percent have not. o:moents: 

• Bostal: '!he "city was able to review the state plan ~ it was 
sutmitted. " ' 

• New York City: '''!here was "irisufficient qportunity to review 
plan prior to sntlld ~ioo. 

o 'lbirty-six percent have had an cgx>rtunity to participate in the 
plamin;J process: 64 percent have not. o:moents: 

• Bc:Ist:a'l: 'lhe ''police cxmnissiOllP..r was mailed a survey. However, a 
SUIVeY wch gives equal weight to all cities, despite ptpllatioo, 
has little merit~" 

• Halsta1: "Participation was limited to testim::ny provided at CI'le 

p.1blic hearin;J that was hastily called so that the state's plan 
ocW.d be subnitted later in the toonth." 

• ~ York city: It was "limited. (We) respaded to a smvey 
~ the strategy." 

o 'lWnty-seven percent 1aD1 l'lcM nuch f'urdin;J their city will receive 
urder the plan; the rest do not. Ccmnents: 

• Detroit officials elCplained that f'urdin;J is based at ~titive 
awlicatians to the state. 

• Hausta1: "D.rug fuOOs are distr:iblted 00 a cc:atp!titive basis; no 
allowaJ"a!S are l1'ade for targetin} fun:Js to the areas experiencirq 
the greatest ch:u} prc::bIEIDS. II 

• seattle: ''We know l'lcM DIldl IIDlE!Y will cx:me to the city because 
it doesn't get any." 

o Forty-ale percent have a say in decidirg how the tums wch cxme to 
the city will be spent; the rest do not. Ccmnents: 

* Detroit: ''We will have a say in the use of the furds if the city's 
~licatia'l is aooepte:i Qy the state ... 

• Boston: ''To date Boston has oot had a say in decid.inq how tums . 
CXD.ir¥:J to Boston will be spent. However, st:aff of the Police 
Department ani the Mayor's Office have been wor:kiJV:ji 1:0 cpen lines 
of oatIII.D1icatioo with the state to prevent a repeat of problEIIB in 
the past." 
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* Houston: .. "The state has established a ':priority for 
interjurisdictional task forces." 

* NA:!W York City: '!he "City did not participate in state 
executive/legislative disolSSions c:x:n::erninJ authori~ed pt:OgrallS. 
'!he City was given wide latitude in allocatin:J fede:l:al funjs to 
specific agen:::ies." 

* Rrll~Jpua: "'lhere is no provisicm for Atiladelptiai· to make its 
awn detenninaticm, ally to advise the state. '!be state makes the 
final decisicm as to what the fun::Iirq priorities aJ:e." 

o 5eVenty-ale peroel1t of the cities say the fumsare be~ spent for 
activities ooosistent with their city's dnq enforcement priorities; 32 
peroent say they are rot. CUlilents: 

* Boston: "In the past, fw'x:ts have nat been eanarked for 
ctctivities consistent with the city's d1:u:J enfoxcement 
I)rioritieS, .••• However, efforts are urxieJ:way to qat the dialogue 
ani wrk lII)re closely with the state to better target federal 
dollars eannarked for Boston this year. II 

* Colorado ~in:Js: Fran a May 4, 1989 letter frail that city'lS 
Orlef of POliO! to the state Division of Criminal Justice 1Ibm the 
city's awlicatiol"l for $52,581 in fun::Iirq for a DARE prcgzam ~; 
denied: 

"We selected DARE fran the list of awroveci pZCXJldlD 
areas cited in the RFP. '!he chu;J demard zeductim 
oojective of the DARE meets 0\..11:" local jurisdictim's 
needs, am reflects current natiC«lal. <kug Oa'ltrol 
strategies •••• we view the denial of CAir ~ for a 
prOllen c1emani reduction progxam as a penalty for all'eady 
havin:J enforcement programs in place. II 

* 1b.1stal: "To a large extent, yes. '!he City of fblstal's law 
enforcement priorities include fcx::usiIq m street ani 0CI'lSlJIDer­
level dealers; dn¥} blyers ani consumers ani mid-level an:l major 
traffickers. '!he state's plan ClR)ears ccnsistent with these 
goals." 

* Hdladelpua: ''What funis we do get are pretty JIIlCh in line with 
our priorities.!' 

\ 
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'Ihecities were asked to <in::llcate the anpmt. of anti-dru;J enforcement 
funclin;J the city government had received in 1987 an::! 1988 am expects to 
receive in '1989. Seven ,of the cities - Bi.njlamton, Erie, Jamesta.m, 
Newton, Santa Barbara, seattle an::! York - repqJ;t that they have received no 
funclin;J thus far ~ the anti ~ enforcY~ grant, pnqnsm. '!be table 
below shows the annmt of f'l.lms the survey cities received in 1987 ani 1988 
ani expect to receif;ve in 1989. 

,;' 

FUNDING m OOUARS 

1987 1988 .. 1989 

'I'·' 

Bi.njlamton d 0 0 
Boston 131,187 181,600 
Charlest:a1 0 35,148 21,,000 
Charlotte (156,000 for three years) 
coloradO Sprin1s 86,000 11,250 0 
0eKalb 0 0 7,000 
Detroit 0 303,446 
Erie 0 0 0 
HotJSton 200,000 0 (1,200,000) 
In::tianapolis 536,251 279,156 
Jamesta.m 0 0 0 
Kansas city 465,000 64,000 
!J:W.svUle 254,403 172,673 
Miami 0 350,000 0 
New orleans 544 1 724 168,176 328,556 
Newtal 0 0 
New York City 4,006,946 957,280 2,583,644 
Fhlladelpria 2,250,000 1,800,000 
Rloenix 327,100 219,878 
saint Paul 125,394 37,613 
San Diego 753,515 355,415': 513,875 
santa BarlJara 0 0 (20,296) 
seattle 0 0 0 
'1'rent:.al 32,000 0 0 
wa.shirgtal, D. C. 1,505,889 2,198,000 2,153,863 
York 0 0 0 

( ) = annmt ~lied for " 
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Birxj1amton, NY 
Bi.rini.rr;jlam, AL 
Bost:a'l,MA 
Olat'lest:al,' SC 
Cllarlotte, NC 
C.iJx:innati, (II 

COlorado SprinJs, 
I,'; [)el(alb, IL 

Detroit,MI 
Elkhart, 'm 
Erie, PA 
Halston,TX 
Irdianapolis, m 

,Jamestam, NY 
Ransas City, M:> 
IaJisville, KY 

• Miami, FL 
New Qrl$iU1S, IA 
New York City, NY 
Newtal,MA 
Rliladelpua, . PA 
ll1oenix,AZ 
Providen:le, RI 
saint Paul, MN 
san Diego, CA 
Santa~, CA, 
Seattle" WA 
Trental,NJ 
washington, D.C. 

. York, PA 
/1 

• 

crrns RmKIIDIH:; '10 '!HE SURVEY 

CX) 
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52,910 
227,510 
573,600 

68,900 
352,070 
369,750 
272,660 

31,570 
1,086,220 

44,180 
115,270 

1,728,910 
719,820 

34,710 
441,170 
286,470 
373,940 
554,500 

7,262,700 
82,140 

1,642,900 
894;070 
157,200 
263,680 

1,015,190 
79,290 

486,200 
91,160 

626,,000 
44,430 

'I, 

S,,~ 
\\ 
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City ________ ~~----------

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ANTI-DRUG ABUSE ACT GRANT'>PROGRAMs 

1. 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 
yes, please desc~ibe the type of involvement (i.e. served on 
planning board, submitted suggestions for state plan, 
etc.), and the specific local agency, that was involved. 

~ 

/, 
\.-.'; 

Yes No Type of Involvement Agency Involved 
-- --c 

Education 

. 
-- --

Treatment 

, 

- --
Enforcement 

-- --
2. Do you believe that the grant-in-aid system (primarily state 

block grants) established through the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 
1986 is responsiv~ to your city's needs? Yes No ____ _ 

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

c 

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

13 
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3. '\ Using the chart below, please rate your state' sadminis­
tration of the block grant programs for education I treat­
me'ht and enforcement in t,erms of i ts responsiveness to 
addressing the illegal drug problem in your city. 

Education Prog~ams 1 ~ 3 4 ~ 
Poor Excellent 

Treatment Programs 1 ~ J 4 ~ 
Poor Excellent 

Enforcement Programs 1 ~ 3 4 ~ 
Poor Excell~nt 

4. 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., 

5. 

a. Have you had an opportunity to review the plan? 

b. 

Yes No Comments. 

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 ci ty 
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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THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 

ARTHuR J. HOLLAND, MAYOR OF TRENTON 
PRESIDENT 

KATHRYN J. WHITMIRE, MAYOR OF HOUSTON 
VICE PRESIDENT c' 

* * * 

EDWARD I. KOCH, MAYOR OF NEW YORK CITY 
MAUREEN 0 I CONNOR, MAYOR OF SAN DIEGO 

CO-CHAIRS, TASK FORCE ON DRUG CONTROL 

* * * 

J. THOMAS COCHRAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1620 Eye street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-7330 
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