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Foreword 

The National Drug Control Strategy relies on the  full participation of 
many  par tners  to achieve the goal of reducing drug use  and  its conse- 
quences.  Among the key participants are State and  local governments .  
This a r rangement  is fundamenta l  to our  federal sys tem of government:  
there  is more than  one level of authority with responsibili ty for making  
independen t  governmental  and  fiscal decisions. Some issues, like the 
drug issue,have an  impact on all levels of government  but  in different 
ways, requir ing tha t  each government ' s  p rogrammat ic  r e sponse  be 
fine tuned  to match  the particular c i rcumstances  facing it and  to sup- 
port the  efforts of other levels of government.  

Information about  State and local government  drug ~ control spending  
has  been  scant. The National Drug Control Strategy describes Federal 
drug control efforts, both in terms of program and  budget,  in complete 
detail. Although the numerous  drug control programs unde r t aken  by 
S_tate an_d_local ggyernmen_ts _c__an__ be_0bserve_d, a!3__ ac_coun "_ti~_g_of_that 
effort has  been unavailable unti l  now. 

This s tudy was done to provide the account ing needed  to assess  gov- 
e rnment -wide  drug control efforts. To this end  and  on our behalf, the  
U.S. Bureau  of the Census surveyed State and  local government  uni ts  
for their  drug-related spending in Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991. Our 
purposes  were twofold: to de termine  the extent  of such  spending  and 
to view its functional allocation. 

The survey found tha t  State and  local gove rnmen t s  are more  t h a n  
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Foreword 

equal  par tners  in the drug effort, spending $15.9 billion on drug con- 
trol activities in Fiscal Year 1991, or about  one and one-half  cents  of 
every dollar t h e y  spent.  By comparison, the Federal government  spent  
$11 billion in Fiscal Year 1991 (including an  est imated $3.2 billion in 
Federal  drug grants,  which is included in the State and  local govern- 
m e n t  totals). The bu lk  of this  spending  by Sta te  and  local govern- 
ments ,  79 percent,  was for criminal just ice activities; educat ion and  
rehabil i ta t ion comprised the remaining 21 percent  of thei r  drug con- 
trol spending. 

This  Admin i s t r a t ion ' s  d rug  control program will l ikely do m u c h  to 
c h a n g e  the  n a t u r e  of d rug  control  spend ing  in  t h i s  coun t ry .  The 
P re s iden t ' s  Nat ional  Drug Control  S t ra tegy  will focus  ac t iv i t ies  to 
reduce the demand for drugs, particularly hard-core drug use  and its 
consequences (crime, violence, health-related effects, and  death). It will 
target  special  prevent ion efforts at  you th  (par t icular ly  those  in the  
inner  city) and  expand t reatment  capacity specifically for those areas  
hardes t  hi t  by drug use. Further, in recognition of the critical roles and 
respons ib i l i t i es  of State  and  local governments  in the  overall  d rug  
effort, the Strategy will emphasize community empowerment  approach- 
es and  will promote community-based efforts such  as communi ty  polic- 
ing to recla im neighborhoods  and streets,  par t icu lar ly  in  our  inne r  
cities. As a resul t  of this  change in focus, we expect tha t  the  distribu- 
tion of spending on drug programs, which until  now has  favored supply  
reduction, will begin to shift more to the demand reduction activities. 

Lee P. Brown 
Director, 
Office of National Drug Control  Policy 
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State and Local 
Spending  on 
Drug Control 
Activities 

Purpose  and scope  of survey  

This survey of State and local government spending on drug control 
activities was sponsored by the Office of National Drug Control Policy. 
Objectives were twofold: To develop a methodology for est imating 
State and local government spending on drug control and to tabulate 
est imates of such spending covering a two-year period. These esti- 
mates represent a first systematic effort to estimate the level and type 
of drug control spending by the State and local governments. 

Data collection and tabulation were performed by the U.S. Bureau of 
the Census. The survey was conducted during 1992 and covers State 
and local government spending during Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991 
(see Methodology section for definitions). 

The survey covered all types of drug control activities, including those 
. . . . .  in the  general-areas-of criminal justice (police, prosecution,-and cor~ 

rection), education, and health/rehabili tat ion.  Spending was tabulat- 
ed separately for several functional categories. Readers should note 
the definitions following the tables. 

The local government spending figures represent drug control spend- 
ing by general purpose governments only (counties, municipalities,  
and townships). Two other types of local governments, special districts 
and independent  school districts, were not included in the survey. 
This exclusion could affect the spending amounts  presented. 
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For example, State and  local education spending (generally for drug 
prevention) is underes t ima ted  to the extent tha t  i ndependen t  school 
districts were excluded from the sample design and  subsequen t  tabu-  
lation. The same is t rue for the heal th and  hospital  spending,  since 
special district governments  include a large n u m b e r  of hospital  dis- 
tricts.  {The Methodology sect ion descr ibes  th is  l imi ta t ion  in more  
detail.) 

The survey findings are presented in a series of tables with accompa- 
nying text. Amounts  presented are est imates for State and  local gov- 
e r n m e n t s  only. Direct spend ing  by the Federal  G o v e r n m e n t  is not  
included in the tables. However, at least some State and  local govern- 
m e n t  s p e n d i n g  is s u p p o r t e d  by Federa l  g r a n t s - i n - a i d ,  a n d  s u c h  
amoun t s  are included in the data given. Readers should  note carefully 
the  sections on methodology and definitions tha t  follow the  tables. 

T ~  ~-'L-,,~ +,-.1~1oo ~-1~.~* f',.,11,-.,,., f h ~  r ~ . i o t , - ~ r , f  ,-~f" r ~ r , l ' . l r n h ' i , ' ~  .Ic~ ~ 'n r ,  l l ' . A ~ . r t  ~ n  f h ~  

nat ional  totals. It is not  presented separately in the tables containing 
State area totals. 

Summary of f'mdings 

State and  local governments  spent  $15.9 billion on drug  control activ- 
ities dur ing Fiscal Year 1991, an increase of nea r ly '13  percent  over 
the  $14.1 billion spent  dur ing Fiscal Year 1990. Spending  by general  
purpose  governments  for drug control activities increased at a slightly 
faster  pace t h a n  total State and local government  spending ,  which  
grew 9 percent  be tween 1990 and 1991. 

Among other  major  findings of the survey were: 

Overall, about  one and  one-half  cents  of every dollar  spen t  by 
State and  local governments  was spent  for some aspect  of drug  
control activity. 
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State  and  Local Spend ing  on Drug Control  Activities 

Table 1. Direct government spending for drug control and other se lected  activit ies ,  
by level  of  government,  Fiscal Years 1 9 9 0  a n d  1 9 9 1  

1991 1990 

State State 
and and 

Act ivi ty  Local State Local Local State  Local 

State and local spending for se lected funct ions  (in mi l l ions  o f  dollars) 

All activities $1,060,167 $442,295 $617,872 $972,695 $397,291 $575,404 

Educat ion  and libraries 314,108 80,750 233,358 292,250 75,758 216,492 

Public welfare 126,965 100,114 26,850 107,287 83,336 23,951 

Hospitals  and hea l th  81,110 38,504 42,606 74,635 35,543 39,092 

Public safety 79,932 26,459 53,473 73,968 23,929 50,039 
Housing and the  

env i ronment  76,167 16,221 59,946 70,588 15,155 55,432 

~IYansportation 75,409 40,341 35,068 70,628 37,782 32,846 

Interest  on debt  61,532 24,189 37,343 58,914 22,367 36,547 

Government  adminis t ra t ion 48,461 18,942 29,519 44,836 17,707 27,129 

State  and local spending for drug control act ivit ies  (in mi l l ions  o f  dollars) 

Total d rug  control  $15,907 $7,451 $8,455 $14,075 $6,248 $7,827 

Jus t i ce  12,619 5,501 7,118 11,525 4,739 6,786 

Police protect ion 4,223 637 3,585 4,035 618 3,416 

Jud ic ia l  and legal services 1,449 469 980 1,346 438 908 

Correct ions 6,827 4,342 2,486 6,045 3,648 2,397 

Other  120 53 68 100 34 66 

Health and hospi ta ls  2,784 1,611 1,173 2,184 1,250 933 

Educat ion  503 340 163 366 259 107 

Drug control spending as a percent o f  spending on all act iv i t ies  

Total drug  control (in %) 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.4 
Jus t i ce  1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 
Health and hospi ta ls  .3 .4 .2 .2 .3 .2 
Educat ion  . I . I 

_N _Oj1~_: _ F_0r d_ata on sel_ect _od __functions "local" includes general purpose governments  (counties, municipali t ies,  a n d t o w n ,  
ships), independen t  school districts, and special districts. "Local" da ta  for drug control include general  purpose  
governments  only. See Methodology secUon. 

Source: Data  for major  selected functions are from the  U.S. Census  Bureau  reports,  Government  Finances,  for fiscal years  
cited. Fiscal Year 1991 data  are preliminary. 

- Represents  zero or  rounds  to zero. 
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State governments spent a slightly higher share on drug control 
than  did local governments 

The bulk of drug control spending was in the criminal justice sys- 
tem ($12.6 biUion, or 79 percent). Education and rehabili tation 
accounted for about 21 percent of drug control spending. 

The largest share of drug control spending was for correctional 
services--S6.8 billion in Fiscal Year 1991. This represented 43 
percent of all drug control spending. 

About 12 percent of all police spending was for some aspect of 
drug control activity (surveillance, arrest, detention, and other 
related activities). 

An estimated 25 percent of all spending for corrections was drug- 
related. 

Drug control  share of all government  spending 

Nationally, 1.5 percent of all State and local government spending was 
for drug control activities during Fiscal Year 1991. The es t imated 
$15.9 billion spent was distributed among three traditional services 
areas: criminal justice, health and hospitals, and education. 
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State and Local Spending on Drug Control Activities 

Table 2. Drug. control  expenditure, by activity and level of  government,  Fiscal Years 
1990 and 1991 

[In millions of  dollars except  percents] 

J u d i c i a l  and  l ega l  s e r v i c e s  

Prosecu t ion  Hea l th  
Expend i tu re  type by  Police Courts  and  legal Public  and  
level of g o v e r n m e n t  Total protect ion only services defense  Correc t ions  hosp i t a l s  E d u c a t i o n  Other  

1991 

All Sta te  a n d  local $15 ,907  $4 ,223 $540 $649  $260  $6 ,827  $2 ,784  $503  $120  

S ta te  8 ,965  695  303 195 80  4 ,638  2 ,405  399 251 

Direct 7,451 637  228 168 73 4 ,342 1,611 340  53 

I n t e r g o v e m m e n t a l  1,513 57 74 27 6 296  794  60 198 

Local 8 ,567  3 ,586 313 483  187 2 ,500  1,268 163 68 

Direct 8 ,455  3 ,585 311 482  187 2 ,486  1,173 163 68 

I n t e r g o v e m m e n t a l  112 1 1 1 14 94  

1990 

All Sta te  a n d  Local $14 ,075  $4 ,035 $496 $594  $256  $6 ,045  $2 ,184  $366  $100  

S ta te  7 ,476  677  284 191 74  3 ,899  1,878 303  170 

Direct  6 ,248  618 209 159 70 3 ,648 1,250 259  34  

I n t e r g o v e m m e n t a l  1,228 58 75 32 4 251 628  44 136 

Local 7 ,923  3 ,417 288 436  186 2 ,410  1,012 108 66  

Direct  7 ,827  3 ,416 287 435  186 2 ,397  933  107 66  

I n t e r g o v e m m e n t a l  96  I I I 13 79 1 

Percent change, 1 9 9 0  to 1 9 9 1  

All S ta te  a n d  local 13.0% 4.7% 8.8% 9.3% 1.6% 12.9% 27.5% 37.6% 20.4°/0 

S ta te  19.9 2.7 6.4 2 .0  7.0 19.0 28.1 31.8  47.6  

Local 8.1 4.9 8.6 10.7 .5 3.7 25.2  51.5 2 .9  

NOTE: I n t e r g o v e m m e n t a l  expend i tu re s  cons is t  of p a y m e n t s  f rom one  g o v e m m e n t  to ano ther .  S u c h  expend i t u r e s  eventua l -  
ly show u p  as  direct  expend i tu re s  of t he  recipient  government .  Dupl icat ive t r a n s a c t i o n s  be tween  levels of g o v e r n m e n t  are 
excluded f rom the  to ta l s  for all gove rnmen t s  and  for local governments .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

- R e p r e s e n t s  zero or r o u n d s  to zero. 
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About 79 percent  (see pgs. ii and 4) of drug control spending  occurred 
in the  criminal  jus t ice  sys tem area. This included police, judicial  and  
legal services, and  corrections. State and local government  spending  
for operat ing correctional facilities was most  affected by drug control 
costs. The $6.8 billion devoted to drug control spend ing  wi th in  the  
correct ions  func t ion  represen ted  about  one-four th  of all S ta te  and  
local government  spending  on corrections. 

The share  of government  heal th  and hospital  services devoted to drug 
control costs was  $2.8 billion in 1991, a significant increase  (27 per- 
cent) over the $2.2 billion spent  in 1990. Spending for drug control 
within the educat ion  funct ion was relatively low in both  years  of the 
survey--S503 million in 1991 and $366 million in 1990. 

Spending was classified by major activity and survey procedures  did 
not permit  a fmer delineation. Thus, a drug t r ea tmen t  program oper- 
a t i n g  w i t h i n  a p r i s o n  was  c lass i f ied  as  a " c o r r e c t i o n s "  ac t iv i ty .  
S imi lar ly ,  a n  e d u c a t i o n / p r e v e n t i o n  p rogram ope ra t ed  by  a police 
depar tment  was classified as a "police protection" activity. 

There was little change in the shares of spending for drug control between 
1990 and 1991 at  the national level. However, drug spending grew at a 
faster rate than  total government spending (13 percent versus 9 percent). 

Spending by level of government 

The survey resu l t s  showed tha t  local government  direct spending  on 
drug control activities exceeded State direct spending ($8.5 billion versus 
$7.5 billion in 1991). However, State drug control activity was a slightly 
larger share of total State spending than  it was for local governments. 
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State and Local Spending on Drug Control Activities 

Table 3. Distr ibut ion of drug control  direct  expenditure,  by act iv i ty  and level  of  
government ,  Fiscal Year 1991 

J u d i c i a l  a n d  l ega l  s e r v i c e s  

Prosecut ion  Health 
Level of Police Cour t s  and  legal Public and  
government  Total protection only services defense Correct ions hospi ta ls  Educa t ion  Other  

Percent by level  of  government  

All State a n d  local 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0°/o 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

State 46.8 15.1 42.3 25.8 28.2 63.6 57.9 67.5 43.8 

Local 53.2 84.9 57.7 74.2 71.8 36.4 42.1 32.5 56.2 

Percent by activity 

All State and  local 100.0% 26.5% 3.4% 4.1% 1.6% 42.9% 17.5% 3.2% .8% 

State  I00 .0  8.6 3. I 2.3 1.0 58.3 21,6 4.6 .7 

Local I00 .0  42.4 3.7 5,7 2.2 29.4 13.9 1.9 .8 

NOTE: Detail may  no t  add to totals  due  to rounding.  

Table 4. Distribution of drug control direct expenditure, by act iv i ty  and level of  gov- 
ernment,  Fiscal  Year 1990 

J u d i c i a l  a n d  l ega l  s e r v i c e s  

Prosecut ion  Health 
Level of Police Courts  and  legal Public and  
government  Total protection only services defense  Correct ions  hospi ta l s  Educat ion  Other  

Percent by level  of  government  

All State and  local 100,0% 100.0% 

State 44.4 15.3 

Local 55.6 8 4 . 7  

All State and  local 100.0% 28.7% 

State 100.0 9.9 

Local 100.0 43.6 

100.0%o 100.0%0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

42.2 26.7 27.3 60.4 57.3 70.8 34.2 

57.8 73.3 72.7 39.6 42.7 29.2 65.8 

Percent by activity 

3.5% 4.2% I. 8% 42.9% 15.5% 2.6% .7% 

3.4 2.5 1.1 58.4 20.0 4. I .5 

3.7 5.6 2.4 30.6 11.9 1.4 .8 

NOTE: Detail m a y  not  add  to totals due  to rounding.  
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State  governments  also had  significant amoun t s  of spend ing  in the  
form of aid (intergovernmental  spending) to local governments .  These 
a m o u n t s  (shown in Table 2 at $1.5 billion and $1.2 billion for 1991 
and  1990) were not  included in the State totals in Table 1. This avoid- 
ed double  counting at the national level, since the state aid suppor ted 
subsequen t  local government  spending on drug control activities. The 
following chart  summarizes  these data: 

1991 
spending  

Government  level (millions) 

All State/ local  ...................................................... $15,907 
State total ............................................................ 8,965 

Direct ............................................................... 7,451 
Intergovernmental  ............................................. 1,513 

Local total ................................................................ 8 ,567 
Direct ............................................................... 8,455 
Intergovernmental  ................................................ 112 

A rough  es t imate  of government  spending  of its own funds  can be 
obtained by net t ing State and  Federal intergovernmental  aid from the  
total spending amount .  Doing so for 1991 results  in local government  
spend ing  of $6.7 billion, compared with State gove rnmen t  spending  
from its own funds  of a lmost  $9 billion. 

While the largest share of State government drug control spending was 
for correct ions services, the  largest local government  sha re  was for 
police services. This is consistent  with State versus local level spending 
in total. The bu rden  of corrections spending is greater for State govern- 
men t s  and  the local governments  spend more for police protection. 

Criminal just ice  sys tem spending 

The criminal  jus t ice  sys tem consists of multiple funct ional  areas  in 
which governments provide services. These are police, judicial (courts), 
prosecut ion and legal services, public defense, corrections, and  other 
(miscellaneous). Criminal justice activities are affected more than  most  
government  functions by drug control efforts (compared for example with 
health, hospitals, and education). Since justice services are provided by 
general  purpose governments  'only, the survey resul ts  permi t  a more 
detailed examination of the burden imposed on the government  sector by 
this aspect of drug control costs. These are detailed in Tables 5 and  6. 
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State and Local Spending on Drug Control Activities 

Table 5. Drug control just ice direct expenditure as a percent of total just ice  system 
direct expenditure,  Fiscal Year 1991 

[In mil l ions of dollars except  percents] 

Sta te  and  local S t a t e  Local 

Total Drug Control Only* Total Drug Control Only* Total Drug Control Only* 

Just ice activity Justice Amount Percent Justice Amount Percent Justice Amount Percent 

Total justice system $76,345 $12,619 16.5% $31,302 $5,501 17.6% $45,043 $7,118 15.8% 

Police protection 34,404 4,223 12.3 5,694 637 11.2 28,711 3,585 12.5 

Judicial (courts only) 7,908 540 6.8 3.901 228 5.9 4,007 311 7.8 

Prosecution and legal services 4,028 649 16.1 1,606 168 10.4 2,422 482 19.9 

Public defense 1,429 260 18.2 623 73 11.7 806 187 23.2 

Corrections 27,847 6,827 24.5 19,163 4,342 22.7 8,684 2,486 28.6 

Other justice activities 730 120 16.5 315 53 16.7 414 68 16.3 

*Excludes health, hospitals, and education drug control. 

Table 6. Drug control  just ice  direct expenditure as a percent of total jus t ice  system 
direct expenditure,  Fiscal Year 1990 

[In mil l ions of dollars except  percents] 

Sta te  and  local S t a t e  Local 

Total Drug Control Only* Total Drug Control Only* Total Drug Control Only* 

Justice activity Justice Amount Percent Justice Amount Percent Just ice Amount Percent 

Total justice system $70,241 

Police protection 32,207 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Judicial (courts only) 7,383 

Prosecution and legal services 3,708 

Public defense 1,310 

Corrections 25,136 

Other justice activities 497 

$11,525 16.4% $28,492 $4,739 16.6% $41,749 $6,786 16.3% 

4,035 12.5 5,462 618 11.3 26,745 3.416 12.8 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

-496  - 6.7 3,639 209 5.8 3,744 287 7.7 

594 16.0 1,503 159 10.6 2,205 435 19.7 

256 19.5 579 70 12. I 730 186 25.5 

6.045 24.0 17,050 3,648 21.4 8,086 2,397 29.6 

I00 20.1 259 34 139,. 238 66 27.6 

*Excludes health, hospitals, and education drug control. 
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Measures  of this b u r d e n  varied by specific funct ion wi thin  the  jus t ice  
sys tem area.  At the low end were civil and criminal  courts ,  for which  
6.8 p e r c e n t  of S ta te  a n d  local g o v e r n m e n t  s p e n d i n g  was  d i rec t ly  
a t t r ibutable  to drug control activity. Correctional costs were the o ther  
extreme. Nearly one-fourth  of all State and local spending  on correc- 
t ions was a t t r ibutable  to drug control activities in general.  Wi th in  the 
jus t ice  sys tem as a whole, 16.5 percent  of all spending  was  for d rug  
control activities. 

PERCENTAGE OF STATE AND LOCAL EXPENDITURE ATTRIBUT- 
ABLE TO DRUG CONTROL ACTIVITIES, FISCAL YEAR 1991 

Police protect ion ........................................ 12.3 

Jud ic ia l / l ega l  services: 

Cour ts  only ................................................ 6.8 

Prosecut ion/Legal  .................................... 16.1 

Public defense .......................................... 18.2 

Correct ions ................................................ 24.5 

Other  jus t ice  expenditure ........................... 16.5 

Varia t ion was  g rea te r  among  the specific j u s t i ce  s y s t e m  ca tegor ies  
t h a n  be tween years  or between levels of government  (State and  local). 
In fact there  was  little change in the pa t te rn  of d rug  control expendi-  
tu re  be tween 1990 and  1991. 

Spending by State areas 

Governments  in California, New York, and Florida spent  the most  on 
d rug  control  du r ing  the  survey period. These  th ree  s ta tes  were  the  
only ones  in which  government  spending exceeded $1 billion. In com- 
bination,  they  accoun ted  for about  4 4  percent  of all State  a n d  local 
government  spending  on drug control in each of the survey years.  

Most s ta tes  showed the same pat tern  of b u r d e n  seen at  the  na t ional  
level. That  is, in most  s tates  correctional services accoun ted  for the  
largest  sha re  of d rug  spending,  followed by police protect ion.  Other  
large sha res  inc luded hea l th  a n d  hospitals (combined) and  prosecu-  
t ion/ legal  services. 

State  differences in drug  control spending can  be related to popula t ion  
size. In order  to r educe  the population size factor, the survey resul t s  
are  p resen ted  on a per capita  basis in Table 12. When  viewed on this  
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State and Local Spending on Drug Control Activities 

basis,  governments  in Alaska {at $154) spend more  t h a n  government  
in any  other  State. Among the  States,  the  top five and  bo t tom five 
areas  for per capita drug activity spending  were: 

Per capita 1991 
State spending  r ank  

Alaska $154.44 1 

New York 149.00 2 

Connect icut  130.45 3 

California 102.30 4 

Florida 85.04 5 

Mississippi 21.99 46 

West Virginia 20.87 47 

North Dakota 19.64 48 

Arkansas  19.36 49 

Sou th  Dakota 13.73 50 

Nationally, per capita State and  local government  spend ing  for drug 
control activities was $63.08 in 1991 and $56.59 in 1990. Ten states  
exceeded the national figure in both  1991 and 1990. 

The per  capita and ranking measu res  did not  change m u c h  be tween 
1990 and  1991 for any of the states. We did not  a t tempt  in this  survey 
to analyze the reasons for different absolute  or per  capita spending  
levels among the states. There are n u m e r o u s  factors involved, includ- 
ing size, geography, u rban / ru ra l  economy, cost of living, and  so on. 

Again because  of the nature  of this survey, we can examine  in more 
detail  the  relationship between State and  local government  drug con- 

_ trol s p e n d i n g  and total s p e n d i n g  for_criminal just ice_system functions.  
As ment ioned,  16.5 percent of jus t ice  sys tem Spending at the  nat ional  
level was  attributable to drug control activities. This percentage  varied 
considerably by State. The n u m b e r s  are shown in Table 9. 

For governments  in Connecticut, about  32 percent  of the 1991 just ice 
sys tem expenditure was attributable to drug control activities. This was 
the  highest  percentage. Next was New York at 21.2 percent.  The share  
was less t han  10 percent in 13 states, with Maine (5.7 percent), South  
Dakota  (6.3 percent) and Montana (6.7 percent) also showing low rates 
for Fiscal Year 1991. 
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Shares of  direct spending by State 

Drug control spending is still a relatively small share  of total govern- 
m e n t  e x p e n d i t u r e .  The 1.5 pe rcen t  na t i ona l  s h a r e  for 1991 was  
exceeded in eight states. Drdg control spendhng was less t h a n  one per- 
cent  of total State and  local government  spending in n e a r l y  0ne-half  
(23) of the states dur ing Fiscal Year 1991. This stat ist ic showed very 
little change from 1990 when  eight states exceeded the  nat ional  figure 
of 1.4 percent,  while in 26 states such spending was less t h a n  one 
percent  of total State and  local government  expenditure.  

The survey data  permit  an  examination of drug control spending  as a 
share  of selected funct ional  spending in the states.  These measu re s  
are shown in Tables 10 and 1 i. 

Among the states, shares  of police spending at t r ibutable  to drug con- 
trol varied from almost  one-third in Alaska to less t h a n  5 percent  in 
Hawaii. For courts, most  State shares during Fiscal Year 1991 were 
less t h a n  10 percent .  This apparently lower pe rcen tage  was due  in 
part  to the fact tha t  total spending on courts includes  civil activity as 
well as criminal. 
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State and Local Spending on Drug Control Activities 

Table 7.  S ta te  and  local  drug control  expendi ture ,  by a c t i v i t y  and State ,  F i sca l  Year 
1991  

[In mil l ions  of dollars] 

Judicial and legal services 

Prosecut ion  
a nd  Heal th  

Police Cour t s  legal Public a nd  
Sta te  Total protect ion only services  defense  Correc t ions  hosp i t a l s  E d u c a t i o n  Othe r  

Total $ 1 5 , 9 0 7  $4 ,223  $540  $649  $260  $6 ,827  $2 ,784  $503  $120  

A l a b a m a  121 45 4 8 1 38 11 9 6 
Alaska  88 45 1 4 1 11 23 3 
Arizona 200  49 14 15 8 91 17 2 5 
A r k a n s a s  46 15 1 2 17 I 7 3 
California 3 ,108  876 107 229 83 1,486 223 84 19 
Colorado 137 26 3 5 61 39 2 I 
C o n n e c t i c u t  ~ 429 29 5 7 5 294 69 20 
Delaware 53 17 3 5 1 19 7 2 
Florida 1,129 331 41 23 15 496  196 24 3 
Georgia 285  81 14 10 2 139 25 12 2 
Hawaii  35 6 4 3 13 6 3 1 
Idaho 28 8 1 1 10 6 2 
Illinois 610  237 26 9 5 174 137 21 
Ind iana  138 38 3 5 1 52 27 10 3 
Iowa 91 22 2 2 3 27 31 4 
K a n s a s  107 32 I 1 1 49 14 3 5 
K e n t u c k y  89 . 23  1 I 3 35 21 5 
Lou i s i ana  150 34 8 7 61 28 8 3 
Maine 27 9 1 2 3 11 2 
Mary land  377 120 14 7 6 138 79 12 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  384  52 12 4 7 181 119 8 3 
Michigan  528 147 25 13 6 193 135 11 
Min n eso t a  170 41 6 8 4 29 73 8 I 
Miss iss ippi  57 21 1 4 20 4 5 2 
Missour i  154 34 7 5 I 35 34 15 24 - 
M o n t a n a  21 6 1 6 5 2 
Neb ra sk a  38 14 2 13 6 2 
Nevada 95 29 4 5 4 44 9 2 
New H a m p s h i r e  26 6 2 2 I 9 5 2 
New J e r s e y  582 175 16 45 4 264  61 14 2 
New Mexico 68 I 0 1 4 31 19 3 
New York 2,691 592 57 106 42 1,145 698  46 4 
North Caro l ina  310 100 17 3 2 135 43 6 2 
North D a k o t a  12 3 5 I 2 

• _O_hi _o . . . . . . .  435_ 1_18__ 20 16 8 175 56. 3 7  6 
O k l a h o m a  97 27 2 5 1 42 13 5 I 
Oregon 112 36 2 4 5 39 19 4 2 
P e n n s y l v a n i a  462  115 30 17 5 167 106 21 I 
Rhode I s l and  51 7 2 4 1 16 20 2 - 
Sou th  Caro l ina  172 52 4 2 1 81 28 4 - 
So u th  D a k o t a  10 2 3 2 2 - 
T e n n e s s e e  222  55 I0  5 5 100 35 8 3 
Texas  791 236 30 22 10 407 •57 15 13 
Utah  45 12 1 4 16 8 3 
Vermon t  19 5 1 1 2 8 2 
Virginia 299  76 18 3 4 108 80 9 
W a s h i n g t o n  264 58 6 I I 4 104 71 7 3 
Wes t  Virginia  38 14 1 I 8 i I 3 
Wisco n s in  187 44 3 9 2 68 45  17 1 
Wyoming  16 5 2 3 4 1 

NOTE: Detail  m a y  no t  add  to totals  due  to rounding .  
- R e p r e s e n t s  zero or r o u n d s  to zero. 
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Table 8. State and local drug control expenditure, by activity and State,  Fiscal Year 
1990 

[In million s of dollars] 

Jud ic ia l  and legal  s e r v i c e s  

Prosecut ion  
a nd  H e a l t h  

Police Cour t s  legal Public a n d  
S ta te  Total pro tec t ion  only services defense  Cor rec t ions  hosp i t a l s  E d u c a t i o n  Other  

Total $14 .075  $4 ,035  $496  $594  $256  $6 ,045  $2 ,184  $366  $ I 0 0  

A l a b a m a  99 39 3 7 29 13 4 3 
Alaska  77 41 1 5 1 12 16 2 1 
Arizona 177 44 13 13 5 86 12 1 3 
A r k a n s a s  38 13 I 2 13 6 2 
Cal i fomia  2 ,865 801 96 205 88 1,402 182 71 19 
Colorado 108 24 3 4 48 26  ,1 1 
C o n n e c t i c u t  347 25 4 7 4 229 60 18 
Delaware  44 15 2 4 15 7 I 
Florida 1,068 314  37 24 15 499 162 15 2 
Georgia 250  79 14 9 2 120 20 7 - 
Hawaii  31 6 4 2 12 4 3 - 
Idaho 24 6 1 9 5 2 - 
Illinois 543 243  25 7 4 130 119 16 - 
I nd i an a  111 34 2 5 1 40 22 6 2 
Iowa 73 18 2 1 2 22 25 2 - 
K a n s a s  i 13 28 i i i 65 14 2 I 
Ken tu ck y  72 21 1 1 3 29 15 2 
Lou i s i ana  127 29 9 7 55 20 6 2 
Maine 27 8 I I 3 12 2 - 
Mary land  336 114 12 7 6 127 62 9 - 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  345  46 12 5 8 157 107 7 3 
Michigan  446 142 19 11 6 175 81 13 
M i n n e s o t a  155 37 6 7 4 24 72 4 1 
Miss iss ippi  34 19 I 2 5 4 2 1 
Missour i  143 32 5 4 31 27 16 29 
M o n t a n a  15 5 1 4 4 1 
N e b r a s k a  31 11 2 10 5 2 
Nevada 85 28 3 4 3 39 7 1 
New H a m p s h i r e  26 6 2 3 i 8 5 1 
New J e r s e y  502 160 15 45 6 217 49 9 1 
New Mexico 60 10 5 27 16 2 
New York 2 ,464 694  58 104 46 1,021 500  38 3 
North Caro l ina  231 88 15 3 2 92 24 5 2 
North Dak o t a  11 3 6 1 1 
Ohio 336 104 18 13 6 150 26 16 3 
O k l a h o m a  83 24 2 4 1 36 12 5 
Oregon  98 31 2 4 4 35 17 3 i 
P e n n s y l v a n i a  368 95 26 17 5 131 78 16 I 
Rhode  I s land  47 6 3 4 1 14 17 1 4 
S o u t h  Caro l ina  148 48 4 1 I 67 24 2 
S o u t h  Dak o t a  9 2 - 3 2 1 1 
T e n n e s s e e  187 49 10 6 4 81 30 5 3 
Tex as  675 211 29 19 8 340 49 11 7 
U t a h  41 12 2 3 15 7 2 
V e r m o n t  15 4 1 3 7 1 
Virginia 264  69 17 3 4 98 67 6 
W a s h i n g t o n  217 51 7 10 4 76 63 4 4 
Wes t  Virginia 31 13 5 10 1 
W i s c o n s i n  145 36 2 6 2 52 35 11 I 
W y o m i n g  14 4 1 3 4 1 

NOTE: Detail  m a y  no t  add  to to ta ls  d u e  to round ing .  
- R e p r e s e n t s  zero or r o u n d s  to zero. 
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State and Local Spending on Drug Control Activities 

Table  9.  S t a t e  a n d  loca l  drug contro l  j u s t i c e  e x p e n d i t u r e  as a p e r c e n t  o f  Coral J u s t i c e  
s y s t e m  e x p e n d i t u r e ,  by  State ,  F i sca l  Years 1 9 9 0  a n d  1 9 9 1  

Total 
State  Jus t i ce  

[In mill ions of  dollars except  percents] 

1991 
Drug control only* 

Amount  Percent  

1990 
Total Drug control  only* 

J u s t i c e  Amoun t  Percent  

Total $76,345 $12,619 

Alabama 728 101 
Alaska  436 62 
Arizona 1,377 181 
Arkansas  309 38 
California 14,391 2,801 
Colorado 885 96 
Connect icut  1,063 340 
Delaware 260 44 
Florida 4,686 909 
Georgia 1,768 248 
Hawaii 358 27 
Idaho 216 20 
Ulinois 2,909 452 
Indiana 958 100 
Iowa 531 56 
Kansas  621 90 
Kentucky 648 63 
Louisiana 927 114 
Maine 245 14 
Maryland 1,758 286 
Massachuse t t s  1,981 257 
Michigan 2,891 383 
Minnesota  1,068 89 
Mississippi 321 48 
Missouri 992 105 
Montana  209 14 
Nebraska  265 29 
Nevada 541 85 
New Hampshi re  236 19 
New Je r sey  2,874 506 
New Mexico 424 46 
New York 9,180 1,947 
North Carolina 1,614 260 
North Dakota  105 9 
Ohio 2,485 341 
Oklahoma 686 78 
Oregon 861 89 

-Pennsylvania  . . . . .  2,557- 3 3 5  
Rhode Island 275 29 
South  Carolina 718 140 
South  Dakota 100 6 
Tennessee  1,088 179 
Texas 4,082 719 
Utah 354 34 
Vermont  124 9 
Virginia 1,617 210 
Washington  1,230 185 
West  Virginia 203 24 
Wisconsin  1,363 126 
Wyoming 119 I 0 

16.5% 

13.9 
14.2 
13.1 
12.4 
19.5 
10.8 
32.0 
17.0 
19.4 
14.0 

7.5 
9.2 

15.5 
10.5 
10.6 
14.4 
9.8 

12.2 
5.7 

16.3 
13.0 
13.2 
8.3 

15.0 
10.6 
6.7 

10.9 
15.7 
8.2 

17.6 
10.9 
21.2 
16.1 

8.8 
13.7 
11.4 
10.4 
I3 . I  
10.6 
19.5 
6.3 

16.4 
17.6 
9.7 
7.2 

13.0 
15.1 
11.6 

9.3 
8.6 

$70,241 $11,525 16.4% 

668 81 12.2 
398 60 15.0 

1,279 164 12.8 
273 31 11.5 

13,032 2,611 20.0 
795 80 10.1 
920 270 29.3 
241 36 15.0 

4,321 891 20.6 
1,557 223 14.3 

318 24 7.7 
193 17 8.7 

2,652 408 15.4 
841 83 9.9 
481 45 9.4 
594 97 16.3 
588 55 9.4 
852 102 11.9 
227 13 5.8 

1,644 264 16.1 
1,832 232 12.6 
2,761 353 12.8 

992 79 7.9 
316 28 8.8 
955 100 10.5 
128 I0 7.8 
243 24 9.8 
477 77 16.1 
235 19 8.3 

2,705 444 16.4 
386 42 10.9 

8,774 1,926 22.0 
1,389 202 14.5 

97 9 9.6 
2,199 294 13.4 

612 66 10,8 
762 78 10.3 

2~307 2 7 4 -  -1-1~9- 
260 28 10.9 
657 121 18.5 

93 6 6.1 
992 153 15.4 

3,787 614 16.2 
334 32 9.6 
116 7 6.3 

1,607 191 11.9 
1,079 150 13.9 

185 19 10.4 
1,211 100 8.2 

119 9 7.5 

*Excludes heal th,  hospi ta ls ,  and educat ion drug control. 
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Table 10. S ta te  and local  drug contro l  just ice  expendi ture  as  a p e r c e n t  of  total  
Jus t i c e  expenditure,  by funct ion and State, Fiscal Year 1991 

J u d i c i a l  s ~ d  l e g a l  s e r v i c e s  

Prosecution 
and 

Total Police Courts legal Public Other  
State Ju s t i c e  protect ion only services defense  Correct ions Jus t i ce  

Total 16.5% 12.3% 6.8% 16.1% 18.2% 24.5% 16.5% 

Alabama 13.9 13.0 4,0 24.0 5.0 15.9 77.9 
Alaska 14.2 32.4 2,6 3.4 20.0 8.5 66.7 
Arizona 13. I 8.6 9.0 16.3 28.3 17.2 47.3 
Arkansas  12.4 9.9 4,0 16.6 11.1 15.1 55.7 
California 19.5 13.9 6.5 25. I 23.0 29.3 18.8 
Colorado 10.8 6.6 2.6 10.9 2.5 19.7 4.7 
Connect icut  32.0 7.0 4.0 18.3 36.4 64.1 .8 
Delaware 17.0 16.0 6. I 50.5 16.2 20.2 
Florida 19.4 15.1 9.5 9.4 14.8 30.1 4.0 
Georgia 14.0 11.6 10.6 16.0 19,5 16.4 14.2 
Hawaii 7.5 3.8 6.6 7.7 5.2 13.8 9.7 
Idaho 9.2 7.1 2.3 7.8 7.6 14.5 I00.0 
Illinois 15.5 15.6 8.4 6.7 10.3 19.3 41.9 
Indiana  10.5 7.8 3.8 12.9 11.4 14.5 23.2 
Iowa 10.6 8.4 3.4 7.1 13.5 17.2 74.8 
¢ . . . . .  

Kentucky 9.8 9.3 1.3 1.7 33.0 14. i 5.0 
Louisiana 12.2 7.2 9.4 15.7 30.8 19.4 51.7 
Maine 5.7 7.4 2.0 14.0 2.0 3.7 100.0 
Maryland 16.3 15.6 6.9 10.9 19.9 20.1 4.4 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  13.0 6.6 5.6 5.7 12.6 25.4 1.7 
Michigan 13.2 11.0 9.2 9.7 16.6 17.2 45.7 
Minnesota  8.3 7.6 4.9 10.8 19.9 9.3 22.8 
Mississippi 15.0 11.7 6.8 25.9 10.7 19.2 90.2 
Missouri 10.6 6.2 6.2 11.0 4.0 14.0 98.5 
Montana  6.7 5.2 4. I 3.6, 2.6 11.9 3.5 
Nebraska 10.9 9.1 5.7 2.4 6.5 18.6 
Nevada 15.7 13.3 7.4 21.0 42.0 18.4 .9 
New Hampsh i re  8.2 5.5 4.7 20.2 8,5 13.0 100.0 
New Je r sey  17.6 11.3 7.1 .. 25.1 11.0 30.5 14.4 
New Mexico 10.9 5.2 1.7 15.8 4.2 20.8 .5 
New York 21.2 15.5 5.6 24.6 21.7 31.7 3.5 
North Carolina 16.1 14.2 11.7 6.4 9.7 19.9 35. I 
North Dakota  8.8 6.0 1.3 1.6 2.0 19.8 40.4 
Ohio 13.7 10.7 6.9 12.0 21.9 18.9 59.1 
Oklahoma 11.4 8.6 3.8 9.8 18.5 16.6 42.2 
Oregon 10.4 10.4 2.9 6.5 14.3 12.2 47.0 
Pennsylvania  13. I 9.5 9.9 16.2 18.0 18.7 9. I 
Rhode Is land 10.6 5.8 5. I 19. I 26.0 16,2 .5 
South  Carolina 19.5 16.9 10.0 16.3 30,4 23.0 2.1 
South  Dakota  6.3 5.8 2 .3  3.9 8.8 7.5 94.0 
Tennessee  16.4 12.8 11.0 12.1 27.0 20.2 100.0. 
Texas 17.6 12.5 9.4 9.0 21.9 27.0 20.4 
Utah  9.7 7.5 3.1 16.7 11.8 13.7 24.0 
Vermont  7.2 9.2 2.7 7.9 4.2 7.5 3.7 
Virginia 13.0 I0.1 11.0 8.9 16.8 17.2 1.4 
Wash ing ton  15.1 10.5 5.0 12.2 12.0 23.7 88.4 
West  Virginia 11.6 14.4 1.5 1.4 5:8 16. i - 
Wisconsin  9.3 6.0 2.6 15.8 4.2 15.4 7 6 . 8  
Wyoming 8.6 8.5 14.1 .6 8 . 5  8.6 2 7 . 6  

NOTE: Detail may  not  add to totals due  to rounding.  
- Represen t s  zero or  r o u n d s  to zero. 
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State and Local Spending on Drug Control Activities 

Table  11, S ta te  and local  drug control  Just ice  expendi ture  as a percent  of  to ta l  
Justice expenditure,  by function and State,  Fiscal Year 1990  

State  

Total 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas  
Califomia 
Colorado 
Connect icu t  
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas  
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  
Michigan 
Minnesota  
Mississippi  
Missouri 
Montana  
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampsh i r e  
New Je r s ey  
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carol ina  
North Dakota  
Ohio 

Judicial and legal.services 

Oklahoma 10.8 8.2 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania  
Rhode Is land 
South  Carol ina  
South  Dakota  
Tennessee  
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont  
Virginia 
Washington  
West  Virginia 
Wisconsin  
Wyoming 

Prosecut ion 
and  

Total Police Courts  legal Public Other  
Jus t i ce  protection only services defense  Correct ions J u s t i c e  

16.4% 12.5% 6.7% 16.0% 19.5% 24.0% 20.1% 

12.2 12.0 3.2 24.3 5.4 13.3 55.2 
15.0 32.8 2.8 4.4 16.8 9.9 66.7 
12.8 8.3 9.2 16.4 21.2 17.5 22.3 

11 .5  9.6 3.5 14.5 11.2 14.4 43.2 
20.0 14.3 6.5 25.6 27.3 29.4 28.0 
10.1 6.8 2.8 9.0 2.7 17.5 13.4 
29.3 6.0 3.6 18.8 35.4 67.2 .3 
15,0 14.0 6.0 44. I 12.9 18.6 .1 
20.6 15.6 9.7 10.8 16.7 32.2 3.5 
14.3 12.3 11.0 16.2 21.6 16.6 4.5 

7.7 4.1 7.0 5.9 5.9 15.1 
8.7 6.1 2.1 5.6 7.4 16.7 100.0 

15.4 17.1 8.0 5.1 9.7 17.1 92.3 
9.9 7.6 3.4 13.2 12.9 13.7 26.8 
9.4 7.5 3.8 4.8 13.5 14.4 43.7 

16.3 10.4 1.0 5.1 I 1.9 26.8 95.4 
9.4 9.3 1.6 1.9 32.9 13.1 4.0 

11.9 6.5 10.1 16.9 28.6 19.7 52.5 
5.8 6.9 2.3 12.2 2.3 4.5 100.0 

16.1 15.4 6.2 10.4 19.9 20.3 5.6 
12.6 6.0 6.0 6.4 14.7 22.7 10.5 
12.8 10.9 8.0 9.0 18. I 16.4 42.2 
7.9 7.3 5.5 9.4 20.1 8.5 24.2 
8.8 11.0 5.7 9.3 9.8 4.9 74.2 

10.5 6.2 4.2 9.0 3.9 12.3 98.7 
7.8 7.0 6. I 3.9 2.7 11.7 3.1 
9.8 8.2 6.2 2.0 6.1 16.7 

16.1 15.0 7.7 17.0 41.1 17.7 1.1 
8.3 5. I 5.5 30.5 10.4 11.5 100.0 

16.4 10.7 7.1 28.9 12.1 27.4 31.2 
10.9 5.9 1.3 17.5 3.4 18.6 .2 
22.0 18.7 5.5 24.5 23.7 31.0 3.4 
14.5 12.9 11.4 6.1 9.3 18.3 36.7 
9.6 6.2 1.3 1.5 2.1 23.9 9.8 

13.4 10.3 7 . 4  11.3 2 0 . 1  _ 18.8 62.1 
4.5 7.9 15.3 16.4 16.0 

10.3 9.6 2.7 6.5 14.4 13.6 27.8 
11.9 8.5 8.9 16.3 18.8 17.3 8.9 
10.9 5.3 7.2 21.8 30.7 16.2 .4 
18.5 16.8 I0. I 10.6 25.6 21.6 ,9 
6.1 5.1 2.1 3.6 2.6 7.9 96.0 

15.4 11.9 11.0 13.4 19.7 19.1 99.8 
16.2 11.9 9.4 8.4 20.7 24.7 11.9 
9.6 7.6 3.1 16.2 11.8 14.3 21.8 
6.3 7.1 1.8 6.2 4.9 8.3 

11.9 8.8 10.9 7.9 17.4 16.6 1.2 
13.9 10.4 6.5 12.9 15.0 19.6 98.0 
10.4 14.0 1.5 1.2 4.6 12.5 
8.2 5.3 2.6 11.7 4.2 14.8 79.4 
7.5 7.9 6.9 .6 8.6 8.9 27.6 

NOTE: Detail may  no t  add  to totals due  to rounding.  
- Represen t s  zero or r o u n d s  to zero. 
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Table 12. State and local drug control per capita expenditure, by State,  Fiscal Years 
1990 and 1991 

Rank 

1991 1990 

DruR control expendi tu re  per  capita 

1991 1990 

1 I Alaska $154.44 $140.61 
2 2 New York 149.00 136.98 
3 3 Connect icut  130.45 105.65 
4 4 California 102.30 96.27 
5 5 Florida 85.04 82.56 
6 8 Delaware 78.22 65.77 
7 7 Maryland 77.63 70.26 
8 9 . New Je r sey  75.02 65.00 
9 6 Nevada 74.31 70.42 
10 I 0 Massachuse t t s  64.06 57.41 

All State and  local 63.08 56.59 

11 12 Michigan 56.40 48.02 
12 11 Arizona 53.24 48.26 
13 13 Illinois 52.84 47.53 
14 16 Washington 52.53 44.66 
15 14 Rhode Island 50.88 46.79 
16 18 South  Carolina 48.32 42.39 
17 17 Virginia 47.50 42.68 

19 19 Texas 45.60 39.71 
20 22 Tennessee  44.77 38.36 
21 20 New Mexico 44.02 39.59 
22 21 Georgia 43.04 38.65 
23 15 Kansas  42.72 45.56 
24 26 Colorado 40.52 32.66 
25 27 Ohio 39.75 30.96 
26 28 Pennsylvania  38.64 30.95 
27 25 Oregon 38.48 34.54 
28 23 Minnesota  38.37 35.43 
29 31 Wisconsin  37.81 29.74 
30 30 Louisiana 35.18 30.13 
31 29 Wyoming 34.36 30.68 
32 36 Vermont  32.88 26.34 
33 35 Iowa 32.74 26.34 
34 32 Hawaii 31.20 28.20 
35 34 Oklahoma 30.51 26.41 
36 33 Missouri 29.89 27.87 
37 37 Alabama 29.49 24.39 
38 39 Idaho 26.83 23.63 
39 45 Montana  25.56 18.92 
40 38 Utah 25.34 23.77 
41 42 Indiana 24.55 19.96 
42 43 Kentucky 23.92 19.50 
43 44 Nebraska 23.84 19.42 
44 40 New Hampshire  23.64 23.57 
45 41 Maine 22.02 21.62 
46 49 Mississippi 21.99 13.28 
47 47 West  Virginia 20.87 17.05 
48 46 North Dakota 19.64 17.94 
49 48 Arkansas  19.36 16.10 
50 50 South  Dakota 13.73 12.47 
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State and Local Spending on Drug Control Activities 

Table 13.  S t a t e  a n d  loca l  drug contro l  e x p e n d i t u r e  as  a p e r c e n t  o f  d i rec t  e x p e n d i t u r e  
o n  all  a c t i v i t i e s ,  F i s c a l  Years 1 9 9 0  and 1 9 9 1  

[In mill ions of dollars except percents] 

1991 1990 
All Drug All Drug 

S ta te  act ivi t ies  control  Percent  activi t ies control  Percen t  

Total $1 ,060 .167  $15 ,907  1.5% $972 ,695  $14 ,075  1.4% 

A l a b a m a  14,159 121 .9 12,830 99 .8 
Alaska  6 ,284  88 1.4 5 ,968 77 1.3 
Arizona 15,697 200  1.3 15,487 177 1. I 
A r k a n s a s  6 ,439  46 .7 5 ,943 38 .6 
California 146.233 3 ,108 2.1 133,690 2 ,865  2.1 
Colorado 13,669 137 1.0 12,772 108 .8 
Connec t i cu t  16,414 429 2.6 14,872 347  2 .3  
Delaware 3 ,056  53 1.7 2 ,815  44  1.6 
Florida 51,721 1,129 2.2 46,571 1,068 2.3 
Georgia 24 ,768  285 1.2 22 ,772  250  1.1 
Hawaii 5 .772 35 .6 4 ,902 31 .6 
Idaho  3 ,296  28 .8 2 ,945 24 .8 
Illinois 43 ,734  610  1.4 39,271 543 I. 4 
I nd i ana  18,562 138 .7 16,774 111 .7 
Iowa 10,516 91 .9 9 ,700  73 .8 
K a n s a s  9 ,003  107 1.2 8 ,413 113 1.3 
Kentucky  12,395 89 .7 10,909 72 .7 
Louis iana  15,904 150 .9 14,529 127 .9 
Maine 4 ,986  27 .5 4 ,389  27 .6 
Mary land  20 ,470  377 1.8 18,667 336  1.8 
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  29 ,985  384  1.3 27 ,536  345  1.3 
Michigan 39,181 528 1.3 36 ,643  446  1.2 
Minneso t a  21 ,179  170 .8 19,279 155 .8 
Mississippi  7 ,872 57 .7 7 ,418 34  .5 
Missouri  15,627 154 1.0 14,264 143 1.0 
M o n t a n a  3 ,196  21 .6 2 ,920  15 .5 
Neb ra ska  6 ,963  38 .5 6 ,572  31 .5 
Nevada 5 ,839 95 1.6 4 ,824  85 1.8 
New H a m p s h i r e  3,821 26 .7 3 ,646  26 .7 
New J e r s e y  36 ,162  582 1.6 33 ,816  502 1.5 
New Mexico 5 ,746  68 1.2 5 ,486 60  I. 1 
New York 117,400 2,691 2.3 106,875 2 ,464  2 .3  
Nor th  Caro l ina  24,211 310 1.3 22 ,226  231 1.0 
Nor th  Dako ta  2 ,442 12 .5 2 ,383  11 .5 
Ohio 42 ,095  435 1.0 38 ,495  336  .9 
O k l a h o m a  I 0 ,635  97 .9 9 ,746  83 .9 
Qrego_n . . . . . . . . .  12 ,312  _ 112 . . . . .  9 11 ,146  . . . . .  98 . . . . .  9 
Pennsy lvan ia  44 ,729  462  1.0 41 ,516  368  .9 
Rhode  Is land  4 ,518  51 1.1 4 ,123  47  1. I 
S o u t h  Caro l ina  13,279 172 1.3 11,915 148 1.2 
S o u t h  Dako ta  2 ,288  10 .4 2 ,157 9 .4 
T e n n e s s e e  18,177 222 1.2 17,026 187 1.1 
Texas  58 ,087  791 1.4 55 ,080  675  1.2 
U t a h  6 ,867  45 .7 6,461 41 .6 
V e r m o n t  2 ,435  19 .8 2 ,234  15 .7 
Virginia  22 ,875  299 1.3 21 ,239  264  1.2 
W a s h i n g t o n  24 ,830  264  I. 1 22,051 217  1.0 
Wes t  Virginia 6,061 38 .6 5 ,437 31 .6 
Wiscons in  20 ,010  187 .9 18,210 145 .8 
Wyoming 2 ,574  16 .6 2 ,376  14 .6 

NOTE: Detail  m a y  no t  add  to to ta l s  due  to rounding .  
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Methodo logy  

Coverage 

The da ta  in th is  report  were collected by the U.So Bureau  of the 
Census for the Office of National Drug Control Policy using a special 
sample survey of State and local governments.  The sample  panel  
included all 50 State governments and all 3,042 county governments. 
It also included all municipal i t ies  tha t  had a 1986 popula t ion  of 
10,000 or more, with municipalities of under tha t  population cutoff 
selected using a scientifically designed sample procedure. The sample 
panel included all townships of 10,000 population or more within the 
six New England states, the three Middle Atlantic states, Michigan, 
and Wisconsin. Additional township governments were selected using 
the sample procedure. In total, the sample panel consisted of 8,867 
local governments (3,042 counties, 4,693 municipalities, and 1,132 
townships). 

Data collection 

The survey was accomplished using three methods of data collection: 
field compilation, specialized office compilation with supplementa l  
agency contacts, and marl canvass. Trained field representatives com- 
piled expenditure data from the governments' own records for the 50 
states, the 25 counties, and the 25 municipalities having the largest 
total expenditure for the police, judicial, and corrections functions in 
1990. Specialized office compilation procedures were used to collect 
data  for 680 units ,  which consisted of counties with a populat ion 
greater than  100,000 and municipalities and urban  townships with a 
population greater than  75,000 that  were not included as field compi o 
lation units. The field and specialized office compilations were com- 
pleted between April and November 1992. All other uni ts  in the sam- 
ple were canvassed for expenditure data by mail beginning in J u n e  
1992. Respondent governments accounted for 87 percent of the esti- 
mated total justice expenditure data. The overall response rate for the 
mail canvass was 54 percent. Response for field compilation uni ts  
was 100 percent. Response for specialized office compilation units  was 
90 percent. 

The survey efforts were supplemented by reference to a variety of pub- 
lished government documents such as budgets, financial statements,  
audit reports, and drug strategies. 
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In some cases, such sources were the basis  for breaking down totals 
into more detailed expenditure figures. In addition, agency records of 
arrests,  investigations, court filings and dispositions, inmate  counts,  
etc., were used  in some cases to es t imate  the  proport ion of agency 
resources  that  were drug related. 

Survey period 

The State expenditure data  presented  in this  report  cover the  fiscal 
years ending J u n e  30, 1990 and 1991, for all States except four whose 
fiscal years ended as follows: New York, March 31; Texas, August  31; 
and  Alabama and Michigan, September  30. Some State agencies oper- 
ate on a different fiscal year basis than  the State government .  In such  
instances,  the data are for the agency's fiscal year  tha t  ended within 
the  State 's regular fiscal year. 

For local governments,  the 1990 expendi ture  data  are for the  govern- 
men t s '  fiscal year tha t  ended  be tween  J u l y  1, 1989, and  J u n e  30, 
1990. The 1991 expenditure data  are for the governments '  fiscal year 
tha t  ended  between Ju ly  1, 1990, and  J u n e  30 1991. Most municipal-  
ities and  counties ended their fiscal year on December  31 or J u n e  30. 
By us ing the Ju ly  1 to J u n e  30 reference period, some governments '  
da ta  are for a fiscal year that  the local gow~rnment may  refer to as the 
prior fiscal year. For example, those that  ended  December  311 1989, 
may  be referred to as Fiscal Year 1989. The fiscal years  reported for 
Washington, D.C., ended September  30. 

Limitations of the survey data 

Readers  should compare states with caution. Differences in functional  
. . . . .  responsibil i t ies from_State-to,State may affect the-comparability- of the  

data. Some State governments  directly adminis ter  activities tha t  local 
governments  adminis ter  in o ther  states. For example, the State gov- 
e r n m e n t s  of Alaska, Connect icut ,  Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, 
and  Vermont  operate local jarls as well as State prisons.  

The da ta  repor ted for local g o v e r n m e n t s  came  f rom a sample  and  
therefore, are an est imate tha t  might  vary from the  resul ts  of a com- 
plete enumerat ion.  This variation, together with variat ions tha t  would 
o c c u r  from all possible samples  of the  same  size and  procedure,  is 
known  as sampling error. 
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Sampl ing  error can be est imated.  The local g o v e r n m e n t  sample  for 
this  survey was designed to estimate the portion of total jus t ice  expen- 
di ture  made  by local governments  in each State with a relative sam- 
pling error of less t han  one half of one percent at  the two-thirds  confi- 
dence  level. 

Data for local governments  and the total for State and  local govern- 
m e n t s  rely on samples.  State government  figures are not  subject  to 
sampl ing errors because  all State governments  were inc luded in the 
survey. 

All d a t a  a re  s u b j e c t  to p o s s i b l e  i n a c c u r a c i e s  in  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  
response,  and  processing. Every effort was made  to keep such  errors 
to a m i n i m u m  th rough  examining, editing, a n d  tabu la t ing  the  da ta  
submi t t ed  by government  officials and th rough  extensive follow-up 
procedures  to clarify inadequate  or inconsis tent  survey re turns .  

D e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t e r m s  

The following is a glossary of terms and concepts used  in this  report 
and  commen t s  regarding their  limitations. 

The definitions are those applied in the field compilat ion of data for 
the  50 states,  25 count ies  and 25 municipali t ies having the  largest 
total expendi ture  for the police, judicial, and corrections funct ions in 
1990; and  for the 680 specialized office compilation units .  These defi- 
n i t ions  were summar ized  for inclusion in the survey ques t ionna i res  
sent  to governments  in the mail portion of the survey. 

These t e rms  are grouped into three categories: 

Governmental  uni ts  and types of governments  
Governmental  expenditures 
Governmental  functions 

G o v e r n m e n t  u n i t s  a n d  t y p e s  of  g o v e r n m e n t  

A g o v e r n m e n t  is an organized entity whose governmenta l  character  is 
evidenced by the  popular  election of officials or their  appo in tmen t  by 
public officials, a high degree of public accountability, and  the  power 
to raise revenue to provide authorized services. In addition, a govern- 
menta l  uni t  m u s t  have sufficient discretion in the m a n a g e m e n t  of its 
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own affairs to dis t inguish it from the administrat ive s t ruc ture  of any  
other  governmental  unit.  

S t a t e  gove~-nraenCSo This category refers to t h e  governments  of the  50 
s ta tes  tha t  const i tute the United States.  

Local  governments. The U.S. Bureau  of the  Census  classifies local 
governments  by five major types: county, municipal ,  township,  inde- 
penden t  school district, and special district. 

Countieso Organized county governments  are found th roughou t  the  
Nation except in Connecticut, Rhode Island and limited port ions of a 
few other  s tates .  These governments  a r e  legally des ignated  as  bor- 
oughs  in Alaska  and  par ishes ,  i n  Louis iana.  Excluded from coun ty  
government  stat ist ics and included with municipal i t ies  or townsh ips  
are cer ta in  local governments  t ha t  combine area  and  governmenta l  
character is t ics  of both counties and  municipal i t ies  or townships .  

Mur~ ic ip~ i t i e s  and  ~ownships.  As used in this  report, "municipali-  
ties" includes  both municipali t ies and townships.  A municipal i ty  is a 
political subdivision within which a munic ipal  corporation h a s  been  
es tabl i shed to provide general local government  services for a specific 
popu la t ion  concentra t ion  in a defined area.  A munic ipa l i ty  m a y  be 
legal ly  t e rmed  a city, village, bo rough  (except in Alaska),  or town 
(excep t  in  t h e  New E n g l a n d  S t a t e s ,  M i n n e s o t a ,  New York, a n d  
Wisconsin). Included in this  category are certain cities tha t  are com- 
pletely or subs tant ia l ly  consolidated with thei r  county  governments ,  
operate outside the geographic limits of any  county, or for other  rea- 
sons  have  no organized county  government  opera t ions  wi th in  the i r  
boundar ies .  "Townships," as  d i s t ingu i shed  from munic ipal i t ies ,  are 
created to serve inhabi tan ts  of areas  defined without  regard to popula-  
~ b n  con-centratibh. T h i s  cl~/ssifi-ca/i0n is- applied to  local  government s  
in  20 S ta tes ,  i nc lud ing  g o v e r n m e n t  u n i t s  officially d e s i g n a t e d  as  
" towns" in  the  six New England  s ta tes ,  New York, and  Wiscons in ;  
some "plantations" in Maine; and  some "locations" in New Hampshire .  
In Minnesota,  the te rms "town" and  "township" are used  in terchange-  
ably. 

Xndependent schoo~ ~s~Hc t s .  These governments  are organized local 
enti t ies  providing public elementary, secondary,  a n d / o r  h igher  educa-  
tion, which, under  State law, have sufficient  adminis trat ive and  fiscal 
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au tonomy to qualify as  separate governments.  Data  for these  govern- 
men t s  were not  included in the scope of this  survey. However, da ta  for 
these governments  are included in the denominator  when  drug control 
expendi tures  are presented as a percentage of all government  expendi- 
ture to allow comparisons across states and  governments  tha t  make  
varying use  of these districts. 

Special districts. These are organized local enti t ies (other t h a n  coun- 
ties, munic ipal i t ies ,  townships ,  and  school distr icts)  au thor ized  by 
Sta te  law to provide a limited n u m b e r  of des igna ted  func t ions  and  
with sufficient au tonomy to qualify as separate governments .  They are 
known by a variety of names,  including districts, authori t ies ,  boards,  
and  commissions.  Data  for these governments  were not  included in 
the  scope of th i s  survey. However, da ta  for these  gove rnmen t s  are 
included in the denominator  when drug control expendi tures  are pre- 
sented as a percentage of all government expendi ture  to allow compar- 
isons across  s ta tes  and governments tha t  make  varying use  of these  
districts.  

Governmental expenditures 

Total expenditure is direct and intergovernmental  expendi ture  of a 
g o v e r n m e n t .  In the  e x p e n d i t u r e  tab les ,  c e r t a i n  t o t a l s  have  b e e n  
a d j u s t e d  to e x c l u d e  d u p l i c a t i v e  i n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e  
amounts .  For example, money paid by a State government  to a county  
government  within tha t  State is reported by the State government  as  
a n  i n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l  expend i tu re  and  by  the  c o u n t y  as  a d i rec t  
expendi ture  when  the money is spent. Therefore, to arrive at  a com- 
b ined  S ta te - loca l  g o v e r n m e n t  to ta l  t h a t  does  no t  d u p l i c a t e  t h e s e  
t r ansac t ions ,  in te rgovernmenta l  expendi ture  a m o u n t s  are deduc ted  
from the State-local total because those amoun t s  also are reflected in 
the  direct expendi ture  of the recipient government .  The same treat-  
men t  is used  for intergovernmental  payments  between count ies  and  
municipal i t ies  within the same State when  comput ing local totals. 

Direct expenditure is all expenditure except tha t  c lassed as  intergov- 
e rnmenta l  and  is fur ther  divided into two categories: 

direct current, which  inc ludes  salar ies ,  wages,  fees, commis-  
sions, and  the purchase  of supplies,  materials ,  and  cont rac tua l  
services; and 
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capit~I outlay,  which includes expenditure for the three object 
categories of construction, equipment (with an expected life of 5 
or more years), and purchase of land and existing structures. 

Expenditure for interest on general debt and assistance and subsidies 
is not applied to specific functions. 

In te rgovernmenta l  expendi ture  comprises payments from one gov- 
ernment  to another, including grants-in-aid, shared revenues, fiscal 
assistance, and amounts for services performed by one government 
for another on a reimbursable or cost-sharing basis (e.g., payments by 
one government  to ano the r  for board ing  pr isoners) .  It excludes  
amoun t s  paid to other governments  for purchase  of commodities,  
property, or utility services and any tax imposed and paid as such. 

Drug related expenditure includes payments  for identifiable drug- 
related activities and a percentage of administrat ive/support  person- 
nel and overhead costs and other estimated costs that  are associated 
with drug control activity. 

Governmental  ~mct ions  

Pol ice  p ro t ec t i on  is the function of enforcing the law, preserving 
order, and apprehending those who violate the law, whether  these 
activities are performed by a police department,  a sher i f fs  depart- 
ment, or a special police force maintained by an agency whose prime 
responsibility is outside the justice system but  that  has  police power 
to perform these acUvities in its specialized area (geographic or func- 
tional). This funcUon includes regular police services; police patrols 
and communications; crime prevention activities; temporary lockups 
and "holding tanks"; buildings used exclusively for police purposes; 

. . . . . . . . .  medical exaininers and co1"oner-si iaw enforcementactiviues 0f sl~erfffs' 
offices; specialized police forces (including public and private contract 
forces) such as airport police, free and toll highway police, free and toll 
bridge and tunnel police, housing police, maritime police, park police, 
t ransi t  and other utility system police, college and university campus 
police, alcoholic beverage control agents with arrest powers, alcoholic 
beverage licensing and enforcement agents (to cover sale and distribu- 

. . . : .  

t.ion of alcoholic beverages to minors) regardless of arrest powers. 
, . ~ ,  . 
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The special  police forces included in the data  are only those  tha t  are 
p a r t  of a gene ra l  p u r p o s e  government .  S e c u r i t y  forces ,  b u i l d i n g  
guards ,  school cross ing guards ,  and parking law enforcement  s taff  

• w i thou t  genera l  a r r e s t  powers were excluded. Those  specia l  police 
forces tha t  are par t  of independent  school districts or special distr icts  
are not  included in the  data  because they are not general  purpose  gov- 
e rnments .  

J u d i c i a l  s e rv ices  (courts only) includes all civil and  cr iminal  activities 
associated with courts.  This function includes civil and  criminal  func- 
t ions  of cour ts  at  all levels of legal jur isdic t ion,  appel la te ,  genera l  
jur isdict ion,  and limited jurisdiction; activities associated with courts, 
such  as  law libraries, grand juries, and petit juries;  court  reporters,  
judic ia l  councils ,  bailiffs, and  registers of wills and  s imi lar  p roba t e  
functions.  

The c o u r t - r e l a t e d  ac t iv i t ies  of sher i f fs '  offices are  i n c l u d e d  here.  
Excluded are monetary  judgements  and claims or other  paymen t s  of a 

Probat ion where separately identifiable is not included (it is classified 
unde r  the  corrections function). 

Prosecution and legal services includes the c r imina l  jus t ice  activities 
of the a t to rneys  general,  district  attorneys,  States '  a t to rneys  (and their  
var ious ly  n a m e d  equivalents);  corporat ion counsels l  solicitors,  and  
legal depar tmen t s  with various names,  including those  providing legal 
advice to the chief executives and subordinate depar tmenta l  officers, 
representa t ion  of the  government  in lawsuits,  and  the prosecut ion of 
accused violators of criminal law; various investigative agencies  having 
full a r res t  powers and  a t tached to offices of a t torneys  general,  district  
a t torneys ,  or their  variously named equivalents. , 

Pub l ic  d e f e n s e  inc ludes  legal counsel  and r ep re sen t a t i on  in e i ther  
cr iminal  or civil proceedings. This function includes cour t ' pa id  fees to 
individually retained counsel,  fees paid by the court  to court  appoint-  
ed counsel ,  government  contr ibut ions to private legal-aid societies and  
ba r  assoc ia t ion-sponsored  programs,  and  the activit ies of a n  estab- 
l ished public defender office or program. 

Corrections is the funct ion of government tha t  involves the  confine- 
men t  and  rehabi l i ta t ion of adul ts  and juveniles  convic ted  of offenses 
aga ins t  the  law and  suspected of a crime await ing trial or adjudica- 
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tion. (Data for lockups or "tanks" holding pr isoners  less t h a n  48 hours  
are included in the police protection function.) This  funct ion includes  
jarls; pr isons and penitentiaries; reformatories; houses  of correction; 
and  other  variously named correctional inst i tut ions,  such  as  correc- 
t ional  farms, workhouses ,  indus t r ia l  schools,  and  t ra in ing  schools;  
ins t i tu t ions  and facilities exclusively for the confinement  of the  crimi- 
na l ly  insane;  ins t i tu t ions  and  facilities for the  examinat ion,  evalua- 
tion, classification, a n d  ass ignment  of inmates;  and  facilities for the  
confinement,  t reatment,  and  rehabi l i ta t ion of drug addicts  and  alco- 
holics, if the inst i tut ion is adminis tered by a correctional agency; the 

• cost of main ta in ing  prisoners in ins t i tu t ions  of other  governments;  the 
supervision of prison industr ies  and agricul tural  programs; and  pro- 
bat ion agencies, boards  of parole, boards  of pardon,  and thei r  various-  
ly named  equivalents.  

Health/hospitals (treatment) i n c ludes  e x p e n d i t u r e s  for hosp i t a l  
facilities directly operated by State and  local governments  and  pay- 
men t s  to private medical facilities. This funct ion includes  paymen t s  to 
cl inics,  t r e a t m e n t  centers ,  counse l ing  services,  c o m m u n i t y  service 
boards,  and research into effective t r ea tmen t  for drug abusers .  

Education (prevention) includes expendi tures  by State and  local gen- 
eral purpose  governments  for e lementary  and  secondary  school sys- 
t ems  tha t  are adminis t ra t ive ly  dependen t  on S ta te  or local govern- 
ments .  This funct ion includes paymen t s  by  State  and  local govern- 
m e n t s  to private ins t i tu t ions  a n d / o r  to i ndependen t  school  dis t r ic t  
governments  and  payments  for drug abuse  educat ion  and prevent ion 
programs.  Excluded are expendi tures  by  independen t  schooldis t r ic t  
governments .  

. . . . . . .  '_iOther' ' a n d  "_c_ombin~ed~' _inc!udes_c~mi_'n_a~l jus_ti_ce 0_ r d_rt!g control  
expendi tures  tha t  are not classified elsewhere, t ha t  cut  across  more 
t h a n  one category, or tha t  are not  al locable to separa te  categories.  
Examples  include alcohol and  drug a b u s e  councils ,  crime commis-  
sions, and  State criminal jus t ice  coordinat ing councils.  

For the  purpose  of th is  survey, t r ea tmen t  and  prevent ion  activi t ies 
were classified under  the pr imary  funct ion where they occurred (e.g., 
corrections, law enforcement) unless  there  was a major program tha t  
could be classified under  the  appropr ia te  hea l th  or educa t ion  func- 
tion. 
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