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PREFACE 

This document is an Executive Summary of the findings of The National 

Assessment of the Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance 

Program. Comments are welcome and should be sent to: 

Dr. Terence Dunworth 
Abt Associates, Inc. 
55 Wheeler St. 
Cambridge, MA 02138. 
(617) 349-2637 

Initial support for the National Assessment of the Byrne Formula Grant Program 

was provided by a grant from the National Institute of Justice to RAND. The Bureau of 

Justice Assistance subsequently supported the attendance of researchers at national and 

regional Bureau conferences, and also hosted a National Conference for federal, state and 

local officials from criminal justice, health and education agencies that participate in one 

way or another in federal assisted anti-drug abuse programs. Abt Associates, Inc. 

provided support in the later stages of the work. 

However, the findings and conclusions presented in this Executive Summary and in 

other Assessment reports have been produced independently by Assessment researchers, 

and it should not be inferred that any of the supporting organizations necessarily concur 

with those findings and conclusions. 
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1 THE NATIONAL ASSESSMENT 

R E S E A R C H  O B J E C T I V E S ,  S C O P E ,  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S  

The National Assessment of the Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law 

Enforcement Assistance Program (referred to as the Byrne program hereatter) focuses on 

the 1988 Anti-Drug Abuse Act (ADAA-88) and the programs of federal aid for state and 

local criminal justice agencies that it authorizes• The period of time covered by the 

assessment spans the federal fiscal years from 1989 to 1994 (abbreviated as FY89, FY94, 

etc.). 

• The goals of the National Assessment were defified as assessing the way that 

federal, state, and local activities have been shaped by the legislation, and the effectiveness 

with which those activities have been undertaken. These goals led to the identification of 

the following issues as the most appropriate focus of the research: 

• The legislative foundation of the Byrne program, and the 
relative roles of the congress, the federal executive branch, and 
state and local governments in that process. 

• The levels of cooperation, coordination, and collaboration that 
the Byme program has engendered, and the extent to which 
these are becoming institutionalized. 

® The degree to which criminal justice system resources have 
been more rationally used during and as a consequence of the 
Byrne program. 

• The potential for permanent adoption by the criminal justice 
system of successful innovations and strategies that the Byrne 
program has stimulated. 

• The extent to which the monitoring, reporting, and evaluation 
systems set up by federal, state, and local actors in the Byrne 
program constitute a satisfactory means of assessing the 
program and the projects it has supported. 

An obvious issue of concern that is not included in this statement of objectives is, 

of course, the question of the direct impact of the Byrne program on the incidence and 
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character ofdrug and violent crime. Though it would clearly be desirable to be able to 

answer this question.there are a number of reasons why it was not possible for us to do so. 

First, the formula grant program that the Act creates is large and complex. Many 

thousands of initiatives are supported;.they run the gamut of criminal justice activities; and 

they are widely distributed, geographically. The magnitude of effort, needed to~ . . . . . .  : 

comprehensively..evaluate, a program Of such,scope is hard to imagine, but it certainly.is ... 

greater than any .that the.resources:that were at ,the disposal of this assessment. 

: "  second," despite their scope, the formula and discretionary programs comprise only 

a small proportion'~ hardly'reaching 1 per cent ~ of the expenditures and activities of 

state and'local agencies ondrug and crime control and criminal justice. Picking' out the 

effect on crime levels 0fthis level of funding from among all other types of funding would 

b e  like trying tomeasure the ripples in a pond caused by throwing in a bucket of pebbles 

~wlien 99 Other buckets are efiaptied in at the same time. 

Third, even if it were possible to examine every aspect of the ADAA-88's 

programs, and fit them into a comprehensive mosaic of all the other activities that the 

criminal justice system engages in, any definitive evaluation of their impact would have to 

account as well for myriad other simultaneous influences on drug abuse and drug crime, 

totally outside the criminal justice system. Some &these are governmental in origin, 

some societal, and some personal. Estimating their general effects and separating them 

from the impact of the Byrne program would have been an extremely complex undertaking 

that was beyond the scope of the research. Though we can only speculate about the 

significance of such factors, it seems reasonable to presume that they are at least as 

powerful in their impact on crime as the projects that state and local agencies design and 

implement under the formula and discretionary grant programs. 1 

i We stress that these observations only pertain to the problems associated with a national evaluation. 
We are not stating or implying that the more narrowly defined objectives of project or program specific 
research are, of necessity, compromised by these same factors. 
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For these reasons, the scope of  the National Assessment was limited to the 

operation and management of the Byme program and the state and local responses that 

the program generated. 

Four reports have been produced by the research• The first entailed an 

examination of federally maintained records concerning the specific state andlocal 

projects that havebeen Supported with federal appropriations from FY89 to FY94.. The 

second consisted of an historical re'view Of federal assistance legislation, beginning in the 

1960's with the, Safe Streets Act and continuing through the ADAA-88. The third was 

based on state and local views about the Byrne program. These were developed through a 

combination of site work conducted in seven states - -  Arizona, Calif0mia, Delaware, 

Iowa, New York, South Carolina, and.Washington - and participationin national and 

regional meetings attended by: officials from .agencies managing or receiving federal aid 

funds. The fourth is a general summary level document that brings together and interprets 

the main findings of the other three background reports. 

i 

r I 

c 
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2 LEGISLATIVE •BACKGROUND AND.PROGRAM 

STRUCTURE = 

L E G I S A T I V E  F O U N D A T I O N S  O F  T H E  1988 A C T  

Fluctuations in Federal Assistance 

Federal aid to state and local criminal justice agencies began in earnest with the 

passage of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act in 1968 and the creation of 

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). Prior to that time, criminal 

justice had been considered strictly a state and local matte r except for a few small federal 

assistance programs and those areas that could be defined as falling within the 

constitutional purview of the federal government. 

By the mid- 1960's, however, the problem of crime in America's cities, and how to 

prevent and control it, had moved to the forefront of public concern. Then, as now, this 

concern created substantial political pressure for the federal government to take action. 

President Johnson and the U.S. Congress did so with the creation of LEAA, beginning a 

federal involvement in state and local criminal justice issues that continues to the present 

time. 

In one form or another, every subsequent administration and congress has been 

forced to address issues relating to the scope and form of the assistance that the federal 

government should provide. In 1986, and again in 1988, such pressures led to the second 

major federal assistance program - enacted as the Anti-Drug Abuse Acts of 1986 and 

1988 respectivei~, this time focusing on illicit drug use and related issues of crime. 

• . 2 ~ . . 4  , 
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® 1968-1980: LEAA. The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
~Streets Act, passed in 1968 after the assassifiatibns 6fR0bert  F~- • 
Kennedy and Martin Luther King, Jr~, created the LEAA to 
distribute and manage direct ;federal aid tO state and local 
criminal justice programs. A block grant approach to 
distribution was adopted; states were made the custodians of  
the funds, with Congressionally defined responsibilities for 
redistribution of  the assistance:to local agenciesl ~ ii  . ' .  :.~ 
Appropriations increased rapidly during the first seven years of  
the program, reaching nearly $900 million in  197~5~, Then; ,: . ~ : 
confronted by increasing~crime rates and rising dissatisfaction, • 
with the LEAA inparticulai-'and federal involvement in State 
and local • criminaljusticeissues in,general, funding :•declined. = 

.precipitously, fa!!ing to zero!by the start o f  the n e ~ . d e c a d e  . . 

• 1986-Present: The Byrne Program (and its antecedent, the 
Drug Control and System Improvement Formula Gr/int 
Program). Political differences surrounding the idea Of . . . . . . .  
federal assistance for state and local criminal justice had • 
produced a stalemate in Congressbetween t t iedemise of  LEAA ' " 
and the mid-1980's  These differences were eclipse d i n  1986 by 
the Cocaine-related death 0fMaryiand basketball Star Len Bias. 
This occurred at a.timewhen drug problems~in the,United '..:,~ • , '  .. 
States had leaped to the forefront of public consciousness and, 
together, the•two things' swept aside legislat0rs ' he~sitancy about ~ : 
• federal assistance~ ~.The U,S~.Congress quickly replaced the~:~ . :' ,: . :.~:. " 
1984 Crime Control Act with the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of  
1986, authorizing $230 million of  block grant ~ assistance,spread " ~: : : '  
over two years. Further expansion took place when the 1988 
Act was passed. A formula grant model was adopted, with 

• characteristii~s very similar, to,the LEAA format. A i d  = ~: ~ 
appropriations climbed again, in a pattern reminiscent o f  LEAA 
t?ends, though at far lower l e v d s .  . . . .  

Though criminal justice has been a persistent concern of  federal legjsla~res and 

administrations over the past three decades, a review of  the federal support that has 

actually been provided discloses significant fluctuations in strategy, objectives, and funding 

levels. 

The rhythmic, on-again/off-again nature of  federal aid that successive congresses 

have authorized is depicted in Figure 1, which maps annual levels of  state and local 
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expenditures of federal assistance from 1966 until 1995 in two forms - actual dollar 

figures, and 1994 dollars after adjustment for cost of living increases, z 

The figure shows considerable fluctuation in appropriations over time, with high 

points in appropriation levels being associated with thetwo major programs o f  federal' 

assistance - the LEAA program from 1968 tO 1980, and the Byrne formula grant program 

(along with its immediate precursor, The Drug Control and System Improvement Formula 

Grant Program, established by the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of  1986) from the mid-1980's 

until the present ~time. 

Prior to appropriations for the 1994 Crime Act, actual annual dollar exPenditures 

for assistance were at their highest in the mid-1970s. Since then, the highest, annual 

funding provided by the U.S. Congress - roughly $500 million, not counting Community 

Policing appropriations under Title I of the Crime Act - -  never even reached two thirds of 

the LEAA peak. And, when commitments are adjusted for inflation, not even the 

combination of the Byrne program and the Community Policing appropriation from the 

1994 Act matches the highest annual LEAA appropriatio n. 

The limits of the federal contribution to state and local crime control are further 

illustrated by the data in Figure 2,, which compares federal la w enforcement assistance to 

total state and local criminal justice expendituresover the past three decades. The federal 

assistance plot in this chart is derived from the same data as presented in Figure• !, but is 

displayed on a different scale so that it can be directlY compared to state and local funding 

levels. What thi s figure shows is that, in real terms, while federal commitment s have been 

fluctuating or falling, state,and local expenditures have been steadily rising. In  other 

words, •federal aid has been a persistently declining proportion of the nation's effort to 

manage crime. Even the FY95 appropriations for the 1994 Crime Bill d!d not match 

• 1•975-6 support levels after adjustmentfor inflation. 

2 For comparative purposes, combined FY 1995 appropriations for the 1994 Crime Bill and the Byrne 
program are included in the chart, though these are not part of the focus of the National Assessment. 
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Specifically, Figure 2 shows that in the mid-1970' s, federal assistance to state and 

local law enforcement was $2.1 billion when expressed in FY94 dollars: At that time, 

total state and local criminal justice expenditures were about $45 billion, also expressed in 

FY94 dollars. So, federal aid was a little less than 5 per cent of all expenditures. 

In 1990, the last year for which survey data is available, state and local criminal 

justice expenditures were roughly $74 billion. Even if we make the unlikely assumption 

that there have been no absolute increases in state and local expenditures after that time, 

the $1.8 billion combination of Byme and community policing appropriations in FY94 is 

less than 2.5 per cent of the state and local figure. And, of course, it is virtually certain 

than state and local expenditures have increased, probably along the same path that is 

estimated in Figure 2. If  so, then the correct percentage for federal assistance will be 

closer to 2 per cent, even including the law enforcement component of the 1994 Crime 

Bill. And, if we do not include the Crime Bill, but instead consider only the Byme 

program, then it's contribution does not even reach 3/4 per cent of state and local 

expenditures. 

Implications 
These observations have important implications for the view we should take of 

federal assistance programs and the interpretation we can make of them. 

First, even the most generous federal funding levels have only comprised a small 

percentage of the nation's anti-crime effort. We should not expect such support to have 

much of a detectable impact on crime or to hardly even be noticeable in aggregated local 

crime and enforcement statistics. We should, therefore, look elsewhere for its effect - -  

for instance, in the area of influence on the system's operation and the extent to which the 

aid stimulates desirable change through seeding new programs and promoting innovations. 

Second, we should expect continued fluctuations in the congressional attitude 

towards support as political considerations first warm and then chill policy makers' views 

of the federal role. This will likely lead to variability in appropriation levels over time. In 

turn, this will almost certainly produce state and local programmatic instability in the 

future, as it has in the past. For instance, when the LEAA terminated in the early 1980's, 
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many of the state administrative agencies that had been given planning and oversight 

responsibility for the federal assistance program simply went out of existence, and the 

skills and abilities that had been developed were lost to the criminal justice community. In 

addition, many local programs that had depended on federal support vanished. In many 

states this will most likely happen again if the Byrne program is terminated and not 

replaced by some other kind of federal assistance. 

G O A L S ,  S T R U C T U R E ,  A N D  P R O C E S S  

Goals and Objectives 

The ADAA-88 retained the drug-related focus of its 1986 predecessor while also 

introducing a strong emphasis on violent crime. It also contained language stressing the 

goals of improving the criminal justice system and enhancing coordination and cooperation 

between its various elements. Finally, it addressed the importance of coordination 

between federal and state authorities, between state and local criminal justice systems, and 

between state and local officials responsible for criminal justice, substance abuse 

treatment, and substance abuse prevention. 

Other general goals of the legislation included: 

• Developing multijufisdictional drug control strategies; 

® Using strategic plans to target resources on geographic and 
substantive areas of greatest need; 

o 'Securing state support for national drug control priorities; 

® Developing state input into the national recommendations to be 
produced by a newly created "Drug Czar" in the Executive 
Office of the President. 

The act also reauthorized two other block grants - -  the Alcohol, Mental Health, 

and Drug Services 'block grant for treatment services, and the Drug-Free Schools block 

grant for school-based prevention - -  and created the Public Housing Drug Elimination 

Program, which awards categorical grants to public housing authorities attempting to 

control drug-related problems. The inclusion of all of these programs in a single 
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legislative package serves as a barometer of the extent to which criminal justice had begun 

to be viewed as but one component of the drug control system. 
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2. Multijurisdictional drug task forces to 
enhance coordination 

3. Target domestic controlled substances 
sources (i.e., labs) 

4. Community/neighborhood programs 

5. Disrupt illicit commerce in stolen goods 

6. Control white collar/organized crime 

7. [a] Crime analysis techniques; [b] Anti- 
terrorism 

8. Career criminal programs; model drug 
control legislation 

9. Target money laundering from drug 
trafficking 

10. Improve court processes 

11. Improve corrections (i.e., Intensive 
Supervised Probation) 

12. Prison industry projects for inmates 

13. Treatment needs of juvenile and adult 
drug/alcohol offenders 

14. Assistance to jurors/witnesses/victims 

15. [a] Develop drug control technologies 
(i.e., testing); [b]-Develop information 
systems 

16. Develop innovative approaches to drug 
and serious offenders 

17. Address problems of illegal drug dealing 
and manufacture in public housing 

18. Programs for domestic and family violence 

19. Drug control evaluation 

20. Alternatives to detention where the inmate 
is not dangerous 

21. State dru~ enforcement programs 

11 

Though the Act gave the states the latitude 

to determine the specific projects for which federal 

aid could be used, it echoed earlier legislation in its 

establishment of a set of authorized purposes to 

which grant funds had to be restricted. This 

relatively open-ended list of 21 purpose areas - -  

listed in Table 1 - -  is conceptually similar to the 

block grants of the Safe Streets Act of 1968, in that 

it specifies the general purposes for which federal 

assistance can be used but simultaneously gives 

states considerable flexibility in the range of 

programs they can undertake. But Consistent with 

the legislative goals, the list clearly emphasizes drug- 

related programs. Among others, these include: 

establishing multijurisdictional task forces that 

integrate federal/state/local anti-drug efforts; 

developing drug control technologies; and targeting 

money laundering from drug trafficking activities? 

a In addition to establishing the Byrne formula grant program, the 1988 legislation continued the 
Discretionary Grant Program authorized in 1986, but gave it a somewhat different focus. Under the 1988 
act, discretionary grants are to provide additional assistance to public, private, or nonprofit entities for 
education/training for criminal justice personnel, technical assistance to states/local agencies, 
national/multijurisdictional activities for the above block grant purposes, and demonstration projects. 
This program is meant to provide greater flexibility to the federal government than the block grant 
program. The Director of the BJA has final authority and considerable flexibility in how to allocate these 
funds. The applicant must include a statement of program goals, program implementation, and methods to 
evaluate program impact. Grants are for a maximum of 4 years plus a 2 year extension based on an 
evaluation showing a positive program impact or if the recipient pays 50 percent of the program's cost. 

Over time, however, congressional earmarking has significantly reduced the discretionary portion of 
this funding. In FY95, for instance, more than $40 million of the $50 million program was earmarked. 
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Appropr ia t ions  and Expenditures for the 
Byrne Program 

Annual appropriations for the Byrne program and its 

s9 119 31 companion discretionary program are shown in Table 2. As 

90 395 50 noted earlier, the formula component of the program provides 

91 423 50 funds that are distributed to states on a combined basis of a 
92 423 " 50 

fixed amount given to all states, and a proportional amount 
93 423 50 

based on population. Since the fixed amount is small 
94 358 50 

($500,000 during the time of this study), the amounts that 

states receive are to all intents and purposes driven by population. For example, 

California, which has almost 10% of the population of the United States, received the 

largest amount of the $450 million FY93 appropriation ($44.3 million), and Wyoming 

received the smallest ($1.7 million)/ 

Within legislatively stated purpose areas, and subject to BJA approval of an annual 

strategic plan (discussed in more detail below), recipients have three years after the year of 

appropriation to award the funds to subgrants of their choice. When awards are made, 

states forward an Individual Project Report (IPR) to BJA. This report is then keyed into a 

national data base, known as the IPR system. This data base is the Source of Byrne 

program expenditures that are reported below in this document. 5 

4 This upper-lower range does not include the territories that are also recipients of Byrne program 
funds. Allocations to territories are, of course, generally smaller than the allocations to states. The 
Northern Mariana Islands for instance received $391,380 in FY93 

5 The strength of the IPR system lies in its comprehensive coverage of the nation's Byrne program 
activities. From the inception of the Byrne program in 1987 to the present, the BJA has requested states 
to submit a report on each subgrant award that is made. By March of 1995, when BJA made this data 
base available to National Assessment researchers, it contained more than 20~000 records Of subgrants, 
17,538 of which derived from awards made under the provisions of the 1988 Act. The balance came from 
awards made under the 1986 Act. This makes the IPR system the most comprehensive official record of 
programmatic Byrne activity, at least at the federal level. Because states are authorized to spend any fiscal 
year's appropriation within the following three years, the dollar value of the subgrants represented in the 
data base at any given point in time is less than the sum of the appropriations that have been-made by 
congress in earlier fiscal years. This means that more than 17,538 subgrants will ultimately be made from 
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The primary classification scheme of the IPR is based on the purpose areas that the 

ADAA-88 creates. As noted earlier, these are both broad in scope andvaguely worded, 

and some area designations, such as "innovative projects" (area 16), give no hint about the 

nature of the subgrants they contain. Others, such as "law enforcement effectiveness .... 

(area 7), embrace such a broad range of activities that differentiation between them and 

other areas is difficult to make. This makes the purpose area designations a somewhat 

coarse system of analyzing the use of block grant funds. However, since they are, at 

present, the only common denominator across states and the only way in which Byrne 

subgrant funding can be nationally categorized, they must be used. As it turns out, several 

striking patterns become apparent when the IPR data are organized along purpose area 

dimensions, as shown in Figure 3. 

the appropriations that had been made prior to the analysis conducted for the assessment (done in March, 
1995 on the most recent BJA version of the IPR data base). 

However, because the system is only intended to record start-up information about subgrants 
(recipient and project identification, purpose area, award amount, project start and end dates, and a few 
other variables) it cannot be used to examine the actual conduct of projects or their results. 

This fact places obvious restrictions on the scope of analysis and interpretation that can be made from 
the IPR system. Nevertheless, as noted, iris the only programmaticaUy based information system on 
individual subgrants that is available and, as such, it is the best source from which empirically-grounded, 
national level statements about the Byrne program can be made. 
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Figure 3 Allocation of Federal Funds Among Substantive Purpose Areas: FY89-FY94 

The figure summarizes the aggregate national level of Byrne funding that has been 

devoted to each purpose area since FY896. Most evident from this chart is the 

overwhelming commitment that has been made to multijurisdictional task forces (area 2). 

These have received approximately 40 per cent of all subgrant funds awarded under the 

program to date. No other purpose area has received more than 10 per cent of the total. 7 

Figure 3 also shows considerable variation in allocations among the remaining 

purpose areas. Two areas m corrections programs (area 11), and drug testing and 

information systems (area 15) - -  have received, respectively, 10 per cent and 8 per cent of 

all program grants. Several other areas, by contrast, are rarely used; property crime 

6 In these and subsequent tables, state and local match funds are excluded. 
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prevention (area 5), prison industry programs (area 12), public housing programs (area 

17), and program evaluation (area 19) all received less than one-half of one percent of the 

total grant. 

Later in this summary, further investigation of the more significant aspects of these 

expenditure patterns will be examined. 

Federal Level Management and Oversight 

Statutory Requirements and Controls 

Though the ADAA-88 adheres to the block grant format in its structure, it also 

establishes a number of controls which state and local governments must incorporate into 

their operations. The most significant of these are as follows: 

• Each state must create an annual strategic plan J a document 
that is statewide and comprehensive, and is subject to BJA 
approval as a pre-condition to distribution of the state's Byrne 

program funds. 

® Each state must pass-through to local governments a 
percentage of its Byrne program award that matches the 
percentage of all state criminal justice expenditures that flow 

from local budgets. 

• No more than 75% of the cost of a supported subgrant can 
come from Byme program funds. The balance must be provide 

by a local match. 

• Supported projects can not receive federal aid for more than 
four years (multi-jurisdictional task forces being the only 

exception). 

® Each supported program must contain an evaluation 

component. 

• States cannot spend more than 10% of their award on 
administration of the Byrne program (reduced administratively 

by BJA to 5% in FY92). 

Several relatively minor amendments to the program have been made since 1988, 

A few set-asides though the broad structure of the program has remained intact. 

It is worth noting that, in fact, this kind of distribution is not at odds with the distribution of 
criminal justice funds generally. Law enforcement, for instance, receives more than 50% of state and 
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(earmarks) have been created for the formula program; for example, states must reserve 

five per cent of their formula allocation for the development of criminal history databases, 8 ' 

And, bowing to political pressure from state and local governments alike, the scheduled 

increase of the matc h requirement in the formula grant program from a 25 per cent state 

share to a 50 per cent share was postponed, and the rule limiting programs to 48 months 

of federal support was waived for multijurisdictional task forces in FY91. 

Generally speaking, the 56 recipients of Byrne funds have met or exceeded the 

statutory requirements of the act.9 

Guidance and Oversight by the Bureau of  Justice Assistance 

The ADAA-88 assigns to the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) the responsibility 

for interpreting the Act and establishing a system of management and control.for the 

Byrne,program. I n response to this mandate, BJA annually publishes a statement of 

regulatory and legislative provisions governing the formula program. This guidance tracks 

the Act and the regulations, but it also imposes several supplementary requirements. 

First, the BJA program guidance articulates national priorities that it urges states 

to consider as they prepare their strategies. In the 1993 Formula Grant Program Guidance 

and Application Kit, for example, BJA stresses initiatives such as operation "Weed and 

Seed" and the Attorney General,s Violent Crime Initiative. State adherence to these 

priorities is encouraged rather than specifically mandated. 

Second, the BJA program guidance spells out the state strategy requirements and 

the criteria that will govern BJA's review of the strategic plans. For example, BJA 

mandates that states gather and report in the strategy a variety of quantitative data on 

crime, drugs, and the criminal justice system. It also provides specific guidance regarding 

local criminal justice expenditures. BJS, Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics. 

8 A much greater percentage of the discretionary grant fund has been earmarked, including several 
set-asides that require discretionary grants to be awarded to federal operational agencies. In FY94, for 
example, more than $40 million of the $50 million total was earmarked. 

9 Details on specific expenditure patterns can be found in the report subtitled Where the Money Went 
(see above, note 1). 
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the format of the strategies and of proposals to depart from the federally provided 

program briefs. 

Research and Evaluation 

At the same time, the 1988 act also included important changes in evaluation and 

research requirements for the Byrne program. First, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 

J an agency that is independent of the Bureau of Justice Assistance even though both are 

housed within the Justice Department's Office of Justice Programs (OJP) - -  is given the 

responsibility of conducting evaluations of projects funded through Byme program 

subgrants. The purpose of this mandate was to create an evaluation process that closely 

examines federally supported programs with the objective of ensuring that successful 

programs are identified and duplicated while unsuccessful programs are not. 

BJA and NIJ are also required to submit annual reports to congress, documenting 

Byrne program activities and achievements. These have at least the potential for shaping 

future congressional decisions regarding the Byme program and other forms of federal 

assistance to state and local criminal justice agencies. 

In addition to the evaluations required of NIJ, the 1988 act continued the evolving 

emphasis on greater recipient accountability. Each funded program was required to 

include an evaluation component, and states were mandated to evaluate, audit, assess, and 

account for its programs on a yearly basis, maintaining and submitting reports as required. 

Programs were also limited in duration to 4 years. ~° 

~°As noted above, an exception to this provision was created for multijurisdictional task forces. 
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3 S T R A T E G I C  P L A N N I N G  . 
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A predominant feature of the ADAA-88 is that states' receipt ofthe Byrne grant is 

contingent upon the annual submission ofa statewide plan for drug and violent crime 

control, and its approval by the BJA. Even though a federal sign-off on the plan.is 

required; ~the concept implies a high degree of independence for states in the allocation of 

federal assistance funds. 

Plans must be comprehensive geographically and substantively. Theymust 

describe states' drug and crime problems, current efforts to deal with them, and the 

resource needs that the effort will require. They must also document the participation of 

criminal justice practitioners, treatment and education officials, elected local officials, the 

state legislature, and the public. The BJA is given the statutory authority to withhold. 

funds from the-state administrative agency if it judges a plan to be inadequate, and to then 

distribute the allocation for that state directly to .local recipients in that state. 

The planning requirement has a number of justifications. 

Since the formula grants are almost certainly too small to materially affect the 

totality of a state's criminal justice activities, the funds must be carefully targeted to avoid 

dissipation among the varied activities of the numerous agencies that function in the 

criminal justice arena. 

At the Same time, the planning requirement has a more explicitly political 

justification: it balances the discretion given to states in making subgrant awards. Having 

ceded its fight to determine how funds are spent, congress nevertheless asks in retum that 

states document that they are spending funds effectively. Moreover, by approving 

strategy Submissions, the BJA retains some (albeit attenuated) control over states' funding 

decisions: 

Finally, planning can be viewed as a rational undertaking that is worth doing in its 

own right. This suggests that there may be collateral benefits from developing a strategy, 

that are independent of the compliance requirements of the Byrne program per se. 
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However, the planning process is not without complications. One derives from the 

tension that exists between comprehensiveness and manageability. The more the plan has 

to cover, the greater the risk that it will become abstract and unfocused. Another stems 

from the difference between the authority that "strategic, comprehensive'~ planning seems 

to require to be.effective, and the authority that SAA planners actually possess. While the 

Act demands .that state agencies submit plans that embrace the entire state criminal justice 

system and coordinate the activities of health and education agencies with criminal justice, 

SAA staff often has authority only over the limited portion of the system that is funded by 

Byrne program dollars. 

The extent of the expectation/authority gap differs depending on states' 

organizational arrangements. In many states, the Byrne strategy is produced 

independently of other state drug control and criminal justice policy making: In some 

others, such as California and New York, the Byrne program is housed in the state 

criminal justice planning agency; but the office preparing the strategy for the BJA is only a 

sub-agency in a larger structure. In a few states, such as Iowa, the ADAA planning 

process is a part of a larger state drug control planning effort, that creates a separate state 

criminal justice plan to meet federal requirements. We have learned of no state where the 

planners directly responsible for the Byrne strategy have the authority to plan 

comprehensively for the entirety &the state's criminal justice and drug control systems. 

Problems of authority are exacerbated by the Byrne program's focus on drugs. 

Theoretically, the idea of comprehensive drug control implies that planning should 

embrace the wide range of drug control activities that take place outside of the criminal 

justice system. As noted, the legislation formalizes this view. But Byrne planners rarely 

have much influence, let alone control, over these other activities. 

Even absent the problems of comprehensiveness and authority, planners would 

also have to confront the basic issue of what it means to plan in a criminal justice context. 

The BJA guidance provided to state planners and the language of the Act itself reflect this 

difficulty when they speak of strategic comprehensiveness in one paragraph yet provide 

detailed rules for the conduct and specification of Byrne-funded programs in another. The 
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potential for confusion becomes greater as planning is filtered through states' own 

institutional circumstances, organizational cultures, and goals for the program. These 

kinds of difficulties are illustrated by the need for ongoing technical assistance and 

workshops at the BJA national and regional conferences that are devoted to the planning 

issue. ~' 

That such problems can be identified does not mean that planning under the aegis 

of the Byrne program is fruitless. In  particular, the planning requirement does seem to 

have fulfilled its political goal, i.e., providing some federal control and supervision over 

states' use of funds. In this context, the strategy submission functions as a grant 

application. The requirements that the strategies be prepared, and that the BJA review 

and even amend them, do function as an important monitoring check on state activities 

and decision-making. 

In addition, many states acknowledged to us that the act of planning imposes a 

rational imprimatur on their State's activities that that would not have been voluntarily 

developed, and so would not have come into being without the Byrne program. Many of 

them also said that they believed planning ought to be continued even if it ceased to be a 

federal requirement. 

In short, insofar as the strategy requirement is identified with the more sweeping 

goals of enhancing the rationality, comprehensiveness, and strategic nature of states' 

criminal justice activities, its success seems to be heavily dependent upon particular state 

circumstances. Most of these circumstances, and in particular, the goals and attitudes of 

people both inside and outside the Byrne program responsible for policy development, 

cannot be regulated externally by the federal government. The strategy requirement can 

thus be seen as providing a valuable opportunity for states to introduce strategic 

1~ Interestingly, state planners in other drug control areas have expressed a desire for such support 
and information. At a 1993 conference on the National Assessment, sponsored by BJA, attendees from 
state health and education agencies around the country noted that nothing comparable to the BJA 
guidance was being made available to them, but that they would welcome similar assistance. 
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considerations into their criminal justice systems. This is an opportunity that many, 

though not all, have taken. 

21 
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4 CHANGES IN PURPOSE AREA FUNDING FROM 

FY89 TO FY93 

As noted earlier, the statutory provisions of the ADAA-88 permi t four years of 

funding to be allocated to any project, and a waiver exempts MJTFs from any funding 

time limit at all. Together, these attributes of the Byrne program have resulted in a stable 

funding pattern when aggregate funding across purpose areas is compared from year to 

year. 

For example, when purpose area distributions for FY89 and compared to those for 

FY93, the proportional allocations for the two years are quite similar. In both years, 

multijurisdictional task forces dominated the subgrant awards - -  45% of all FY89 funds 

and 41% of all FY93 funds. The next best-funded group of purpose areas also shares 

many of the same members across the two years, as does the group of least-funded areas. 

Within this overall stability, however, some interesting trends can be observed. 

For example, proportional funding for two areas - -  corrections and testing/information 

systems - -  increased substantially during the period. And, though states did not allocate 

large amounts to a number of smaller, more specialized purpose areas in either year, there 

appears to have been a significant adjustment of priorities among some of those purpose 

areas over time. Several specialized areas related to policing - -  property crime control, 

organized crime targeting, career criminal investigations, law enforcement effectiveness, 

and urban enforcement programs (purpose areas 4, 6, 7, 8, and 21) - -  saw substantial 

declines in their proportional funding between FY89 and FY93 (though, with the 

exception of property crime prevention, their actual dollar allocation remained stable or 

grew). By contrast, there were strong proportional gains for initiatives related to 

community policing (purpose area 3). Expansion also occurred in several areas that 

involve law enforcement innovation - -  such as drug education, public housing programs, 

and family violence initiatives (purpose areas 1, 17, and 18) - -  and in several areas 

involving adjudication and corrections (purpose areas 9, 10, and 20). 
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Another way of looking at changes over time in state strategic decisions is to 

examine the allocation of new, noncontinuation grants among purpose areas. Figure 4 

presents some findings that relate to this issue by documenting expenditure patterns for 

new, noncontinuation grants only. Several aspects of state strategic innovation come into 

sharp focus. In FY89, new money was primarily being directed into multijurisdictional 

task forces, which were not, at the time, fully established. 

By FY93, however, the primary focus of innovation had shifted from task forces to 

drug testing and information systems development (area 15), which received 23 per cent 

of all new, noncontinuation grants. New task forces were not entirely neglected, receiving 

10 per cent of new funds, but this percentage is far lower than the 40+ per cent figure for 

overall task force commitments. Figure 4 also suggests a general mood of innovation 

surrounding the expenditure of new money in FY93, as states awarded subgrants in a 

number of purpose areas which had gamered almost no attention in FY89 (community 

crime prevention, family violence, alternative sanctions). 

This is of course consistent with the probable effect of the 4 year rule. Since FY93 

is the fifth year of the program, support that had been dedicated to existing programs 

during the four 9revious years would have come to an end. 
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5. THE PREDOMINANCE OF MULTI- 

,JURISDICTIONAL TASK FORCES 

As noted above, the Multi-Jurisdictional Task Force (MJTF)~2 has been by far the 

most common type of subgrant funded through the Byrne program. The approach 

brought different enforcement agencies together under one organizational rubric and 

created the possibility of synergistically devoting their combined efforts to combating the 

problems that arose from the fact that illicit drug distribution is an enterprise that is cross- 

nationally as well as cross-jurisdictionally conducted. 

Though it is difficult to document which task forces predated the creation of the 

Byrne program and which did not, there is little doubt that the funds provided through the 

anti-drug abuse acts dramatically increased the number of MJTFs dedicated to t he  

problems of drugs, and enhanced the operation of those that were already in place. MJTF 

funding overall has represented the nation's largest financial expenditure of Byrne funds 

- -  more than 40 per cent of all grants nationwide since the inception of the Byrne 

program. Between FY89 and FY93, 5,215 annual subgrants (this includes continuation as 

well as initiating awards) have been made to multijurisdictional task forces, with federal 

funds totaling $738 million and additional state and local matching funds of $291 million, 

for a total of more than $1 billion. 13 

t2 In general, Byrne program participants use the term "task force" to describe cooperative supply side 
efforts among law enforcement agencies, sometimes with the participation of  proSecutors, district 
attorney's offices, and probation departments. These are usually allocated to purpose area 2 in the IPR data 
base. However, the term is somewhat amorphous and may be used to identify different kinds of  activities - 
e.g. those in which any kind of inter-jurisdictional cooperation is taking place. Also, virtually every task 
force is involved in activities which could be encompassed by another purpose area designation. 
Therefore, it is possible that we omit some multijurisdictional task forces that are funded by the Byrne 
program, but categorized in other purpose areas, or that we classify some activities as task forces that are 
not. As far as we are able to determine, however, both kinds of errors are likely to be very small. 

13 As with other expenditure data cited in this report, these figures were calculated from records in 
BJA's IPR system. 
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The distribution ofthese funds by year, and between new and existing task force 

initiatives, is described inFigure 5. The figure suggests that between FY90 and FY93, 

there were between 900 and 1,100 separate task force initiatives running nationwide that 

were using Byrne program funds 14. Both the number and the aggregate program funding: 

level for task forces have been relatively stable since FY90.'5 
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Figure 5. Awards to Multijurisdictional Task Forces: FY89-FY94 

,4 Because of  the difficulty of unequivocally identifying first-time awards in the IPR data base, this 
number should be viewed with some caution. It may be artificially low. It is, however, unlikely to be 
artificially high since this would require the existenceof duplicateentries in the data base. Though such 
problems did exist at one time, they had largely been cleared up when f'mal IPR analysis was performed by 
Assessment staff. 

,5 It should also be noted that FY94 data are incomplete for the reasons stated earlier - not all FY94 
funds had been allocated and entered into the IPR data base at the time this analysis was performed. 
However, the generally declining.trend for newly funded MJTFs is clearly supported by the FY94 figures, 
and for that reason, they are included in this chart. 
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Most multijurisdictional task force awards are used to support existing oigerations; 

since multijurisdictional task forces are exempt from the federal "four-year rule," there is 

no limit on the length of time that a task force can receive continuation grants. Moreover, 

the proportion of the total multi-jurisdictional funding used to creme new task forces has 

been declining steadily since FY90. Even in that year, when the large increase in total 

Byme funding led to an unusually large number of startup task forces, the bulk of funding 

went to existing efforts. By FY93, 95 per cent of multijurisdictional grants Were for 

continuations. This suggests that, nationally, a.saturation point may have be reached, and 

that few new multi~jurisdictional task forces.will emerge in the future. 

As Figure 6 ~ndicates, there is significant inter-statevariation with respect to the 

commitment of Byrne funds to task forces.~6. During the 1989-'1993 period, 26 states 

allocated between 25per cent and 50 per cent o f  their Byme funds to task force 

initiatives.- Severali:states, however, spend signifiCantly more or less. Wyoming led the 
.. 

nation in allocatingg0 per cen(of its FY89-FY93 grant to task force programs; Texas and 
• ., ) ' :  

Arkansas spent more than 80 per cent of their funds on such organizations. By contrast, 
. . , . . . '  

ConnectiCut and Maryland spent less than 10 per cent of their total funds on task forces. 

In addition, most of the participating territories spend relatively little on task forces, no 

doubt because few have jurisdictional divisions. However, among participating states 

and territories, only the District of Columbia allocated no funds to task forces between 

FY89 and FY93. 

16 . Because of inter-state variation in the extent to which FY94 appropriations had been allocated by 
March, 1995 (when the IPR data base was analyzed), Figure 6 reflects only those grants made between 
FY89 and FY93 



National Assessment of the Byrne Formula Grant Program 28 

r-i Americar 
[ ]  District ol 
[ ]  Guam 
[ ]  Northern Mariana Islands 
[ ]  Puerto Rico 
[ ]  U.S. Virgin Isles 

[ ]  75% - 100% 
[ ]  50% - 75% 
[ ]  2 5 % -  50% 
[ ]  0% - 25% 

Source: Bureau of Justice Assistance Individual Project Report (IPR) database 

Figure 6 Percent of Byrne Funds Going to Task Forces, by State: FY89-FY93 

A wide variety of different groupings of law enforcement agencies are supported 

under the MJTF rubric. The core arrangement generally brings together the sheriff (s), 

city police departments, and occasionally special police agencies, in one or more counties. 

The ~mmber of counties involved depends primarily on the sizes of the populations 

involved. A Board of Directors generally directs the operation. Approximately 60 per 

cent of all MJTFs are of this type, and it is reported that coordination at this level is 

generally excellent. State after state spoke of cooperative successes and pleasant surprise 

in the rapidity of achieving real cooperation. This often took place in contexts where 

historical traditions of separation of functions and programs were strongly entrenched. It 

was believed to be a particularly beneficial development for smaller agencies. MJTFs were 

universally believed to be making a difference in this area. 

Most of the other MJTFs consist of the same basic arrangement supplemented by 

participation by other enforcement agencies at the state or federal levels. The few MJTFs 
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that consist only of state personnel are generally devoted to supplying supplemental 

assistance to the local MJTFs &/or pursued specialized enforcement actions in which they 

have special expertise. 

The state level contributions to the MJTF enterprise were generally considered to 

be an important element of success. In some instances, state agencies appear to provide 

the critical glue that holds the entire enterprise together. Such assistance goes well 

beyond the assignment to MJTEs of agents who would not berecognized locally. 

Specialized services that are not available at all through other means are also often 

provided by state level agencies. Among these are financial investigative and seizure 

techniques, drug and clandestine laboratory seizuremethods, and the use of specialized 

equipment. 

• Other state contributions work to upgrade practices in the MJTFs through.training 

manual development and the transfer of skills from one jurisdiction to another. There is 

also evidence that the benefits of this coordination are yet more broadly spread as officers 

are rotated through the MJTF experience. Sometimes complicated statewide committees 

are devoted to many different aspects of MJTF operations. In addition, these efforts help 

deal with the problem of inter-task force coordination. Hot lines have been created to 

receive and direct information to the appropriate MJTF. Other hot lines have been 

provided to allow inquiries to be made by MJTFs before beginning undercover operations,' 

thus reducing the potential for collisions and conflicts between the task force and other 

law enforcement agencies. 

Federal involvement outside the Byrne program has also occurred in support of 

state and local criminal justice efforts. The traditional federal-level drug enforcement 

agencies such as the Drug Enforcement Administration, Customs, and the BOrder Patrol 

are frequent MJTF participants, and other agencies - -  e.g. the Department of Alcohol, 

Tobacco and Firearms, the Forest Service, or the National Park Service - -  may also 

become involved when appropriate to local circumstances. These arrangements coexist 

with independently maintained federal task forces that also can involve state and local 

agencies, but which differ by being under federal direction. Provision is often made for 
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coordination between these different types of task forces through overlapping 

membership. 

Much has been learned abot~t maintaining effective coordination and cooperation 

in MJTFs and many of them appear to have dealt successfully with the difficulties that tend 

to arise in such arrangements by paying careful attention to two of the most common 

problems - -  distribution o f  credit and the sharing of forfeited resources. 

Improvement was also reported in the intelligence area. Enhanced coordination 

between MJTF staff and operators of the various state and federal intelligence systems 

was a collateral consequence of the MJTF effort that many participants have cited as one 

of its greatest benefits. 

In conclusion, it is evident that MJTF participants at all levels of the Byrne 

program believe that task forces have proven potent vehicles for attackingthe drug 

problem. From these participants, and from the first hand examinations of national 

assessment team members, there is substantial observational and anecdotal evidence tha t  

enhanced coordination at all levels of law enforcement has taken place in and between 

MJTF participants. In our view, this coordination has produced synergistic effects that go 

far beyond the indi,~idual efforts of task force members. And, though such task forces did 

exist in somelocations prior to Byrne, and though others have been created outside Byrne, 

the fact that Byrne funding has supported so many is an impressivetestimonial to what is 

probably the program's most profound and lasting impact. 

What it has not yet been possible to do, in any comprehensive way, is to assess the 

impact of multi-jurisdictional task forces on the illicit drug problem. Though individual 

task forces almost certainly document their activities and the outcomes of those activities, 

this information is not transmitted to the BJA or the NIJ in a way that can be used to 

generally assess the impact that task forces might be making. This concern echoes the 

general question of assessment and evaluation of effects that we discussed at the beginning 

of this document. Consideration of this issue is pursued below in Section 7. 
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6 INTERAGENCY COORDINATION AND 

COOPERATION 

A long-standing concern about the operation of~the criminal justice system is that it 

exhibits a high degree of fragmentation. Jurisdictional and functional boundaries have 

historically combined to produce a system of independent law enforcement entities that 

have cooperated weakly, if at all. 17 Though arguments can be made to rationalize this 

situation18, most observers and practitioners will say that the effectiveness of the criminal 

justice system has consequently been impaired. This is particularly true in the area of law 

enforcement pertaining to illicit drug distribution and crime, where enforcement agencies' 

adherence to jurisdictional boundaries tends to hamper operations against criminal 

organizations that pay no attention to boundaries or use them to personal advantage. 

The ADAA-88 went further than earlier legislation in attempting to preserve and 

strengthenthe accomplishments of the past and to stimulate new cooperative approaches 

among criminal justice agencies. First, law enforcement agencies were encouraged in their 

efforts to share information and engage in cooperative enforcement operations. Second, 

criminal justice agencies with different functional responsibilities - police, prosecutors, 

probation, courts - -  were urged towards cooperation. And third, the criminal justice 

17 The existence of the fragmentation problem has been acknowledged for some time. In fact, a 
specific objective of the LEAA was to attempt to reduce fragmentation and increase inter-agency 
cooperation. Most commentators express the view that progress was made during the 12 years i_hat the 
LEAA operated. Nevertheless, the rapid growth of illicit drug distribution in the 1980's, and the 
attendant crime that it spawned, exacerbated the difficulties that fragmentation imposed on the criminal 
justice system. Though enforcement agencie s generally observed jurisdictional boundaries~ drug 
distributors and dealers did not. The handicap that this imposed on enforcement was glaringly apparent 
by the time Anti-Drug Abuse legislation was first enacted in 1986, and the stimulation of cooperation and 
coordination was specifically incorporated into the goals of the statute. 

18 There are a number of seemingly legitimate reasons why finn lines of demarcation between 
different organizations, and even professionals in the same organization, should exist. These include 
factors such as: avoidance of concentrations of power and the possible tyranny that can result; the 
preservation of autonomy at appropriate levels; separation of functions and activities to allow the 
adversary system to operate with appropriate checks and balances, and the logical administrative grouping 
of similar functional activities within different organizational structures. 
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community was asked to work with other agencies such as health services and education 

departments to develop cooperative and coordinated approaches to the problem of drugs. 

Operationally, these concepts were translated in a number of ways. The Act gave 

specific encouragement to states to sponsor multi-jurisdictional law enforcement efforts 

through the Byrne program, and exempted such efforts from the rule that federal funding 

could only be used for four years of support. In addition, the state agencies with 

responsibility for the criminal justice block grants were mandated by the legislation to 

develop a strategy for the use of Byme funds that: (a) integrated, state-wide, the functions 

and responsibilities of different elements of the criminal justice system, using federal 

support to stimulate cooperative arrangements that had not previously existed; and (b) put 

together a plan for coordinating anti-drug abuse efforts in the criminal justice, health, and 

education areas. 

The consequence has been some advances in coordination and cooperation that 

seem to be clearly attributable to the operation of the Byrne program. As noted earlier, 

pronounced success has been achieved in establishing multi-jurisdictional task forces, and 

in coordinating between and within law enforcement, prosecution, and forensics. 

Law Enforcement, Prosecution, and Forensics 

For example, most states recognized early in the Byrne program that multi- 

jurisdictional law enforcement operations against drug distribution and sale would require 

prosecutorial support for maximum effectiveness. A consequence is that dedicated drug 

prosecutors have become available in many jurisdictions, and have reportedly had a 

significant impact on the number of drug cases accepted and prosecuted. Enhanced 

statewide coordination of prosecutorial agencies occurred primarily through the forfeiture 

efforts that involved local prosecutors and state Attorneys General. 

The full advantage of these new prosecutorial units could not be obtained without 

providing for close coordination between the prosecutors and the MJTFs attacking the 

drug problem. This is particularly true when more serious offenders have been targeted. 

Prosecutorial involvement is essential to take advantage of such things as the pre-charging 

subpoena power of an investigative Grand Jury and in requesting court orders for non- 



National Assessment of the Byrne Formula Grant Program 3 3 

consensual recording of telephonic communications. Similar close coordination is also 

essential to take full advantage of the asset seizure and forfeiture tools available to attack 

the profits of drug trafficking. 

Coordination was ot~en achieved by assigning a prosecutor to be a full 

participating member of the MJTF, and it is not uncommon for the prosecutor's office to 

be the lead agency for MJTF operations. Although this approach appears to have worked 

well in the jurisdictions that adopted it, it is not the only arrangement that produces 

meaningful coordination. Several jurisdictions established drug prosecution units separate 

from the MJTF but required that the two groups broadly cooperate. This arrangement 

recognizes that there may be situations where a case needs to be taken to another 

prosecutorial agency, such as the State Attorney General, the U.S. Attorney or even a City 

Attorney. 

Both investigators and prosecutors are dependent on the services of forensic 

laboratories to identify drug buys and to produce evidentiary level analyses. If  this is done 

slowly or poorly, both investigations and prosecution can be jeopardized. Because crime 

laboratories do not supply direct services to the public, however, they tend to be a low 

priority in the budgetary competition that all agencies go through. Consequently a number 

of states used the Byrne program to promote the coordination of forensic Services with the 

activities of MJTFs and prosecutors. Reported decreases in turn-ar0und times for 

analyses were common in states that took this approach, and it was frequently asserted to 

Assessment researchers that the effect of a commitment to forensics has been noteworthy 

and has strengthened both the coordination between the units involved and the legal 

outcomes that the criminal justice system produces. 

Courts and Corrections. 

The picture is less encouraging when courts and corrections are considered. 

Establishing cooperation between courts and enforcement agencies faces structural and 

constitutional difficulties that, to some extent, derive from the fact that courts are a 
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separate branch of government that can only cooperate to a limited extent with 

enforcement agencies without compromising their constitutional role. 19 

The ADAA program made no special provision for courts and, although there was 

evidence, from the sites visited, that courts could participate in the program while 

preserving their independence, and could effectively coordinate their efforts with those of 

executive agencies, the overall level of participation has not been high. 

Coordination of law enforcement activities with corrections departments has also 

been limited. Obstacles have not generally derived from constitutional considerations, 

except when probation services are located within the judicial branch, In a few instances, 

states have been able to coordinate probation and MJTFs by having probatiori officers as 

MJTF members. Other states have worked to coordinate community corrections with the 

courts in the provision and management of appropriate sentencing alternatives. 

Institutional corrections generally participate fully in the policy boards that states 

have established, but it is rare for this to translate into support for the new beds that are in 

demand due to increased conviction rates for drug offenders. The costs that institutions 

face in establishing treatment services for offenders play a very significant role in this 

situation. For example, in 1994-5 Texas began an in-prison Therapeutic Community 

approach for drug users that, at full implementation, would have an annual cost several 

million dollars greater than the entire Byrne award for the state. Under these 

circumstances, it is difficult to get corrections agencies interested in applying for the small 

proportion of Byrne funds that is left over after enforcement activities have been awarded 

their portion. Another way of saying the same thing is that the funding of beds is generally 

not easily done on a small programmatic basis. This means that more peripheral activities, 

19 During the 1970's, these concerns caused many courts to attempt to separate from the LEAA 
program. They sought to receive funding directly, or to have dedicated funds provided under the Act. 
These proposals did not materialize but the LEAA act was changed in 1976 to modify conditions of courts 
participation. These changes preserved, and strengthened, court participation, but did provide an element 
of independence by providing for presumptive acceptance of their plans. The success of these efforts was 
never tested as the LEAA was abolished shortly thereafter. Subsequently a modest direct funding program 
for courts, the State Justice Institute (SJI), was initiated. 
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such as prison industries or prison gang enforcement, are usually the only really practical 

options for Byme grant support. 
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7 EVALUATION iSSUES 

B A C K G R O U N D  

All of the activities surrounding the implementation and operation of a program 

such as Byrne are obviously important. But, perhaps the most critical issue is how to 

figure out the effects of the program on its primary target --the illicit drug trade and 

violent crime - -  and its secondary target - -  the operation of the criminaljustice system 

itself. Knowing these effects would seem in many respects to be a prerequisite to sensible 

decision-making at every level - congressional, federal, state, and local. Federal policy 

makers would like to know whether the program is achieving its objectives. This would 

help to decide whether the program should be continued, and, if so, at what level. State 

level planners would like to understand the effects of the strategy they have implemented. 

This would enable them to make adjustments from year to yearl And project level 

managers need to know what approaches work and how to design and implement them. 

These questions are at the core of evaluation - -  a complex and difficult matter 

under any circumstance. For the Byrne formula grant program, complexities and 

difficulties abound. They are multiplied and magnified by the fact that the program has 

three different levels of government participating in the program, a nation-wide domain, 

and thousands of individual projects to account for. 

Under the Byrne legislation, specifics of the monitoring and evaluation techniques 

to be followed are largely lei~ to the federal executive branch as long as an evaluation 

component is - -  at least in principle - -  built in to any program that is supported by federal 

funds, and as long as the federal agencies are able to report back to the congress with 

evaluative information. In response to these legislative requirements, the following 

distinct approaches relating to evaluation, assessment, monitoring and reporting have been 

developed by the BJA and the NIJ: 
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® Relatively large scale, scientifically rigorous evaluations 
conducted by professional researchers and university faculty 
under National Institute of Justice or BJA auspices; 

® Efforts by the BJA and the NIJ to  help state planning agencies 
develop in-house evaluation capabilities either to conduct state- 
wide impact assessments or to conduct project evaluations that 
conform to textbook methodological principles; 

® Showcasing of projects that are believed to work and 
techniques that states can apply, by the BJA or the NIJ in 
National and Regional conferences; 

• Development by the BJA and the NIJ of publications and 
Program Briefs that: (a) document the evaluations that have 
been conducted and present their results; (b) describe how to 
establish and implement specific programs of anti-drug abuse 
activity; and (c) focus on evaluation design and techniques. 
These are then disseminated to wide audiences, including the 
state agencies participating in the Byrne program; 

• Conduct of evaluations by state and local agencies; 

® Monitoring of subgrantee activities by state planning agency 
staff, and 

® Accumulation by subgrantees of programmatic statistics that are 
then reported to state agencies for aggregation into the annual 
reports required by the BJA. 

Roughly speaking, the above list conforms to a sliding scale of evaluation, 

assessment, and reporting, moving from most sophisticated at the top to least 

sophisticated at the bottom. The NIJ awards for evaluations for example are made alter 

careful peer review of competing proposals and the extent to which they follow 

established scientific practice. In this context, methodological frailty of design is usually a 

fatal flaw. At the other end of the scale, accumulation of statistics by subgrantees are 

olten little more than counts of events (e.g. arrests) or users of a service (e.g. citizen calls 

to hotlines). 
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In what follows, we consider how the two primary evaluation efforts have worked 

under the Byrne program: full-fledged evaluations sponsored by the NIJ or the BJA; and 

the attempt to promote evaluation capabilities at the state level. 2° 

F E D E R A L L Y  S P O N S O R E D  E V A L U A T I O N S  

The greatest strength of the traditional approach to evaluation is of course the 

methodological rigor that it demands. Emphasis is placed upon obtaining scientifically 

valid findings through the imposition of research standardsthat are as high as possible. 

Peer review panels are used to carefully assesses proposals and reject those that are 

considered unsound. Analytic processes are subject to public scrutiny at national 

conferences. And reports are submitted to critical assessment before they are distributed. 

These are the elements of the evaluation strategy that the NIJ and the BJA have followed 

when full-scale evaluations have been performed. Through this process, they seek to 

create a dependable body of knowledge about the operation and effects of interventions 

and programs that focus upon crime and the criminal justice system. 

Clearly, this is a valuable and necessary function for the field of criminal justice. In 

fact, a good many of the most salient questions about the long term merits of the projects 

supported through the Byrne program may not yield to any other kind of approach. 

However, it is important to recognize that full-fledged evaluations have limitations as well 

as strengths, and that for any program that needs ongoing information the limitations may 

be critical. 

First and perhaps foremost is the fact that rigorous evaluations take a lot of time. 

A program that has a lifespan of one year, for instance, is difficult to evaluate in less than 

two. The process of designing an evaluation, accumulating data, analyzing it, writing it 

up, having a report reviewed, reacting to the reviews and then publishing the final work 

consumes months, at least. So, by the time an evaluation of a project sees the light of day, 

20 As noted, previous publications have reported on other aspects of state activities vis-a-vis 
monitoring and reporting. See Dunworth and Saiger, State Strategic Planning and Monitoring 
Guidelines. 
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the project itself may well be 10ng over. This means that any mid-course corrections to 

project activities, adjustments i n goals, strategies, techniques, and the like, will be largely 

uninfluenced by full-fledged evaluations even when they are being simultaneously 

conducted and even when they are well done. Consequently, program or project 

managers needing information to help decision-making during the life of a project usually 

reported that they have to look for guidance outside any evaluation that is going on. 

A second consideration is~that full-fledged evaluations are expensive. It is not 

unusual for instance for the cost of an evaluation to approach the cost of the project being 

evaluated. This may be justified on the grounds that the results of the evaluation should 

have applicability to other similar projects, but a consequence is that not many evaluations 

can be conducted in a given area. This is what  has happened in the Anti-Drug Abuse 

block grant context. Federal funds have supported thousands of drug related projects 

since 1989. But, by the end ofF¥94,  there had been less than 150 NIJ evaluations that 

have focused on them. Even if every one of these evaluations had resulted in unequivocal 

and dependable findings (which they didn't), it is not possible to draw many useful 

conclusions about the block grant program as a whole from this body of work. 

A third factor to take into account is that methodologically rigorous evaluations in 

criminal justice settings often produce equivocal findings and so do not really answer the 

question"What works and what doesn't?" The reason lies in the elusiveness of the 

methodological integrity that is the prerequisite to definitive findings and in the frustrating 

tendency of the environment to change without warning. For example, the phenomena 

being studied may well be more influenced by factors that cannot be manipulated and/or 

that fluctuate over the study period (e.g. political pressures, social conditions, population 

migration, agency budgets, staffturnover, the weather) than they are by the intervention 

being studied (e.g. community policing versus traditional car patrol). And the customary 

research approach to dealing with the problem of an uncontrollable erivironment (setting 

up a quasi-experimental design with control groups) is often unacceptable to participating 

agencies for ideological or practical reasons, and even when acceptable may require more 

subjects than are available or may subsequently fall prey itself to the vagaries of real world 

conditions: ' 
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The effect of these unpleasant realities is to severely limit the contribution that the 

traditional evaluation approach can make to national-level programmatic understanding in 

a Byme-like environment..This is a particularly serious consequence •at the policy-making. 

level: , ' 

E V A L U A T I O N  C A P A C I T Y  A T  T H E  S T A T E  L E V E L  

' ~ One possible way of compensating for the limited number of evaluations that the 

NIJ and the BJA can sponsor might be to increase the involvement of state agencies in 

evaluation. If  states themselves'sponsored and/or conducted evaluations; then a 

significant increase in the quantity of research might take place:, 

.The BJA and the NIJ have both actively promoted this idea. In the i 990 funding 

cycle, for example, states were invited and urged to submit evaluation proposals to the 

NIJ undei" solicitations based on the $3 million Special'Initiative Funding that the BJA 

provided to the NIJ for evaluation purposes. The responsewas disappointing. Few 

proposals Came from state or local agencies and m6st' that did were methodologically 

weak. This highlighted"a fundamental fla~v in the concept of state participationin 

evaluation--- state planning agency.staffs are not, generally speaking, trained in research 

methodology or experienced in •conducting evalUatiOns. And, since the standards 0f 

review being applied to proposals coming from the stateswere the same as those being 

applied tO prop0sals icoming from prOfessional researchers, the former were bound to 

appear deficient when compared to the latter. 2~ 

• : This led to a compensatory strategy that focused upon the idea of expanding state 

capabilities in the evaluation'area. Two general approaches were adoptedl The BJA ' 

began Cohducting seminars on ~ evaluation, monitofing~ and' reportingat National and 
, • " ~ ;  ' ' .  . . . .  i ' " " ' ,  . . . .  

21 There are .some exceptions to this observation. For example, Colorado, Illinois, Pe~sylvani:a, and 
Virginia are exaniples"b~statesfiiatd6ha'¢e in-liouse e~aluation capability-either within~ttie~Stafe ' ' ! 
Administrative Agency or in the state's statistical An.alysis .Center. Each of them has conducted a .,. 
nu~l~6~ "oi ~ research and'e~al~iationptdj6~fs'dver ~e y~ai~. ~ s o ,  each of them enjbys'a s i ~ c a n t  levdi of 
state commitment to the idea o£ research and evaluation that is accompanied by a willingness by.state ~ :--; ,. 
policy makers to use a portion of federal assistance funds for that purpose. There are no doubt some other 
states that have a similar capacity. But, in general, these kinds of situations are exceptions. 
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Regional Conferences, .and also offered individual states technical assistance inthese areas 

through site visits by BJA staff and consultants. The NIJ~ at.a later point in time, offered 

to provide technical assistance (i.e. professional research consultants) to a limited number 

of states who submitted formal evaluation proposals in response to the NIJ solicitations. 

The technical assistance offered by the BJA was wider-ranging and less methodologically 

oriented than the NIJ assistance butboth had the same general objective - - ' t o  enhance 

state evaluation capabilities and tothereby expand the number and the type of evaluations 

being performed. 

It is important to note that neither the BJA nor the NIJ expected the technical 

assistance and seminars to convert participating states into research organizations with the 

Capability of independently conducting evaluations that would hold up under rigorous 

scientific scrutiny. A better way of conceptualizing both programs is to think of them as 

moving states in the right direction, as !ncreasing states' awareness of and sensitivity to 

methodological issues, and helping them to do an improved job of figuring out what 

effects their activities were having. This was particularly true of the BJA's efforts, which, 

even when focused upon an individual state, did not involve more than two or three on, 

site days. Of course, a positive aspect of this circumstance was that the BJA had the 

possibility of reaching more states, and helping a larger number to improve their approach 

to evaluation, even if only incrementally. This contrasted sharply with the NIJ approach, 

which was to offer a substantial amount of technical assistance (in the form of professional 

research consultants), to a very limited number of states (three to six each year), for the 

evaluation of a specific project being supported by that state. The intent was to produce a 

small number of evaluations that approached normal NIJ standards. 

The results of both programs are uncertain~ Though the BJA efforts produced a 

good deal of state interest, and resulted in a series of on-site workshops for a number of 

states (as well as other workshops at regional or national conferences), it was.not clear 

that any significant change in state evaluation capacity or acti.vityresulted iThe NI j "  

program encountered a good deal of difficulty in stimulating state interest 'in commencing 

specific evaluations that would get-technical assistance. • And~ though' some participaiats in  
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the NIJ program expressed affirmative views of it, the results of these evaluations are just 

beginning to appear at the time of this writing, and have yet to be fully assessed. 

As noted, part of the problem is undoubtedly due to the fact that evaluation is not 

what most State Adminis(rative Agencies are set up to do and that a research capability 

cannot normally be introduced into an agency by short-term technical assistance. Another 

partlhowever', is that, during the development of these approaches in 1991 and 1992, 

cooperation between the NIJ and the BJA was very limited. There was little or no 

~coordination between the two •agencies in the approach being taken even though tile 

objectives of both programs were essentially the same. 

The end result has been that both programs have been discontinued, at least in the 

form that they had up until FY94. The NIJ and the BJA are now in the process of 

developing new strategies to effectively approach the e,~aluatio n problem I These are 

discussed in the "Update of the Byrne Program Today" portion of  the Research-in-Brief 

based on this document. 

i 
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C O N C L U S I O N S  " 

P R O G R A M  M A N A G E M E N T  A N D  O P E R A T I O N  

In the companion reports from the National Assessment 2~, an examination was 
' ' • ~ . .  ~ i . ~.~, 

made of state compliance with the regulatow provisions of the ADAA-88. On the basis of  

that work, we conclude that, in most areas, federal, state and local activities complied with 

the statutory requirements of the 1988 Act. These observations hold for: 

• state strategic planning; 

• review and approval of plans by the BJA; and, 

• regulatory constraints such as pass-through requirements, the 
four year rule, limiw On administrative expenditures, restriction " .... 
of funded activities to statutory purpose areasand so. on. 

In addition, it is clear that interaction and cooperation between the BJA and the 

NIJ on the one hand and state recipients of Byrne funding on the other have been 

effectively developed and have resulted in excellent working relationships between the 

federal agencies, state administrative agencies, and project level personnel. These 

relationships have been characterized by well-received .national and regional meetings, at 

which the BJA and the NIJ have provided states with programmatic guidance and, to a 

lesser extent, technical assistance on program definition, implementation, and evaluation. 

On a limited basis, individual states have also been given on-site technical assistance by 

both agencies. 

We also conclude, on the basis of a nation-wide survey conducted during an earlier • 

phase of the research, intensive on-site work in seven states, and numerous meetings and 

discussions with state and project level personnel at national and regional meetings, that 

the Byrne program has been well-implemented at the state level. 

22 See Note 1 above for references. 
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STRATEGIC PLANNING 

Improved efficiency and rationality in the use of resources has, in our view, been 

achieved by pursuing an incremental planning approach that is much more appropriate to 

the realities of the criminal justice system than, for instance, the heavily centralized 

planning model attempted during the LEAA period. The ne w approach of strategic 

planning, modifie d incrementally over time, has proven flexible and adaptable to many 

differen t environments. Although the areas and extent of •success vary. considerably, there 

is evidence that manY states have come to see planning as much more than a mere 

compliance with federalrules. More than 80 per cent of all states, for instance, were 

confident that strategic planning would be likely to continue even if federal, funding 

ceased. 

There are some indications that the frequency of submission of state strategic plans 

could be reduced without loss of effectiveness. Annual planning requirements in a 

program that allows states to establish four year funding cycles for subgrants has the 

potential for turning into little more than a compfiance exercise after the first year in a 

cycle. Certainly, this seems to be true with respect to that portion of Byrne program 

expenditures that is committed to continuation funding. When,asked about this issue, 

most SAA officials suggested a three-year planning cycle, coup!ed with annual reports on 

activities and accomplishments.. The effort that is expended,9n annual strategic planning 

could then be redirected to assessing achievements, Doing this would not reduce the flow 

ofusefu! information to the federal government - in fact, it might be increased. 

THE FUTURE FOR BYRNE SUBGRANTS 

There appears to be little likelihood, in most states, that state governments will, in 

any general sense, pick up the cost of projects when federal funds for them run out. • 

Financial constraints at the state level, accompanied by political considerations, led most 

SAA officialsto the view that extreme d!fficulty would be encountered !n channe!ing state 

funds to local governments in order to pay for expiring Byrne programs. Thus, the basic 
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assumption that any improvements stimulated by the Byrne program would have to be 

both implemented and subsequently, sustained at the local level is probably well-founded. 

The match requirement and the 4 year rule attempt to pave the way for this to take 

place, though there are obvious signs that transfer of financial responsibility willbe 

difficult at this level also, since local governments are generally facing the same kind of 

budgetary shortfalls as the state in which they are located. However;to a significant 

extent this queStion is still unanswered. Because manyprojects were still in their four year 

life when observation by the ASsessment team concluded, it was not possible to be precise 

about the proportion of projects and the type &project that have been or will be picked 

up by local funding, oflzourse; the projects that are the primary focus ofthe Byrne 

program - multi-jurisdictional task forces - are exempt from the four year rule. -In most 

states, therefore, they have not yet been subject to the strain brought on by termination of 

federal support. 

E V A L U A T I O N  O F  T H E  B Y R N E  P R O G R A M  

We conclude that the federal government has not yet developed effective 

procedures for accumulating, analyzing, and disseminating information on the Byrne r 

program, except * in an ad hoc sense. In addition, it is ou(view that neither this National 

Assessment nor the participating federal and state agencii~s have been able to generate 

satisfactory evaluations of the: Byrne program as a whole. Thus, in the view of the 

authors, the statutory requirements pertaining to evaluation have not been met in any 

general sense. 

This has repercussions throughout the entire Byrne program. At ~the local level, 

individual ~ project successes and failures have notbeen thor0Ughly documerited. At the 

state level, it is at best difficult and:~tt Worst impossible for states to figure out the ~ 

effectiveness of their sl~rategic :plans and to then make adjustmentsb~sed off such findlngsl 

At the federal level, the NIJ and BJA reportSto the congress tend to lack the empirically 

grounded guidance that would allow program review, policy generationl and ~adjustment 
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of funding levels from year to year to take the strengths 0fthe Byrne program into • 

account. 

It is our view that most of  these problems are a consequence of structural factors 

built into the Byme program We consider fouroftheseto be particularlyrelevant. . . . .  

Funding of Evaluation is Authorized, Not Required 

First, even though the ADAA-88 mandates the inclusion of an evaluation 

component in all programs supported with Byrne funds, it authorizes rather than requires 

the use of the state award and subgrant funds for evaluation purposes. This thrusts the 

responsibility for directing Byrne funds to evaluation on:state • level decision-makers. 

Though many SAA officials express a commitment tothe concepi Of eVglUatlon,and 

affirm that they would commit funds to that purposeifth~y were free io do"s0; a number 

of state level pressures inhibit their ability to do so. . . . .  " 

In states where the adoption and allocation 0f'Byrne funds is ' " •  subject to close 

scrutiny by the state legislature California being a good : . . . . .  - example - the SAA may find it 

impossible to devote anything more than minimal amounts of the Byme award to research 

and evaluation purposes. This is because political considerations drive legislators to the 

view that federal funds should be used for programmatic purposes aboVe all else. 

Even in states where decision-making on this issue is more under the control of the 

SAA, the "authorization rather than requirement" principle gives states and subgrantees 

the opportunity to ignore or at least short-change the evaluation function. Though some 

do not do so, enough do that overall evaluation activities at the state ancl local level are 

too limited tO:0ffer a basisfor making judgments abotit the Bym~ pr0gram as a:#h01e. 

Insufficient Federa ! Funding Is Provided By Congress 

Second, the legislation provides no funding for the NIJ and the BJA that is 

specifically designated for Byrne program evaluation. The NIJ must provide Byrne 

evaluation funds from its regular research budget, and the BJA must take.themfromits ..... 

discretionary, program resources ThoughNIJ/BJA cooperation in this regard was high 

du:tiag~i 9'89.':i:990, it siabdefliJgn}l~ b:dcanle '~iNinal; :aiid in' s~ibgeqhdnt y6afi;,: fb~-;a~ var ie ty  : ~' 
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of reasons, the BJA has made little or.no financial contribution to the NIJ evaluation 

program for Byrne projects. 

From 1989-1994, these approaches resulted in an average annual evaluation 

budget for research focusing on the Byrne program of less than 1 per cent of formula 

grant funding. Less than 150 evaluations have been funded by the NIJ and an additional 

handful have been separately funded by the BJA. This are not sufficient in number to 

comprise an assessment of a program that,during the same time frame, was used to 

support more than 8,000 individual projects around the nation. 

Problems of Methodology 

Third; the type of evaluation that is typically conducted under the NIJ evaluation 

program contributes little insight into.the overall workings and effects of the Byrne 

program in individual states or nationally. The classical research model, though perhaps 

well suited to a focus on individual Byrne projects, tends to be very expensive (sometimes 

costing as much as the project being evaluated), takes too long (with reports omen being 

delivered long atter the project is over), and frequently produces results that are equivocal 

(making it unclear whether the evaluated project worked or not and so compromising the 

potential for program transfer to other sites). 23 

Information Shortfalls 

Finally, it is our view that, within the OJP and the BJA, procedures for the 

collection, verification and analysis of subgrant data have been too fragmented to be 

effective. There are two main aspects to this issue. 

First, early policy decisions adopted the view that there should be a federal/state 
, , . , . . . . . ,  d . , 

partnership in the development of information systems rather than a centrally imposed 
¢ 

approach. This well-intentioned decision nevertheless lecl ~o several years of hack and 

forth discussi-rn, debate and design, with results that were Still uncertainwhen this 

23 When this ~?esearch conclUded in 1994, NI"J and BJA were involved in a~re4iew of the'evaifiation 
approaches, of the past with the intention oLdeveloping more effectjx~e approaches . to problems.of the kind 
that we have identified here. See "Updfite!'The" Byrne PrrgraffaToday" Sin the "Researcla-iri-Brirf' I~hs'ed ~ 
on this document. 
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research concluded. A consequence is that the only federal .level data base containing 

information on Byrne program subgrants is the Individual Project Reporting system. 

Since the function of this data system is limited to recording subgrant awards at the time 

they are made, it contributes nothing to the understanding of programmatic activities 

beyond the funding decisions that states have made. 

Second, within the BJA and the OJP, procedures for processing the data that were 

supplied by the states were not systematic and, as a consequence, the uses to which the 

data could be put were extremely limited. 

In combination, these two factors have seriously limited the BJA's ability to state 

with confidence what has been taking place in tlae Byrne program. 

Next Steps 

Our concluding recommendations on the question of Byrne program evaluation are 

that both the NIJ and the BJA should be involved in a cooperative and collaborative 

fashion in the evaluation area and that three steps should be taken as quickly as possible. 

First, the two agencies should rethink the issue of evaluation of programs such as 

Byrne. This wili require a review of goals and objectives as well as techniques, in 

circumstances where available resources are severely limited. It is not clear what the best 

approach will look like, but the activity should result in a generalized and more effective 

approach to the evaluation question, a development that should have a payoff that extends 

beyond the Byrne program. This seems likely to become increasingly importarlt given 

recent modifications in the structure of federal aid for state and local criminal justice. 

Second, the BJA should systematize its data.collection and processing systems so 

as to assure the integrity of the data that states report, standardize across states the 

information that is reported about subgrants, and generate dependable, distributable 

reports. These systems should apply not only to the funding decisions that states make but 

also to activities undertaken by subgrantees over the lives of awards. 

Third, the federal government should investigate ways in which it might increase 

the funding that is devoted to both evaluation and information collection, processing and 
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dissemination. This would need to be done within the existing legislative framework and 

would probably require a set-aside of some proportion of the Byme program 

appropriation. The legislation contains no bar to doing this, as far as we can see, and it 

does not appear to us to be a more arbitrary step than other federal interpretations of the 

Act. . 

For instance, BJA's program.guidance asks states to hold administrative 

expenditures to five per cent of the award, even though the •legislation allows ten per cent, 

and virtually all have done so. In addition, states have to submit annual strategic plans.and 

reports that contain specific types of informat!9n that BJA requires them to collect, not 

that is specified in the Act. Again most have done so. ' 

Such requirements are normal and appropriate federal interpretations of legislation. 

They operationalize in practical terms the principles that the legislation contains! and, as 

noted above, the operationalization has, in many respects, worked well .  Malting a similar 

requirement for evaluation and research, accompanied by a federally-imposed set-aside to 

fund it, does not seem to be a much greater step than those enumerated. 
r ; i ~  ,~ " . "  ' 

In combination, these actions would create the best potential for quick movemen t 

towards the production of a national, policy relevant review of the Byrne program. 

~! ! i"  
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