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To the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempore of the Senate 

This is our report on the need to improve the long-term 
impact of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration grant 
program. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting 
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act 
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and 
the Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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COMPTROLLER GEMERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

Since fiscal year 1969 the 
Federal Government, through the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Ad­
ministration (LEAA), has awarded 
about $2.6 billion to help 
~t~tes improve their criminal 
jJ1~';~1~ce sy~,rtems and to prevent 
or reduce crime. 

The Congress intended that LEAA 
funds be use,d as a catalyst to 
bring about lasting improvements 
in the State's' criminal justice 
systems. The Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968, as amended" requires that 
the States demonstrate their \ . 

willingness, and that of local 
governments, to assume the ,cost 
of projects funded after a 
reasonable period of Federal 
assistanC;::'~j4" 

(~~~~ 

(;11'0 p~ovide the Congress informa­
tion on the extent to which LEAA 
and the states have met that 
legislati va intent, G'AO obtained 
informa tion on: 

--How many long-term projects 
.. ",~ontinued after LEAl funding 

stopped. 

--How many projects merited 
continuation but did not 
continue. 

Ieilr Sheet. Upon removal, the report 
cover date should be noted hereon. i 

LONG-TERM IMPACT OF LAW 
ENFDRCEMENT ASSISTANCE GRANTS CAN 
BE IMPROVED 
Law Enforo~ment Assistanoe 

Administration 
Department of Justice 

--How LEA A and different State 
polioies and practices af­
feci;.sd the continuation of 

, ' , 
worthwhile projects. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

LEAA funds provided to Sta.tes 
represent only a small portion of 
total national criminal justice 
expenditures. Nevertheless, they 
have the potential for impact 
since they are the primary funds 
to be used for innovations and 
improvements. 

For LEAA funds to influenbe 
. changes, it is essential that 
'/LEAA and the States ad'opt 
. policies to insure that 
, successful projects continue once 

LEAA funding stops. 

As a result of inadequate LEAA 
guidelines, States' policies re­
garding continuation of projects 
varied significantly. States' 
success 'rates on continuing worth­
while projects also varied. 

As of June 3D, 1973, only 6 per­
cent of projects no longer 
receiving LEAA funds were for 
long-term purposes--such as 
counseling del'lnquents, hiring 
additidnal policemen, or 
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rehabilitating offende~s--which 
involved continuing operations 
and requi~ed continual funding 
for the project to continue. 
(See p. il'and app. III.) 

As more projects reach the end 
of their LEAA funding periods, 
the problem of finding alterna­
tive fund sources becomes even 
more important. One State, for 
example, reported it had only 
three long-term projects 
terminated from LEAA funding as 
of March 31, 1'973. The state 
expects 80 to 120 major projeots 
to cease reoeivd"ng LEAA funds in 
calendar year 1974. (See pp. 30 
teo 33.) 

By providing the States more 
guidance on how to continue 
\-/orthwhile effort.s, LEAA could. 
substantially improv~ prospects 
of its grant program having a 
positive long~term impact on the 
States' criminal justicesys­
tems~ 

Problems;J.;EAA and State$ had in 
adequate~y developing contin­
uation pC:].icies .are d~scussed 
beloW, as\\is GAO's analysis of 
the ext~nt to which worthwhile 
long-term projects continued. 

The analysis is based on a 
detailed review of the contin­
uation pQ.lioies and practices in 
A~bama, California, Michigan, 
Ohio, Oregon, and Washington and 
on :responses by 39 States and 
the District of Columbia to a GAO 
questionnaire. 

Inadequate emphasis nn 
pontlnuation needs 

Neither tEAA nor the six States 
'emphasized suff'1oiently the 
problem of' how to' continue w.orth .. 
while long-term project::l. The 
varying degrees of State success 
in continuing worthwhile pr·ojects 
after-hEAA funding, stopped ~'ere 

ii 

partly a~tributable to a lack of 
adequate LEAA guidelines and the 
resulting differenoes in State' 
policies. . 

LEAA guidelines did not ade­
quately address the project 
continuation issue by specifying 
facto~s or providing polioies 
that would help States continue 
projects. States had inde­
pendently developed their own 
continuation policies. 

Many factors influence contin­
uation of projects after LEA A 
funding stops. Some, such as 
economic conditions and dedica­
tion of proj~ct personnel, are 
beyond the control of LEA A and 
appropriate State criminal justice 
agencies. Others may be controlled 
through guidelines and l1equire.., 
mer'lts. 

Three factors which influence 
project continuation are project 
financing, project evaluations, 
and technical assistance. The 
emphasiS given these factors 
varied among the Stat~s. 

For example, projact funding 
periods among the States Visited 
ranged from 1'to' 5 years. . Also 
one State required extensive 
planning for assuming project 
costs by non-LEAA ,OUrces; 
another State required none. 
(See ch. 2.) 

Limited success in 
continuigg projects 

Apparently wopthwhile long-tePID 
projects were discontinued Or had 
their operations Significantly 
reduoed,after LEAA funding ended. 
In the six states LEAA funding 
had stopped for 440 long-term 
projects. 

.-281, or 64 p~rcent, awarded 
about $15.5 million in LEAA 
funds, continued to operate at 

expanded or at about the same 
levels. 

--159, or 36 peroent, awarded 
about $12 million in LEAA 
funds, either had their 
operations stopped or the 
scope of their operations 
reduced significantly. 

According to State and project 
officials, at least 95 of the 
159 projects (60 percent) 

" i' 

merited continuation. (See pp. 11 
to 13.) 

Of the 281 projects.ope~ating at 
the same or expanded levels of 
funding after LEAA funding 
ceased, 253 continueq with State 
or local funds and 28 were con­
tinued with non-LEA! Federal 
funds. . 

National perspective 

Neither LEAA nor the States had 
Cldequat'3 information on the 
e)ctent to which projects oon­
tinued or merited continuation. 
Such information is necessary to 
belp assess the impact of the 
LEAA program. The~efore, to 
determine the potential long­
term impaot of LEAA funding, 
GAO queried all States by a two­
part questionnaire. 

The first part requested infor­
mation on State '~policies that 
could influence projects con­
tinuing after LEAA funding 
ended; this part was completed 
by all 50 States~and the Dis~ 
trict of Columbia. 

The second part requested fi~ 
nancial data and other informa­
tion, such as status of 
long-term prdjects,no longer 

iii 

t'Elceiv1ng LEAA funding (te1"mi­
nated projects). Thirty-nine 
states and the District oompleted 
the second part. 

state responses indicated the 
va~iations in oontinuation 
polioies and showed that many 
States had not ~dequately ad~ 
dressed the continuation issue. 
For t~xample: 

--Seven States had no policies or 
time limits on length of time 
projects shoUld be funded by 
,~EAA. The other 43 States 
funded projects from 1 to 8 
years. 

--TwGoty-five States required 
applications for LEAA funds 
to present various types of 
plans showing how, when, and 
by whom project costs would 
be assumed once LEAA funding 
stopped. . 

One State required only that 
potential fund soUrces be iden­
.tified, and 24 states did not 
require a plan shoW.1lighow, 
when, and by whom pl'oject 
costs would be assumed. 

--Tweney-one States eased the 
transition from Federal to full 
State or local funding by in­
creasing the peroentages of 
state or local support 'pro­
vided through the life of the 
LEAA grant. 

The rate of increase varied, 
howevfl.f, from State to State. 
Five 'states said they use in­
creased matching rates but have 
not set specific percentages. 
The other 24 States did not Use 
increasing matching rates. 
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M-Teohnioal assistance provided 
to projects varied signifi­
oantly. Six States provided 
no continuation assi~tance, 
16 provided assistance on 
request,27 provided assist­
ance informally, and 1 said it 
had not experienced the con­
tinua.tion Problem. (See 
ch. 4.) 

LEAA's program has been oper­
atihg since fiscal year 1969. 
It is not too early to oonside~ 
institutionaliz~ng improvements 
begun with LEAA furlds in light 
of congressional intent that 
LEAA funds act as a catalyst to 
allow States to make lasting 
improvements. Both LEAA and the 
States must better insure that 
worthwhile long-term projects 
oontinue once LEAA funding 
stops. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To develop information needed to 
assess the long-term impact of 
the LEAA program, determine 
potential Weaknesses, and better 
insllre that worthwhile projeots 
are oontinued, the Attorney 
General should direot LEAA to: 

,. 
-~Requ1re that LEA&.and State 

information systems provide 
f.~r developing information on 
the extent towhioh projects 
oontinue. 

--Establish reqUirements for re .. 
,porting in State law enforoe­

ment plans and in the LEA A 
Annual Report on the oontin­
uation of long-term projects 
after LEAA funding;-::,neases. 

--Require that LEAA develop a 
ooordinated oontinuation 

.tv 

polioy to be implemented by 
eaoh State: 

1. Defining how long LEA A funds 
should be llsed to support 
eaoh type of' projeot. 

2. Developing funding methods 
which ease the transition to 
full state or local funding, 
suoh as progressive matohing 
rates. 

3. Defining standard grant ap­
plication provisions whioh 
detail how, when, by whom, and 
under what oonditions projeot 
oosts will be assumed. 

4. Defining the types of teohni­
oal assistanoe to be offered 
in planning for future con­
tinuation of projects. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND 
UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice said it 
agreed with GAO's recommendations 
that LEAA and the States develop 
better information on the extent 
to which projects continue and 
said I.EAA will explor'e ways to 
obtain and report it. 1 (See 
app. I.) 

The Department'did not agree to 
oompletely implement GAO's,rec­
ommendation that LEAA modify its 
ourrent"project oontinuation 
guidelines to make them more 
specifio. It said the issues of 
defining how long LEAA funds 
should be used, of developing 
methods of transition to full 
local funding, and of defining 
standard grant applioation 
provisions and the nature of 
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teohnical assistanoe to be 
provided, are far reaching and 
will be given further study by 
LEAA. 

GAO agrees suoh ohanges oouier be 
far reaohing and does not object 
to further study. But the 
danger is that the issue will be 
studied indefinitely and .no oon­
olusion will be reached. Im­
provement is needed in light of 
GAO~s finding that state and 
looal offioials believed 60 per. 
oent of the long-term projeots 
that Were stopped or had their 
operations signifioantly reduoed 
when LEAA funding stopped either 
merited oontinuation if stopped 
or should have been funded at a 
higher level if oontinued. 

It would be desirable i~ LEAA 
completed its study before sub­
mitting its fisoal year 1976 
budget request to the Congress 
and reported to the Congress on 
what actions it believes should 
be taken. 

The States GAO visited generally 

.:1 

agreed with GAO's findings and 
conolusion that there was a need 
tCi;lllore fully oonsider ways to 
insu~~ that worthwhile projeots 
oontinue onoe LEAA funding stops. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY 
THE CONGRESS 

:1 

In the ~ext several years many 
more projeots will stop reoeiving 
LEAA funds and will have to be 
funded by other souroes to oon­
tinue. As more information 
beoomes available on which 
worthwhile projeots oontinue, 
the Congress may wish to discuss 
with LEAA the extent to which its 
efforts are aoting as a oatalyst 
to get State and looal govern­
ments to permanently implement 
criminal justioe improvements 
tried and tested with LEAA funds. 

Beoause of the signifioance of 
this issue, the Congress may also 
want to follow up with LEAA on 
the results of its study of ways 
to improve the oontinuation 
polioies of the States. 
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GHA ~T.En.)ol· 

,;J:NTRODUCT;hON 
, 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Admi'nistration (LEAA) of 
the Department of Justice bas a~arded ab6ut $2.6 billion~ 
since fiscal year 1969 to help state and ~ocal governments 
improve and strengthen their crim~na~ justice' sYBte~s~nd to 
prevent or reduce crime. States haye funded over 40,000 
grants. Have worthwhile State Bnd local projects continued 
to operate aft,er LEAA fundipg stopped? Thi~ r~~port provides 
some answer s. 

TY~ES OF LEAA-FUNDED PROJECTS' 

The Omnibus Crime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 
as amended (42 U. S. C. 3701,), establish,ed'LEAA to: 

• • 

--Encourage state and local governments to develop 
compreh~nsi ve law E;.pforcemen t plan s. 

--Authorize grants to states ~nd local go~ernmerita 
to improve and strengthen law enforcemen.t. 

--Encourage research and development of new methods 
for improving la\'1 enforcelJlen t, for preventing' and 
reducing,crime, and for detecting and apprehend-
ing eriml.nals. . 

"', 

To qualify i~jr grants, states must evaluate Stat.E! and 
local problems and prepare comprehensive law enforcement 
plans describing the proj~cts proposed for funding. states 
are to receive advice from regional planning units.as the 
States develbp and complete their' oomprehensive plans.' .­
These plans, after being approved QY LEAA ~egional 
administrators, form the basis for the States to receive 
Federal block. grants, which are allocated primarilY 'on the 
basia of their populations~ The Crime Cog~rol Act of 1973, 
which amended the 1968 act, extended LEAA s exi~tence 
through June 1976 and reemphasized the legislat~~e intent of 
improving the criminal justice system. 

State plans set forth broad program areas for which 
projects may be ,funded, such as juvenile delinquency, 

1 
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upgrading law enforcement personnel, and corrections. Both 
short-term and long-term projeots can be funded for each 
program area. 

Short-term projects--such as construction, equipment 
purchases, and training--normally wouldeith'er stop after 
the grant period or would require only maintenance and 
upkeep funds once LEAA funding stopped. Long-term 
projects--such as counseling delinquents, hiring additional 
policemen, or rehabilitating offenders--involve continuing 
operations and would ~equire continual funding, other than 
j~st for maintenanoe, after the LEAA grant stops. 

LEAA's legislation intends that projects be continued 
by the State and local governments after LEAA funding stops. 
LEAA's funds are to be used as a catalyst to bring about 
lasting improvements in the criminal justice system. 
Section 303 of the act specifies that St~te law enforcement 
plans must: 

"* * * demonstrate the willingness of the State 
and units of general local government to assume 
the costs of 1~provements funded * * * after a 
reasonable period of Federal assista'noe. II 

, Not all prqjects should continue once LEAA funding 
,I. ' ,stops. For exa~ple, an unsuccessful prpject or one that 

demonstrates that a partioular endeavoruwill not work should 
be stopped. But for LEAA funds to have gny'lasting impact 
on State and 10ca16riminal justice systems,cworthwhile 
long-term projects should continue once the grant period ex-
pires. ' 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF REVIEW 

--How many long-term projects oontinued operating after 
LEAA funding ~topped? 

, ' 

. --How many merited continuation but did not oon-
tinue? 

--How d~d LEAA and different State polioies and 
praotioes affect the oontinuation of worthwhile 
long-term projeots? 

Nei ther~ LEA A nor the Stat'es had adequate answers . 
Therefore, to determine the potential long-term impaot of 
LEAA funding, we: ' 

--Reviewed in detail the oontinuation polioies and 
praotioes of LEAA gnd Alabama, Califo~~ia, Mioh-
igan, Ohio} Orego~, and Washington. 

2 

--g~~~!~f the other State~, the District of 
by a tw~' and

t 
four ~errltorial jUrisdiotions 1 

-par questlonnaire. 

The first .p~rt of" the ":, 'ti ". 
ticn, on State polioies tha'tq~es Ol1nalre requesbed inforrtla-
contanue afber, LEAA fundin 'e~~h~ in!luenoe Wh~ther projeots 
all 50 States, the Distrjo~ of g'lth~~ part was oompleted by 
The seoond part requeste~ 'fi ~ ~m la, and,PUerlo Rico,' 
~uoh as the status of Ion _tnanOla~.and management data, 
LEAA funding. All states g bu~r6 iroJeots no longer re'oei ving 
Massachusetts, Minnesota 'Ne H 0 ora~o, Florida., Maine, 
Oklahoma, Pennsyl vani'a Rh' w amps,lnre' ; New Ml$lxi,oO I ' 

provided us this infor~ati od,e I~~and, and ,South Dakota 
told us they did not provi~~'th ?sef Stat~s not responding e!n ormatlon beoause: 

--LEAA has not required' the St " ,', . ," 
, ing proje~.ts attel" LEAA fund:t:~o~~ oontinue moni tor-

--No' daba base . t ' " , , informationi: eXlSS that inol~des oontinuation 

--Staff was not avai{ablet" , ' naire or do the researoh 0 complete the question--
information. neoessary to develop ,the 

Our fieldwork was d 
1974. Most State respon~~:.between July 1973 and Maroh 
celved in late 1973. --- to the questionnaire were r-e-

1 '. . 
Thr'ee of the fou~.: i' . questibnnair.e;.. ,;Jur sdictions did' not reply ,to 01l~' 
report. We have therefore exoluded trhem from ·this 
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NEED TO IMPROVE LEAA GUIDELINES 

LEAA funds p~ovided to States represent only a small 
portion of total national crimihal justice expenditures. 
Nevertheless, they have the potential for significant im­
pact since they are the primary funds to be used for inno­
vations and improVements in the criminal justice system. 
For LEAA funds to influence changes, it is essential that 
LEAA ~nd the States adopt policies to insure that successful 
proje6ts continue onceLEAA funding stops. As a result of 
inadequate LEAA guidelines States' policies varied. The 
extent to which States continued worthwhile projects also 
varied. 

FACTORS AFFECTING PROJECT CONTINUATIO~ 

Many factors influence the continuation of projects 
after. LEAA funding stops. Some, su'oh as economic conditions 
and dedication of p~oject personnel, are beyond the control 
of LEAA and the appropriate State criminal justice agencies. 
Others may be controlled through guidelines and requirements 
and can affect the chances of worthwhile projects continu­
ing. Three such factors are: 

--Project fin'ancing. 

--Project evaluations.' 

--Technical assistance. 

All of the factors are interrelated and should receive 
consideration by LEAA,StateS, and sUbgrantees. For ex­
ample, the financing of long~term projects after LEAA 
funding stops encompasses (1) having a plan for assuming 
cost, (2) knowing how long L~AA funds will be provided, and 
(3) having a transition from primarily Federal to full State 
or local funding. Projects that are not wortnwhile should 
~not continue. This can be determined by an adequate 
evaluation. Timely technical assistance can help projects 
develop financing plans and evaluation strategies. 

Project financing 

Project financing, as not~d above, encompasses cost 
assumption planning, which is detailed in subgrantee appli­
cation forms, and funding policies, such as funding periods 
and matching rates required by the act, LEAA, or States. 
The importance of the application form and funding policies 
is discussed below. 
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Planning for assum\i.ng costs 

The grant a,pplication, which must be app~oved be.f,or~ 
grant awards, describes planned project activities--su~h as 
purpose, goals, staffing, etc. Since it is known from the 
beginning that LEAA will not fund a long-term p~oject 
indefinitely, the application should include a specific plan 
for financing the project; if proven worth~hile, afte~ LEAA 
funding ends. 

Applications should note not only potential funding 
sources but should also detail how, when, and by whom 
project costs are expected to be assumed. Plans for assum­
ing costs worked out jointly ~ith the funding source and a 
representative of the potential State or local funding 
source as a signatory on the application would ~eas6~~bly 
insure that the project, if worthwhile, will be continued. 
Projects that have not developed future funding sources at 
the start of theLEAAgrant period often have not developed 
adequate sources by the end of LEA A funding. This often 
results in stopping or reducing operations when t~AA funding 
ceases. As a result the project has limited impact, on the 
criminal justice system, as discussed in chapter 3. 

Project funding periods 

Projects generally receive annual funding grants.· 
However, they are usua.lly eligible to recei.ve more than on.e. 
Many long-term projects have received two or more grants.' 
Knowledge of the total number of annual grants a project oan 
expect to receive 'can influence the ability .to secure other' 
funding sources. . '. 

The length of the LEAA funding can affect the 
continuation.of projects attempting to demonstrat~ the 
effectiveness of new approaches to fight crime. For . 
example, a project that has a new approach to rehabilitate 
offenders may require at least 3 years to prove its merit. 
In such cases, if the LEAA funding p~riod is not knowh and 
LEAA'fundsare not received for the full 3 years, it is 
qUestionable whether local governments will absorb project 
-costs after only 1 or 2 years of LEAA funding. The contin­
uation of other types of pr6jects, such as the hiring of 
additional policemen, would not be as dependent on minimum 
funding periods because the merit of such projects is' 
generally known before they start. 

Continuation of projects relies upon units of 
gove~nmen~ or other funding sources to budget for t~e 
eventual assumption of project costs. Therefore, sufficient 
leadtime denoting termination of~EAA funding is essential. 
Uncertainty as to how many grants a project will receive or . 
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LEAA funding will often resul~ in 
early terminatiotr of significantlY reducing operatl0ns. 
stopping projects or 

Matching rates 
. d th t for ~ g~antee to be, 

The 1968 actrequlre a, d the Federal grant must 
eligible for LEAAblock gra~t ~~~r~~ents by e{thercash or 
be matched b~ state or l~~:d ~inimum matching rates for 
in-kind serVlce. Prescrl . d by proJ'ect type and have 

t Projects have varle t long- erm 68 I itially the Federal Governmen 
changed since 19 . n t of the total project costs. 
supplied either 60 ord7fh~e~~~~ral share to 90 percent ~ut 
The 1973 act increase cent state and local share be ln 
specified that the 10-per 'de not less than one-half of 
cash and that the State pro~l) f total project costs and the 
the 10 percent (or 5 percen 0 ' .. 
projects provide the other one~half. 

f the overall 
LE AA has recommended that, apart rom . 

, . t h' requirements states requlre 
Federal-State ~a ~ l~g ontribute a' greater percentage of 
individ~al PSoJec lS 0 ~ to increase the total. funds 
the proJects tota cos s'. t 
available to the criminal justlce sys em. 

d 1 cal share of funding over 
Increasing the State ~n 0 tinuation of the 

the life of a project c~n lnflu:nceF~~nexample, one State 
proj~ct after LEAAs~U~d~~~dsl~~ai contribution increase, 
requlred t.hat the. d a f e 25 to 50 percent of tota~ proJect 
over a 4-yeahr~per~~~y ~~~reases the chances of proJects 
costs. Suc a po 1 . t b ause it: 
continuing once LEAk~fundlng s opsec 

the' transition from primari'ly Fe~er~~. to ~Ull 
--~~:~: or local funding. This can be slgnl lcan for 

projects involving large amounts of funds. 

--Encourages increasing ;nvolv~me~ta~~i~~~~:s~nd 
~, local funding sources ~n proJec 

--Insures planning for assuming costs. 

Project evaluation:s 

. ' cts that are not needed or are 
ObVl0usly proJe . Therefore governments and 

ineffective 'should not co~tt~u:~owthe effectiveness of 
other funding sourc:s n~e ding decisions regarding project 
projects before maklng un ' 
continuation. 
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Project evaluations can provide th~ basi~ for objec­
tiv~ly deciding whether to 60ntinue projects; As a result, 
evaluations or the lack of them can influence the contin-
uation of projects. " 

Evaluations ne~d to be timely and adequately show the 
need for and effectiveness of projects. An evaluation 60m­
pleted~fter funding decisions ha~e to be made loses much of 
the benefit as a decisiohmaking tool. Simil~rlY, an 
evaluation that lacks the data necessary to make objective 
decisions is also not adequate.' 

In March 1974 we reported to the Congress 1 on LEAA and 
specific State evaluation problems and recommended tfi~'t' LEAA 
establish, for similar projects, the following. 

--Guidelines relating to goal s, the type of st~d''f' "that 
could be employed, the range of services that Pauld 
be provided, and expected ranges of cOsts tabe in­
curred. 

--Uriiform information to be gathered. 

--Standard reporting sys~ems. 

--A sta~dard range of expected acoompi~shment~ that 
can be used to determine if the projects are 
effective. 

--Standardized evaluation'methods that sho~ld be. 
used so comparable ~esults can be d~veloped on the 
projects'. impact. 

LEAA has generally agreed to implement these recom­
mendations. 

Technical'~ssistance 

The act requires that, to be eligible for LEAA block 
funds, the States must be wiliing to provi~e technical 
assistance to project personnel. Project applicants often 
need assistance to meet the administrative and fiscal 
requirements to apply for and operate a project provided an 
LEAA grant. Such assistance includes how to fill out grant 

1"Difficulties of Assessing Results 
AS.sistance Administration Projects 
(B-171:19. Mar. 19. (974). 
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applicatiens and the reperts needed to. receive funds, ~epert 
expenditures, and shew project pregress. Hewever, to. insuroe 
that proejects can,centinue after LEAA funding step~, assist­
~nce must go. beyend this level. 

Ouro roeview indicates that prejects centinue if they are 
( 1) effective, (2) can demens·trate their need to. be cen­
tinued, and '(3) have develeped adequate fellew-en funding 
seurces. As a result, assistance sheuld be available to. 

--help adequately plan and carry eut preject activ­
ities, 

--help de~ign and implement an evaluatien that will 
reflect preject merit, and 

~-help develep adequate assumptien ef cest plans. 

INADEQUATE LEAA GUIDELINES 

In Nevember 1968 LEA A previded States guidelines fer 
State planning agency grants which stated: 

"* * * the plans sheuld * * * indicate hew new 
element~ and systems may ultimately be ab~erbed 
into. the regular budgeting ef State and lecal 
law enfercement systems." 

In 1972 LEAA previded States roevised guidelines fer 
cemprehensi ve state p'lans and grant applicatiens stating 
that applicatiens must: 

"* * * indicate hew new elements and systems 
initially funded with Federal funds may ulti­
mately be abserbed into. the regular budgeting 
ef State and local enferocement systems and indi­
cate the extent to. which this has already taken 
place. 1I 

~~This requiroement was expanded in Decembero 1973 when the 
fiscal yearo 1974 plan guidelines weroe issued. The new 
guidelines have throee roequirements fer State roeperoting: 
(1) indicating hew leng the State wil~ generally centinue 
funding a prooject, (2) previding the percentage ef centin­
uatien funding fer each fiscal year grant awarta, and (3) in­
dicating hew new elements and systems initially funded with 
Federal funds may ultimately be abserbed into. regularo 
budgeting ef ·State and local enfercement systems. 

These requirements are a step in the roight directien 
but de net go. faro eneugh. They generally enly request 
inferomatien en States~ pplicies, such as funding perieds and 
the percentage ef funds spent en previeusly funded proejects. 

8 

·f;~··" :' "! The ~uidelines have net established ero roecemmended such 
elemen~s :as:' C1) .:the .range,s' 'Of . ~,ime, ,eO., fund varieus"typeS 
ef proeJects, (2) 1ncroeased·match1ng fund.percenbages~be.ease 
troansitiens to. lecal funding, (3) groant applicatien ferms ' 
which require assumptien ef cost planning, and (4) specific 
techniQal assistance to. sUbgroantees. These facters as 
previeusly . discussed, 'aro'e imper'tant to insure proeje~t 
centinuation. .. . .. 

LEAA guidelin~s require· States to. indica be the extent~ 
to. which new ~lerqentl:l" and systems· ar-e abserbed into. S.tate 
and lec~l systems~ The guidelines, hewever~ de net suggest 
what infQr~atien the St~te~.s6euld previde'te'accemplish " 
this. Needed infer-~atien bould include the numb~r- of i' 

leng-ter-m 'prejects en which' LEAA funding had s"tepped t;,heir 
merits (successful er unsuccessful), and the number ~f. suc-
cessful prejects centinued with ether funding. ' 

LEAA also. issued guidelines en evaluatien. The guide­
lines fer 1973 cemprehensive state plans stated that: 

"Pregram and preject evaluatien is necessary as 
a basis fer updating and revising future plans 
and to. gauge success ef implementatien. Tee ' 
little is knewn abeut the degree to. which cur­
rent prejects and pregrams have been effective. 
* * *" 
The guidelines define evaluation as answering whether 

--the grantee accemplished what it said it weuld, 

--the preject centributed to. the State's geals and 
ebjec~ives, and . 

--side effects, geod or bad, resulted from the 
preject. 

The guidelines roequire that States censider and select one 
ef the fellewing alternatives for evaluating prejects it 
funded. 

--Evaluate, 15 percent ef the total number of sub­
grants awarded in fiscal year 1973. 

--Evaluate 15 percent ef the tetal dellar value ef 
subgrants awarded in fiscal year 1973. 

--Evaluate all subgrants awarded in ene program area. 

The evaluatien guidelines require evaluaiiens but de 
not state when projects sheuld be evaluated so that prejects 

",,9 



H' . ' • will hc1v~ objectiv~ data 
to be terminated fr'om LIEAfI. t fU~~t~g continuation /decisions. 
for Qther funding sources 0" ,~/ . 

d f t rs ca~ significantly 
Each of the ab?ve-mention~owe:~r~ these factors ar~ 

affect project cont1nuaiiO~~e that worthwhile projects 
int~rrelated. To h~lP n~ uld be developed as part of a 
continue, these factors ~u~d require appropriate dlrectio~ 
system. Such a system w in the following chapters, LEAA s 
and guidelines. As shOW~fi ient to insure that the states 

; efforts have not ~eensu . c • determine ways to tiontinually 
adequately address the need tOj ts on~e LEAA funding stops. 
fund worthwhile long-term pro ec 

Ii',' 

, ' 
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CHAPTER_.3. 

LIMITED SUCCESS IN CONT:l:N'UINGJ_ROJECTS 

Variati(l;os in the degree to which the States continued 
worthwhile projects ,once GEAA funding stopped sh,owed that the 
impact of Federal funds on making lasting improvements to the 
criminal justice system had not been as great as~ossible. 
Some apparently worthwhile long-term ~rojects either did hot 
continue or significantly reduced operations when LEAA funding 
stopped. ' 

Neither LEAA nor most States hbve emphasized or con­
sidered sufficiently the project continuation problem. The 
lack of adequate LEAA guidelines regarding the need to,contihue 
worthwhile projects and variations in policy among the States 
affected the extent to which worthwhile projects ~ontinued. 

" 

The 39 States and the District of Columbi~l, which were 
either visited by us or had completed a questionnaire, re­
ported that 25,701 projects were no longe~ rece~ving LEAA funds 
prior to July 1, 1973. They considered 6 percent of tbe 
projects (1,518) to be long term. What happened to long-term 
projects in six States visited fQllow~. Chapter 4 ~ummar~~es; 
State responses to the questionnaire. " ' '/ 

PROJECT CONTINUATION IN STATElLVISITED 

In the 6 States, 3,~73 projects were terminated from LEAA 
funding before July 1, 1973. However. only 440 projects, or 13 
percent, were long term. Funding activity and operating status 

\ of J.,ong-term projects for' each State are shown in 'the following 
tables.' " 

State 

Alabama 
California 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Washington 

Total 

$ 

Total block 
funds 

16,520,9~2 
152,30lt,610 
59,359,187 
lt3,885,760 
9,917,620 

_18 17031 071 

$300,691,190 

Total 
projects 
funded 

1 ,693 
975 
600 

1 , ~ 15 
208 
474 

5'1365 

11 

Total projects 
on which 

LEAA funding 
ended as of 

.Iune 1973 

Per-
Number rum.t 

1 ,310 77 
450 46 
265 ~4 

1 ,068 75 
112 54 
268 57 

'~2 473 65 

t, ... 
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Of the 3,473 p~ojects on which LEAA funding ended, the 

following were considered long term on the basis of informa­
tion provided by the states and project persqnnel. 

Percent of 
Long-term all projects Percent 

projects on on which of total 

which LEAA Funds LEAA funding funds 

.§.~ate funding ended awarded ended p.warded 

Alabama 163 $ 2,593,556 12 16 

California 101 13,385,9 20 21 9 

Miohigan 64 4,481,277 24 8 

Ohio 40 2,066,293 4 5 

Oregon 28 1,644,352 25 17 

Washington _.!1! _.3... 218 J2Q 16 17 

Total lli $212382212 4 13 9 

The following table provides information on the status of 
these long-term projects. We classified projects' operational 
status as (1) expanded or about the same level, (2) signifi­
cantly reduced, and (3) stopped. Our criterion for classifying 
projects as significantly reduced was ~hat a reduction of 
50 percent or more occurred at the time of our review i,\1 the 
project's funding, 'number of staff, or services. . 

Reduced and 
stopped 

nxpanded 
or about 

pl'ojects as 

the snme Significnn tly 
n percent 

level reduced S~QIH1!.ld 
of total 

Stnte Number Amount Number Amount, Number ~mount Prolects Amount ----- ---- ---- -
Alnblll1\U 138 $ 2,096,574 6 $ 216,526 19 $ 280,456 15 19 

California 45 6,899,258 23 2,813,437 33 3,67 3,225 5S 48 

Michigan 41 3,403,570 4 2.35,456 19 ;42,251 36 24 

Ohio 18 998,616 9 386,645 13 681,032 55 52 
\ 

i. 1,229,593 3 11,545 5 403,214 29 25 

Orogon 20 
710! 532 57 72 

Washington .J..2.. 908,198 U 1,599,626 ..ll 

Total ll1 $15, 5;t5 ,809 II $i,.263. 23~ .!.Ql $~ 590,7.1.9. 

Percent 64 13 23 

We a ttemp'ted to determine how many of the 159 projects 
that either s~opped or significantly reduced operations 
merited continuation. Evaluation reports and other data on 
the merit of projects were generally not available because 
reports either" we,re not made, were being made, or were 
inconclusive on whether a project merited continuation. 
Therefore, we asked State and project officials if the t59 

,1 

projects merited continuation. , . 
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~~Oj?~~~omn~e~~e~~)S:i~~~~O~:~~te~l>o~~~~~U~~i~~ i~e 159 
ermlnated or merited a higher level of funding if 

tinued at a .redUced r-ate. Some athe ' . con-
merited continuation if th~ St t ',r proJe~~s might have 
priate assistance to the ro' a es had provided appro~ 
received LEAA funds t h lP tJh~cts during the.time they had t" 0 e p em develop adequate evalua 
f~~~so:hn~rtoststecure lPossible further funding commitments-

a e or ocal sources. 

A summary of the rea~ons State'and proj~ct officials 
gave for the 159 projects being stopped or signifl'cantly 
reduced follows. 

Ineffective 
Not needed 
Inadequate evaluation 
Lack of State or local 

(note a) 
Poor administration 
Other (note b) 

TotCil 

funds 

Total 
pro,iects 

13 
11 
13 

72 
19 

...3..1 

152 

, . 

Projects that should 
have continued 

liMmber ' Percent 

5 38 

58 81 
7 37' 

f2 81 

.9..2 60 

aprimarily due to inadeq~ate cost assumption planning 
regarding such,things as sec\.lring a firm commitment from 
~~gtenlot1c'aall fUntdhl~g sponsors and develuping adequate incre~s­

ma c 1ng r'ates. 

bIndcludhes suc~ things as lack of qualified persons 
an c anges 1n regional priorities. " ~o hire 

Appendix II includes detailS on the six States. 

For those long-term projects th t . 
significantly reduced (281 of 4,40) a b' w~r~ 0 not stopped or 
ceived additional funding from StafeaO~ulocalPercent re-
shown below. sources, as 

13 
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projects continuing 
with state 

Total projects continuing 
and local fund.§..... 

proj- with.~ral funds 
NJam.bJll' Eercen.t Number ~~ state aa.t..s 

;' 

99 ,,' 137 138 1 1 
Alabama 6 13 39 87 
California 45 37 90 

ll1 1\ 10 
Michigan 16 89 
Ohio 18 2 11 50 10 50 10 
Oregon 20 

..5- 26 .J.}l 74 
Washington 

.. 
.. J..9 
281 gji 10 ill 90 

Total ......-' - '·,'1 

In the few cases when Fe~:~~;gf~~d~e~:~~m~~~~bftU:~lthj 
were either general revenue s 
Education, and Welfare funds. III 

, A t f 1973\~nd LEAA guide-
Because the Crime control ced~ral funds to continue 

lines do not address the ~~~Ao~U~ding stops, state practices 
worthwhile projects ~n~e ds vary. Oregon, for example, used 
on the use of Federa un di to keep projects 
several sources ?f Fede~al fun ng North Carolina said they 
continuing. Off1cial~ 1ntIo:~ ~~: Federal funds to continue 
do not encourage appl can ~ seed money and the act 
projects because LEAA proV1des nts 60ntinue projects. 
intends that States,and l?cal g~~e~~~~ta generally the only 
According to an off1cial

i 
1n NO~~ects onc~ LEA A funding stops 

funds available to cont nue pro~~ 
are funds from other Federal prbbrams. 

The limited use of other Federal funds tOtCO~~t~u~e 
projects may increase bec~use ma(ny mo~e ~r)jec s 
terminated from LEAA fund1ng. See c. . 

VARIATIONS IN STATES' POLICIES 
d 1 differences and success 

Specific policy andd~~~~~t~~~e the impor~ance of" ade­
~jtes in the six States continuation factor d1scussed~on 
quately addressing each 
pages 4 to 8, 

Alabama 

163 1 -term projects for which~::LEAA funding. had 
Of ong , if' antly reduced operat10ns. 

ended, 25 had stopped ~r S1gnar~~d $497 000 in LEAA funds. 
These 25 projefc~hs ha2,d5 p~~nje~~s merited ~ontinuation, ac-
Twenty-four 0 v e i 
cording to State and project offic also 

However of the 163 long-term projects, 149, ~~ ~~wper­
cent, were f~r the hiring br continued employment 
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enforcement persqnnel-~police, ~herirfs, and investigators. 
Such projects, which are the traditional methods of im- ' 
proving law enforcement, generally do not require as 
extensive an effort to obtain local support and funding as 
do other more innovative long-term projects, such as drtig or 
alcohol treatment centers. Therefore, the results of con~ 
tinuing the personnel projects are probably not a good 
indication of the statels adequacy in applying goo~ 
continuation practices. ' 

The Alabama deputy director of the State criminal 
justice planning agenoy said Alabama has not established 
continuation policies for funding periods, increased 
matching funds, evaluations, or te'chnic,al assistance. 

, , 
Alaba~a has recognized the need" to develop a gran~· 

applic.ation form which covers' C),ssumption" of (Jost and 'to 
improve project evaluation. For example, in 1973 Alabama 
adopted the Michigah' State grantappli'oation form. The form 
requires subgrantees to do ad~ance projeot planning and 
establish criteria by which to measure the project's success 
so that local governments can make continuation funding 
decisions .. Alabama is also improving evaluation procedures 
by having a local university develop a proJect evaluation 
plan. 

To aid in planning and projebt conbihuation, State 
officials have developed general master plans which address 
planned, long-term State-wide criminal justice efforts~ 
According, to the Alabama criminal justice planning agency 
deput~ director, this plan, requirsd by LEAA's Atlanta' 
region, provides two Significant improvements over the 
comprehensive State,~lans '\ ... hich 'LEAA must approve annu'ally. 
The master plans requl\~~ that ' 

~ " 
--planning for crimitbJ. justice projects be b,ased on 1/ 

all types of Federai~':::~tate, and local 'i'uhds' which' 
might be available and)) 

--antiCipated long-ra~gt' funding commitments by State 
and local governm~llts for specific projects be 
identified so overall budget needs can be better 
determined. 

Cali fornia 

Of 101 long-term projects., 56, awarded $6,487, 000 in 
LEAA funds, stopped or signifi6antly reduced operations. 
According to State and project officials, 26 (46 percent) of 
the 56 merited continuation. -
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In contrast to Alabama, California has funded more 
long:"term projects which were not for hir,ingpers~nn~l. In 
many cases, these grantees'had to demoQs~rate thelr 
projects' effective~ess before local g~vernm.ents would 
aSsume the projects costs. These proJects, th~refore, had 
a more diffiQult time continuing once ,LE)AA fundlng stopped. 

Of the 26 projects that had stopped o~ significantly 
reduced operations but were said to have ~erited continua­
tion, 16 did so because of lack of lo~al funds. 

,! 

C~li~orni~~s March 19.73 application instructions state 
. that assuming project costs is required but do not require ' 

that the application contain a section that addresses 'futu~e 
funding plans: The State criminaljtist~ce a~enc~ planhing 
director said sponsors know of the contlnuatl0n lntent and 
that 1 when they sign applications, theY assume the~mplied 
~esponsibility for futur'~ funding.H~wev~r. a de~al1ed plan 
specifying how, when, aritl by wbom proJect costs mlght be 
assumed is not a condition of the g~ant award. 

Six projects were stopped or significantly reduced be­
cause of inadequate evaluations." State' policy requires 
evaluation of a1,:1.. projects. The Director of the State 
criminal justici ~lanning agency said this policy has not 
been enforced. Moreover, as noted in a previous GAO report, 
California officials were not satisfied w~th the adequacy of 
most project evaluatioris completed. 1 

Sev~ral project~ were stcippedbecause of problems with 
the State's 3-year funding period policy--which meant that 
projects could expect to receive LEAA,fu~d$ for.3 year~--and 
lack of State funds. For example, a proJect WhlCh asslsted 
parolees was funded for 1 year by, the State ' with $4?, 263 of 
LEAA funds. Th~ project and its funding sponsor--tne 
California Youth Authority--had originally expected 3 years 
o( LEAAfunding. Howeyer, 2 weeks before termination of

c 

LEAA'sfir~t year of funding,Calif6rnia criminal justice, 
p*,anning agency personnel visited the project.' . They be­
li~ved it should be continued with youth authorlty funds 
because it had proven effective and 'therefore no 16nger 
needed LEAA' funds, which were to be used ~o determine if the 
project was worthwhile. 

lrrprogress in Determining Approaches vlhich vlork in the, 
Criminal Justice Syst~m, \I (Oct. 21, 1974; B..:171019). 
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re~ult, the proj~ct did not·receive a secondyea~ 
0, undlng. The fundlng sponsor, however had not 
~lanned to fund the pr.ojectuntil the 3 years ~f LEAA fund­
lng ended; T~erefore, the youth authority had insuffici~nt 
funds to provlde ,the ~100,OOO n~eded.tQ continue the 
pro~ram. T~u~, a proJect stopped th~t both State and 
proJect offlclals thought ~eri ted .continuation. ' 

, , The 21 criminal ju~ti~~ plann~n~ regions in Calirar~ia 
whlch,are qomposed of 1 large county or~grciup of ~mal1 ., 
cou~t~es ~nd recomm~nd. to. t.he State funding of proj~dts in 
thelr ~eglons~ had lndependently established priorities fo~ 
approvlng p~oJects. For example, the 1974 regional plana 

,for tw~ regl0ns had,su~~tantial differences. bne ~edion 
e~tablls~ect,four~rlterla. for selecting project$ With the 
flrst prlo~lty gOlng to projects presently being f~ha~d' 
by t~e, reglon. A second region, which had no p,riorft far 
Ipr~vl0~sly funded projects, establiihed five general ,y 
crl~erla, such ~s ,rev~ew ~f general objectives, project 
deslgn, ,eva~uatlon crl terla, ~ost effectiveness, ,;;ind impact 
on ~he J~stlce system; How dld these differenq.es affect 
p~oJect~ .. The followlng ex~mple shows a project ~hich was 
dlscontlnu~d from LEAA funding before it COUld. arrange for 
local fundlng because priorities were changed. . 

, ,A juvenile delinquency project which project personnel 
orlg~nally thought would ~eceive 3 years of funding was 
te~mlnated froI? LEA;,A fundlng after 21 months. "The project, 
WhlCh work~d wlth school dropouts, ,r~ceived $134,836 from -
LEAA. ProJect Personnel sa~d the project was just getting 
off ~he ground;when the reglon changed its p~iorities and 
t~rmlnated proJect fu~ding. The region wanted a rehabiliia­
tlon rath~r than. a erlmeprevention project. Th.e project 
~topped slnce, no other ageno1 W.:iS prepared. to assume fund­
lng at that tlme. The ~rojec~ ~taff did not anticipate the 
need to seek other fundlng sources during the project's' 
second ye~r because they expected to receive the 3 ~ears of 
LEAA fundlng. 

, To ~elp proj~ei~ conti~ue a6d plan for assuming ~osts 
Callfornl~ establls~ed matching rates in May 1~72 ta requi~e 
a ~ecreased pr~portlon of Federal funds fop second- or .. 
thlrd-year. proJects. No ,...In,atching rates Werle required but 
localfundln~, had to ,~e a:-~greater percentage' of a'. proj~ct ' S 

total funds ln the thlrd year tha.n in the second year. '. 

, Califor~i~ has also de~~ioped a multiyear funding plan 
~hlch,essentlal~y guararytees a' project 2 years of 'fundin if 
It pe~forms satls~actorl1y. The State criminai justice .g 
plannlng agency dlrector planned to extend the plan to 
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gua~antee 3 yea~s of funding fo~ certain projects in fiscal 
yeal:" 1975. 

Michigan 

Of 64 long-ter~ proje0ts for which LEAA funding ~ad 
ended 23 had" stopped or significantl~ reduced operat1ons. 
These'23 had been awa~ded $1,078,000 1n LEA A funds. ~o­
cording to state and project officials, 9 of ~he 23 ~39.per­
cent) merited continuation. Althou~h t~es~ f1gure~ 1nd1cate 
some problems in continuing worthwhl1e proJects, tney also 
indicate that Michigan had some succes~. Why? 

One reason appears to be the way Michigan's grant 
~pplication addresses cost assumption.Wh~re~s oth~r States 
may requi~e a project applica~tto mer~lY 1~d1cate ~ts 

",.awareness of the need to conslder contlnuat1on fund, 
'Michigan requires all applicants to: 

:.; < 
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Nevertheless, improvements can 'b'e made. Of the 9 
projects that had stopped or significantly reduced opera­
tions and merited continuation, the lack of State or local 
funds was the primary reason in 5 cases. The State ad­
ministrator acknowledged that one reason for this may have 
been that applications often did not include the assumption 
of cost information required in the grant application 
instructions. Obviously, the State must enforce its 
reqUirements to obtain full benefit from them . 

One project was awarded two grants totaling about\ 
$40,000 in LEAA funds to provide for regional police \ 
training by hiring a training coordinator. Both projedt ·and 
State personnel said the project m~rited continuation. 
However, it stopped after the LEAA'grants ended because, 
according to a project representative, none of the police 
departments benefiting from the project were willing to 
assume or prorate the cost because of a lack of funds. The 
project~s application did not have an assumption of cost 
plan. Had the State enforced its requirements that the 
application contain such acplan, the project may have 
continued because the police departments would at least have 
been aware ~arly in the project~s life that they would have. 
been expected to fund the project once LEAA funding stopped. 

Michigan officials were' planning a program to incor­
porate factors affecting continuation into one system to 
assume better project continuation. The following changes 
should increase the chances of worthwhile projects con­
tinuing if Michigan adequtely enforces them. 

--Project funding periods would be specifically defined 
for va,rious categories of projects. MO'st long-term 
projects would have 3-year funding periods. Second­
and third-year grant applications would require less' 
detail and would. be approved if the project was 
progressing satisfactorily. Although projects were 
previously eligible for 2 and sometimes 3 years of 
funding, the decision to fund a project was more 
arbitrary and uncertain. The new system would pro­
vide a better basis on which to prepare plans for 
assuming costs. 

--Third-year funding \>lould be conditional on applicants 
agreeing to (1) provide 50 percent or more of the 
project's costs (only 10 percent is required. during the 
first 2 years) and (2) assume all project costs 
during the fourth year. The assumption of cost 
provision would·be included as a special condition 
to the third-year contract. 
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Ohio ........--

--Project evaluations would be completed before third­
year funding decisions so they could be used as 
decisionmaking tools. Under the present system, 
evaluation reports are not ~ue until after the 
grant period expires. -

Forty long-term projects were terminated from LEAA 
funding. Twenty-two, awarded $1,068,000 in LEAA funds, 
stopped or significantly reduced operations. According to 
state and project offiQials, 15 (68 percent) merited con­
t'inuation. The lack otState or local funds was the most 
frequent reason given why projects had stopped or reduced 
operations and indicates that there may .not have been 
adequate planning to determine how worthwhile projects might 
continue when LEAA 5unding stopped. 

To meet the act's requirement for assuming costs, Ohio 
adopted the following funding policy. 

"* * * no action project will be granted funds for 
a period longerth~n necessary to establish it and 
demonstrate its usefulness, and then not more than 
three years of full funding plus a fourth year at 
two-thirds aood a. fifth year at one-thi1"d of the 
third year. 1I 

However, the Oh~o grant application does not require an 
assumption of cost plan. As a result most of the applica­
tions do not contain a detailed cost assumption plan 
specifying how, when, and by whom project costs clight be 
assumed. If the application contained such factors, more 
worthwpile projects might continue once LEAA funding stops. 

, 

The State criminal justice planning agency adminis­
t1"ator said the main factor which influences project success 
is keeping the project director on the job. He said the 
Stat~ agency has no responsibility for continuing projects 
indefinitely because it provides funding for only 5 years at 
the most. AlSO the staff is not large enough to manage ~ 
continuation effort. Applicants are told that LEA A provides 
short-term, or seed, money. Therefore, according to the 
administrator, if project directors cannot convince local 
governments to assume the cost of the project in 5 years, 
perhaps the project should stop. 

Even though Ohio policy provides up to 5 years of 
funding, adequate and orderly cost assumption planning is 
not always the case. Th.e State,' for example, may change 
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priorities "and not have adequate mon~y to continue pre­
viously funded projects. This can affect projects for which 
longer periods of support were planned. 

Seven ap~arently wo~thwhile 'projects were denied 
second- or th1r~-~ear funding, and the p~pjects subsequently 
stopped or sign1f=:-cantly reduce~ operations. One project, 
for ~xample, prov1ded legal advlce to police departments and 
recelved about.$77,500 in LEAA funds over 2 years. Accord­
ing,to ~he pro~ect director, the State agency denied the 
proJect s appllcation .fo1" third-year funding because of the 
lack of ~EAA funds. He said he expected the project t~ be 
funded S1nce it was operating effectively and had good 
support from local police department~. He said there was 
nob sufficient time after being advised that LEAA funds 
would not Qe available to have the local levels allocate 
adequate funds to the project for the next year. Therefore, 
proJect operatiohs were reduced to about 5 percent of the 
LEAA-funded level. . 

. The State does not ttequire ~ubgrantees to increase 
the1r shares of project costs. After providing full funding 
for 3 ~ears, the State administrator said he had no 
author1ty to force subgrantees to increase their share in 
the fourth year, but encouraged them to do so. The sub­
grantee has the option of reducing the project in the fourth 
yea~ and phasing out the project in the fifth ye~r. This 
po11cy does not ease the transition from Federal to local 
funding, nor ~o~~ it help insure that projects continue. 
The ~tate adm1n1~trat6r said no technical assistance is 

< pro~lded to a~p11cants to increase the chances of worthwhile 
\ proJects cont1nuing. Assistance given is related to fiscal 

and administrative ~equirements necessary to apply for and 
operate under an LEAA grant. 

T~e,lack of adequate evaluations may also have affected 
the ab1l1~y of projects to continue. The State adminis­
tra~o~ sa1d evaluations were inadequate to help make funding 
de~1s1~ns.Recognizing that evaluations were inadequ~~e in 
S~ptemDer 1972 the State recei ve\d, under an LEAA contract 
w1th"a. management cons\llting firm, a,n evaluation "instru­
~ent for each type of project funded. The evaluation 
1~stpume~ts, or standa1"ds, are a list of quantified objec­
t1ves wh1ch are determined before the project starts and are 
u~ed to analyze the project's progress. These standards 
wll~ ~e used to e!aluate a project and to help make 
dec1s10ns to cont1nue LEAA funding. Before receiving the 
standards, the State administrator said the State had no way 
to ~e!elop objective project data. to help make funding 
dec1s10ns. 
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,Qr'egon 

LEAA is no longer' fundinS 28 long-term projects, 8 of 
which stopped or significantly reduced operations. These 
projects had received LEAA grants totaling $415,000 and were 
29 peroent of the long-term projects on which LEAA funding 
ended. . 

In April 1971 Oregon established a requirement that all 
new subgrantees describe plans to assume project costs after 
a reasonable period of LEAA funding. According to the state 
criminal justioe planning agency administrator, the emphasis 
given by his law enforcement planners to helping projects 
oontinue and the implementation of specific continuation 
polioies allowed m6re worthwhile projects to continue that 
might have had the emphasis not been given. In addition, 
the state had hired a full-time evaluation and technical 
assistance specialist. 

Oregon did not have a formal assumption of cost policy 
before April 1973. Each project was reviewed individually 
using a general test of reasonableness to determine funding 
periods. Recognizing the need for an assumption of cost 
polioy, in April 1973 Oregon developed the policy that 
projects would be funded for no longer than 4 years and 
100a1 matching requirements for the 4 years would be 25, 25, 
33-1/3, and 50 percent, respectively. 

As a result of the change in the matching requirements 
in the Crime Control Act of 1973 (see p. 6), Oregon has 
changed its local matching requirements for the 4 years to 
10, 20, 33-1/3, and 50 percent, respectively. 

The way Oregon implemented assumption of cost planning 
is illustrated by tbe continuation of group homes for 
juveniles. Eight of Oregon's 20 projects that continued 
were g~oup homes. These projects continued operating 
ge~~rally because of advance planning. LEAA ~oney was to be 
us~d only to help start them. The state criminal justice 
planning agenoy and the state jointly established a 1-year 
declining funding plan for the projects. The following_ 
ohart shows tbe proration of funds during the first year. 
After the first ye~ar, tbe State pays all operational 
expenses. 
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Nevertheless, Oregon did have problems in adequately 
carrying out its cost assumption plans. According to State 
and project offioials, six of the eight (75 percent) 
projects that stop~ed or signifioantly reduced operations 
should have been contlnped. In our opinion~ none of the six 
projects had adequate cost assumption plans. Applications 
generally did not describe (1) the critetia for judging 
project success, (2) when and by whom the funding would be 
assumed, and (3) the level of funding required to continue 
the project. Only one application listed criteria to: '" " .. ' 
determine if the project should be continued, and none 
showed the level and timing of future funding although five 
applications did show potential sources of funding. The 
State staff, therefore, has to closely monitor project 
operations so cost assumption plans will be adequately 
implemented. 

.Washing~ 

Forty-four long-term projecti were terminated from LEAA 
funding. Twenty-five projects, awarded $2,310,000 in LEAA 
funds, stopped or significantly reduced operations. Accord­
ing to State and project officials, 15 projects (60 percent) 
merited continuation. 

, 
One reason why Mashington could not continue more 

wo~thwhile projects was that cost assumption planning in 
grant applications wa~ generally inadequate. Applicants 
were required to (1) indicate what resources would be avail­
able for continued funding of the project or implementation 
of its results at the conclu~ion of the project period and 
(2) identify how long LEAA funds would be necessary to 
continue the project. However, in implementing the 
reqUirements, applicants generally were not adequately 
planning for assuming costs, as indicated by examples of 
statements by applicants regarding the cost assumption pro­
vision. 

IC' __ "An alternate method of financing will be found for 
the continuation of the program." 

--"Continuation of financing for the project will be 
reviewed prj.or to the end of project year two." 

--"The project was underta}<en to progt'am service for 
troubled youths as fUnded by [two sponsors]. Given 
the current trend toward budget reductions it is 
unlikely that continued financing for the projeot 
will be available through these two sources. There­
fore, other avenues for continued funding are being 
explored. 1I 
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Of the 25 projects that st • 
operation, 10 did so prima~fPed or significantly reduced 
not be raised from other ly because adequate funds could sources. 

The State's first p Ii 
proj~pts after ·GEAA fUndfngC~e::atement on fUnding long-term 
esta~lished a 3-year fuhdi ~s Was adopted in 1971 and 

'matching funds. No m~tchigg ~er od and the use of increased 
except that a ~reater c~rce~taU~d percentages ,were required 
quired in each.of the ~ ea ge of local funding was re­
tained greaterassuranceYt rs. The ~tate Would have ob­
pO,licy . would n'ave required h:~e~r~iects tWOUld continue if its 
The state crimin~l justice c cos assumption plans 
believed. project' continuati Plan~ing agency administrator . 
p~anning districts become on s ould improve as ~egional 
influenoe oxer funding Wil~or: established because tHeir 
obtain local SUpport for wort crease and make it easier to 
the State administrator te hhrhife projects. Aocording to 
projects by regional pl~nn c n hca aSSistance provided 
continue. ers s ould also help projects 

. Inadequate evaluatioos 
project,s . si~nificantly reduc:~re ~i ven as the reason why two 
State requires ~lPPlications to operations. Although the 
will be made to evaluate r indicate What arrangements 
to be used and Who will U~d~~tC~ r~~Ul~s by shOWing methods 
not require that criteria be dB e

1 
e evalUation, it does 

project SUccess. eve oped by which to jUdge 
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CHAP'I'ER 4 

NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE 

Data provided by 39 States and the District of Columbia 
indicated that, as with the 6 states rev~ewed, the extent to 
Which long-term projects continued varied considerably among 
most States. (See ap,p. III.) 

PROJECT CONTINUATION 

Of the 1,518 long-term projects starteq in the 39 
States and the District that no longer receive LEAA funds, 
432 either stopped or reduced operations. These 432 
projects received about $30 million in LEAA funds. However, 
the data provided by the States and the District was not 
specific enough to determine whether (1) projects had 
significantlY reduced operations or (2) those projects whose 
operations were stopped or reduced merite~ continuation. 

The lack of adequate data in ongoing information 
systems on the number of projects which continued once LEAA 
funding stopped also caused some of the information received 
to be questionable. For example, one State reported that it 
only had 5 long-term projects no longer being funded by 
LEAA, whereas followup with the State revealed 40 long-term 
projects had stopped or reduced operations. 

State responses to our questionnaire also showed that 
some (1) short-term or equipment and training projects were 
classified as long term and (2) projects which were still 
being funded by LEAA were listed as projects no longer 
funded by LEAA. 

POLICY VARIATIONS 

State responses to the questionnaire provide a national 
indication of the variations in continuation policies and 
show that many States have not adequately addressed the 
continuation issue. 

f.und ing period 

. ~P$t States have adopted or plan to adopt periods for 
which;;/they would fund projects with LEAA money. Because of 
the absence of LEA A guidelines,' periods have been estab­
lished ranging from 1 to 8 years. Seven States have no 
policies. The following table shows the funding periods of 
all States. 
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Funding period in 
years: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
8 

No policy or time limit 
Variable (note a) 

, 
Number of 
.§tates 

2 
7 

24 
1 
2 
1 
7 

J.. 

4 
14 
47 

2 
4 
2 

13 
-.1E. 

aRanged from 1 to 4 years. 

Cost assumption data 

2J \t.Q.Q. 

in State grant applications 

Used Cost assumption ihformation i st ' . . 
by sUbgrantees varied signifin .:taltes app11catlons . . can", y. 

I 

--24 States did not reqUirE~ 1 . . . 
and by Whom project cost~ wailPlabq showing how, when, 

. e aSSUmed. 
--1 S~ate required th~t only "t . . 

be ldentified. po ential funding ~ources 

--25 States and the District 
to show various types of p1~equir~igrant applications 
and by whom project costs Wilnls bn eating how, when, 

e assumed. 
In recognition that n t 11 

tion, five States re uire 0 a projects merit continua-
which Will be used t~ det th~t applicants quantify criteria 
continuation. ' ermlne w.hether the projects warrant 

Matching rates 

Although the 1968 at· . 
project funds be provide~ bspeclfled that 25 percent of 
and 75 percent by LEAA 21 ~ts~ate and local governments 1 
s~ve local matching rafes exc:e~: ha~e5 established progres­
vlde an incentive for local ng percent to help pro­
extent to which projects c tg?vernmen~s to increase the 

• on lnue. flo"J:ve States said they 

-------
1The State and local governm~nts~ h 

cash or in-kind services. s ares could be either in 

27 

'j 

~ 

.f 

I 
11 , 
,I 

I 
1 

I 



use progressive matohing ~ates but have not set spe~ific 
peroentages. The other 24 states and the Distriot have not 
established matching rate policies. As noted in the table 
below, 26 states had varying ranges of matohing rates for 
different years of funding. 

Number of Years of 
States fllilding 

Ranges of project matching 
rates by year ...... ___ .--, __ 

g 3! ~ -1 

3 2 25 40 to 60 
12 3 25 25 to 50 33 to 75 I 

2 4 25 25 33 50 

.4 3 (Greater percentage eaoh year) 

..5- 1 to 3 (Indefinite amount each year) 

2.6 

/' 

The table does not refleot ohanges wh~ch may have 
oocurred in state polioies as a result of t~e Crime Control 
Act of 1973. This legislation reduoed the m:inlmum state and 
local matohing rate from 25 to 10 percent and required that 
the state and looal matching funds be in oash, rather than 
in-kind services or cash as previously permitted. These 
changes will undoubtedly influence the established matohing 
rates but will not eliminate the differences among states.' 

The use of inc~easing projeot matohing rates provides 
greater assurance that worthwhile projects will oontinue 
after LEAA funding stops. 

Teohnioal assistanoe --
Although the type,of technical assistance provided 

subgrantees by states varied, most states provided very 
limited assistance. Six States and the District reported 
t~at no assistanoe is given to help projects oontinue; 
ano~her 16 said assistance 1s provided only upon request; Z7 
saia assistanoe is provided informally; and 1 said it had J 

not experienced the oontinuation problem. 

---_._. ---.:.-, 
1The way Oregon Qhang~d its matc~ing rate is disoussed on 
p~ge 22. 
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quest~~~m~;~~e~~~~~Wt~~ ;~~e~~a~~s~hf~~p~~seshto our 
subgrantees to inorease th h ey elped 
projeots onoe LEAA fundingeS~O~~~~~ of oontinuing worthwhile 

--None. 

--Teohnical assistang~ from state planners in 
. oourts, and oorreot~ons. police, 

-~On request, will assist in b d ti proposa~s, and integrating u ge ng, preparing 
grantee s operations. projeot aotivities into 

--On request, teohnioal assistanoe is offered f6~ 
developing an eviluation design. 

--Grantees know of our polioy of 
funding; They are, therefore, 
subsequent funding at the time 
or they should .not start it. 

2 plus years of 
encouraged to obtain 
the grant is initiated 

--~~eW:r~~~l tre projeot is worthwhile, we work with 
oounty ore~Oo~lt~~o~~~1S~~~~~~oor in the appropriate 
a State or an alternative Feder~rllY, we oan suggest 
the projeot is eligible. program for which 

Neither LEAA nor the St t h 
guidelines to help projeots ~o~~in~~~ issued specifio 

LEAA guidelines have been 11 it d t pointing out to States th· . m e 0 suoh aotions as 
the willingness of Statesea:~d~rallreqUirements ooncerning 
projeots after Federal assistan~~aen~~~ernments to cont1.nue 

Some States have ~~ployed i t insure that projects continue v~rl OllS ieChniqUeS to better 
rates and oost ass t' ' ~ ol,as ncreasing matohing 
other States have ~~b ~~~r~;:~~1~g ~n g~ant applications; 
oontinuation of worthwhil . e nee tO'insure 
between States indicate aen~~~Jfeots. tTihe differences or na onal direotion. 
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CHAf:TEIL.2. 

opp6RTUNITX TO. INCREASE CONTINUj\.T1.0N 

QF LONG-TERM_-EROrJEQ.TS 

LEAA and StaiB policies need to be developed and 
coordinated to bette~ insure that worthwhile projects 
continue. As explained in chapter 2, the lack of ~dequ~te 
LEAA and state continuation policies resulted in many 
worthwhile projects stopping or redu6ing operations after 
LEAA funding Was terminated. ~ 

However, in the 6 States visited, only about 440 
projects, or 1'3 percent, of the 3,473 terminated projects 
were long term. The long-term projects no longer recei~ing 
LEAA funding will significantly1ncrease due to increased 
emphasis by LEAAand the States to fund long-term rather 
than Short-term projects and e~piration of multiyear LEAA 
funding. ,. . , . 

. , 

Fiscal year 1969 and. 1970 '~EAA funds were used 
primar'ily to pUl:"chase equipment '".and for other short-term 
projects. Mo~e emphasis Was subsequently placed on funding 
lopg-term projects. For eiample, the following table shows 
the, increased number of long-term projects funded in two 
States visited. 

FY 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

Long-T~rm Projects 

,6 
64 ' 

130 
177 

California 

16 
144 
226 
181 

22 
208 
356 
358 

,~The primary reason why more long-term projects will 
stop receiving LEAA funds ~~ the completion of projects 
which l:"eceived severalyea~s~of LEA A funding. Most States 
reported that thet have established futiding periods of 3 Or 
~ore years during which projects can be supported with LEAA 
funds. Since fewer long~term projects were started with 
fiscal year 1969 and 1970 funds than in subsequent years, 
most long-term projects continued to receive LEAA funding 

. until at least fiscal year 1974. ' . ' 

. As a result of the le~gth of LEAA funding periods an~ 
in6reased emphasis on funding long-term projects, many 
States have, not yet had to de~l wit~ problems of continuing 
many projects. For example, 15 States and the Di"strict, 
reported that fewer than 20 long-term projects had been 
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term~nated from·LEAA fu d' 
The ~ollowing Stat' . n 1ng! gener~lly as of late 1973 . . e· reports 111 ustr t th" . . 
10ng7'"term proje'ets that: will 'b ' t .. _ a e . _~,:,' 1ncrease in 
funding. e erminated fromLEAA 

--Mississippi anticipates seve 1 t . , 
calendar year 1974 possibly r~ e'Sm1nat10ns w~ thin 
grants. Only thre~ Ion -t rom. 0 to 120 maJor 
terminated from LEAA fU~d,erm proJects had been 

1ng as of March 31, 1973., 

7'"-Connecticut has not been f d' '. 
: very many projects as most ace .w1th term1nat1ng 

second and third pro~ects were in their 
.. , . . years of fund1ng Du' th COm1ng year -t,he Stat e '11 . ~1ng e 

terminate prdlgr'ams acc~~dingha~e ~Ot d
3
ec1de whe~her to 

, . 0 1 S -year gU1deline. 
--In South Carolina no Ion t " . , 

quring the first few yea~; ~fmthroJects were started 
all the long-te~m pro'ects e LEAA program, and 
still being fUnded wiih LEA:u~~:~~~ntlY started were 

.T~e following cha,rt on Ohio's " . 
large.1Dcre'ase in :long-term . t proJects 11lustrates the 
and subsequently will be terP~oJetcds that have been funded 

, m1na e from LEAA funding. ' 
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LONG-TER,M PRO') Eer STARTS BY FUND YEAR IN OHIO 
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As a result of thi t ' . 
essential that LEAA andSthre~~ tn mo~b states, it 
and policies to lessen t~ee a es develop better 
projects stop or signific ptrlOblem of having many 

~ an Y reduce operations. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
I 

CHAPTER 6 
f ' <' " 

, CONCLUSI<:>NS! FlECOMi4ENDATIONS! AN~ 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

LEAA funds provided to States can have a significant 
impact since LEAA is the primary source of funds for 
innovations and improvements in the ctiminal justice system. 
To date, hoWevet," the long-term impact has not been as great 
as possible because State and local governments have not 
oontinued all worthwhile projects after LEAA funding ended. 

Lack of LEA A guidance to States encouraging continua­
tion of worthwhile projects and resulting differences in 
States' policies has contributed to the varying degrees of 
suocess States have had in continuing projects. Significant 
differenoes exist in project funding periods, plans for 
assuming cost, matohing rates, project evaluations, and 
technical assistance. These factors can affect the degree 
to which projeots continue. Further neither LEAA nor the 
States had management information systems that showed the 
extent to which projects Were being continued after LEAA 
funding stopped. 

LEAA should require the States to develop and implement 
policies and procedures des~gned to increase the chanoes of 
projeots continuing. Such policies and p~ocedures are 
especially important in view of the large number of 
long~term projects for which LEAA funding will stop in the 
next few years. 

The issue of how to institutionalize improvements begun 
with LEAA funds is important in light of congressional 
intent that LEAA funds act as a catalyst to allow the States 
to~make lasting improvements. The previous chapters have 
shbwn that neither LEAA's guidelines nor the States' ac­
tions have been sufficient to insure that LEAA funds have 
had the maximum impact possible. 

• Both LEAA and the States must provide better assurance 
that worthwhile long-term projects continue once LEAA fund­
ing stops. As a first step, LEAA and the States need to 
develop better information on what happens to projects once 
LEAA funding stops. LEAA shOUld develop more specific 
guidelines that States must follow. 

But in the long run, the real burden pests with the 
States and localities. Reducing or preventing crime and 
improving the criminal justice system is primarily a State 
nod local responsibility. If they are not willing to commit 
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the resources to cont' , . 
~ittle the Federal Go~~~~m~~[thwhl~<,e ~fforts, the~e is 
lmplementing cost assumtion ca~ ,0. ByaggreSSlvely 
that they are committedPto thPl~~nlng, the States can show 
funds as a starting p6int fore 1 ea of trying to Use LEAA 
their criminal justice systems~aking lasting im~rovements to 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

To develop the infor ti 
long-term i~pact of the L;:A on needed to assess the 
weaknesses, and better insureProgram, ~etermine potential 
we recommend that the Att. tGhat proJects are continued 

orney eneral direct LEAA to: ' 

--Require that LEAA and St t i . 
improved to ro' . a e nformation system~ be 

, extent to whichV~~~j~~~sd~~~~~~~~~ ~nformation on the 
y 

--EstabliSh req~irements for re ortin ' 
forcement plans and in the LE~A A g 1n State 

S
cotntinuation of lo~g-term project~n~~~e~eE~~: ops. 

law en­
on the 
funding 

--Require that LEAA· d eve lop a coordinated ti 
policy to be implemented by each State con nuation 
dresses: " which ad-

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

,Defining how long LEAA funds shOUld be used to 
support each type of project. 

~~~~l~~i~~lfU~~!~: me~~ods Which ease the transi-
progressive ma£9hin:nra~~s~ocal funding, such as 

~~f;gi~~t:~~n~~~d grant application prOVisions 
conditions proje~tW~~~t.sbYW1'Wllhomb' and under what 

e assumed. 
Defining the t . ' ~ 
offered in Pla~~~~go~O;e~~~~cal aStsiistan~e to be 
projects. re con nuatlon of 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS 

The Department of Just' d' 
November 13 197ij of "its 1cea

t
v1sed us by letter dated 

intends to improv~ the 10ngCo~men ~ on the report and how it 
program. - erm 1mpact of the LEAA grant 

The 
LEAA and 
to which 
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Annual Hepor"t and stated that it would explore ways to 
obtain and report it . 

The Department did not- agree to completely implement 
our recommendation that LEA A modify its current project 
continuation guidelines to develop a more coordinated 
continuation policy to be implemented by each state. It 
stated that the issues of defining how long LEAA funds 
should be used, of developing methods of transition to.full 
local funding, and of defining standard grant application 
provisions and the nature of technical assistance to be 
provided are far reaching and will be given further study by 
LEAA. . 

We agree with LEAA that such changes could be far 
reaching and therefore do not object to fUrther study. But 
the danger" is that the issue will be studied indefinitely 
and no conclusion will be reached. Therefore we believe it 
would be desirable if LEAA complete~its study of these 
matters before submitting its fiscal year 1976 budget 
request to the Congress and reported to the Congress on what 
it believes should be done as a result of our findings and 
recommendations. 

The Department stated that LEAA would consider setting 
parameters in terms of guidelines to be followed that were 
consistent with its legislation, which the Depar"tment stated 
does not appear to warrant LEAA dictating a rigid policy. 
We agree that such guidelines should provide general param­
eters and allow the States specifjic flexibility. 

!f , .'! 

!( , 
The Department also believe~ that LEAA's December 10, 

1973, continuation guidelines wer~ adequate. It cited 
certain sections of the Decembet:; 1~973 guidelines that it 
believed adequately a.ddressed tri\ . .1lssue. We noted on pages 
8 and 9 of this report that thes~'guidelines were a step in 
the right direction. However I we',beli~ve. they need to be 
mofo~ speoific to insure t,hat the cost assumption issue is 
addressed adequately. 

The Administrator of the Oregon State criminal justice 
plannins agency believed the key to continual funding of 
worthwhile projects i~ institutionalization. He noted that 

"In the broadest sepse, tnis inoluded not only Q 

the simple act of increased local funding, but also 
the qualities of affir"mative acceptance by spon~or 
agencies, clientele, public, and other criminal 
justice agencies. All of these would result in 
a genuinely 'built-in' oharacterof the subject 
aotivities within the governmental structure~ as 
distinguished from possibly grudging adoption. 
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Incorporation of th . . 
alization into POli~ concept,of institution~ 
con~tructi ve move. il Y and gUldelines would be a . 

, ,We ?elieve the bqi~t . .., . 
lnstltutlonalization t~~oway ~o lncorporate the ooncept of 
to make its December 1973 PO~lCY and guidelines is for' LEAA 

gU~delines specific. 
Generally the State ' 

need to more fully cons's revlewed agr'eed thai thet" 
G~~t:~t~ ~ontin~e once t~%~ ~~~~i~~ i~sure that wor~h:~~l: 

, lnormatlon on what h . sops and to obtain 
f~~f~~ga~~f~~'toM~reover, se~~~=fsn~~~~r~~:~t~hwhen LEAA 
fund' lmprove the abilit ey were lngs onoe LEAA fund' .' Y of prOjeots ~o s 
stated that f t lng ... ceased For ecure 
detail of how u wUhregrant ~PPlications ~i~faml'nPl~'dcalifornia 

, ,en and by wh . CJ. U e lf tl1e assumed. If Addi t' , .' om oosts are ex t" 
pr~je~t liaison !~~;~lr~ C~~iforniaWill inst~~~teft:o be 
prlOr'l.ty item when 'rov' r,na e ?ost assumption effort 

~f~!~~f~:~ =i=~!~e!~nt~1~~~~~ec~~f~a~a=Sf~~~~~~~ r~~1raking 
respons1bilities for assu~~~ga~iz~~g,tOsubgrantees the~r 

on 1nued funding. " 
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UNITED S1'ATES DEPAH.'rl\1ENT OF JUSTICE 

WASIIINGTON, D.C. 20530 
I. . 
\ , A clllet .. no.,l)" to tb~ 
j 1)lvllloll 111111041«' 
1 ~nd Uet.r 10 Inhl,l, Ind NUnliHc-
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H 
l 
\ 

\ 

'\ 
'\ 

I 
\1 

1 

1 

k 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director ' 
General Government Division 
Unite4'StatesGeneral Accounting 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

NOV 13 197 1t 

, \ 

Office 

This lettal' responds to your request fOl' comments on 
the draft report titled 1 "Need to Improve the Long-Term " 

,: Impact of the tEAA Grant Program" (B-171019). 

While we aloe in general agreement with the report a,nd 
its reconunendations, we believe that some statements made 
in various sections of 'the repol't con:fuse the issues 
involved, and the statistics presen'ted tend to be somewhat 
nonsl),pportive of GAO's position. For example, the stnte­
men't made on page 16 of the report indicates that ma& 
appal.'ently worthwhile long-term projects wel'e discontinued 
or had their operation~ significantly redqced after LEA A 
funding ended. However, on page lB, the ~eport states 
that as of June 30, 1973, only a small percentage of 
projects no longer receiving LEAA funds were for long-term 
~Ioses. Also, the report notes on page 19 that 338 of 
440 long-term projects in six States were in fact continued 
with local funding after LEAA funding ended as of July 1, 
1973. The faC:;'rs in these statements are not cOijsistent 
and tend to ccinf,use the reader. Wi tIl regard to the 
stai:istics cited on pages 16 and 20 of the report , a total 
of ~t91 L!57 block grants are shown as awarded with eventual 
identification of only 95 long-term projects that were 
discontinued. because rolEAA funding ended. These statistics 
tenel to leave the reader with the impression that the 
problem is relatively insignificant. 

GAO note: Page ~ere~ences in this letter ~ere~ to the 
dr-aft ~epo~t. 

39 



i, 

APPENDIX I 

GAO also recognizes that not all 10~g-termigI:n~~at 
should continue to receive fund~ng. bIts%:t~o::d 10c~1 
some of the 95 grantshch~rac~~~~~~dbU~ not continued" might 
&~~~e~!e~f~~~~~l~t:~mi~~%~~ for good. reason" had these 
grants received full-fledged evaluat10ns. 

, e a ree that there is a need to imp~ove 
In general, w gb'l'ty to assess project effect1veness 

LEAA's evaluation cap~ ~11 in relation to other services or 
and efficiency, e~peca~, LEAA is placing strong 
programs already 1~ opera 10n. criteria as a means of 
emphas~s on imiro~~~g'~I~l~~~~O~ore complete and obje~tive 
proVid1ng ;oca

t 
°b c1the decision of whether to cont1nue 

data on Wh1Ch 0 a~e , 
or discontinue fund1ng. 

We alsO agree with the recommen~ation that LE~~id~d 
State Information Systems should be ~~~r~~~~i;~a~Ion but 
better data aoncerning not only pr~lonal and State Grant 
alsO general outco~i' ~~!~e~~ea~: moving in this direction 
Manageme~t Informai on '11 be made to determine whether 
and cont1nuouS r~v e~s W1 'd LEAA will be 
additional modif1cat1~ns ~r~ ~~i~t~~ to determine historic 
collecting ,compre~ens1ve 1n o. tate and local governments. 
program pr:tori ty t~ends L~A~n~i~l be able to identify, those 
With this i~format10n, 't their own funds for projects 
St~tes 'Wil11ng t~ ~0~~h LEAA funds. We consider tp.is , 
in1tially suppor St'! Wl therefore GAO's recommendation 1S a 
information essen a I I 

sound one. 
ds that "the extent to which 

The report also recomme~, state law enforcement plans 
proj ects continue bleRrepo~t~ t~AA "'Will examine possible 
and the LEAA Annua ep,?r:. . . One ossible 
methods of obtaining thJ.s, 1nf~~~~!.~0~~ attach 'a "pa,st progress II 
sol'}.tion would~e to requ1re, lans. This docunlent would 
document to ~hel.rCOm];)J:'~hen~~v~u~ded and continuing projects. 
provide det~11s Oftl?revdou:loped in some form, showing the 
We believe 1~forma ~ont eVontinue would serve a useful 
extent to wh1ch proJec SCI 
p~trpose . 

, ", . t th t "LEAA develop 
'1'h~ final rec~mmen~atJ.on 1 ~~gyg~~ ~e i~Pleme'nted by each 

a coordinated cont1nuat1on po 1. ,; 
State, which addresses: ) 

--Defining how long tEAA f~nds. sbould ~~1 used to 
support each type of proJect, 
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--Developing funding methods which ease tbe 
transition to full State and/or local funding, 
such as through the use of progl~essive matching 
rates; 

--Defining standard grant application p:r.'ovisions 
which detail how, when, by whom, and unde:r what 
conditions project costs will be assumed; and 

--Defining the types of technical assistance that 
must be offered to all projects." 

The issues involved in this recommenc1ation are far reaching 
and will require further study by LEAA. Our preliminary 
views on :the. four points included in the recommendation'\ 
are noted below. 

The first and sec~nd recommendations suggest defining 
how long LEAA funds shOUld be used to support each "type of 
project and developing funding methods Which ease the transition 
to full state or local funding. LEAA legislation does not 
appear to warrant the agency dictating a :r,igid policy :1.11 
this area. On the other hand~ development of a coordinated 
LEAA/State continuation policy is important and, where 
feaSible, LEAA will consider establishing guidelines in 
terms of parameters to be followed. 

The third point recommends defining standard grant 
application provisions which \~etail hoW, when, by whom, and 
under what conditions project .costs will be assumed. This 
recommendation is based on GAO's conclusion that liThe varying 
degrees of success the states had in continuing worthwhile 
projects after LEAA f.und:i,ng stopped were attributal 'to a 
lack of adequate LEA! guidelines and the resulting differences 
in State poliCies that developed." We do not agree with the 
conclusion and believe that the LEAA guidelines issued in 
December 1973 are adequate, but will require stringent 
enforcement. LEAA Pllblished a Guideline Manual titled, 
"State Planning Agency Grants," M4l00.1B, on December 10, 
1973. We believe the manual contains an adequate policy 
statement on the State assumption of cost in Chapter lt 
pal~agraph 19, " ( Comprehensive Law Enforcement) Plan Implemen­
tation." In addition, Chapter 3, Compl'ehensive Law Eu:forcement 
Plan Outline, contains a major section entitled, "The· Multi-
Year Plan". This section descr:i.bes multiyear budgeting 
procedures, inclu~es subsections providing for State/local 
matching cOlltributions, and acknowledges the need for flex1,bili ty 
in preparing budget estimates and updates. Because circumstances 
and conditions differ among the ,States, LEAA has intentionally 
permitted continuation policies, budgeting practices" pl~ogram 
priorities, and administrative procedures to differ among 
the States. However, minimum requirements exist for all 
States. 
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LEAA recognizes that some State Planning Agencies 
(SPA) need more help in writing their plans and that more 
systematic data collection is required to evaluate long­
term grant efforts. J-Iowevel', we believe rigid "guidelines" 
designed to eradicate variations among States are inappro­
priate. 

Wi'th respect to the last pOint, LEAA recognizes the 
noed for more effective technical assistance from both 
the SPA and LEAA. The Office of National Priority Programs 
was established within LEAA to carry out national priority 
initi'll.tives which will promote the :reduction and prevention 
of crime and delinquency through long-term fundamental 
changes in local institutions. The basic strategy of the 
o.pproach is to have LEAA function as a catalyst to promote 
',e·r.f(~ctive community action on community problems. This 
strategy is being implemented by having skilled professionals, 
working in teams and backed by discretionary funds, actively 
pal'ticipate with a community group to diagnose problems 
and opportunities, select appropriate responses, and implemen~ 
o.PP1'oved reforms leading to permanent changes .,;: When 
finished, the team of skilled professionals will leave 
behind not only specific improvements and practical plans 
tailored to local needs and perceptiong, but also a cadre 
of local personnel trained to continue the evaluation and 
implementation process. Thus, LEAA is actively promoting 
the national objective of fostering good useful projects 
by providing professional expertise and initial funding in 
a process which will CUlminate in an orderly progression 
to local operation, local control, and local support. 

To be more responsive to technical assistance needs, 
LEAA's Office of Regional Operations and its regional offices 
are incl'easing their technical expertise I both in-house 
and through contracts, in the various areas ot the criminal 
ju~tice system. We will also give additional consideration 
to finding ways for improving the technical assistance 
provided by SPA IS. Possibly, as s:uggested,'?y GAO I a set 
of minimum guidelines would be helpful. ' .. ' 

o 
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this 
draft report. Please feel free to contact us if 
have any question~. you 

~) 

Sincerel~ 

Glen E. Pommerening 
Assistant Attorney General 

for Administration 
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LONG-TERM PROJECTS THAT STOPPEO 

OR SIGNIFICANTLV REDUCED OPERATIONS 

IN SIX STATES VISITED 

Projects 
Primary that (note c) 

reason for should Alabama California 

stopping or have iotal Merited Total Merited 

reducing Total continued ~rojects continua ti on ~rojects continuation 

operations ~roJects Number Percent Number Number Percent ~ Number PerCent 

Ineffective 13 5 

Not needed 11 2 

Inadequate 
evaluation 13 5 38 6 2 33 

Lack of State or 
local funds (note a) 72 58 81 18 18 100 25 16 64 

Poor admi nis-tra ti on 19 7 37 2 2 100 6 17 

Other (note b) .1l 25 81 ...i ..i 100 l? 7 58 

Total ill. 2§. 60 .?§. Z.i 96 §.§. ~. 46 

aprimarily due to inadequate cost assumption planning regarding such things as securing e firm 
commitment from potential funding sponsors and developing adequate increasing local matching rates. 

bIncludes such things as lack of qualified persons to hire and change in regional p,riorities. 

cSee pp.14 and 15 for explanation of whY so many pro,iects in Alabama mer,ted continuation. 

I 

1 
i 
~ 

Tota 1 
Michigan Ohio Oregon 

. Merited. Total Merited Total 
WashinAton 

~\"ojects' 
Merited Total 

continuation projects continuation ~roJects " continuation 
erHed 

Number 'Number' . Percent ~rojects continuation 
Ntlnber NlJIlber £ercent Number Number. Percent ----- NlJIlber Number Percent 

6 2 

3 4 

3 33 2 2 100 

6 5 83 8 6 75 5 5 100 ' 10 ' ' 8 80 

4 4 3 75 3 33 
5 ...i 80 ~ ~ 100 - .J. .J. 100 -

.u ..1 39 g l.§. 68 ..! ..§. 75 !§. II 50 

\ 
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TOTAL PR().Jl:.tTS TI:.RMlIIATE.O AND STATUS 

Or LOHG-TERfl PROJECTS NO t;;:;;N!;£R FlltiDFIl BY L~AA 

It/39 STA1ES AIIO DISTRIC'fOf COLUIIBIA 

Al11l!afllb 
Mask!) 
Arf;:ona 
ilrk!ll1$aa 
CbHforr\!a 
t'olor/ldo 
CQnrll'!ctl cut 
Delawar'(! 
~lor!da 
Georgia 
lIawaff 
Idaho 
1111no1$ 
tt'ldbna 
IQwn 
}(IIO$U 
Kentucky 
Louillianll 
Maine 
Maryland 
Mas$ochusetts 
Mlchfg«n 
Minnesota 
HI 5S 1$sl liP! 
M1$,ourl 
MontoM 
Nebraska 
Ilovada 
Nt1'tI Hampshire 
liew Jersey 
New fle)llco 
New York 
North Cal'ollna 
North Dnkota 
Ohio 
Okl~homa 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
~hOdfl ts 1 ~ no 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
'Tenne$see 
Texas 
utah 
Vcnoont 
Vlrgfnia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
~I1Scol\$in 
1{\lOl:lfng 
i)h~rfct of Columbia 

--mi'1on9cr 
Tota 1 ~llttfn!J 

projects LEAh funds 
termi na ted ~ i$Otmf 

1.310 
154 
425 
679 
45Q 

(b) 
575 

63 
(b) 

1,479 
129 
753 
769 

1,397 
546 
602 
228 

1.867 

(~~6 • 
(b) 
265 

(b) 
8Q4 
690 

1,010 
640 
343 

(b) 
284 

(b) 
225 
258 
450 

1,068 
\b) 
112 

ibl 
I ,~Ao 

tb) 
1,234 

399 
331 
133 

1,067 
268 
526 
90S 
542 

-ill. 

163 
12 
20 
!lll 

101 
(hI 

21 

(b; 
l' 

9 
. 'lj:7 

71: 
37 
37 
20 
9 

(b) 
23 

(b) 
64 

(b) 
3 

41 
24 
3~ 
24 

(b) 
10 

(hI 
65 
54 
17 
40 

(b) 

III 
8 

28 
9 
3 
2 

44 
4 

57 
9 

--...li 

S Z.5~~.556 
)f'7,663 
284,736 
<l78,073 

',,105.920 
ib) 
627,553 
14Q,359 
(b) 
788,441 
140,187 
104,3n 

26;992,265 
1,754,427 
2.,089.111 
1,201,127 

922,623 
1,397,568 

(b) 
2,290,956 

(b) 
4,481,277 

(b) 
110,318 

1,413.708 
581,842 
875,056 
370,763 
(b) 
255,269 
(b) 

12,951,740 
1,033,946 

572,864 
2,066,293 

(b) 

"m'J5' 
309,579 

2,232,733 
378,456 
3Q,575 

133,244 
3,218,356 

559,383 
1,823,919 

158,997 
2.369,578 

Tohl 1W.Ql L.Ua $9M6Z ,!I!1g 

Total projects not operatin9 or ,'educed 

1'otlll lIolount of IlI'ojeets not op~ratln!l or reduced 

• ~l)nk!\(.\WTI. 

bSuPPi lcd no data, 

CRapOl'ted no l!lng-term projects. 

dNot npplicablll. 

) 
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LOM-term oro,iech ________ _ 

Not 
operatlnh__ Reduced 
~ . ~ ~umbcr Alriount 

19 S 2.80,456 6 S 216,626 
2 15,450. 
1 8,793 1 
8 54 .352 (~) 

33 3,673 i225 23 
(b) (b) iba! 

6 139.463 ( 
2 83,734 ~~ 

(b~ (~t296 2 
2 32,429 1 
2 6,564 w 

7(1 8,700,485 4 
20 405,835 12 
2 154,89(1 7 

11 449,16Q 1 
10 309,976 1 -(b) 
4 

(b) 
19 

(b) 

6 
5 
1 
8 

(b) 
3 

(b) 
2,3 
4 
5 

13 
(b) 

Iii 

~ 1 
(b) (b) 
S75.512 (al 
(b) {bl 
842.,251 4 
(b) (h) 
-

85>882 
92,947 
2,572 

65,302 
(h) , 
39,127 

(b) 
3,113,357 

1B5,394 
122,147 
681,(132 
(b) 

i!j'214 
~ 

1,140 
128,226 

. 

-(a) 
1 
3 
1 

f~~ 
(b) 

1 

~:l 
9 

(b) 

III 
3 

710,S:!Z 12 
136,261 -
247,449 '3 
102,315 
589,706 

$22,471,474 ~ 

432 

$29,571,151 

-
43.768 
(a) 

2,813,437 

!~~ g~ 
8,287 
7,300 

152.659 
352,732 
516,271 
19,851 

103,838 
43,432 
(b) 

[g? 
235.456 

(b) 
~ 

(a) 
7.606 

44,395 

~~ro 
11,550 

~~l 
386

j
645 

(b 
11.545 

m 
223

1

480 

~
a ' 
a' 
a 

(a) 
1.599.626 

Ca) 

I 
$7 .(199.6ZZ. 

Percent' 
reduced 
or not 

operating 
~~ 

15 19 
11 4 
10 18 
9 6 

55 48 
(b) (b) 
29 22 
SO 56 

(b) (b) 
10 5 
25 28 
22 6 
40 33 
43 43 
24 32 
32 39 
55 45 
11 3 

(b) (b) 

(U (6Y 
36 24 

(b) (b) 
-
13 6 
2S 17 
12 5· 
38 20 

(b) (b) 
30 15 

(b) (b) 
37 24 
7 18 

29 21 
55 52 

(b) (b) 

Iii t~! 
38 72 
4 -

11 34 

-
57 
75 
23 
78 
33 

~ 

72 
24 
3,0 
64 
2b 

L 
I 

I 
t 
! 
j. 
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f 
II 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES . 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL: 
William B. Saxbe 
Robert H. Bork (acting) 
Elliot L. Richardson 
Richard G. Kleindienst 
Richard G. Kleindienst 

(acting) 
John N. Mitchell 

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: 

Richard W. Velde 
Donald E. Santarelli 
Jerris Leonard 
Vacant 
Charles H. Rogovin 
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Tenure of 
From 

Jan. 
Oct. 
May 
June 

Mal". 
Jan. 

Sept. 
Apr. 
May 
June 
Mar. 

1974 
1973 
1973 
1972 

1972 
1969 

1974 
1973 
1971 
1970 
1969 

office 
.l'.Q. 

Present 
Jan. 1974 
Oct. 1973 
May 1973 

June 1972 
Feb. 1972 

Present 
Aug. '1974 
Mar. 1973 
'May 1971 
June 1970 
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