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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D,C. 20548

B-171019

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

This 1s 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.3.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 Enfcorcement Assistance Administration.

7. A

Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL 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. '
States improve their criminal
Jipice systems and to prevent
or reduce crime. ‘

The Congress intended that LEAA
funds be used as a catalyst to
bring about lasting improvements
in the States’ 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 4
assistanc,

. To ppovide the Congress informa-
tion on the extent to which LEAA
and the States have met that
legislative intent, GAO obtained
information on:

~-~How many long-term brdjects
.continued after LEAA funding
stopped.

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

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report
cover date should be noted hereon.
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LONG-TERM IMPACT OF LAW

ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE GRANTS CAN

BE IMPROVED ’

Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration

Department of Justice

~~How LEAA and different State
policies and practices af-
feciad the continuation of
worthwhile projects.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

LEAA funds provided to States

-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 andr .

improvements.

For LEAA funds to influence
changes, it is essential that

"LEAA and the States adopt

" 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 30, 1973, only 6 per-

cent of projects no longer
receiving LEAA funds were for
long-term purposes--such as
counseling delinquents, hiring
additional policemen, or
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pehabilitating offenders--which
involved continuing operations
and required continual funding
for the project to continue.
(See p. 11 and app. IIIL.)

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, 1973. The State
expects 80 to 120 major projects
to cease recelving LEAA funds in
calendar year 1974, (See pp. 30
te- 33.)

By providing the States more
guidance ‘on how to continue
worthwhile efforts, LEARA could
substantially improve prcspects
of its grant program having a
positive long<term impact on the
States’ criminal justice sys~
temsi

Problems,LEAA and States had in
adequately developing contin-
uation pd;lcies are discussed
below, as is GAO's analysis of
the extent to which worthwhile
long-term projects continued.

. The analysis is based on a

detailed review of the contin-
vyation policies and practices in
Alabama, California, Michigan,
Ohio, Oregon, and Washingbton and
on /responses by 39 States and

the District of Columbia to a GAO
questionnaire..

3

Inadequate emphasis ‘on
continuatian neads

,Neither LEAA nor the six States
‘emphasized sufficlently the

problem of how to continue worth-
while long-term projects. The
varying degrees of State success
in continuing worthwhile projects

~after LEAA funding stopped were

partly attributable to a lack of
adequate LEAA guidelines and the
resulting differences in State
policles.

LEAA guldellines did not ade-
quately address the project
continuation issue by specifying
factors or providing policles
that would help States continue
projects. States had inde-
pendently developed their own
continuation policies.

Many factors influence contin-
uation of projects after LEAA
funding stops. Some, such as
economic conditions and dedica~-
tion of project personnel, are
beyond the control of LEAA and
appropriate State criminal justice
agencies.
through guidelines and require-
ment s.

Three factors which influence
project contlnuation are project
financing, prcject evaluations,
and technical assistance. The
emphasis given these factors
varied among the States.

For example, projuct funding
periods among the States visited
ranged from § to 5 years. Also
one Staté required extensive
planning for assuming project
costs by non-LEAA sources;
another State required none.
(See ch. 2.)

Limited success in
continuing projects

Apparently ﬁorthwhile long-term
projects were discontinued or had
their operations significantly

_reduced after LEAA funding ended.

In the six States LEAA funding
had stopped for 440 long-term
projects.

--281, or 64 percent; awarded
about $15.5 million in LEAA
funds, continued to operate at

Pamassg

Others may be controlled

e,

expanded or at about the same
levels.

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

According to State and project
officials, at least 95 of the
159 projects (60 percent)
merited continuation.
to 13.)

Of the 281 projects operating at
the same or expanded levels of
funding after LEAA funding
ceased, 253 continued with State
or local funds and 28 were con=
tinued with non-LEAA Federal
funds.

‘National perspective

Neither LEAA nor the States had
gdequate information on the
extent to which projects con-
tinued or merited continuation.
Such information is necessary to

help assess the impact of the

LEAA program. Therefore, to
determine the potential long-
term impact 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 fiw
riancial data and other informa-
tion, such as status of
long~term projects .no longer

(See pp. 11

%
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receiving LEAA funding (termi-
nated projects). Thirty-nine
States and the Distriot completed
the second part.

State responses indicated the
variations in continuation
policies and showed that many
States had not adequately ad-
dressed the continuation issue.
For éxample!

--Seven States had no policies or
time limits on length of time
projects should be funded by
LEAA. The other #3 States
funded projects from 1 to 8
years.

~~Twenty-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 showing--how,
when, and by whom project

coste would be assumed.

-~Twenty-one States eased the
transition from Federal to full
State or local funding by in-
creasing the percentages of
State or local support pro-
vided through the 1life of the
LEAA grant.

The rate of increase varied,
howevre, 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.

D e e T o T ke
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~~Technical assistance provided
to projects varied signifi-
¢cantly. Six States provided
no continuation assistance,
16 provided assistance on
request, 27 provided assist-
ance informally, and 1 said it
had not experilenced the con-
tinuation problem. (See
ch. u.)

. LEAA’s program has been oper-

ating since fiscal year 1969.
It is not too early to ¢onsider
institutionalizing improvemerts
begun with LEAA funds in light
of congressional intent that
LEAA funds act as a catalyst to
allow States to make lasting
improvements. Both LEAA and the
Stabes must better insure that
worthwhile long-term projects
continue once LEAA funding
stops,

RECOMMENDATIONS

To develop information needed to
assess the long-term impact of
the LEAA program, determine
potential weaknesses, and better
insure that worthwhile projects
are continued, the Attorney
General should direct LEAA to:

--Require that LEAA and State
information systems provide
for developing information on
the extent to which projects
continue,

-~Establish requirements for re~

. porting in State law enforce-
ment plans and in the LEAA
Annual Report on the contin-
vation of long-term projects
after LEAA funding-seases. -

-=Require that LEAA develop a
coordinated continuation

iv‘

policy to be implemented by
each State:

1. Defining how long LEAA funds
should be used to support
each type of project.

2. Developing funding methods
which ease the transition to
full State or local funding,
such as progressive matching
rates.

3. Definivig standard grant ap-
plication provisgions which
detail how, when, by whom, and
under what conditions project
costs will be assumed.

. Defining the types of techni-
cal assistance to be offered
in planning for future con-
tinvation of projects.

AGENCYVACTIONS 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 LEAA will explore ways to
obtain and report it.~’ (See

app. I.) ° y

The Department did not agree to
completely implement GAO’s rec-
ommendation that LEAA modify its
current project continuation
guidelines to make them more
specific. It sald 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
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technical assistance to be
provided, are far reaching and
will be given further study by
LEAA. ‘

GAO agrees such changes oould be
far reaching and does not object
to further study. But the
danger is that the issue will be
studied indefinitely and no con-
clugion will be reached. Im-
provement is needed in light of
GAO/s finding that State and
local officials believed 60 per-
cent of the long-term projects
that were stopped or had their
operations significantly reduced
when LEAA funding stopped either
merited continuation if stopped
or should have been funded at a
higher level if continued.

It would be desirable if LEAA
completed its study before sub-
mitting its fiscal 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

-

Tear Sheet

agreed with GAO’s findings and
conclusion that there was a need
teymore fully consider ways to
insure that worthwhile projects
continue once LEAA funding stops.

MATTERS FCR_CONSIDERATION BY

THE_CONGRESS

In the next several years many
more projects will stop receiving
LEAA funds and will have to be
funded by other sources toc con-
tinue., As more information

becomes available on which

worthwhile projects continue,

the Congress may wish to discuss
with LEAA the extent to which its
efforts are acting as a catalyst
to get State and local govern-
ments to permanently ilmplement
criminal Justice improvements
tried and tested with LEAA funds.

Because of the significance of
this issue, the Congress may also
want to follow up with LEAA on
the results of its study of ways
to improve the continuation
policies of the States.
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. CHAPTER 1 °
INTRODUCTION

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of
the Department of Justice has awarded about $2.6 billion’
since fiscal year 1969 to help State and local governments
improve and strengthen their criminal justice systeims and to
prevent or reduce crime. States have funded over 40,000
grants. Have worthwhile State dnd local projects conbinued
to operate after LEAA funding stopped? This ngport provides
some answers. ’ oY :

TYPES OF LEAA~FUNDED PROJEGTS

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
as amended (42 U.S.C. 3701), establlshed LEAA to:

~~Encourage State and local governments to develoﬁ
comprehensive law epforcement plans.

--Authdrize grants‘to States gnd'local governments
to improve and strengthen law enforcement.

-~Encourage research and development of new methods
for improving law enforcement, for preventing and
reducing crime, and for detecting and apprehend—

- ing eriminals.

To qualify o grants, States must evaluate State and
local problems and prepare comprehensive law enforcement
plans describing the projects proposed for funding. States
are to receive advice from regional planning units.as the
States develop and complete their comprehensive plans.
These plans, after being approved by LEAA regional
administrators, form the basis for the States to receive
Federal block grants, which are allocated primarily on the
basis of their populations. The Crime Control Act of 1973,
which amended the 1968 act, extended LEAA’s existenee
through June 1976 and reemphasized the legislat‘ve intent of
improving the criminal justice system. ,

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

+




&

upgrading law enforcement personnel, and corrections. Both
short-term and long-term projects can pe funded for each

program area.

Short-term projecﬁs——such as construction, equipment
purchases, and Lpaining--normally would either 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 of fenders=--involve continuing
operations and would require continual funding, other than

just for maintenance, after the LEAA grant:stops.

; LEAA’s legislation intends that projects be continued
py the State and local governments after LEAA funding stops.
L EAA’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 State law enforcement
plans must: .

w% % % demonstrate the willingness of the State
and units of general local government to assume
the costs of improvements funded * ¥ * after a
reasonable period of Federal assistance."

‘Not all prgjects should continue once LEAA funding

stops. For example, an unsuccessful pnpject or one that

demoristrates that a particular endeavor will not work should
be stopped. But for LEAA funds to have any ‘lasting impact
on State and local eriminal justice systems,:worthwhile
long-term projects should continue once the grant period ex-
pires. ' ‘ :

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF REVIEW

--How many long-term projects continued operating after
LEAA funding stopped? ' ’ "

 --How many merited econtinuation but did not con-
“tinue? ‘ ' o

--How did LEAA and different State policies and
practices‘affect_the continuation of worthwhile
. ‘long-term projects?

Neither. LEAA nor the States had adequate answers.
Therefore, to determine the potential long-term impact of
LEAA funding, we:@.

--Reviewed in detail the continuation pp;icies and
practices of LEAA and Alabama, California, Mich-
igan, Ohio, Oregon,‘and Washington.

~-Queried the other Staéer th

d : he 8, the Distri

golumbla{ and four: Qerriébrial jurisgzcgions1
y a btwo-part questionnaire.

T N N ) Lo et . ‘V V .
tionkogesgizzt‘gi?t;oflﬁhe5questionnaire requested informas=
blon on afbérpLEizles tpab might influence whebther projéot
continue afte ‘éh ‘fund}ng“ends; this part was completed bs
S T "b' e Dlstrlct of Columbia,vand:Pueruo Rico. ‘y
The as‘thepggatrequested*finanoiai and management dataf.
gloh aa the Ags gf long~term projects no 1ongér reoe{vi
MassachuSet%. L1 utates‘but Colorado, Florida, Maine e
Hasanchuset S, Mlnne§ota, New Hampshire; New Méiico B
provided’usezgigl§§?égéa§?ggehI%iand’Sand‘South‘Dakéta
| , : 3 , R ose ng
told us they did not provide the inforgzgignnggcgizg?nding

--LEAA has not re uireéh : o sontinte mon
- «lng projects afgev.LEAzh?usg:?ziog? contlpue mopiter-

--No- data base exi : o v S
. information.: Labs: that includes continuation

naive gis&gotﬁgvﬁiléble’to complete the question--
~information. search necessary to develop ‘the -

Our fieldwork wa: L o
1971 was done between July 1973 and March

Most State : :
coived in late 197g?SP°n§e§ to the questionnaire were re-~

2
H

1Thr‘ee of thé‘fou
questionnaire.:
report. ‘

-Jurisdictions did7hdt repl§wto dﬁéﬁ

~w¢ bave'therefore excluded bhem‘from‘fﬂis;




CHAPTER 2
[ . .
NEED TO IMPROVE LEAA GUIDELINES

LEAA funds provided to States represent only a small
portion of total national criminal justice expendltures
Neverbtheless, 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 and the States adopt policies to insure that successful
projects continue once LEAA fundlng stops. As a result of
inadequate LEAA guidelines States ™ policies varied. The
extent to which States continued worthwhile projects also
varied. ‘

FACTORS AFFECTING PROJECT CONTINUATION

Many factors 1nfluence the continuation of projects
after LEAA funding stops. Some, such as economic conditions
and dedication of project 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 oontlnu-
ing. Three such factors are:

~--Project fimancing.
-~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 LEAA funds will be provided, and
(3) hav1ng a transition from primarily Federal to full State
or local funding. Projects that are not worthwhile should
not continue. This can be determined by an adequate
evaluation. Timely technical assistance can help projects
develop financing plans and evaluation strategies.

N

Project financing

‘ Project financing, as noted 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.

“ .costs after only 1 or 2 years of LEAA funding.

Planning#for assuming costs

The grant appllcation, which must be approved before
grant awards, describes planned project activities--subéh as
purpose, goals, staffing, etc. Since it is known from the
beginning that LEAA will not fund a long-term project
indefinitely, the application should include a specific plan

for financing the proaect if proven worthwhile, afber»LEAA
funding ends E

Appllcatlons should note not only potentlal fundlng
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 ‘with the funding source and a
representative of the potential State or local fundlng
source as a signatory on the application would reasonably
insure that the project, if worthwhile, will be continued.
Projects that have not developed future funding sources at
the start of the LEAA ‘grant period often have not developed
adequate sources by the end of LEAA funding. This often
results in stopping or reducing operations when LEAA funding
ceases. As a result the project has limited impact, on the
criminal justice system, as discussed in chapter 3.

Pro.ject fundinz periods

PPOJeCtS generally receive annual fundlng grants.:
However, they are usually eligible to receive more than one.
Many long-term projects have received two or more grants.
Knowledge of the total number of annual grants a project can
expect to receive 'can 1nfluence the ablllty to seeure other
funding sources. .

The length of the LEAA funding can affect the
continuation of projects attempting to demonstrate 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 period is not known and
LEAA  funds are not received for the full 3 years, it is
questionable whether local governments will absorb project
The contin-
uation of other types of projects, such as the hiring of
additional policemen, would not be as dependent on minimum
funding periods because the merit of such progects is
generally known before they start

Continuation of prOJects relies upon units of
government or other funding sources to budget for the
eventual assumption of project costs. Therefore, sufficient
leadtime denoting termination of -LEAA funding is essential.
Uncertainty as to how many grants a project. will receive or

NAS
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- changed since 1968.

¢

early termination of LEAA punding will often result in
stopping projects or significantly reducing operations.

Matching rates

The 1968 act required that, for a grantee Lo be
eligible for LEAA block grant funds, the Federal grant must
be matched by State or local governments by either cash or
in-kind service. Prescribed minimum matching rates for
long-term projects have varied by.project‘type and have
Tnitially the Federal Government
supplied either 60 or 75 percent of the total project costs.
The 1973 act inereased the Federal share to 90 percent but
specified that the 10-percent State and local share be in
sash and that the State provide not less than one-half of ‘
the 10 percent (or 5 percent) of total project costs and the
projects provide the other onefhalf. : ~

~ LEAA has recommended that, apart from the overall
Federal-State matching requirements, States require -
individual projects to contribute a greater percentage of
the projects’ total costs to increase the total funds
available to the eriminal justice system.

Increasing the State and local share of funding over
the life of a project can influence continuation of the
project after LEAA funding stops. For example, one State
required that the State and local contribution increase
over a Ud-year-period from 25 to 50 percent. of total project
costs. Such a policy increases the chances of projects
continuing once LEAA, funding stops because 1ib:

_~Eases the transition from primarily Federal to full
State or local funding. This can be significant for:
projects*involving large amounts of funds.

.  ——Encourages increasing involvement of State and
L 1ocal funding sources in project activities.

' —~Insures planning for assuming costs.

Proiect evaluationds

Obviously projects that are not needed or are ;
ineffective should not continue. Therefore governments and
other funding socurces need to know the effectiveness of
projects before making funding decisions regarding project

“continuation.

. N I s ) . st 3 d - he baSlS f‘ '
b e MY

evaluations or the lack of \ : s res
aation Of;projects. of them can 1pfluepg§ithe contin-

Evaluations need to be timel | a

1at 2d o mely and adequately s

gizgégqgfigg ?ggggt;vgness of projects. Ag”évalﬂat?gz'gg;—

-af , ing decisions have to be made lose: o

the benefit as a decisionmakir o Motaiaaoliniiiel
ene ‘ , ng tool.  Similarly, .

evaluation that lacks the data necessary to makg’oin ti

decisions is also not adequate. ; R plective

In March 197M we reported to th ' : LBl
: _ 3 ' e Congr'ess1 on L :
:gicéi;c State evaluation problems and recommended ﬁggﬁ“igiA
establish, for similar projects, the following. o
~-Guidelines relating to goa e type ¢ o
, ; goals, the type of staff -
could be employed, the range’of services that'cogigt

be provid RO AR
ourged. ed, and §xpected ranges of costs to be in-

--Uﬁifonm information to be gathered.
-5Standard reporting systems.'

--A standard range of ex L :
pected accomplishments th
can be us . s - nis ¢ at
effective?d to determine if the projects are

--Standardized evaiﬁatioh‘meth i Y |

, ; ~ ods that should be

used so comparable result 2 SOOMIC RS
projects’. impact . 1ts can be developed on bhg

“

~ LEAA has gene Cagr N o
mendations. g’ne#ally agreed'to implement these recom-

Technical assistance

The aétkrequires that, t gi

_ . t, to be eligible for LE

ggggzéathe States must be willing to provide teChﬁ?dgioek

asst asgigtgzcgrggect Eegsonnel. Project applicants often
‘ ce to meet the administrative and fi '

requirements to apply for and or ,1soa1

| : . perate a project

LEAA grantf, Such assistance includes‘howtg filgrgxgdzgaig

Tnpifficulties o ; o
es of Assessing Results of Law Enfo
N . & . N I nfo
Assistance Administration Projects to Reduce C?gﬁzﬁnt

(B-171019, Mar. 19, €b7a).
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applications and the reports needed to receive funds, ?eport
expenditures, and show project progress. However, po insure
that projects can, continue after LEAA funding stops, assist-
ance must go beyond this level.

Qur review indicates that projects continue if they are
(1) effective, (2) can demonstrate their need to be con-
tinued, and (3) have developed adequate follow-on funding
sources. As a result, assistance should be available to

--help adequately plan and carry out projéct activ-
ities, ‘

-—help’design and implement an evaluation that will
"reflect project merit, and

- --help develop adequate assumption of cost plans.
INADEQUATE LEAA GUIDELINES

In November 1968 LEAA provided States guidelines for
State planning agency grants which stated:

"% % ¥ gthe plans should * * * indicate how new
elements and systems may ultimately be absorbed
into the regular budgeting of State and local
law enforcement systems."

In 1972 LEAA provided States revised guideliges for
comprehensive State plans and grant applications stating
that applications must: :

uk ¥ ¥ indicate how new elements and systems

initially funded with Federal funds may ulti-

mately be absorbed into the regular budgeting

of State and local enforcement systems and indi-

cate the extent to which this has already taken

place." .

£-This requirement was expanded in December 1973 when the

fiscal year 1974 plan guidelines were issued. The new
guidelines have three requirements for State reportlng:
(1) indicating how long the State will generally continue
- funding a project, (2) providing the percentag@ of contlnT
uation funding for each fiscal year grant award, and (3).1n—
dicating how new elements and systems initially funded with
Federal funds may ultimately be absorbed into regular
budgeting of -State and local enforcement systems.

These requirements are a step in the right direction
but do not go far enough. They generally only request
information on States’ peolicies, such as funding periods and
the percentage of funds spent on previously funded projects.

8

The guidelines have not established or recommended such
elements as: (1) ‘the ranges 'of time to fund various-types
of projects, (2) increased ‘matcéhing fund. percentagés-bo:ease
transitions to local funding, (3) grant application forms
which require assumption of cost planning, and (U4) specific
technical assistance to subgrantees. These factors, as
previously 'discussed, ‘are important to insure project .
continuation. v oot i -

LEAA guidelines require-States to indicate the extent. .
to which new elements-and systems:are absorhed into State
and local systems,  The guidelines, however, do not suggest
what information the Stdtes should provide to'accomplish
this. Needed information could include the number of .
long-term ‘projects on which LEAA funding had stopped,. their
merits (successful or unsuccessful), and the number of suc-
cessful projects continued with other funding.

LEAA also issued guidelines on evaluation. The guide-
lines for 1973 comprehensive State plans stated that:

"Program and project evaluation is necessary as
a basis for updating and revising future plans,
and to gauge success of implementation. Too
little is known about the degree to which cur-

rent projects and programs have been effective.
¥ % #n ,

The guidelines define evaluation as answering whether
--the grantee accomplished what it said it would,

v --the project contributed to the State’s goals and
: objectives, and

--gide effects, good or bad, resulted from the
project.

The guidelines require that States consider and select one

of the following alternatives for evaluating projects it
funded. :

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

--Evaluate 15 percent of the total dollar value of
subgrants awarded in fiscal year 1973.

--BEvaluate all subgrants awarded in one program area.

The evaluation guidelines’require evaluations but do
not state when projects should be evaluated so that projects
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| ‘bed - BAA funding will hdve objective
ggrbgtgggm¥3igiggf;gﬁnges to make cOntinuationfgfclsipns.
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mach of the above-mentioned factors can ?:ggiizciggly
ffect project continuation. However, these f bora 8
Tnterr E ted To help insure that worthwhile pr Jt .
e a‘éhése factors should be developed as‘pagirection
Coan™" shon & aystan would reauire SppTaRtint TLTTEY
A N ave et ﬁieﬁhiﬁ?fiﬁiﬁﬁﬁ to imsure that the States

efforts Bave K s the need to determine ways to continually

adequately address

’ A in; S.
fund worthwhile long-term projects once LEAA funding ;top
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CHAPTER 3
LIMITED SUCCESS IN COﬁTINﬂiNG‘PROJECTS

Variations in the degree to which the States continued
worthwhile projects once LEAA funding stopped showed that the
impact of Federal funds on making lasting improvements to the
criminal justice system had not been as great as possible.
Some apparently worthwhile long-term projects either did not
continue or significantly reduced operations when LEAA funding
stopped. : E

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

The 39 States and the District of Columbia, which were
either visited by us or had completed a questionnaire, re-
ported that 25,701 projects were no longer receiving LEAA funds
prior to July 1, 1973. They considered 6 percent of the
projects (1,518) to be long term. What happened to long-term
projects in six States visited follows. Chapter 4 summarizes.
State responses to the questionnaire. S Y

PROJECT CONTINUATION IN STATES VISITED

In the 6 States, 3,473 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 long-term projects for' each State are shown in the following

tables. RN
Total projects
' on which
Total _ LEAA funding
Total block projects ended as of
State funds. funded June 1973
' ; © Per-
Number cent
Alabama $ 16,520,942 1,693 1,310 77
California 152,304,610 975 450 46
Michigan 59,359,187 600 o 265 Ly
Ohio 43,885,760 1,415 1,068 75
Oregon . 9,917,620 208 . 112 54
Washington 18,703,071 47y : 268 57
Total  $300,691,190 5,365 - -. 3,473 65
1t
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i .
i funding ended, bthe
the 3,473 projects on which LEAA : ' )
folloggng wegé considered long term on the basislof informa
tion provided by the States and project pgrsqnne,.

Percent of

: all projects Percent
pggggZE:PEn onpwhich of total
which LEAA Funds LEAA’funding fungsd

State funding ended awarded ended awarde
Alabama 163 $ 2,593,556 1% 18
California 101 13,385,920 kgu 2
Michigan 64 4,481,277 N 0
Ohio 40 2,066,293 2
Oregon 28 1,644,352 22 i
Washington iy | 3,218,356 1

Total 449 $27,389,754 13 9

the status of
1lowing table provides information on t
thesengngSterm p%ojecbs. We classified Erojiot?z)ogigizignal
status as (1) expanded or about the same .ée 1, (2) slenifie
: reduced, and (3) stopped. Our criterion f ‘
;iggégts as siénificantly reduced was that a reduc@ioniofthe
50 percent or more occurred at the time of our review l1i
project's funding, number of staff, or servicesf

Reduced and

stopped
Expanded project: :s
o ' a4 percen
°£ abgue significantly og reant
F 2030? ' roduced Shonpiabhnt Projects Amount
State Number Amount Number Amount, Number i >
! 15
Alabama 138§ 2,096,574 6 $ 216,526 i9 § 280,456 .
' 55 .
Cnlifornid 45 6,899,258 23 2,813,437 33 3,673,225 ’
Michigan 41 3,403,570 4 235,456 19 842,251
g i 681,032 55" 52
Ohio 18 998,616 9 386,045 13 81, :
’ ” ;, : ' 29 2
* Orogon 20 1,229,593 3 11,545 5 403,214
; 57 72
Washington 19 008,198 12 1,599,626 i3 __710 532

’ 10
Total 28] $15,535,809 3L $5,263,235 102 $6,590.7
Percent 64 13

ttempted to determine how many of the 159 projects
that 2itier sgopped or significgntly reduced operatlogst on
merited continuation. Evaluation reports and other da ae
the merit of projects were generally not available becaus
reports either were not made, were be;ng made, or were
inconclusive on whether a project merited cgntlnu?tlgn.ng
Therefore, we asked State and project officials if the
projects meriﬂgd continuation. A

12
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According to these officials, at: least 95 of the 159
projects (60 percent) either merited continuation if
terminated or merited a higher level of furiding if con-
tinued at a reduced rate. Some other projechs might have
merited continuation if the States had provided appro=
priate assistance to the projects during the.time they had
received LEAA funds to help them develop adequate evalua-

tions and to secure possible further funding commitments
from other State or local sources.

& summary of the reasons State and projéct officials

gave for the 159 projects being stopped or significantly
reduced follows.

. Projects that should
Total have continued

projects  Number "Percent
Ineffective 13 - -
Not needed ‘ ‘ 1 - -
Inadequate evaluation 13 5 38
Lack of State or local funds. ' E .

(note a) ‘ 72 - 58 81
Poor administration 19 N .37
Other (note b) \ 31 25 ‘ 81

Total - | 159 95 60

e

@Primarily due to inadequate cost assumption planhing
regarding such things as securing a firm commitment from

potential funding sponsors and develvping adequate increas-
ing local matching rates.

DIncludes such things as lack of qualified persons to hire
and changes in regional priorities. S «

Appendix II includes details oﬁ the six States.

For those long~term projects that were not stopped or
significantly reduced (281 of W40), about 90 percent re-

ceived additional funding from State or local sources, as
shown below. '

13
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Projects oogt%nuing
i ith State
Proijects conbtinuing witk :
E?g?i wit% Federal funds and local funds

State eahs Numbper Egngﬁn& Number

Alabama 138 1 1% 1%5 | %7
California . U5 6 13 32 00
Michigan - 4 VR *:
Ko o ;g o %8 10 33
Oregon } , J i

Washington A9 ) 26 )

. 1 | | .

Total 281 28 10 253 9

wd they
) cases when Federal funds were used, |
were i?tﬁzi ggﬂeral revenue sharing or Department, of Health;
Education, and Welfare funds. L
Because the Crime Control Act of 1973,3ndthggn%§;gz~

1ines do not address the use of Federal fun Sst O ces
worthwhile projects once BEAA fundiggezggps%ob 2xample, load

ise of Federal funds vary. , ) )
22v22:lusources of Federal funding to keep‘prigegt:aid chey
continuing. DrLic intloza igg gggg?agagﬁnég to continue

encourage applicants ©tO
dgogggts becauie LEAA provides seed money apdt?hieaciojects.
?ntehds that States and local governments c°n=ln11 pthe ey
According to an official in Norﬁh Dakota, genzr?u ging et
funds available to continue projects once LEA n
are funds from other Federal programs. ,

The limited use of other Federal funds totcoagiguge
projects may increase because many more grgjec s
terminated from LEAA funding. (See ¢ch. 5.

VARIATIONS TN STATES® POLICIES

‘ i and success
' policy and procedural differences S s
#atessiﬁ°%§i°s§x Stgtes demonstrate the 1mpor§ances:3&§ge
quately addressing each continuation factor discus ,
pages 4 to 8

Alabama

et

of 163 long-term projects for whichx-LEAA Fundin%igig
ended, 25 had stopped or signifécgngtg7rgggciﬁ ﬁgzxafunds:
rojects had been awarded 9371, ‘ . d
ggziiyggogr gf the 25 projects merited continuation, ac

cording to State and project officials. i

However of the 163 long-—ter'm pE'OjerS, 9, or 9 pe’!'-—
cent Wg!‘e f‘(,)l‘ the hiring or continued employmenb of law
)

14

enforcement pers,nnei-4police, sheriffs, and investigators

Such projects, which are the traditional methods of im- 8

proving law enforcemént, generally do not require as - '
extensive an effort to obtain local support and funding as
do other more innovative long-term projects, such as drug or
alcohol treatment centers. Therefore, the results of corn-
tinuing the personnel projects are probably not a good

indication of the State’s adequacy in applying good -
continuation practices. ' o

The Alabama deputy director of the State criminal
Justice planning agenocy said Alabama has not established
continuation policies for funding periods, increased
matching funds, evaluations, or technical assistance.

Alabama has recognized the need to develop a grante - !
application form which covers assumption.of ¢ost and to
improve project evaluation. For example, in 1973 Alabama
adopted the Michigan- State grant application form. The form
requires subgrantees to do advance proje¢t 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 project continuation, 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
deputy director, this plan, required by LEAA s Atlanta
region, provides two significant improvements over the

comprehensive State=bplans ‘which LEAA must approve annually.
The master plans requiﬁg that

A\ ‘ g
--planning for criminal justice preojects be based on /

all types of Federal,.State, and local funds which '
might be available anab

--anticipated 1ong~r9ﬁ§€/funding commitments by State
and local governments for specific projects be

identified so overall budget needs can be better
determined.

California

of 101 long-term projects, 56, awarded $6,487,000 in
LEAA funds, stopped or signifiéantly reduced operations.

According to State and project officials, 26 (U6 percent) of
the 56 merited continuation.

y
3
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‘many cases;

" that assuming projeqt co
" that the application con
funding plans.  The

~that, when they sign app

" In con . ‘Alabama, California has funded more
1 1 “igr%oggggzgthWﬁéigéwe;e'not fOr’hining'pehsgnngl. In
Sny e these grantees had to demonstrate their 1
oiects’ effectiveness before 100alﬂgqvenngents~wgu1 -
e the projects’ COsts.“Thesg5pppge?ts, there or'e,,wd
Zsigﬁzydiffidult time continﬂing'onCe_LEAAvfundlpg stopped.

of the‘26'projécts that had stopped or gignifigiggﬁzﬁ
reduced operations but were said to have merétedkcon a-
tion,y16 did so because of lack of local funds.

ornia’s Ma {cation instrucfions state
14 ia’s ho1 application instructions state
S iinn pro MaPCh'szl3isp§equired,but do not require
tain a section that addresses future
State criminal justice agency Elagnzﬁg
di ' | ' s know of the continuation intent a
director B e sigh. a ?icatidns, they assume the'%mplleg
responsibility for future funding . quweVgr,/i de?a;%egep an
‘specifying how, when, and by whom proJect costs mig
assumed 1s not a,condition'pf th¢‘gnant award.

R 5 R i *ficantly'reduded'be—
Six projects were stopped or signif 1 edu
cause of gnaéeqUate evaluatioggf D$tatiogoé%¢{hgeg32€:s‘
yaluation of all projects. The Director ne
2xiiinal justice planning agency said this pqllcyGﬁgspgogrt
been enforced. Moreover, as noteQ‘lg a pyev1ogs : uagy o%
California officials were not satlsflede;ph‘t‘e adeq /o

most project,evaluations completgd.

oot were sbtopped ‘bec f problems with
al projects were stopped ‘because ol b | T
‘the SEEXZts 38yegr funding,pe?iodLgik;%%;éghéga ge;ggrggignd
.ects could expect to receive LEAA funds .3 years-
Eggéegf Siate funds. For examp%e,ti pgziigtwgztcguzszégtgg
es was funded for 1 year by the oU: th $46,20 ;
E%Xi;?inds. The project and_its funding sponsor--the

California Youth Authority--had originally expected 3 yearsf

" LEAA funding. ever, 2 weeks before termination of
igAkggAfgggglgiar g?wfﬁnding;'Califbrnia Srlmlpa%hJusgéfe‘
p}anning agency personnel‘visitgd the proJezg.rit‘e¥unds’
lieved it should be continueq‘w1th youth ?u ono {Ongern
‘becauseé it had proven effective and therelore n
needed LEAA' funds, which were;to beAus
project was worthwhile. ‘

E

1ﬁProgress in Detebmining ApproacheanhiehkWqﬂkiéqgghe.
Criminal- Justice System,“,(Oct.,21, 1974, B-171019).

16

ed to determine if the

ST

As a result, the project did not.receive a second year
of LEAA funding. The funding sponsor, however, had not
planned to fund the project until the 3 years of LEAA fund-
ing ended. Therefore, the youth authority had insufficient.
funds to provide the $100,000 needed to continue the ‘
program. Thus, a project stopped that both State and
project officials thought merited continuation. -

The 21 criminal justice planuing regions iqfqaliforhia,

‘'which are composed of 1 large county or .group of small

counties and recommend to. the State funding of projécts in

their regions, had independently established priorities for
approving projects. For example, the 1974 regional plans
for two regions had substantial differences. One region

~established four criteria for selecting projects with the -

first priority going to projects presently being funded
by the region. A second region, which had~no_priorihy;for

“previously funded projects, established five general

criteria, such as review of general objectives, project
design, evaluation criteria, cost effectiveness, and impact
on the justice system. How did these differences affect
projects? The following example shows a project which was
discontinued from LEAA funding before it could arrange for
local funding because priorities were changed.

A juvenile delinquency project which project personnel
originally thought would receive 3 years of funding was
terminated from LEAA funding after 21 months. ‘The project,
which worked with school dropouts, received $134,836 from ~

_LEAA. Project personnel said the project was just getting

of f the ground when the region changed its priorities and

‘terminated project funding. The region wanted a rehabilita-

tion rather than a crime prevention pboject; The project
stopped since no other agency was prepared to assume fund-
ing at that time. The project staff did not anticipate the

~need to seek other funding sources during the project s

second year because they expected to receive the 3 years of
LEAA funding. _

- To help projects continue and plan for assuming costs,
California established matching rates in May 1972 to require
a decreased proportion of Federal funds for second- or
third-year projects. No matching rates were required, but

- local funding had to.be agreater percentage of a project’s

total funds in the third year than in the second year.

~;"Californié~haskalso de&éloped~a multiyear fuﬁdiﬁg_blén
which essentially guarantees a project 2 yearsgof‘funding)if

it performs satisfactorily. The State criminal Justice

planning agency director planned to extend the plan to

17
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A

guarantee 3 years of funding for certain pbOjeot;vin fiscal
year»1975. f -

Michi an

: ong-term projests for which LEAA funding pad
ended?fZguhid'gtoppedpcr significantly reduced operatiéns.
These 23 had been awarded $1,078,000 in LEAA fund;. (3;- o
cording to State and project officials, 9 of the 23 ( d'gate
cent) merited continuation. Although these f;guri§ in iso
some problems in continuing worthwhile proge¢gs, hey a B
indicate that Michigan had some success. Why?

B . I3 LR rd t
e peason appears to be the way‘Mlchlgan’s gran
«appliggtionaaddresses cost assumption. ‘Whgregs othgr States
may require a project applicant to merely indicate its
.. awareness of the need to consider continuation fund,
" “Michigan requires all applicants to: »

(3 . .. ' 3 . .lv( . l
~~Express precisely the degree to whlch}flnan01g
regponsigility for-continuing the prdjects can
bekaSSUmed. o :

—-Show the number of years of LEAA funding that. will be
required. ‘

—_Qualify and explain standards that will be used to

determine if the project will be continued.

‘ piminal .Jjustice planning agency administrator
ggidszﬁgi,calthoughathe assump@ionkof‘qqst plans gannot be
practically enforced, the requlvemgnts increase t 2 ap-
plicants” moral commitment to contlnug projects an vzg .
quire them to do advance planning, w@mch‘they would o ,gxg
wise probably ignore. He said that it has been streiﬁet tgé

‘applicants that LEAA funding is o§ly.short germ and ab .
applicant is responsible for continuing progeots.

State officials believe, however, that thex should not
irntervene in local decisionmaking @o.lnsure proggct con-
tinuation. They believed that decisions to continue .
projects should come as a‘E&Rural outgrowth from pro%ec 8
that were well thought out and that have mgde plans for
continuation funding. Therefore, mos@ assistance tq ap-
blicants is provided during the planning stages to %gsgre
that the project is needed and 'is well plapngd and ‘a "

- adequate provisions have been made for gdmlnlstratxve a d
fiseal control and for gvaluation, Ags;stance may a‘].so‘l e
given if requested or as needed as §v1denced by quarber y
progres$ reports and onsite inspectlons. :

18

Nevertheless, improvements can ‘be 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 project .and
State personnel said the project merited 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 a.plan, the project may have
continued because the police departments would at least have
been aware early 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 cdn-
tinuing if Michigan adequtely enforces them.

--Project funding periods would be specifically defined
~for various categories of projects. Most 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 would 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.

19
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| o luations w com d before third-
--Project evaluations would be complete |
yeag funding decisions 80 they could be used as
decisionmaking tools. Under the p¢esent system,
evaluation reports are not due untll after the
grant period expires. P o :

ohio

‘orty long-term projects were terminated from LEAA
fundiig. yTwen’%y-two, awarded $1,068,000 in LEAA fugqs, o
stopped or significantly reduced opegatlons. Acqzrdlng
State and project officials, 15 (68 percent) merite kcong
tinuation. The lack of" State or-local funds was the mosd
frequent reason given why projects had‘stopped or reduce
operations and indicates that there may:no§ have‘peeg LRt
adequate planning to determine how worthwhile projects mlg
continue when LEAA funding stopped. :

To meet the act’s requirehenp for assuming costs, Ohio
adopted the following funding policy.

nE ok % action project will be granted.funqs for

a periogolonger‘tganjnecessary to establish ;t and

demonstrate its usefulness, and then not more than

three years of full funding plus a fogrth year at
two-thirds and a fifth year at one-third of the\

third year." ' '

‘ . the Ohio grant application does not requ@re an
aSSumgzgigeg% cost plan% As a result most of‘the applica-
tions do not contain a detailed cost assumption p}agt .
specifying how, when, and by wh0m~proaect costs niig e
assumed.  If the application contained such facto?s, more
worthwhile projects might continue once LEAA funding stops.

T te criminal justice planning agency gdminls-
tratonh:aggathe main fac%or which influgnces prOJegt"sgccess
is keeping the project director.on the JOb.. Hg.sald pket
State agency has no responsibility for contlnuang projects .
inde%initely because it provides funding for onnly 5 years a

‘ : i to manage a
the most. Also the staff is not large enough :
continuation effort. Applicants are told that‘LEAA provides
short-term, or seed, money. Therefore, according to the

administrator, if project directors cannot convince looal{)

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

i | ~ i lanning is
funding, adequate and orderly cost assumption p
not alaéys the case. The State, for example, may change

20

prioritiesand not have adequate monéy to continue pre-

viously funded projects. This can affect projects for which

longer periods of support were planned.

Seven apparently WObEhwhilezprojects were denied
second~ or third-year funding, and the projects subsequently
stopped or significantly reduced operations. One project,
for example, provided legal advice to police departments and
received about $77,500 in LEAA funds over 2 years. Accord-
ing to the project director, the State agency denied the

_project s application for third-year funding because of the

lack of LEAA funds. He sald he expected the project to be
funded since 1t was operating effectively and had good
support from local police departments. He said there was
not sufficient time after being advised that LEAA funds
would not be available to have the local levels allocate
adequate funds to the project for the next year. Therefore,
project operatiotis were reduced to about 5 percent of the
LEAA-funded level. :

The State does not #equire subgrantees to increase
their shares cof project costs. After providing full funding
for 3 years, the State administrator said he had no
authority 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
year and phasing out the project in the fifth yedr. This
policy does not ease the transition from Federal to local
funding, nor does it help insure that projects continue.

The State administrator said no technical assistance is
provided to applicants to increase the chances of worthwhile
projects continuing. Assistance given is related to fiscal
and administrative requirements necessary to apply for and
operate under an LEAA grant. .

The lack of adequate evaluations may also have affected
the ability of projécts to continue. The State adminis-
trator said evaluations were inadequate to help make funding
decisions. Recognizing that evaluations were inadequate, in
September 1972 the State received, under an LEAA contract
with a management consulting firm,; an evaluation "instru-
ment" for each type of project funded. The evaluation
instruments, . or standards, are a list of quantified objec-
tives which are determined before the project starts and are
used to analyze the project’s progress. These standards
will be used to evaluate a project and to help make
decisions to continue LEAA funding. Before receiving the
standards, the State administrator said the State had no way
to develop objective project data to help make funding

decisions.
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P Oregon o 5
f , PERGENT OF FUNDS SUPPLIED - o ; : :
‘ LEAA is no longer funding 28 long-term projects, 8 of , 100 : , S *
which stopped or significantly preduced operations. These
projects had received LEAA grants totaling $415,000 and were
29 percent 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 ; 80_]
a reasonable period of LEAA funding. According to the State ]
‘ criminal justice planning agency administrator, the emphasis
: ‘ given by his law enforcement planners bto helping projects
continue and the implementation of specific continuation ! 70
policies allowed more worthwhile projects to continue that
might have had the emphasis not been given. In addition, il
the State had hired a full-time evaluation and technical % o

asslstance specialist.

«

Oregon did not have a formal assumption of cost policy ;
; pefore April 1973. Each project was reviewed individually ;
~ using a general test of reasonableness to determine funding } 50
periods. Recognizing the need for an assumption of cost : :
policy, in April 1973 Oregon developed the policy that -
projects would be funded for no longer than 4 years and . ‘
local matching requirements for the Y4 years would be 25, 25,
33~1/3, and 50 percent, respectively.

As a result of the change in the matching requirements B 30
in the Crime Control Act of 1973 (see p. 6), Oregon has L iy
\ : changed its local matehing requirements for the 4 years to .

; 10, 20, 33-1/3, and 50 percentb, respectively. : :

= The way Oregon implemented assumption of cost planning
is 1llustrated by the continuation of group homes for
Jjuveniles. Eight of Oregon’s 20 projects that continued
were group homes. These projects continued operabting

: generally because of advance planning. LEAA money was to be
£ used only to help start them. The State criminal justice

: planning agency and the State jointly established a 1-year

T declining funding plan for the projects. The following

‘ chart shows the proration of funds during the first year.

L After the first year, the State pays all operational o
expenses. ' ‘ ' , = LEAA FUNDS ~ : .

10

0 ‘ .
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- Nevertheless, Oregon did have problems in adequately
carrying out its cost assumption plans. According to State
and project officials, six of the eight (75 percent)
projects that stopped or significantly reduced operations
should have been continued. In our opinion, none of the six
projects had adequate cost assumption plans. Applications
generally did not describe (1) the criteria 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.

Washington

Forty-four long-term projects 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 Washington could not continue more
worthwhile projects was that cost assumption planning in
grant applications was 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 conclusion 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 adequabtely
planning for assuming costs, as indicated by examples of
statements by applicants regarding the cost assumption pro-
vision. ‘

*YmaMin alternate method of financing will be found for
the continuation of the program.®

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

~-"The project was undertaken to program service for
troubled youths as funded by [two sponsors)]. Given
“the current trend toward budget reductions it is
unlikely that continued financing for the project
will be available through these two sources. There-~
fore, other avenues for continued funding are being
explored.”
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CHAPTER 4
NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Data provided by 39 States and the District of Columbia
indicated that, as with the 6 States reviewed, the extent to
which long-term projects continued varied considerably among
most States. (See app. III.)

PROJECT CONTINUATION

Of the 1,518 long-term projects started in the 39
States and the District that no longer receive LEAA funds,
32 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 merited 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 addréessed the
continuation issue. :

Funding period

. Most States have adopted or plan to adopt periods for
which”they would fund projects with LEAA money. Because of
the absence of LEAA 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.

26

Nuﬁber of
| | States Percent
Funding period in
years:
1
] 2 Y
: 7
; o A7
. 1 2
5 2 Y
No polioy or time 1limit 1 :
Variable (note a) _E 3
14
| 51 gL
4Ranged from 1 to U years.
Cost assumption data
in S@ate granb applications
Cost assumption information in States’ applications

used by subgrantees varied significantly.

v

~~24 States did not re ‘ : o
S , quire a plan sho ; ‘
and by whom project costs will be as:iggd?ow, when,

--1 State required 4 ' pe {a] TP '
be idents pyost thatronly potential funding ‘sources

to show various t -
ypes of pla
and by whom project costspwirl]S indicating how,

) In recognition th
tion, five States'bequ?:engg fiiphrodects merit continua-

which will be used to determ?geapplicanbs Juantify criteria

continuation. whether the projects warrant

Matching rates

Although the 1968 act specifi
eif :
Project funds be provided bypStatéed that 25

P

The State and 1ocal governm

cash or in-kind servicee. eﬁts shares could be either in

2? 7
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' » not set specific
) tehing rates but have not.se \
gzgog;gigZZ?ivihgaothergQN States andAbhe E:stgicthgazzbgzb
| matching rate policies. s noted be
gziﬁzlizgegtates had‘va?ying ranges of matching rates for
diffe}ent years of funding.

Ranges of project matching
rates by year g : 5

Number of Years of

States funding 1 2 3 4
25 40 to 60 ; )
1% % 25 25 to 50 33 to 75 - ¢
Yy 25 25 33
3 (Greater percentage each year)
o 3 (Indefinite amount each year)

i%’\ Lﬂlz:‘!\)

not reflect changes which may have

ole¥ell Thg ggbéiaggegolicies as a result of Ebeﬂprimesgogbrgid
ocgur§e1973 This legislation reduced the m:in,—imumi 3 ihat
Qgcag matching pate from 25 to 10 percgnt:ang rigzhgi  aa
the State and local matching funQS be in caité d or o
in-kind services or cash as previously perm l'ehéd These
hanges will undoubtedly influence the estab is mabehs %
gateg but will not eliminate the differences among .

The uSe‘of incbeasing project matching ?ates pigzﬁges
greater assurance that worthwhile projects will con

after LEAA funding stops.

Technical assistance

tance provided
' h the type.of technical assis R 7

ub rgigzgggby States varied, most States.proylﬁeievg;{ed i
iim%bed assistance. Six States and the.Dlstrlc tinge' i
Ehat no assistance is given to help projects can inas; L
"another 16 said assistance is provided only upon req s 2

il

1 Ry
said assistance is provided informally; and 1 said it had
not experienced the continuation prqblem.

1'I“he way Oregon‘ehénged’ibs matching rate is~di§cussed on
page 22.

PR
O

.Examples follow of the States"ﬁésponses to our
question concerning the extent to which they helped

subgrantees to increase the chances of continuing worthwhile
projects once LEAA funding stopped.

--None.

--Technical assistange from State planners in police,
, courts, and corrections.

-4Oﬁ‘requést, will assist in budgeting, preparing
broposals, and integrating project activities into
grantee s operations.

--0n request, technical assistance is offered fdg

]

developing an evaluation design.

~=Grantees know of our policy of 2 plus years of
funding. They are, therefore, encouraged to obtain

subsequent funding at the time the grant is initiated
or they should not start it. :

--If we feel the project is worthwhile, we work with
the grantee in the legislature or in the appropriate
county or local group. Occasionally, we can suggest

a State or an alternative Federal program for- which
the project is eligible.

Neither LEAA nor the States have issued specific
guidelines to help projects continue.

LEAA guidelines have been limited to such actions as
pointing out to States the Federal requirements concerning
the willingness of States and local governments to continue
projects after Federal assistance ends. )

Some States have employed various techniques to better
insure that projects continue, such as increasing matching
rates and cost assumption planning in grant applications;
other States have not addressed the need to: insure
continuation of worthwhile projects. The differences
between States indicate a need for national direction.
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1
4 _ o ol - terminated from LEAA fung; '
oo ememms |} The following State repors 41 ustrote ol S late 1973,
E QPPORTUNITY TO _INCREASE CONTINUATION | funding. projeets that'wlll'be‘teﬁminatédffhdeLEAA; k
4 OF LONG-TERM_PROJECTS | 1 o MiSSiSSi0ni Amt s x s | e
et = ? , S £ : ~ S1ppl anticipates sever 1 ; RO
P RS : ‘ : ‘ . ~calenda ; al terminations withi
: LEAA and State policies need to be developed and i grant:?P g§?§ ggzu’ Possibly from 80 to 120 major-ln
E coordinated to better insure that worthwhile projects B . terminated fr Lge long—§epm Projects had been
continue. As explained in chapter 2, the lack of adequate 1 1 om LEAA funding as of March 31, 1973. .
LEAA and State continuation policies resulted in many ‘ o o --Connecticut ha ‘ ' -
worthwhile projects stopping or reducing operations after oo | " véry many ppoj:c?gtage;gsgaced'with terminating '
i , e : #L S projects were in theipr

LEAA funding was terminated. second and third years of fanoye
” : g

. o Duri ‘
coming vear “the State will have to decidggwgggher to

_ However, in the 6 States visited, only about MUQ | : terminate prdgrams Will :
projects, or 13 percent, of the 3,473 terminated projects 2 et L oete according to its 3-year guideline
were long term. The 19ng—term projects no longer receiying 3 g --Inlsouth Cafdli‘ & Py
LEAA funding will significantly increase due to increased g during the fimst  foo long-term projects were starteq
EgphasiswsytLEAA‘anq t?e Stgtes to ggnd lgng-ggrm Pati;gA : : - -all the 1ongf€23mf§?o§2252 gfbthe LEAA program, and
an short-term projects and expiration of multiyear 4 L sEd N o : ubsequently star
funding . T : ( : , o . ‘.“sﬁ}l} belng‘fundedkw1th LEAA funds. y arted were
. | : ) L o ; ’ The follo N
L ~ Fiscal year 1969 and.1970 LEAA funds were used = g large{increasewiﬁglﬁﬁgfﬁeﬁg'0?19 S brojects illustrates the
A primarily to purchase equipment “and for other short-term Sl - and' subsequently will be t brojects that have been funded
: ~projects. More emphasis was subsequently placed on funding g g = erminated from LEAA funding.

long-term projects. For example, the following table shows
the increased number of long-term projects funded in two
States visited. e

Long~Term Proijects

FY Ohio California Total | o T . ,
S - : . ‘ : 18 \ S
1969 R 16 22
1970 Y Ry T 208
1971 130 226 356
1972 7T 181 358

4-The primary reason why more long-term projects will
stop receiving LEAA funds is the completion of projects
which recéived several yeairs  of LEAA funding. Most States
reported that they have established funding periods of 3 or
more years dubring 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 leas}{ fiscal year 1974,

~ *As a result of the length of LEAA funding periods and =
increased emphasis on funding long-term projects, many 14
States have. not yet had to deal with problems of continuing - : ‘
many projects. For example,; 15 States and the District: é, iy » L ‘ o
reported that fewer than 20 long-term projects had been A
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o CHAPTER 6
' CONGLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND

AGENCY COMMENTS

CONCLUSIONS

{

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

Lack of LEAA guidance to States encouraging continua-
tion of worthwhile projects and resulting differences in
States’ policies has contributed to the varying degrees of
success States have had in continuing projects. Significant
differences exist in project funding periods, plans for
assuming cost, matching rates, project evaluations, and
technical assistance. These factors can affect the degree
to which projects 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 designed to increase the chances of
projects continuing. Such policies and procedures are

especlally 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 institubionalize 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
shown that neibher 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 rests with the
States and localities. Reducing or preventing crime and
improving the c¢riminal justice system is primarily a State
and local responsibility. If they are not willing to commit
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- or developing :
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continuation ng- i :
stops. of long-term projects after LEAA funding
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS

The Department of Justi i 1e
,  J ce advised us b
November 13, 1974, of its comments on the rgpiﬁstggddﬁgsdit

intends to improv :
program. P e the long-term impact of the LEAA grant
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Annual Report and stated that it would explore ways to

obtain and report it.

The Department did not- agree to completely implement
our recommendation that LEAA 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,
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 complefed its study of these
matters before submitting its fiscal year 1976 budget
request to the Congress and reported to the Congreéess 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 Department 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 specific flexibility.
I 5

The Department also belieVeé\that LEAA s December 10,
1973, continuation guidelines werd adequate. It cited
certain sections of the December 1973 guidelines that it
believed adequately addressed the |
8 and 9 of this report that these guidelines were a step in
the right direction. However, we believe. they need to be
mofe specific to insure that the cost assumption issue is

addressed adequately.

The Administrator of the Oregon State criminal justice
planning agency believed the key to continual funding of

worthwhile projects is institutionalization. He noted that

"In the broadest sense, this ine¢liuded not only

- the simple act of increased local funding, but also
the qualities of affirmative acceptance by sponSor
agencies, clientele, public; and other criminal
Justice agencies. All of these would result in
a genuinely ‘built-in’ character of the subject
activities within the governmental structure, as
distinguished from possibly grudging adoption.
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APPENDIX I
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20530

Address Reply to the .
Divislon Indloated
and Relee to Inttiale vnd Numbee

NOV 13 1974

Mr. Victor L. Lowe
Director
General Government Division

United ‘States General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This letter responds to your request for comments on
the draft report titled, "Need to Improve the Long-Term .
Impact of the LEAA Grant Program' (B-171019).

While we are in general agreement with the report and
its recommendations, we believe that some statements made
in various sections of the report confuse the issues
involved, and the statistics presented tend to be somewhat
nonsupportive of GAO's position. For example, the state-
ment made on page 16 of the report indicates that many
apparently worthwhile long-~term projects were discontinued
or had their operations’ significantly reduced after LEAA
funding ended. However, on page 1B, the report states
that as of June 30, 1973, only a small percentage of
projects no longer receiving LEAA funds were for long-term
purposes. 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 facts in these statements are not consistent
and tend to thfuse the reader. With regard to the
statistics cited on pages 16 and 20 of the report, a total
of 39,457 block grants are shown as awarded with eventual
identification of only 95 long-term projects that were
discontinued because LEAA funding ended. These statistics
tend to leave the reader with the impression that the
problem is relatively dinsignificant.

GAO note: Page references

in thi k
draft report. is letter refer to the
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GAO also recdgnizes that not all long-term grants

should continue 1o receive funding. It is possible that

i d local
e ants characterized by State and l -
5023922 2?%12§a§2a2s having ''merit but not ﬁontlnuﬁd" might
ﬁzvé peen found "terminated for good reason had these
grants received full-fledged evaluations.

t i d to improve
' al, we agree that there 1s a gee :

LEAAWgne%ggiztién capability to isiiii ﬁzogiggreﬁiiggizzngis

‘ ally in rela :
and efficiency, especially.ln r Bblon B0 oL Serone

rOgY ready in operation. LEAA is p

2;05222: g% impgoving evaluation criteria as a gezgsegiive
prgviding local officials witp more complete ag co%tinue
data on which to base the decision of whether to

or discontinue funding.

L1 ; ‘ i that LEAA and
so agree with the recommen@atlon _ .
Statewgn;érmatgon Systems should be 1mprove%‘to gigglgit
petter data concerning not only project condlgiate n but
also general outcome. Both the natlongl an this Sranl o
Management Information Sysgegs zrgemzzlggt;gmine Bt
ontinuous reviews wil e mad : 1
Cis¥tonai modiications tre Teauired; LEM ML LS e
seting comprehensi ; ' ’ ’ :
Smogean prios ity trenas aaong Stete snd Jectt ELSIPELCS,
it+h this information, LEAA W > te 3
g%ggeghiiligng to c@mﬁit theirfowg fun%z igisgﬁgiezgis
{t+ially supported with LEAA funds. his
iﬁ;giﬁiigonuggsential, therefore, GAO's(recommendatlon is a
sound one, A ) ]
E 1t he tent to whic
. report also recommends that "the exte ’
projezgg zggzgﬁue be reported igAita?illzzaigﬁgrgggzgglglans
4 the LEAA Annual Report.' LEAA wi 00S
gg%hggg gf obtaining this information. One possible

i ‘ ‘ ' a ''pa rogres
solution would be to require States to attach a past prog

docliment to their comprehensive plans. This document would

provide details of previously funded and continuing projects.

i i : i ome form, showing the
7e information developed in SOME )
giﬁgiiiig which projects cOptlnue, would serve a useful

purpose. ) ‘; B ‘ .

' ' ! tion ‘ that "LEAA develop
ohd final recommendation suggests } | .
a coogginiied continuation policy to be implemented by eacc
State, which addresses: X

--Delining hOW'long;iEAA funds should p@ used to
gupport each type of project; ;

e
/
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~--Developing funding methods whichtease the
transition to full State and/or local funding,

such as through the use of progressive matching
rates; . .

--Defining standard grant application provisions °
which detail how, when, by whom, and under 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 recommendation 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 second 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 rigid policy in
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 detail how, when, by whom, and
under what conditions project costs will be assumed. This
recommendation is based on GAO's conclusion that "The varying
degrees of success the States had in continuing worthwhile
projects after LEAA funding stopped were attributal to a
lack of adequate LEAA 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 published a Guideline Manual titled,

"State Planning Agency Grants,' M4100.1B, on December 10, ,
1973. We believe the manual contains an adequate policy Y
statement on the State assumption of cost in Chapter 1, :
paragraph 19, "(Comprehensive Law Enforcement) Plan Implemen-
tation." In addition, Chapter 3, Comprehensive Law Enforcement
Plan Outline, contains a major section entitled, "The Multi-

Year Plan". This section describes multiyear budgeting
procedures, incluges subsections providing for State/local
matching contributions, and acknowledges the need for flexibility
in preparing budget estimates and updates. Because circumstances
and conditions differ among the -States, LEAA has intentionally
permitted continuation policies, budgeting practices, program
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 1s required to evaluate long-
term grant efforts. However, we believe rigid "guidelines"
designed to eradicote variations among States are inappro-
priate.

With respect to the last point, LEAA recognizes the

need 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
initiatives which will promote the reduction and prevention
of crime and delinquency through long-term fundamental
changes in local institutions. The basic strategy of the
approach is to have LEAA function as a catalyst to promote

effective community action on community problems. This

strategy is being implemented by having skilled professionals,
working in teams and backed by discretionary funds, actively
participate with a community group to diagnose problems )
and opportunities, select appropriate responses, and implement
approved reforms leading to permanent changes.. When

finished, the team of skilled professionals will leave

behind not only specific improvements and practical plans
tallored to local needs and perceptions, 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 increasing their technical expertise, both in-house
and through contracts, in the various areas of the criminal
Justice system. We will also give additional consideration
to finding ways for improving the technical assistance
provided by SPA's. Possibly, as suggested by GAO, a set
of minimum guidelines would be helpful. -

APPENDIX I
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We appreciate the opp;rtunity to comment thi
his
draft report. Please feel free to co us if
have any questionws. Rtact us it you

o

Sincerely

Glen E. Pommerening
Assistant Attorney General
for Administration ‘
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LONG=-TERM PROJECTS THAT STOPPED
OR SIGNIFICANTLY REDUGED OPERATIONS
IN SIX STATES VISITED

4

: Projects
~ Primary : that ‘ ' _
reason for : .~ should Alabama (note ¢) california.
stopping or n have “Total Merited “Total Merited
reducing Total continued projects continuation projects _contipuation
operations projects Number Percent  Number Number Percent Number  Number Percent
Ineffective 13 - - - - - 5 - -
Not needed Y - - 1 - - 2 - -
Inadequate ) - k
evaluation 13 5 38 - - - 6 2 33
Lack of State or
local funds (note a) 72 58 8] 18 18 100 25 16 64
Poor administration 19 7 37 2 2 100 6 1 17
Other (note b) .3 25 81 I 100 12 1 58
Total 15 % 60 5 24 % 5% 26. 46

ppimarily due to inadequate cost assumption planning regarding such things as securing @ firm
commi tment from potential funding sponsors and developing adequate increasing lecal matching rates.

binciudes such things as lack of qualified persbns to hire and change in yregional priorities.

‘°See pp. 14 and 15 for explanation of why so many projects in Alabama merited continuation.

s e

Michigan Ohio ~ ' Oreaon

' ’Number ‘Number “Percent

Total . = Merited — ~Total N ' Washington
wai o e (T . Jotal - erited Total - Merited T
projects = _continuation rojects continuation projects -« continuation 'gﬁg§gl£s con??ggsg?on

unber - Number Percent Number~  Number - Percent ~Number Number Percent

.

. . = : o = = 2 - -
1 : - 3 i - - - - 4
1 - . 3 1 33 2 2 100
6 5 83 8 6 75 5 5 100 . W -'g 80
4 - - 4 3 75 - - . 3 1 33
5 4 80 5 6 100 - . « 4 4 100
23 9 39 22 15 6 8 6 75 2 1-5— 60
A
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i i e e p .
I S - APPENDIX IV
JOTAL PROJECTS TERMINATED AND STATUS i ‘
i OF LONG-TERN PROJECTS HO SoNGER FUNDED BY LEAA r )
I 30 STATES AND DISTRICT'OF COLUMBIA L PRINCI :
i : b PAL OFFICIA ‘
(";_‘ _ ona-tern orofects Peg“gg” 4 LS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
0 o longer reduc o .
o ' Yotal “gettiny Not : or tot ; RESPON : i ,
2 progect*s LEAn Funds operating ‘Reduced ___bperating : e SIBLE FO.R ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES . ..
State terminated Number Amaint Number - - Amount ~ Number pmount - Number Amount ) .
Alabaa 1,310 163 §2,502,556 19 & 280,456 6 $ 216,56 15 19 5 DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT
| Arhon A S I W% 1 asges M0 e | |
: rizona . s/ ]
: Arkansas §79 8 a78,073 8 54,352 (a) a} g 6 ‘ , ‘
: Catffornta 450 107 L,85,920 33 3,673,225 23 2,813,437 55 a8 i
: . foloradg (b} (b ik} {b) b sb b (b)  (b) \ Tenure of office
o “Conneeticut 578 21 627,553 6 139,463 (a a 29 22 ' : .E.CQHL X
i ot VRN (YRR e SR gl R 3| g ’ 18
i orida ¥ L
cergf Mo W mean Th ke e em W | Aoy GENBRAL:.
awal B s +4 »300 g i i L ~
Tdaho 753 9 104,332 2 6,564 - 22 6 5 glgllam B. Saxbe Jan. 1974 Present
111 inots 769 - 1F7 26,092,265 70 8,700,485 4 152,650 40 33 { obert H. Bork (acting) Oct ,
Tndfana 1,397 71,758,427 20 405,835 12 352,732 43 23 : Elliot L ; ) ct. 1973 Jam. 197U
Iowa 546 T 2,089,071 2 154,80 7 56,20 24 32 b : - Richardson May 1973 0 73
Kansas 602 7 Lz W 449,160 1 19,851 32 39 5 Richard G. Kleindienst ct. 1973
entucky 228 20 922,623 10 309,976 1 103,838 55 25 « Richa Lndz June 1972 Ma 19
hgl’lisiana 1igs7 (b? 1,?3;.558 0 © (b} ?gsaaz (p) (b:)s : l<(3har'd G. Kleindienst ‘ y 73
ing ; : : ‘ f acting)
Haryland 616 - 23 2,290,956 4 76,512 (a a) 1 2 . g
Hassochusetts S B YRR R 3 N S SO John N. Mitchell flar. 1972 June 1972
Mich{gan 265 64 4,481,277 19 842,251 4 235,45 36 24 ! an. 1969 Feb 1972
iz eennt G U e O BL T m e e ) ADMINI '
Missourd 680 .47 1,413,708 6. 85,882 (a) (a) 13 6 ' ' ASSI‘S'TRATOR! LAW ENFORCEMENT
Montang 1,010 24 581,842 § 92,947 1 7,606 2§ 17 ; e STANCE ADMINISTRATION:
Nebraska 640 - 33 875,056 1 2,572 3 44,395 12 5 - : Richard W. Ve
Novada 343 24 370,763 8 65,302 1 9,000 38 20 4 .« Velde Sept. 197Y Pp £
New Hampshire (bg (b) (b) (b) b fb b () (b ; Donald E. Santarelli A esen
Rew Jdersey 284 10 255,269 3 32,127 (a a 30 15 J . pr. 1973 Aug 1974
m ¢§§§°° ' : (ggs (2% 12 9?% 740 ('é% 3 1?;); 357 ) 1V ss0 “;% (gr)z ' err.s Leonard : May 1971 Mar" y
North Cavolina 258 54 1,033,946 4 185,39 (@) 3} 7 18 ; Vacant _ June 1970 ‘May 1973
Horth Dakota 450 17 572,864 5 122,147 {a a 22 Charles H. Rogovin M Y 1971
Ohio 1,068 40 2,066,293 13 681,032 @ 386,645 55 52 ar. 1969 June 1970
OKlshoma {b) () b) (b) ()" " (b) j (B (b) \ : e 197
Oragon 12 28 1,648,352 5 403,214 3 11,545 29 25 ‘
Hoode’Toinod R I 4 < B )
" Sguth Carolina 1,980 ¢ ¢ ¢ c < P “Ad d \
South Dakota lb) b by b b (b : .
Tennessee 1,234 8 309,579 . . 3 223,480 38 72
Texas 399 28 2,232,733 1 1,140 - af 4 - :
i, TR R T T
Virginta 1,067 2 waa - N - 3 - -
Washington 268 M 3,218,356 13 710,532 12 1,599,626 57 72 ‘
Wast Virginia 526 4 9,383 3 136,261 - a 75 24 :
Wisconsin : 905 57 1,823,319 10 247,449 3 202,273 23 30
 Kyoitg - 542 9 158,997 ? 102,315 - a 78 64
; v dsteict of Columbia 125 15 2,369,578 5 589,706 _ = 2 33 25
10 .
o Total 25701  1.518 393,667,405 333 422,471,474 99 $1,099,677
| Tota) projects not operating or veduced ' 432 ‘ k -
, . Total amount of projects not operating or reduced 7 $29,571,181 ' :
g Wnknown, '
8 Ysuppited no data.
\ cRopor«téd no long-term projects.
dNot applicable, :
¢
I :
: >
; . 46
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