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Preface 
Pursuant to its statutory responsibilities outlined 
in Section 2 of Public Law 380, passed by the first 
session of the 86th Congress and approved by the 
President on September 24, 1959, the Commission 
singles out for study and recommendation particular 
problems impeding the effectiveness of the federal 
system. 

The block grant instrument was identified as stlch 
an . important intergovernmental problem by the 
CO!l1mission in September 1974. The staff was di
rected to prepare an analysis of experience underfour 
of the five Federal grant-in-aid programs existing at 
that-time that employ this approach: the Partnership .. , 
for Health Act of 1966; the Omnibus Crime C011lrol 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968; the. Comprehenslve 
Entp!oyt11ent'and Training Act of 1973; and the 
Housing and Community Development Acto! 1974. 
The assessment of each of these programs and the 
lessons gained therefrom is one component of the 
Commission's comprehensive study of The Intergov
ernmental Grant System: A 11 Assessment alld Pro
posed Policies. 

Thli,)eport is the Commission's second look at the 
Safe Streets Act. In our 1970 report, Making the Safe 
Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge, 
we concluded that the block grant was U a significant 
device for achieving greater cooperation and coordi
nation of criminal justice efforts between the States 
and their political subdivisions.1> The' Commission 
recommended that the Congress retain the block 
grant approach and the states make further improve
ments in their operations under the act, The purpose' 
of this later report is to determine how well the block 
grant has worked since that time and what statutory 
and administrative changes are desirable IlOW .. 

This report was approved at a meeting of the 
Commission on November 17, 1975. 

Robert E. Merriam 
Chairman 
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GLOSSARY 
Listed below is a glossary of terms that occur in 

this report. References to the "act" are to the Crime 
Control Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-83), ~, 

A-87 -the Office of Management and Budget circu
lar containing Federal regulations on project costs 
in grants to state and local governments. 

A-95-the Office of Management and BUdgetcircu
lar establishing a process for project notification 
and, review to facilitate~coordjn~ted planning and 
pro~ect develop.ment ~r an .lntergovernmental 
baSIS for certain Fed~:al aSSIstance programs. 

A-I02-the Office of ,J~anagement and Budget 
circular establishin,( a uniform administration 
requirement for giants-ill-aid to state and local 
governments. 

Assumption of costs - the process by which a state 
or local government assumes the cost of a program 
after a reasonable period of Federal assistance. 

Block grant-the LEAA funds awarded to a state as 
its Part C annual action grant. The block grant 
accounts for 85 percent of appropriations under 
this part of the act. 

Buy-in-under Section 303(2), Part C of the act, 
states are required to contrib"lJt7 at least half of 
the non-Federal funds for a l(j~ar project. 

CJ CC;--criminal justice coordinating council. 
Comprehensive plan-a document containing a state's 

totai statement of criti'linal justice resources, 
problems, priorities and planned programs. Corn-

,': ... 



prehen$ive plans are prepared annually and sub
mitted to LE~A for approval, 

Continuation funding-continued Federal funding of 
a project beyond the initial award period. . 

Crime index offenses-offenses aggregated in. the an
nual FBI "Uniform Crime ·Reports." Th\ seven 
index offenses are: criminal homicide, forcible 
rape; robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, lat
ceny-theft l:lnd motor vehicle theft. 

Discretionary grant- the money LEAA, awards to 
individual state or local agencies to initiate, 
continue, improve or expand on a particular crimi
nal justice program. Award of discretionary 
grantS is contingent upon LEANs approval of a 
discretionary grant application. Discretionary. 
grants account for 15 percent of the action funds 
allocated annually by LEAA. 

GMIS-Grants Management Information System. 
Information from the grant award document and 
the grant manager is fed into a data bank in the 
LEAA central office. This information is updated 
by any changes that are mad~, in the grant during 
the course of the project." 

Hard match-grant money that is "matched" by the 
grantee with cash. . 

High Impact Anticrime program-an LEAA pro
gram implemented in 1972 in eight cities to reduce 
stranger-to-stranger crime and burglary and to 
dehlOnstrate ,the effectiveneSiii of crime-specific 
planning as a means of reducing crime. 

Lapsed funds-funds not utilized that revert to 
LEAA and are reallocated among the states by 
LEAA. 

LEAA - Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion, part of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

Match-th~ contribution that states are required to 
make to supplement Federal grant monies. 

NCJISS - National Criminal Justice Information 
and Statistics Service, operated by General Elec
tric for LEAA. 

NCSCJPA-.National Conference of State Criminal 
Justice Planning Administrators. 

NILECJ- National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, part of LEAA. 

90~day rule-the statutory requirement Whereby ap
plications for block grant~ from units of local 
government must be approved or disapproved no 
later than 90 days after receipt by the SPA. 

v'i 

OLEA - Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, the 
predecessor to LEAA. 

ORO-Office of Regional Operations, part of LEAA. 
Part B/P)anning Grant-Part B of Title r of the act 

provides for the creation of the state planning 
agencies and the allocation <iJ'!!Dds-;::~.o the state 
planning agencies for crimfna:C justice planning 
purposes. The(e are two kinds of planning grants 
- advance and annual. 

PartC/ Action Grant- Part C of Title I of the act l 

pM~es for funds to carry out var~ousp~ograms 
plann~d under Part B of the act. EIghty-five per
cent of the action funds are allocated in block 
grants based on population; IS percent of the 
action funds are distributed as discretionary 
grants. 

Part E- Part E of Title 1 of the act provides funds 
for the improvement of correctional facilities." 
Fifty percent of Part E allocations are distributed ' 
on a formula basis and 50 percent are discretion
ary grants. 

Pilot Cities program-a broad-based test and imple
mentation program designed to improve;;, each 
aspect of the criminal justice system in twd\ me
dium-size cities-San Jose, Calif., and Day:ton, 
Ohio.' 

RPU-regional planning unit. 
SAC-Statistical Analysis Center. About 3S states 

have SACs, whose function is to provide and dis
seminate objective analysis of criminal justice data. 

Soft match-grant money that is "matched" by 
something other than money, such as personnel, 
facilities, etc. 

SPA,-state criminal justice planning agency. 
Special cor.ditions - specific cond itions attached by 

LEAA to a comprehensive plan, block grant or 
discretionary grant. 

Troika-the three-person administration that headed 
LEAA prior to the 1971 amendments to the OmnI
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. 

Uniform Crime Reports-annual compilation of 
crime index offenses published by the FBI. 

Variable pass~throllgh - under amendments to Sec~ 
tion 303(2), Part C of the act, states are required 
to pass through to local units of government fl 
percentage of action funds equal to their share in 
total non-Federal expenditures for law enforce-

)ment during the preceding fiscal year. '. 
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Introduction 
Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control arid Safe 

Streets Act of 1968 was a bold experiment in inter
govkfnmenJal rela~ions. Conceived in the wake of 
political assassinations, urban civil dis6rders and 
campus unrest, the act embodied the Federal gov
ernment's first comprehensive grant-iti'-aid program 
for assisting state and local efforts to'reduce crime 
and improve the administration of justice. Moreover, 
the instrument used to dispense Fed8ral ru~ps was a 
sharp departure from the traditional ,,6'ategorkml 
grant, which has tended to focus on specific areas of 
national priority, reduce the- latitode given to recip
ients. increase the influence of Federal administrators 
and require compliance with humerous .conditions. 
Instead, Congress opted for a block grant approach 
that assigned the major share

c 

of' re~ponsibility wr 
planning, fund al1ocation and adllJ,inistration of the 
program to state governments, 

BLOCK GRANT CHARACTERISTICS 

A block grant has 'five 'major characteristics 'that 
distinguish it (rom a categorical.'grant: 

c.~ , 

• A block grant authorizes Federal aid ~or 
a wide range of activities within a broad 
functional area; ,,;, " 

• Recipients are given substantial diScre~ 
tion )n identifying problems and design· 
ing programs to dearwith them: \J 

,v 
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.. Administrative, fiscal reporting, planning 
and other federally established require
ment::- are geared to keeping grantor in
trusiveness to a minimum, while recog
nizing the need to j:nsure that national 
goals are accompli1>hed; 

.. Grants are distributeuon the basis of a 
statutory formula, which natrow.~ grantor 
discretion and provides some sense of fis
cal certainty for grantees; lU1d 

• Eligibility provisions are fairly specific 
and tend to favor general purpose govern
mental units. 

SAFE STREETS AND THE 
BLOCK GRANT EXPERIMENT 

Although the Safe Streets Act was technically not 
the first Federal block grant effort, it was the first 
Federal program designed to operate as a block 
grant from its outset-as opposed to being a con
solidation of previously separate categorical pro
grams.* 

Implementation of the Safe Streets program by 
the Law Enforcement As!>istance Administration 
(LcAA) and the state planning agenies (SPAs) for 
criminal justice has been characterized by contro
versy from the beginning. Although many issues 
have been raised, much of the debate has focused on 
the desirability of block grants to states versus other 
forms of Federal assistance. At the one extreme, di~ 
reet aid to localities on a project-by-project basis 
has been a long-standing alternative; at the other, 
distribution of funds to state agencies and local units 
in accordance with a revenue sharing approach has 
been a more recent proposal. 

Realizing that the success or failure of the block 
grant experiment would strongly influence the 
J~ourse of future Federal grant-in-aid policy, in 1970 
the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re
lations tACI R) assessed the early eXI>A j-.Ilce under 
the planning and action grant provisions of the stat
ute and issued a report, .. Making the Safe Streets 
Act Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge." The 
commission concluded then that ulthough there had 
been some gaps in the states' responses to the needs 

*Thc Partncrs!lip ror Health Act, approved by Congress in 1966. 
\\ as technically the first Federal block grant program. Under 
lhut statute. 16 previously sepamte1:iltcgories of assistance were 
consolidated into one broad grant ror comprehensive health 
service,. 

of high-crime areas, the block grant was "a signifi
cant device for achieving greater cooperation and 
coordination of criminal justice efforts between 
the states and their political subdivisions." It rec
ommended that Congress con tin ue the block grant-'" 
experiment and that the states make fUrther efforts 
to 1.arget funds and improve their operations under 
the ,tct. 

PURPOSE OF THE 1975 STUDY 

Five years later, the ACIR launched a second 
examination of the Safe Streets program as part of 
its comprehensive study of The Imergovernmental 
Grant System: All Assessment and Proposed Poli
cies. The commission's current interest is twofold. 
First, Safe Streets provides an opportunity to review 
the operation of the block grant instrument over a 
multi-year period; sufficient time has passed to arrive 
at some firmer judgments about the program's 
strengths and weaknesses and to develop strategies 
for change. Second, the experience of Federal, state, 
sub-state regional and local agencies in planning and 
programming under the Safe Streets Act can provide 
important information for policy-makers to use in 
considering new block grant proposals or existing 
programs in the health, community development, 
manpower and social services areas that embody this 
approach. 

Seven years have passed since President Lyndon 
B. Johnson signed the Safe Streets Act into law. In 
1968, criminal Justice was lacking not only a body 
of knowledge for planning, but also academic atten
tion as a separate discipline. Few states, regionul 
bodies or localiti(~s had undertaken any comprehen
sive planning activities in this area before passage 
of the Safe Streets Act. Even the first state plans 
produced under the statute were little more than 
project listings. But by 1975, the state-of-the-art 
had changed greatly: a new profession -criminal 
justice planning-had emerged. State planning agen
cies had experimented with and implemented altern
ative planning models and techniques, Allhough 
systems improvement began as and has remained 
the preferred approach, a crime-specific model 
gained impetus with the launching::-{)f LEANs High 
Impact Anticrime Program (lmpact Cities Program) 
in t972. More recently. with the report of the Na
tional Advisory Commission On Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, a third method -the adoption 
by individual stutes of specific standards and goals 
for criminal justice and the delineation of programs. 

i\ 
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and funding criteria to encourage their implementa
tion - has gained attention. 

The nation's understanding of the crime problem 
has also changed over the past seven years. Nolong
er is the answer to lawlessness seen as simply more 
and better-equipped police. It is now almost con
ventional wisdom that prevl}nting and controlling 
crime is more than a matter of detection and 
apprehension, that the eft1clency with which offend
ers are processed and the effectiveness with which 
they are rehabilitated are vital to enhancing respect 
for the law and possibly to deterring criminal be
havior. It is also generally recognized that crime is 
a complex societal problem that cannot be solved 
solely by investing substantial resources in improv
ing the processing of offenders. 

Despite these advances, serious questions about 
the program's impact continue to be raised. Although 
it abated slightly during the early 1970's, the rising 
crime rate continues to be a major public concern. 
In 1974, the reported crime rate increased by 17 per
cent, and since 1968, the rate of violent crime has in
creased by 57 percent. Yet, a major assumption 
underlying the Safe Streets Act is that money makes 
a difference-the more funds available, the greater 
the possibility of reducing crime. Does the increase 
in reported crime, then, reflect the failure of the 
program to achieve its objectives? 

The 1971, 1973 and 1974 amendments to the act 
reflect the changing congressional understanding of 
the nature of the crime problem, the responses to 
pressures from various functional illterests and the 
politicization of the crime issue. The title and the 
emphasis of the statute have both been altered
from "Safe Streets" in 1968 to "Crime Control" in 
1971 and 1973.* The initial emphasis on better law 
enrorcement to curb domestic violence has given way 
to a growing awareness of the needs of the criminal 
justice system as a whole. 

Congressional earmarking of funds for specifiC 
functional areas, such as corrections and juvenile 
delillquency, has cOllverted Safe Streets into a 
"hybrid" block grant and raised questions about the 
extent of discretion to be accorded states and local
ities in tailoring Federal assistance to their own 
needs and priorities. C~t~gorization pressures 

*The term "Safe Streets Act" is used throughout this report to 
refer to the LEAA enabling legislation during the seven-year 
scope of the Commission's study. Where "the act" i!i used, the 
report ;(:fcrs to the law in effect at the lime. 

continue to be exerted by those who complain 
that not enough money has been distributed to those 
jurisdictions having the greatest problems or among 
those functional areas having the greatest needs. 

Since the earlier ACIR report,·there have also" 
been changes in the Federal administration of the 
program. In 1971, Congress abolished the so-called 
"troika" arrangement and vested responsibility in a 
single adnlinistrator of LEAA. But controversy and 
confusion have continued to surround the question of 
the proper Federal role ift administering a block 
grant. Frequent \Gpanges in leadership at the Federal 
and state levels have exacerbated this issue. . 

ACIR began the current study by identifying the 
issues surrounding the block grant instrument in 
general and the Safe Streets program in particular 
and found that several concerns that were addressed 
in 1970 merited continued attention, The issues l're
sen ted below formed the framework of ACIR's 1975 
inquiry. 

• What were the original objectives and the 
expectations of Congress in enacting the 
Safe Streets Act and how have they been 
modified over the yea.rs? 

• To what extent has LEAA provided ap
propriate leadership tor the Safe Streets 
block grant program? 

• What is the nature and extent of the 
states' capacity to plan for block grants 
and how has it changed since 1969? 

• In what ways does the SPA relate to the 
governor, the legislature and other state 
criminal justice agencies? 

e What is the organization and function of 
regional. planning units (RPUs) and how 
do they relate to the SPA, other regional 
planning bodies and local governments? 

ct To what extent bas the total amount of 
planning funds available to state and local 
governments and regional units provided 
for the most effective use by each level?,_ 

• What groups are represented on the SFA 
and RPU '~upervisory boards, and what 
impact does their representation have on 
the distribution of funds? 

• What portion of total state and local ex
penditures for police, courts and correc
tions do Safe Streets block grant funds 
account for, and have Federal dollars had 
an additive, stimulative or substitutive 
effect'? 

3 
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o For what purposes have Safe Streets 
block grants been used, how have these 
changed over the past seven years and 
has a jurisdictional and functional bal
ance been achieved? 

• To what extent do the current "action" 
funds pass-through formulas reflect the 
most appropriate balance between state 
and local needs? 

oTo what extent have SPAs developed 
efficient nnd effective subgrant award 
procedu res? 

!l What effects have the categorization of 
the block grant and the earmarking of 
fUnds, as well as other requirements im
posed by the Federal and state govern
ments, had on the flexibility and discre
tion of recipients in planning, adminis
tration und resource 'allocation'? 

(j To what eXlent have state and local agen
cies assumed the costs of block grant-sup
ported activities over time? 

• What is the relationship between the uses 
of Safe Streets block grants and local 
government general revenue sharing out
lays? 

• To what extent have the activities sup
ported by Safe Streets block grants 
been evaluated at the Federal, state, re~ 
gional and local levels? 

• For what purposes have LEAA discre
tionary funds been used and how have 
these changed over the past seven years? 

• Has the Safe Streets program played a 
role in bringing about significant im
provements in the criminal justice system 
at the state, regional and local levels'? 

GI As a result of the block grant approach, 
do the various components of the crim
inal justice system view themselves as a 
part of a highly integrated and inter
dependent system? 

• To what extent has the block grant en~ 
hanced the authority of elected chief 
executive and state legislative officials 
and administrative generalists in plan
ning and managing Federal aid? 

GlTo what extent 'has the Safe Streets pro
gram fulfilled the objectives and ex
pectations associated with use of the 
block grant instrument? 

DATA SOURCES 

The study of tbe operation of the Safe Streets 
program since t968 was conducted by the ACI R reo 
search staff between March and November of 1975. 

The research team discovered that, despite grow
ing national interest ill the program, there was a 
general lack of reliable information concerning Safe 
Streets operations over the years. Hence, much time 
and effort was devoted to the development, compila
tion and analysis of data netided to compensate for 
this deficiency. 

Data for the study were gathered from three major 
sources: ACIR national surveys, information sup
plied to LEAA by the states and ACIR field ob
servations of the program. 

In the national surveys, three different question
naires, designed to gather factual and attitudinal 
information, were mailed to represelHatives of the 
state planni!l!:\ agencies, regional planning units and 
selected local governments. The questionnaires are 
described briefly below. 

SPA Questionnaire. This instrument MIS devel
oped in cooperation with the National Conference of 
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators and 
distributed to all 55 SPAs in May 1975. The 54-
p~ge, II ~-qu~stion instrument covered a wide range 
of organlzatlonal, operational Md financial activ
ities at the state level. By October 31, 1975, 51 SPAs 
(93 percent) bad replied; Alabama, Kansas, New 
York and Puerto Rico had not responded.* (See 
Appendix A, Report A~55a.) 

RPU Questionnaire. A major void in data about 
the Safe Streets program concerned the operations 
of the regional planning units, To help fill this gap, 
ACtR prepared, with the assistance of the National 
~ssociation of Regional Councils, a mail survey 
Instrument. The questionnaire was distributed in 
JU,ne. 197? t~ the 460 regional units that perform 
cnmmal Justice planning, according to the list de
veloped by the National Institute of Law Enforce
ment and Criminal Justice. By the end of October, 
74 percen~ of the RPUs had replied. Fifty~eight 
p~rcent 01 the respondents were mUlti-purpose re
gIOns; the remainder were single-purpose. There 

---"_.-._--
*Altlbama's questionnaire arrived om: week after this date and 
was included in the tabulations; New York's questionnaire was 
returned in february 1976 tlnd was not included. 

was some overrepresentation of heavily populated 
regions and of those reporting an average crime 
rate. Overall, however, the sample appears to be 
representative. (See Appendix B, Report A5Sa.) 

Local Questionnaire. To probe the attitudes of 
local officials concerning the operation, effects and 
necessary changes in the Safe Streets program, 
ACIR staff developed a questionnaire in cooperation 
with the National League of Cities-U.s. Conference 
of Mayors. the National Association of Counties and 
the International City Management Association. 
This instrument was sent to the chief executive of· 
ficer of all cities and counties of 10,000 popuLa
tion or more in July 1975. By October, responses 
had been received from 44 percent of the 2,30 I cities 
and 30 percent of the 2,244 counties surveyed. (See 
Appendices C and D, Report A~55a.) 

Although the questionnaires were sent to the 
directors of SPAs and RPUs and to the chief exec
utive officers of local governments, a variety of per
sons prepared the responses. In general, the SPA 
questionnaires were completed by the executive 
director individually or, more commonly, by appro
pria\,c department heads working in conjunction with 
the director. Usually the staff director 0; chief plan~ 
ner responded for the regional planning units. The 
lOCal questi.onnaires were generally answered gr the 
mayor, chaIrman of the county board of super\!~sors, 
or the chief administrative officer. Howev~~, a 
substantial number of these officials routed ~the 
questionnaire to the police department or sherifPs 
office. To ensure th~\t the responses from lawen
forcement officials did not skew the results of the 
survey, most of the questions were tabulated on the 
basis of the respondent's position as well as popula
tion, region, form of government, and type of com~ 
munity; no significant differences in the views of 
these officials were apparent. 

To supplement the heavily subjective nature of the 
mail surveys, the FY 1976 planning grant applica
tions submitted by the states to LEAA were exam~ 
ined. By late October, data supplied by 52 of the 55 
SP As had been compiled. This information dealt 
with the composition of the SPA supervisory boards, 
the size and functions of state and regional staff, 
the number of RPUs, the SPA budget, the number 
of cities and counties eligible for planning or action 
funds and the status of waivers. Because the planning 
grant applications were analyzed prior to their re
view and approval by LEAA, some deficiencies or 

inaccur~rics may have existed ~~al had not yet been 
corrected. 

Another source of data for the report was {...E:AA's 
Gr~nts Man~gement Information System (GMIS), 
whIch covers ~art. B. C and E block grant awards, 
as well as disbretionary fund allocations. Altho'ugh 
G M IS offers the best data available on Safe Streets 
funding, incomplete reporting and inconsistent 
classification' pose reliability problems. The specific 
strengths and limitations of GMIS data are ex~ 
plained in depth in Chapter V of the report. 

The third major data source was the case study. 
I? order to gain firsthand impressions of the opera~ 
t10n of the Safe Streets block grant under differing 
state-local conditions, the ACIR research team 
selected IQ states to be observed during May, June, 
July and August 1975, Factors used in the selection 
process included population, crime rates, degree of 
decentralization, state-loGal expenditure mix, loca
tion of the SPA and overall reputation of the SPA. 
One to two weeks of field work were conducted in 
each of the states. An ACIR field team visited at 
least two regions, two counties and two cities in each 
case study state. The impressions gained from the 
483 interviews were supplemented by information 
from the state comprehensive plans, planning grant 
applications, GMIS and ACIR questionnaires. A 
complete discussion of case study methodology is 
contained in Chapter VIII. 

Information from tbe Bureau of the Census the I·, , 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, the General 
Accounting Office, various congressional c::ommit~ 
tees, public interest groups, aeidemic::ians and other 
sourceS has been used in appropriate parts of the 
report. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

. This rep~rt is divided into four major sectio~, The 
fIrst contal11S background chapters describing the 
legislative and administrative history of the program 
and analyzing planning and funding activities at the 
state, regional and Local levels. The second discusses 
issues and perspectives concerning the Safe Streets 
program and the block grant instrument, and offers 
recommendations for improving the act and its ad~ 
ministration. The third presents a comparative anal~ 
ysis of the 10 case studies of Safe Streets experience 
and individual state reports. The final section con~ 
tains the questionnaires used in ACIR's 1975 Safe 

f ;Streets survey and response rate tables. 
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Chapter II 

Congress ,and Safe Streets: ~ 
Continuity and Change in I nteM 

The decad~ of the 1960l s brought rapid" social 
change to the United States generated by the post
war baby boom and bypopulatioo migration and 
metropoli,tanization. Accompanying this phenome
non was an increase in crime. Antiwar prote'sts and 
racial disorders in the central cities of the nation :llso 
contributed to the growing public concernabQut 
personal safety and the protection of property. 
The climate was ripe for crime to become a political 
issue. 

THE WAR ON CRIME 

The calb to combat crime was first' heard in the 
1964 Presidential campaign when Republican candi
date Bany M, Goldwater frequently referred to the 
"breakdown of law and order" in his campaign 
speeches. President Lyndon B. Johnson also ad-' 
dressed the crime issue in the 1964 campaign. While 
expressing cqncern ~bout developing a national po~ 
lice force and removing the basic fesponsibility fOf 
law enforcement from state and local officials, on 
March 8, 1965, he submitted a Special Message to 
Congress on Law EOnforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice-the first presidential message to the 
Congress devoted exclusively to crime-whiph asSert
ed that crime was no longer mer,ely a local problem 
but had become a national concern, and that the 
trend toward l\'iwlessness must be reversed by a con
certed "War"on Crime" waged at all levels of gov-

o 
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ernment. Although the President tended to stress the 
police and law enforcement themes, he also indicated 
that all components of the criminal justice system 
were vital to fighting crime: " 

This message recognizes that crime is a 
national problem. That recognition does not 
carry with it any. threat to the basic prerog
atives of state and local governments. It 
means, rather, that the Federal govern· 
ment will henceforth take a more meaning
ful role in mebting the whole spectrum of 
problems posed by crime, It means that the 
Federal government will seek to exercise 
leadership .flnd to assist local authorities in 
meeting their responsibilities.! 

In this message, the President announced the 
establishment of the President~s Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, which 
was charged with investigating the causes of crime 
and proposing recommendations to improve its pre
vention and control. As a follow.up to the message, 

"I the President sent to the Congress legislation calling 
for the creation of a pilot program of Federal grants 
to "provide assista~ce in tl.'aining State and local 
enforcement officers and other personnel, and in 
improving the capabilities, techniques and practices 
in State and local law enforcement and prevention 
and control of crime.,,2 ihe proposed Law Enforce
ment Assistance Act was the first Federal grant 
program "designed solely for the purpose of bolster
ing State and local crime reduction responsibi1ities."~ 
It sought a modest $7 million annual appropriation 
and provid~d for tne creation of an Office of Law 
Enforcement Assistance (OLEA). 

The OLEA program was viewed by the Johnson 
Administration as experimental in nature, designed 
mninly to promote new ideas and support research 
and innovative programs. More specifically, it was 
intended to emphasize: (I) training of st,a~e and local 
law enforcement and criminal justice per')Qnnel; (2) 
demonstration projects and studies; awJ (3) collec. 
tion and dissemination of information concerning 
effective crime control programs. Other noteworthy 
features of the, bill were unspecified matching re· 
quirements, direction of the program by the attorney 
general and prohibition of any Federal control of a 
state or local law enforcement agency. 

The House and Senate passed the measure with 
no opposition, Only one day of hearings was held 
in the House and three were held in the Senate. The 

u:::z::o .M4 

, \ 

focal point of the litWted floor debate was the. at· 
torney general's J?'bssible interference in state and 
local law enforcerf{ent prerogatives and responsibili. 
tie~. As a result of congressional concern over this 
issue, the final bill contained the clause: 

.' 

Npthing in the Act is to be construed to 
authorize any Federal department, agency, 
officer or employee to exercise any direc
tion, supervision, or control over the organ
izalion, administration or personnel of any 
state or local police force or other law en
forcement agency.4 

The lack of congressional opposition to the legisla
tion seemed to stem less from ideological reasons 
than from the facl that the amount of funds request-

conducting research, providing technical assistance, 
disseminating information and evaluating programs. 

The War on Crime was funded at a demonstration 
-level, wii:h congressional appropriatiolls during the 
1966-1968 fiscal year period ranging from $7.2 mil
lion in 1966 to $7.5 million in 1968. The program 
was not intended oto be a major source of financial 
support. President Johnson, in his statement follow· 
ing the signing of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act, made this clear: "Weare not dealing here 1n 
subsidies. The basic responsibility for dealing with 
local crime and criminals is, must b~, and remains 
local."8 The Law Enforcement Assistance Act, then, 
established the notion of Federal seed money to state 
and local criminal justice agencies as a legitimate 
Federal role in crimin_al justice and as a matter of. 
national policy, _I 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration ctJustice 

1 ed did ft~,t warrant much attention, Because of 
various criticisms and recommendations. made by 
members of Congress, however, the thrust of the 
proposed legislation was shifted to law enforcement 
action rather th.f\n to research programs. Technolog-
ical improvements in law enforcement and other The Presidenes Commission on Law Enforcement 
activities that would have an immediate rather than and Administration of Justice, generally referred to 
a long-term impact on crime were emphasized. as the crime commission, resulted from a commit-

The potential beneficiaries were not instrumental 1 ment first made in the State of the Union Message 
in the passage of the Law Enforcement Assistance of Jan, 4, 1965, which was implemented by Executive 
Act, nor did they give it much vocal support. The Order on July 23, 1965. This action Hprovided a9di-
police wanted more men and equipment - not studies tional direction and justification for the growing 
and innovative programs. In fact, at its 1965 con- national involvement in criminal justice activities". 9 

vention, the International Association of Chiefs of The commission, headed by Attorney General Nich· 
Police (IACP) passed a resolution against "any .' olas deB. Katzenbach and composed of 18 mem
attempted encroachment by the Federal government ~, bers, worked for 18 months examining and inter
info State or local government in the law enforcement " Ilreting information on the causes. and extent of 
field.us Likewise the courts reacted unfavorably to crime as well as possible solutions to the crime 
possible studies of judicial management. "Correc- problem. 
tional officials were the only group that responded In its general report, "The Challenge of Crime in 
favorably to proposed Law Enforcement Assis- 3; Free Society," the commission concluded that 
tance Act. EXperimental projects, especially in the crime could be reduced by striving for the following 
area of community based programs, had much sup- objectives: 
port within correctional circles and demand for 
further experimentation was strong." ~ 

Six months after his message on crime, the Pres
ident signed the Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 
1965, which authorized the attorney general "to 
make grants to, or contract with, public or private i} 

non-profit agencies, .. to improve law enforceme~~" . 
and correctional personnel, increase the ability of 
State and local agencies to protect persons and prop
erty from lawlessness, and instill greater public 
respect for the law,"7 ihe attorney general was 
given considerable discretion in awarding grants, 

~ First, society must seek to prevent crime 
before it happens by assuring all Amer· 
i<:.\1.ns a stake in the benefits and respon
sibilities of American life, by strengt-hen
ing law enforcement, and by reducing 
criminal opportunities, 

• Second, society's aim of reducing crime 
would be better served if the system of 
criminal justice developed a far broader 
range of techniques with which to deal 
with individual offenders. 

• Third, the system of criminal justice must 
eliminate existing injustices if it is to 
achieve its ideals and .Win respect 'dnd co
op· ertl.tion from all citizens. 

( 0 

• F.ourth, the sys'tem of critriimfl justice 
must attract' more and betler people
police; pr,psecutors, judges, defense at
torneys, probatiorf and parole officers; 
and correction officials with more knowl
edge, expertise, initiative and integrity. 

• Fifth, ~here must bee, much more opera
tiongl and basic research into"the prob
lems of crime and criminal administration 

" by those within and without the system of 
crimina! justice. 

• Sixth, .the police, dourts, and correctional 
'agencies must be given substantially 
greater amounts of money if they arc 
to improve their ability to control crime. 

• Seventh, individual citizens,'" civic and 
bus,lness groups" religious institutions 
and' all levels of\government must take re,.. 
sponsibility fotplanningand implement~ 
ing the changes that must be made in the' 
criminal justice system: if crime is to~;be 
reduced. to ··(tJ ., 

Among its some 200 recommendations, the 
commiSSIon specifically called upon the Federal 
government to expand its financial support to all 
components of the criminal justice system ~1t the 
state and local levels by adQ~ssing eighl major 
ne~ds: (I) state and local planning; (2) education 
and training of criLl1Jnal justice personnel; (3) sur
veys and advisory services concerning the organiza
tion and operation of agencies; (4) development of 
coordinated information systems; (5) initiation of 
a limited number of demonstration programs in~ 
criminal justice agencies; (6) scientlific and tech
nological research and developmeht; (7),estab· 
lishment of an institute for research and training 
of personnel; and (8) grants-in,..aid for operatiol};.tl 
innovations. II At Jhe same time, the"report imRired 
that crime control could be aqcomplished'mainly)) by 
improving the criminal justice system. ., 

The crime commission is also noteworthy for what 
it failed to accomplish, The commission did not 
discuss or set priorities for its recommenda
tions, nor did it give direction regarding their 
implementation, Some commentators believe that 
this absence of priodties was deliberate, to avoid 
giving the impression of strong" Federal control. 12 
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The commission's unwillingness to give direction on 
how to channel Federal assistance to;s.tate and local 
governments and criminal justice agencies was un
fortunate, becaulie this could have provided more 
focus to the debat~ that would ensue concerning the 
proposed Safe Streets Act in 1967 and 1968. 

The Block Grant Arrives 

By 1967, rising crime rates were being viewed with 
growing concern by state, county, and city elected 
and law enforcement officials. Urban civil disorder 
had beco~e aract of' life; and the crime commission 
and the National Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders had issued reports calling public atten
tion to this problem. In this explosive environweht, 
the question became not whether, but how to assist 
state and local crime control efforts. President John~ 
son's Feb. 6, 1967 message to Congress on "Crime in 
America" proposed the Safe Streets and Crime Con~ 
trol Act of 1967; to implement the recommendations 
of' the crime commission. 

The President recommended that Congress estab
lish an extensive categorical Federal assistance pro
gram, amounting to $300 million in its second year 
of operation, to local governments primarily for law 
enfoSGement. The method of funding was t~) be 
consistent with the direct federal,ism approach that 
had been used in many of the dr/reat Society social 
and urban development progdms-direct aid to 
local governments bypassing state a.gencies. This 
Federal-local relationship was to become a contro
versial issue, in parl because of the ~r,owing dis~ 
enchantment with categorical grants-k;~aid on the 
part of state and local governments Hii'd, to a lesser 
degree, in Congress. Moreove~~ cGitCtary to customary 
presidential practice, littlecq~sultation with law en
forcement officials had occur'fed before the proposed 
legislation was submitted to Congress. 

The Administration's rationale for bypassing the 
states in administering the program and placing 
them on an equal footing with localities as recipients 
was based on a belief that: (I) law enforcement was 
mainly a local function and responsibility; (2) there 
"auld be long delays in gearing up state ~overn
ments to prepare statewide comprehensive plans and 
to implement action programs; and (3) the states 
traditionally had Iittleinterest, expertise or finan
cial stake in law )enforcemel1t. Attorney General 
Ramsey Clark contended: 

When you look at state governments and 

"'Iook at their involvement in local law en~ 
forcement, you will see that it is almost 
nil ... the state doesn't have the e)fperi~ 
ence, it doesn't have.the people, it doesnft 
make the investment in law enforcement 
and police that local governments make. 
So they could not contribute. 13 

Strong pressures also existed to cling to the prece
dent of categorical programs. Supporters of the 
Administration's position contended that "the block 
grant approach would adversely affect local home 
rule and generate political conflict between the 
State and their counties and citiest \{ and that 
Congress had the responsibility to see that Federal 
funds for law enforcement were wisely spent. As the 
attorney general stated: 

I think, when Federal funds are used 
there is a Federal responsibility to see that 
they are used for purposes deemed impor
tant for the Federal government and by 
this Congress. 15 

In its five major titles, the bill introduced in the 
House of Representatives (RR. 5037) by Emmanuel 
Ce\1er, Chairman of the Committee on the Judicia(y, 
and in the Senate (S. 917) by John L. McClellan, 
Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, called 
for: 

III PresidentiaL appointment of a director 
of law enforcement and criminal jus
tice assistance, subject to Senate consent, 
who would aid the attorney general in 
discharging the responsibilities under the 
act; 

II Planning and action grants to be awarded 
to state and units of local government 
over 50,000 population covering 90 per
cent of the total cost to prepare compre
hensive plans dealing with state-local 
problems of law enforcement and crim
inal justice, and 60 percent of the total 
cost of a broad range of programs de
signed to improve law enforcement and 
criminal justice with not more than one
third of any action grant being used for 
personnel compensation; 

• Grants to be awarded conditioned on 
approval of the comprehensive plan and 
a five percent annual increase in the 
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recipient+s non~Federal criminal justice 
expenditures; 

• Construction grants covering 50 percent 
.' I of the total cost to build physical fptiIi .. 

ties of an innovative nature~ . 
• One hundred percent research, demon~ 

strution. training and special project 
grants to institutions of higher educa
tion, public agencies or private non
profit organizations; and 

• Collection, dissemination and evaluation' 
of statistical information on research 
and project accomplishments relating to 
law enforcement and criminaljustice. 

House Hearings 

Subcommittee No. 5 of the House Committee on 
the Judiciary held two weeks of hearings in March 
and April of 1967 j with most of the debate revolving 
around the role of the states in the program, the 
50,000 population cutoff and the requirement of a 
five percent annual increase in criminal justice 
expenditures. The subcommittee reported the bill 
in early May to the full committee with very few 
substantive changes other than lowering of the 
jurisdictional eligibility requirement from 50,000 to 
25,000 popUlation. 

The Committee on the Judiciary reported the bill 
• to the House on July 17, 1967, just after the Newark 
riot. The bill was renamed the Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice Assistance Act of 1967 and con~ 
lained 25 amendments, five of which were proposed 
by RepUblicans. These amendments made aU units of 

,': local government eligible for the program, elimi
nated the five percent increase in criminal justice 
expenditures requirement, completely prohibited the 
Use of funds for police salaries other than for train
ing programs or other innovative functions, re
quired that all local applications be submitted to the 
governor of the respective state for review and called 
for judicial review of the attorney general's actions 

. when payments to a grantee were either suspended 
or terminated. 

--'O_~ 
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House Action 

In early August 1967, in the wake of the Detroit 
riot, three days of debate and two major amend
me,nts significantly changed the character of the 
CohHniuc::e's bill. The House accepted an amendment 

offered by Representative Williarii T. Cahill of New 
Jersey to adopt a block grant approach. The Cahill 
Amendment provided for planning and action 
grants to be made directly to state planning agencies 
created by the governor. Plartning funds (except for 
a $100,000 Oat grant to each"6tate) and 75 percent of 
the action funds were to be distributed on a popula
tion basis. Twenty-five percent of the action funds 
were to be awarded at the discretion of the attorney 
general. A mandatory state pass-through of half of 
the block grant action funds. to local governments 
was required. 

Proponents of the Cahill Amendment Were cQn~ 
cerned about the unlirfiited discretionary authority 
given to the attorney general and the possible crea
tion of a national police force. They expresl'ed cOn~ 
cern that tremendous administrative problems could 
result for a Federal agency that was required to 
approve project grants for thousands of local juris
dictions. The anti-categorical position was argued 
by then House Minority Leader Gerald R. Ford: 

We must abandon the idea of direct fed~ 
eral intervention in the cities with a federal 
administration deciding arbitrarily who will 
get whaband how much. (n the field of law 
enforcement, as in others, we must provide 
the incentive for strong state and local ac
tion with federal dollar help. That dollar 
help should be channeled through the states, 
through a designated state agency. 16 

o In view of these factors, block grant spokesmen con
tended, "State governments, with full constitutionaL 
powers over local units of government, could best 
secure functional and jurisdictional cooperation .. " 17 

Opponents argued that the block grant approach was 
undesirable since states were unconcerned, unable, 
and unwilling to become involved in local law en~ 
forcement activities. 

A second major amendment was introduced by 
Representative, Robert McClory of IllinOIS, with the 
support of the minority leader, to establish a Na~ 
tional Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice within the Department of Justice to provide 
for research and training programs. An additional 
change on the House floor earmarked $25 million of 
the bill's authorization for riot control and pre
vention programs. 

On Aug. 8, 1967, the House passed the bill, in
cluding the Cahill and McClory amendments, by a 
378-23 roll call vole and sent to the Senate a bill 
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which substantially reflected the Administration's 
initial proposal. The major exceptions were a transfer 
of program control from the Federal government to 
the stales and a separation of research from 
the planning and action functions of the program. 

Senate Hearings 

Between March and July 1967, the Subcommittee 
on Criminal Laws and Procedures of the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary held hearings On S. 917. 
While most of the issues raised in the House surfaced 
again, the Senate hearings probed some that had 
received only limited attention. In particular, the 
Senate subcommittee showed ~reat concern over tl)e 
creation of a national police force and distrust of the 
discretionary authority over grants given to the 
attorney general. As the minority report put it: 

In short, we don't want the Attorney 
General, the so-called "Mr. Big" of Fed
eral law enforcement to become the director 
of State and local law enforcement as well. 
I t is true that the A Horney General is the 
chief law enforcement officer of the Federal 
government. But he is not chief law enforce
ment officer of States and cities. We believe 
America does not want him to serve in that 
capacity. Organization and management 
experts may object to a dilution of exec
utive authority, but we want no part of a 
national police force. Such dilution, if a 
price at all, is a small price to pay to pre
serve n fundamental balance of police 
power. We don't want this bill to become 
the vehicle for the imposition of Federal 
guidelines, controls, and domination. IS 

The hearings on S. 917 also raised the question of 
the desirability of a block grant with few or no 
strings attached. Attorney General Ramsey Clark 
opposed the proposal, arguing that: (I) the spending 
of Federal tax dollars demands that the Federal 
government supervise their use; (2) state govern
ments, for the most part, have little involvement 
in, control over, or responsibility for local law 
enforcement; and (3) local' jurisdictions would resent 
the state government's threat to their autonomy. 

The subcommittee reported the bill, which was to 
become Title I of un omnibus crime control measure, 
to the full committee in early October 1961. Signifi~ 
cant amendments included: (1) increasing the bill's 
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authorization by $35 million; (2) limiting the amount 
of funds for corrections, probation and parole; (3) , 
requiring submission of all local planning applica- ' . 
tions to the governors; and (4) authorizing a three
person bipartisan board within the Department of 
Justice appointed by the President and confirmed 
by the Senate to administer the program in order 
to curb the discretionary authority of the attorney 
general. 

On April 29, 1968, the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary, in the aftermath of the District of 
Columbia riot, reported S. 917 and adopted intact 
most of the subcommittee's report. The full commit
tee bill, however, also included: (I) a provision for a 
national institute, as in the House-passed bill; (2) 
modification in the title of the bill to the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act; (3) changes in 
matching requirements for planning grants to 20 
percent, 40 percent for action grants, 25 percent 
for organized crime and civil dhi~fder prevention 
and control grants und no mat.ching for research, 
training and demonstration grants: and (4) authori
zation for technical assistance to states and locali

points, to coordinate the matter" for a State 
because crime may be committed in a spot, 
but before it gets through its ramifications 
it may spread over a very considerable 
area. 19 

. While the Dirksen',. and C,uhill Amendments were 
similar, some important differences should be noted. 

, Under the Cahill Amendment: (I) SPAs were re
: quired to pass-through 40 percent of the planning 
: funds and 75 p~rcent of the action funds to general 
units of local government; (2) 85 percent of the 

: annual appropriation was to be allocated to the 
'states on a population basis, although 15 percent 
could be distributed at the discretion of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration; (3) plan
ning grants would cover 90 percent of the total 
cost of the SPAs' operations; and (4) state plans 
were no longer required to be designed to carry out 
innovative programs. The Senate passed the bill 
containing the Dirksen Amendment by a 72·4 roll 
call vote. 

ties. In contrast to tite House-passed bill, the COI11- .' Final Action 
mittee bill did not include the Cahill Amendment for 
block grants and the administration of the program Final action on the legislation came on June 6, 
by state planning agencies, and authorized financial ,following the assassination of Senator Robert F. 
assistance only to cities over 50,000 population, while 'Kennedy, when the House rejected a conference 
permitting the use of up to one-third of grant'\, committee motion and agreed to the Senate version. 
amounts for personnel compensation. '( On June 19, 1968\ President Johnson signed into law 

'the 'Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 

Senate Action 

The Senate became the battleground for the back
ers of direct federalism -large city Democratic 
mayors and northern Democrats - and supporters of 
block grants - Republican governors and Republican 
and southern Democratic senators. The principal 
themes of the month-long floor debate were similar 
to those in the House. A block grant amendment, 
which was deleted in the Senate bill in full com
mittee, was introduced by Senate Minority Leader 
Everett M. Ditksen. The basis for this action was 
a belief that integration of the criminal justice sys
tem could occur only when there was gubernatorial 
supervision over state planning to avoid duplication 
or conflict between local and state crime reduction 
plans and programs. 

; We are never going to do a job in this 
field until we have a captain at the top, in 
the form of the Governor, and those he ap-

1968 - the first major piece of congressional legisla
tion to incorporate the block grant mechanism from 
the outset. 

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act consisted of five parts; 

Administration. A Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) was established within the 
Department. of Justice. A "troika" (an administrator 
and two associate aclministralors), bipartisan in 
.nature, appointed by the President, and confirmed 
by the Senate would share and carry out the func
tions, powers and duties of the act. 

Planning. Grants would be provided to cover up 
to 90 percent. of the total cost of the operation of 
slate planning agencies designated by the governor 
to develop comprehensive criminal justice plans. 
Each state would be allocated a flat amount of 
$100,000 with the remainder of planning funds to be 
distributed on a popUlation basis. Forty percent of 

o 

the planning funds were to be made available to 
local jurisdictions. 

Action Grant~. Eighty-five percent WI' the action 
funds were to be allocated to the states\~?a popula-' 
tion basis as block grants, with 75 percent of the 
funds to be passed through to local governments. The 
remaining 15 percent was to be used at the discre
tion of LEAA. The Federal government would cover 
75 percent of the total cost for organized crime and 
riot control projects, SO percent for construction 
projects and 60 percent for other ~,ction purposes .. 
Not more than one-third of any action grant could be 
used for personnel compensation. 

Training, Education and Research. Total federal
ly funded grants for research, demonstration and 
trainih;J programs were authorized, to be adminis
tered by a National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice and provision for criminal jus
tice educational assistance through loans and grants. 

Other ,Administrative Provisions. Approximately 
$100 million was authorized for FY 1969 and pOO 
million for FY 1 no, with the authorization divided 
into $25 million for planning grants, $50 million 
for law enforcement action grants and $25 million 
for training, education and research. ' 

CATEGORIZATION AND CLARIFICATJON 

The Safe Streets Act of 1968 had served as a 
• " .11 congreSSional safety valve to release some of the pub-

lic pressnre to act on the crime issue. EVen though 
the rhetoric of the War on Crime had been tempered 
since President Johnson's statement to his crime 
commission that the goal should be "not only ttt re- Ij 

duce crime but to banish it," congressmen envisioned:' 
the act as an attack on' the problem of crime that 
"threatens the peac.~, security and general welfare of 
the nation." Although, the President believed that a 
reduction in crime could not take place immedi- (C 

ately and some congressmen saw the act not as a 
coii'lpiete answer to the crime problem, but only as a 
beginning, many were disappointed with its initfal 
impact. 

The\':1971 Amendments 
Yi . 

\e, 
The reauthorizhtion hearings in 1970 sel'ved as a 

forum to air complaints about the program as well 
as"to provide an opportunity to review and evaluate 

~t 
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the first two year's experience. In February 1970, the 
House Committee on the Judiciary announced ex
tensive hearings on th0 act. Hearings were held by 
Subcommittee No.5 of the House Committee on the 
Judiciary in February and March. The Subcommit
tee on Criminal Laws and Procedures of the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary also held hearings in late 
June and July. 

The House hearings announcement was followeo 
by a rash of studies. of state administration of,~afe 
Streets funds. 20 The key criticism raised in these 
reports focused on the competence of the states to 
administer the program, the inadequate distribution 
of action funds to high-crime areas and the failure to 
spread funds equitably across criminal justice funp
tional areas. The latter criticism served as the 
impetus for the addition of the most significant of 
the 1971 amendments-a new Title E, grants for cor
rectional institutions and facilities. 

Corrections 

The amendments, introduced by Senator Roman 
L. Hruska in 1970, were a reaction to several expe
riences in the early years of the Safe Streets pro
gram. The 25 percent state share of the action funds 
had left very little for corrections. Correctional 
agencies also had difficulties in meeting matching 
requirements. But most importantly. the early years 
of the program revealed that the police function was 
receiving the bulk of available funds. In the 1969 
state comprehensive plans, 79 percent of aU action 
grants was earmarked for police-related programs, as 
opposed to 14 percent for correctional projects. 21 

The data clearly rt'iveals that as of 
early 1970, most Safe Streets Act action 
dollars were used to bolster public safety, 
especially to purchase local police equip
ment and communications systems, and to 
train law enforcement personneL Relatively 
small amounts of funds were available for 
upgrading other components of the criminal 
justice system. 22 

Several reasons have been advanced for the 
predominance of police' equipment and training 
expenditures in the early years of the program: (I) 
congressional concern about riot control and pre
vention; (2) the pressing need to improve anti
quated, ill-equipped and poor;y trained police de
partments; (3) pay-offs to police and sheriffs for 

their support of the program; (4) the short time 
period for states to plan for substantive programs to 
change the criminal justice system; and (5) the abil
ity of law enforcement interests to gear up quickLy to 
obtain funds, 

fn its June 1970 report, the House Committee on 
the Judiciary noted that "although grants for law 
enforcement purposes under Part C of the Act may 
be used for corrections purposes, such funds have not 
been sufficient in view of the competing demands for 
other law enforcement programs." ~ The House tJiIl, 
H.R. 17825, established a new program (Part E) for 
the construction, acquis,don and renovation of cor
rectional facilities providing Federal support for up 
to 75 percent of the total cost of a project. It also 
earmarked 25 percent of all the law enforcement 
appropriations for correctional purposes. In an Aug. 
4, 1970 resolution the executive directors of the state 
criminal justice planning agencies opposed "the 
threatened change of the block grant concept 
through the allocation of any specific percentage 
allocation to any portion or category of the criminal 
justice system." 24 Although the SPAs supported in
creased funding for corrections, they wanted any 
additional money to be distributed through the popu
lation formula for Part C funds. The amendment 
under the House bill required that! (1) a state could 
apply for grants under Part E by incorporating its 
application in the comprehensive state plan; (2) 50 
percent of the funds would be made available fot 
block grants to SPAs and the remaining 50 percent 
would be used at the discretion of LEAA; and (3) the 
SPAs could not reduce the amount of action funds 
normally allocated for corrections, thus tying appro
priation levels to Part C funding for this area. 

The Senate Committee on the Judiciary, in its 
September 1970 report, made several changes in the 
Part E amendments proposed by the House. The first 
modification emphasized the use of Part E funds for 
community-based correctional facilities and pro
grams. The second a(~ded a population factor to the 
allocation formula. Tile third provided for 85 percent 
of the annual appropri\tions to go to the states and 
15 percent to a discretionary fund. The Senate bill 
also deleted the requirement that 25 percent of the 
Part C funds be used for correct,ions. 

The conference report accepted the basic House 
version, with the community-based correctional em· 
phasis of the Senate bilL The distribution percentages 
of the House bill and population-based allocation 
formula of the Senate bill were also accepted by the 
House conferees. A plan requirement for corrections 

-\-

and a provision for 75 Percent of the total cost of a 
t,pr~ject to be funded by Safe Streets dollars were 
also incorporated into the conference bill. The 
Senate version on specific authorizations for cor
rections was accepted, with the earmarking of $100 
million in FY 1971, $150 million in FY 1972 and 

. $250 million in FY 1973, for Part E grants. 
It should be noted that the impetus for the crea

tion of Part E did not come from the pressure of 
public interest groups such as the American Cor
rectional Association and the National Counoil on 
Crime and Detinquency, but from within LEAA it
self. LEAA saw Part .E as a means of <!Jxpressing 
national priorities without categorizing the act; it 
was viewed as a block grant within a block grant. 
Others, however, considered Part E as a categoriza
tion that would weaken the block grant mechanism 
as well as confuse the purpose and priorities of the 
statute. 

The "Troika>l 

In the course of the Senate and House hearing~~ 
serious questions also arose concerning the desirabil
ity of continuing the management of the program by 
a three-person board. The act, as interpreted by the 
attorney general, required unanimity among the 
administrator and associate administrators with 
respect to policy and operational decisions. The first 
"troika" seemed to work harmoniously; however, the 
second "troika's" disagreements often resulted in 
inaction and stalemate. 25 

With this past record in mind, the House Com
mittee on the Judiciary reported an amendment that 
abolished the triumvirate and substituted a single 
administrator empowered to determine policy as well 

. as administrative matters. However, the amendment 
retained the posts of associate administrators, who 
would specifically serve the administrator as depu
ties. The house believed that this arrangement would 
expedite decision-making and effective implementa-
tion of policies. . 

An agency responsible for the allocation 
of vast sums of Federal assistance should 
not be burdened in its decision-making 
functions by a tripartite directorship. A 
three-man board that requires unanimity of 
decision before major policies can be under
taken, let alone determinations regarding 
mundane operational issues cannot effec
tively implement the mandate of COngress. 

In this. rrlanrter, LEAA retains the advan
tages of collective judgment, experierlce, 
and ex.pertise without sUffedng administra
tive delays and uncertainties inherent in a 
system requiring unanimolls tripartite, de
cisions. 26 

In contrast, the Senate Committee on the Judi
ciary reported an amendment that retained the 
"troika" but vested all administrative powers, in
cluding appointments and supervision of personnel, 
in the administrator. Other functions, powers and 
duties were to be exercised by the administrator with· 
the concurrence of at least one of the 'associate 
administrators. The Senate rationale for the amend
ment was aptly expressed by Senator McClellan: 

The committee substitute, retains the 
broad concept and the principle of 'check 
and balance,' but no longer runs the risk of 
stalemate. These changes, I believe, are suf
ficient to assure the operational and man
ageme,nt efficiency of LEAA without run
ning the danger, in a program involving na
tional impact On police power of pLacing too 
much authority in anyone man. 27 

The Senate amendment was adopted by the con
ference, but the Congress failed to provide specific 
guidelines and standa,rds for administration of the 
act in order to ensure that its mandate would be 
carried out. 

Planning 

Both the HO!1se and Senate heari~'gs; surfaced 
many complainl.'l; 0(\ the part of public in terest groups 
regardingthw.~ul1nii~al justice planning process, the 
state pl:111ni~')~~gencies (SPAs), and regional plan
ning units (RPtrs). Major criticisms of the SPA and 
RPU supervisory boards included: (1) the propor
tionally small representation of cities on SPA 
boards; (2) the failure of LEAA to requil;e adequate 
minority representation; (3) domination in the plan
ning process by law enforcement officials; (4) under
representation on SPA and RPU boards of locally 
elected non-criminal justice policy-making offi
cials; (5) some SPA boards were too large to be 
manageable, and could not handle expeditiou~ly the 
planning process because they were bogged down in 
detailed reviews of every subgrant application; and 
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(6) SPA boards tended to rubber stamp staff de
cisions rather than exert leadership. Soon after SPA 
boards were established, many groups began engag
ing in a numbers game. Head coul)t:l were made pur
porting to show that local elec~.eQ non-criminal jus
tice officials, as well as the citizenry at large, were 
underrepresented on SPA and RPU boards. Critics 
claimed that the boards were not broadly representa
tive and that this led to "fragmented planning and 
action programs which are unresponsive to the real 
needs of local governments and community 
residents." 28 

Adequate representation of local policy 
making officials on State and regional 
boards is an absolute necessity as these of
ficials provide an overall view of the prob
lems and priority decisions facing local gov
ernments which can aid in structuring State 
and regional planning to assure that the 
programs developed from these planning 
efforts can be easily integrated into the 
overall local governmental processes. Ade
quate citizen representation on State and 
regional boards is also necessary to give 
State and local planning processes and 
resulting efforts to implemerit law enforce
ment plans a degree of legitimacy among 
those elenlents of the community who be
lieve they will be most affected by improved 
law enforcement activity. 29 

The data presented in the 1970 ACIR report on the 
initial experience under the act revealed that even 
though local interests generally were well repre
sented, three-fifths of the SPA supervisory board 
members were criminal justice officials, While only 
one-sixth were citizens and only slightly more than 
one-tenth were local elected policy or executive 
officials. 

In response to these concerns, Congress adopted 
in conference the House version of the bill relative to 
the representation requirements of planning agen
cies. The equivalent Senate provision required that 
insofar as it was not consistent with the provisions 
of any other law, SPA and RPU boards should be 
representative of law enf6rcement agencies, units of' 
general local government, public agencies maintain
ing programs to reduce and control crime, and the 
general community. The conferees deleted the Sen
ate requirement that planning agencies be repre
sentative of the general community. The amendment 

, 
set mandatory minimum requirements for the con} :justice system in the planning process. Others, how
position of Safe Streets planning units. . ever, found fault with planning decisions not relating 

Criti<~ism of the planning process centered on (I) to allocation decisions and with plans that presented 
the tendency toward supportive program planning, 'only generalized statements of needs and problems 
especially in the police training and equipment areas, :having little relationship to coordinating improve
rather than innovative program planning; (2) the iments in the criminal justice system. 
unrespons,iveness of many programs to the needs and· In 1970, there also was fear that planning funds 
requests of local governments due to inadequate local were being used to finance an additional level of 
participation in the planning process; (3) "rudi.bureaucracy. Regional planning units were criticized 
mentary>l state plans, which exhibited gaps in cover· for contributing to delays, red tape and duplication 
age and often vague and imprecise language con. of planning activities. The source of this concern was 
cerning implementation; 8\11d (4) fragmentation of rooted in the belief, particularly in large cities, that; 
criminal justice planning eft\~rts. 30 '( I) regions for criminal justice planning were created 

Many critics contended H\1 1970, as they do now,without the consent of and sometimes despite the op
that little comprehensive pl\anning was being done position from local governments: (2) regional staffs 
under the act. State plans :.:were viewed as largely were state agents and not representatives of local 
collations of specific local pl!oject proposals, lacking government, thus helping to thwart the expression of 
integrated analyses of imnllediate and long-range local needs in state level plans; (3) large cities had 
law enforcemc::nt and crimin;ltl justice needs and pri. different anti-crime problems and their plans and 
orities and the resources al~ailable to meet them, proposals should not be subjected to the veto power 
On the other hm1d, CongreSt\l was criticized for not of suburban coalitions that ofl.(,':n dominated regional 
making clear its intent in determining what is meant supervisory boards; and (4) s\)me RPUs were fi
by comprehensive planning u\s opposed to what ananced by the 40 percent share of planning funds 
comprehensive plan must conta\tn. intended for local plan development, leaving no 

One result of the differing vili~ws of comprehensive. monies to support city and county planning for 
ness has been functional fracticihalization of the state criminal justice. 33 In testimony before the Senate 
planning process, underscore& by the division of Committee on the Judiciary, Mayor Roman S, 
inany supervisory boards into c\:>mmittees relating to Gribbs of Detroit aptly expressed the problems and 
the various components ofthe d;iminal justice system fears big cities had with respect to regional planning 
and the assignment of SPA staff'to specific function. units: 
al areas. 31 While this approach n~,ay be conducive to 
expeditious decision-making on l\lan contents and 
project funding as well as to mai~imizing expertise, 
the functional emphasis has cert~~in disadvantages, 
In particular, said one critic, it: .1 

r 
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Generally, these regional planning efforts 
do not adequately recognize the individual 
criminal justice planning problems of their 
various local units. They only identify and 
support solutions for problems common to 
all. They are established in the name of co
ordination but often perform no greater 
function than to assure that everybody gets 
something, effectively frustrating any efforts 
to pinpoint funds on solutions of particular 
problems in individual communities within 
the region. 34 

... will foster developme/!t of separate 
programs oriented to the V9Hous elements 
of law enforcement- police', courts, cor
rections, probation and parolle - rather than 
the: comprehensive, unifiefl improvement 
program toward which the J5afe Streets Act 
was directed. Such functidhalization could 
also be partly to blame foJ: the lack of inte-
gration of the criminal justlbe system. 32 These concerns led the National League of Cities 

i in 1970 to propose a pass-through of planning funds 
In the early years of the Siafe Streets program, to major metropolitan areas. In response, Congress 

defenders of state comprehe~isive planning efforts adopted a Senate amendment that incorporated a 
cited the fact that tight statu~bry and LEAA dead· request by the Department of Justice to waive, in 
lines for setting up SPAs an~1 submitting plans in. 'appropriate cases, the requirement in Section 203(c) 
order to receive initial blocl~ grant awards pre. of the act to pass-through at least 40 percent of all 
cluded many states from trea~!ng the entire criminal planning funds awarded to the state to local units of 

Ii 
i! 
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government. The House Committee on the Judiciary 
bill omitted this amendment, because it believed the 
present provisions "were essential if Federal crime 
control funds are to reach crime plagued neighbor
hoods in sufficient amounts to have the required 
impact." 3S The Senate committee thought that ex
press statutory authority to grant pass-through waiv
ers was preferable to a House-supported administra
tive interpretation. It also was of the opinion that the 
provision for waiver was necessary, because the 40 
percent pass-through requirement, although appro
priate in most cases, was not desirable in small rural, 
states, where it could work to the detriment'of effec- . 
tive comprehensive planning because the state bears 
the greatest share of the cost and responsibility for 
criminal justice. Despite these reservations, the 1971 
amendments required the states to give assurances 
that major cities and counties would receive planning 
funds to develop comprehensive plans and to coor
dinate action programs at the local level. In return, 
LEAA was authorized to waive the pass-through re
requirement upon finding that it would be inappro
priate in view of uthe respective law enforcement 
responsibilities of the state and its local units of gov
ernment or would not contribute to effective, state
wide planning. 

Another House-proposed amendment authorized 
funding to units of general local government or com
binations thereof having a population of 250,000 or 
more. These criminal justice coordinating councils 
(CJCCs) were to provide improved coordination of 
all law enforcement activities. Although the House 
did not want to restrict the eligibility of local gov
ernments, the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
report indicated that the 250,000 population limita
tion was necessary because "establishment of coun
cils for smaller population areas would be a ne~fies.S 
proliferation of the planning function." 36 The CJG~ 
amendment was a victory for the largetities an~';, 
because it was intended to help overcome functional' 
fragmentation and develop a local planning capacity: 
satisfied for the moment one of their major com-, 
plaints about the Safe Stree~s program. 

FIIJ"Iding 

In the funding area it soon became clear, as the 
1970 hearings progressed, that the most controversial 
issue was the contention that big cities with the most 
critical needs and highest incidence of crime were 
not receiving their fair share of action cfunds. In 1970, 
the ACIR f0lll1d that the states were attempting to 
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respond to the crime reduction needs of their local 
jurisdictions either through the direct allocation o? 
action funds or indirectly through state programs 
which benefited localities. Safe Streets funds, how
ever, were being spread among a lafge number of 
rural and suburban units of local government and 
were not being funneled to large urban areas that 
had the greatest incidence of crime or contributed a 
largl~ share of total statl~-\ocal police outlays. State 
spo~~esmen asserted that delays in allocating money 
to Hiigh-crime areas were caused by Federal adminis
trative and fiscal inaction and that some big cities 
had failed to apply for funds. The National Gover
nors' Conference reported that "32 States used the 
State portion of their block grant for programs of 
direct benefit to local government, and that 75.3 per
cent of FY 1969 action funds had been awarded by 
States to cities and counties over 50,000 popula
tion." 37 City representatives replied that: 

(TJhe States in distributing funds en
trusted to them under the block grant for
mula of the Safe Streets Act have failed 
to focus these vital resources on the most 
critical urban crime problems. Instead, 
funds are being dissipated broadly across 
the Stales in many grants too small to have 
any significant impact to improve the crim
inal justice system and are being used in 
disproportionate amounts to support mar~ 
ginal improvements in low crime areas ... 
instead of need and seriousness of crime 
problems, emphasis in dollar allocation 
appears to have been placed on broad geo
graphic distribution of funds. 38 

LEAA concluded through its studies that big··city 
crime programs were receiving adequate atten
tion from the states, In testimony before the House 
Committee on the Judiciary, Attorney General John 
N. Mitchell pointed out that the nation's 411 cities 
of over 50,000 population accounted for 62 percent 
of reported crime, and these cities or regional units 
that included them received 60 percent of state sub
grant awards. 39 

The statutory imprecision and the lack of' force
fulness of LEAA guidelines were partly to blame for 
the large·icity funding inequities. The statutory lan
guage in the 1968 act authorizing states to "ade
quately take into account the needs and requests of 
the units of general local government" and "pro-
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vide for an appropriately balanced allocation of' ,the criminal justice system. Realizing that the 40 
funds between the State and the units of general :percent matci:-Jl1g requirement ::vas creating a serious 
locai government in the State and among such, ;fiscal problem for localities, Congress approved an 
units," 40 was vague and lacked a popUlation or' 'amendment that raised the Federal share of a project 
crime index formula to guide SPAs in their determi. !from 60 to 75 percenL41 It also required, however, 
nation of which jurisdictions should receive subgrants, :thnt effective in, FY 1973, 40 percent of the non
and how much should be awarded. Rejecting a popu. 'Federal share in the aggregate be in the form of cash 
laHon or crime incidence formula as a basis for dis. :appropriations rather than in previously accepted 
tributing funds, Congress attempted to clarify the donated in-kind contributions or soft match. 
vague statutory language by approving an amend., Urban areas were also aided by approval of an 
ment that required that no state plan would be 'amendment that r~g!Jifed states to contribute at least 
approved by LEAA unless it provided adequate one-fourth of non-Federal funding for local projects. 
assistance to areas characterized by both high Despite congressional feelings thal the states should 
crime incidence and high law enforcement activity - assume greater financial responsibility for local ac
such as a substantial num ber of arrests, congestedo ·tivities supported by Safe Streets, concerns that the 
court calendars and crowded correction facilities. .financial burden imposed by the amendment might 
The Hc:-)se bill focused attention on an adequate ,drive Some states out of the program persuad~d 
share of "funds," rather than "benefits," as in the Congress to defer the buy"in requirements until 
Senate bill, to urban areas experiencing dispropor. FY 1973. Aid to local jurisdictions was further di
tionately severe law enforcement problems: these luted by approval of an amendment to allow a flex
were not necessarily areas with hi~h crime rates. The Ible pass-through formula of action funds corre
House rejected an arbitrary mathematical formufa sponding to the portif)'hs of statewide law enforce
and instead directed SPAs to provide "adequate as- ment expenditures accounted for by local jurisaic
sistance" to large metropolitan areas, considerin~ tions in the preceding fiscal year. 
the volume of crime and the benefits derived froOl The congressional restriction on personnel com
other state anti-crime programs. The Senate pro- pensation was intended to prevent local dependence 
vision emphasized areas of high law enforcement on Federal aid and undue LEAA influence over local 
activity, because of the concern that rural cities and ,law enforcement policy. But it also limited the oegree 
counties received disproportionate aid. According to of local flexibility in developing anti-crime pro
the critics of the block grant approach, this amend· '" grams that utilized additional manpower. Thus, in 
ment seemed to be a step in the right direction be· the hope of reducing local "hardware~', programs, 
cause it reduced the broad geographical scope of Congress relaxed the limitations on salary payments 
funding. I.n addition, state plan approval was made to non-operational personnel, such as those'c!lgaged 
contingent on the demonstration of adequate ass is· in research, demonstration or training programs or 
tance being given to high-crime urban areas, pro· who otherwise provide auxiliary support services to 
viding some guarantees rather than only assurances regular law enforcement personnel. Not more than 
that large cities would receive their fair share. lone-third of any grant, however,) could be expended 

Hesides the complaints about adequate funding to 'for the compensation of police or other law en
high-crime urban areas, critics of the Safe Streets forcement personnel. 
distribution pattern expressed concern about: (I) the Several other amendments were approved by 
amount of aid being channeled to statewide projects Congress to: (I) add three eligible program areas for 
that did not meet local needs andq'lriorities; (2) the Safe Streets funds; (2) impose criminal penalties for 
provision in the 1968 act limiting the percentage of improper use of!~{~unds by state or local officials; 
actio~ ~rant~ that could be used for. ~ala~ies; an~ .(3)? ,~3) broaden th~'0aw e~c~ment education progra~; 
the difficulties faced by some locahtles In provldlOg and (4) authOr! e $650mIlllOn for FY 1971,$1.5 bli
the 40 percent matching funds required by the 1968 lion for FY 197 0 and $L75 billion for FY 1973. 
act. In summary,the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 

The original matching requirements reflected the 1970-signed into law by the Pr~sident on January 
fear that a large amount of Federal support would 2, 1971-was clearly a congressional response to 
lead to Federal control of law enforcement, and the complaints from public interest groups and local 
belief that local and state governments should be jUrisdictions. These amendments were also a well" 
induced to increase their financial commitments to "i, balanged compromise between tho$t: who supported 
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the block grant approach" ~nd those who pre~. "" e, ~.~ 
direct grants to cities. rerre~ 1 

j 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 

SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING 

The proliferation of categorical grants in the wake 
of the Great Society became a great concern to the 
Nixon Administration, which believed that many of 
these programs represented an intrusion of Federal 
authority upon the prerogatives of state and lOCal 
governments. Under tne New Federalism proposals, 
Federal financial assistance in broad functior;lUl areas 
with no or very few strings attached was urged to 
allow state and local jurisdictions maximum latitude 
in spending Federal funds. This so-called I'special 
revenue sharing" also involved eliminating categori" 
cal programs and consolidating them into block 
grants. Since Federal aid in the 'law enforcement 
area was already being provided through a block 
grant mechanism, 9nly a minor change was necessary 
to eliminate the Federal restrictions on the state's 
use and control of Safe Streets funds. 

President Richard M. Nixon, on March 2, 1971, 
set forth his first special revenue sharing proposal, 
asking Congress to transform the block grants ad
ministered by the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration (LEAA) to state and I.ocal governments ).11 

into a special revenue sharing program for law I( 
enforcement amounting to $550 million in its. first 
year of implementation. This transformation would 
be accomplished by removing matching, buy-in, 
maintenance-of-effort and Federal plan approval re::: 
quirements applicable to Part C action grants. Spe
cial revenue snaring payments would be made to 
the states on the basis of popUlation, upon the sub
mission of a comprehensive plan to LEAA for re
view and comment. The bill did not alter the Part C 
pass-through formula, the proportion of annual ap
propriations set aside for discretionary funds, the 
Part E program, or grants for research, statistics and 
academic and technical assistance. The Congress 
held no hearings and took no action during 1971 and 
1972 on the Administrutionis law enforcement rev
enue sharing proposals (S. 1987 and H.R. 5408). 

Determined to gain congressional consent, and 
knowing tnat on June 30, 1973 the authorizing 
legislation for the LEAA program would expire, 
on March 14, 1973, 'president Nixon again sent a 
special message to Congress accompanied by a law 
enforcement revenue sharing measure. The ranking 
Republican members of the House and Senate 
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Committees .on the Judiciary! Representative Ed~ 
ward Hutchins.on and Senator R.oman L. I-iruska, 
introduced the, Administrati.on's law enf.orcement 
revenue sharJng bill as H.R. 5613 and S. 1234. 
This revised' proposal consolidated LEAA action 
grants, cprrections grants, technical assistance and 
manpower development funds totaling $891 million 
in FY 1974, The Administration estimated that only 
$680 million of the annual amount would be spent in 
the first full yea.r of special revenue sharing. Ap
propriations reaching $800 million in FY 1976 were 
projected, with outlays continuing at that level until 
FY 1978. An additional $ 120 million would be avail
able for discretionary grants. Law enforcement funds 
would be distributed by formUla among the states 
with an assured 70 percent pass-through to' 10Gai 
governments. 

The Administration's t973 law enforcement 
revenue sharing proposal also: (I) removed matching 
requirements and replaced them with maintenance 
of effort provisions; (2) eliminated the funding limi
tations for police salaries; (3) dropped the "troika" 
arrangement in favor of a single admiujstratQr~ (4) 
deleted the requirement that states establish plan
ning agencies to draw up comprehensive plans and 
administer Safe Streets funds and substituted a 
general requirement for a "multi-jurisdictional plan
ning and policy development organization" to per
form these tasks; (5) mandated that 50 percent of 
the supervisory board of any criminal justice plan
ning body be composed of elected city and county 
officials; (6) authorized LEAA to comment on state 
plans and make such comments public; (7) removed 
the requirement that a specific portion of block grant 
aHocations be earmarked for corrections~ (8) required 
strict program evaluation and auditing; and (9) 
added two new categories of allowable spending 
(diagnostic services for juveniles and court adminis
tration, including law referee programs within civil 
courts). Generally, the President's proposal substan
tially reduced LEAA's authority over the states and 
allowed the SPAs more discretion in the administra
tion and use of Safe Streets funds. 

Bearings on the President's revenue sharing pro
posal and other suggested changes in LEAA were 
held in March and early April by Subcommittee No. 
S of the House Committ~e on the Judiciary. Two 
issues emerged as major obstacles to congressional 
approval of the Administration's revenue sharing 
plan. Committee members (both Republicans and 
Democrats) expressed reluctance.to relinquish all 
Federal control over the use of Safe Streets dollars, 

: "~, , ' ,·i 
, i 
" : , . , 

and those from urban districts-chiefly Chairman l { 
of the House Committee on the Judiciary Peter W.: ! pass-through mandated for local planning units. 
Rodino, Jr. -argued that cities, the targets of most! Representative John S. Monagan .of Connecticut 
crimehaq not received a fair share of Federal funds.' appeared before the subcommittee to question the 
The Administration had no strong advocate tOr its ,. Administration's "no strings" proposal, worder
proposal on the subcommittee. Republican members ing whether lithe vast sums of money involved could 
were concerned more with specific strings than with be properly and productively spent without greater 
the overall approach, which they saw as sufficiently 'J contr?l:" 42 • M,onagan based hiscrit.ici~m,of the 
similar t.o general revenue sharing. They viewed"; ~dml?l~t~atlOn s. proposal upon th~ fmdmgs o~ an 
passage of the Administration measure less 'as a· : InveStigatiOn of LEAA made by hiS Subcommittee 
substantive change than merely as a favor to the on Legal and Monetary Affairs of the House Com
White House. . ,mittee on Government Operations. The 'Democratic 

One alternative to the Administ;ation's proposal : majority, o~ this c~~mi~t~e had issued a repoc~ 5n 
was a bipartisan revenue sharing bill (H.R. 5746), 197~ POIntl~g to mefflclertcy, w~st~: . maladmlnls
intcoduced by Representatives James V. Stanton and" tra tlOn , and In someJ;:ases, corruptIOn m a program 
John. F. Seiberling of Ohio. This bill was designed to' that has had "no visible impact on the incidence of 
share some revenue directly with high-cri~e areas in ; crime~' 43 ~rJd that lacked. an~ meaning.ful leadership 
block grant form. The bill would have allowed cities .. and direction. The commHtee s conclusIOns had been 
over 250,000 population to apply directly for fund&; corr?borated by reports from the Committee on Eco
if they controlled an the functional aceasof the • nomic Development and the Lawyers Committee for 
criminal justice system for their jurisdiction. . Civil Rights unde,r Law, issued in June 1972 and 

Kansas Governor Robert B. Docking, on behalf of, early 1973, respectJv~ly., 
the Nati.onal Governors' Conference, supported the 1. Bas~d ,on the flfldm~s of the sub~ommittee's 
Administration's law enforcement revenue sharing} InVes~lgatlve staff and rtme day,s of testimony from 
proposal. Testifying bef.ore the subcommittee, Gov- : 30 Witnesses, the House committee concluded that: 
eroor Docking said that: (1) the governors were best. ,(1) Safe ~treets funds ha~ been underutilized, with 
equipped to distribute funds within a state; (2) theQf, only. one III every four a~tJort .dol,lars that states had 
governors endorsed the elimination of some of the 1 received from LEAA bemg distrIbuted to local gov
legislative requirements, which had "mired" states: ~ ernments to fight crime; (2) large amounts of action 
down in the swamp of such bureaucratic terms as. funds award~d to l~cal governments were actually in 
"hard match;" "buy-in," and "pass-through," in : bank ~eposlts o~ mvestments and not being used 
return for providing additional flexibility in deter- : for CrIme reductlOn; ~rtd (3) a large proportio? of 
mining and directing LEA A funds to the states' soft . the funds had been misused or wasted on exorbItant 
spots in crime prevention and control; and (3) the consul:ants' fees, unneeded equipment and vehicles, 
governors would not oppose retaining the existing . exces~lve paymen~s to n?~competitive equipment 
requirements for a state planning agency to secur~ '. su?pl1ers and. partisan pohtlcal purposes. The com
LEAA approval of its plans. : mlttee also Cited the large amount of Federal aid 

Charles L. Owen, ex.ecutive director of the Ken. . that "h,ad been applied to projects which are only 
tucky Crime Commission, representing the National' ~ang~ntl~lly related to the direct needs of the crim
Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Ad." lOal J,ustlce. system" 44 and th~reby ignored the con
ministrators, told the subcommittee that the confer. . gresslonal mtent. The committee placed the blame 
ence supported the PreSident's, law enforcement spe. ~or the ~bov:, on LEAA .which, because of lack of 
cial revenue sharing proposal, and that it was no l~form.atlOn, has made htUe attempt to control the 
longer a valid criticism that the states were ignoring' ~lph,onIng of funds to areas ,outside the criminal 
urban areas in allocating S.afe Streets funds. If Con. . J~stICe system." 4S Committee criticism also was 
gress allowed funds to go directly to cities from .. ?'Irected toward state compr~hensive plans which 
Washington, the 1968 law would be "more of a police ha~e, on the whole, been too much the products of 
act than it is today." o~tsld~ consultauts, too much in the nature of shop-

Opposition to special revenue sharing came pri. ,Ping lIsts for hardware items. and too infrequently 
marily from the local government public interest", ~h;?,mpre~ensive' bluepri?t for act~on," an~ toward 
groups'l who wanted planning funds to be kept sW' pourIng of substantial funds mto pohce hard
arate from special revenue sharing funds, with a ware." ~6 The I~ck of LEAA and SPA standards for 

evaluatmg project success Or failure was under-

scored: "In essence the programs are unevaluated 
unaudited and incapable of being ~easured as t~ (J 

performance and progress •... ~'47 ," 

. Countering Monagan's testimony and dissenting 
from the subcommittee's findings were RepubUeaos 
who thought that the Monagan investigation was a"· 
partisan political attack on revenue sharing aM' 
those. who believed that the press and committee 
report exaggerated the abuses of the ptogram' and 
did not balance tbe charges with evidencie of the . 
constructiyeefforts of LEAA a.nd the. sta.te:;." Sup~ 
porters also 'noted· that LEAt'. had'already imple
mented some of the committee's recommendations. ' 
Despite some of" the negative feelings about the 
Monagan report,however, it was clear that its rev
elations would have an impact upon the future form 
and direction of the Safe Streets. Act and its imple
mentation. 

Opposition to the Ni)(on specia.t revenUe sharing 
proposal also came from a major proponent of a sub
stitute bil1." Representative Stanton testified that 
revenue sharing would reach a dead end in the state 
capitals, under the Administration's plan, and that 
decentralization \Vas needed to prevent the spawning 
of a giant new bureaucracy in Washington and "a 
second generatton of smaller bureaucracies at ' the 
multistate regional level, at the state level andJat 
the sub-state regional leveL" Stanton told the com
mittee that "we are ill-equipped in Washingtbn to do 
anything. about cri'me in the streets ... and the gov
ernor doesn't know any more about fighting crime 
than you .or 1 do;" 4& " 

S.upporting the logic of the Stanton-Seiberling bill, 
the National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, represented by Mayor Roman S. Gribbs of 
Detroit, Mayor Wes< Wise of Dallas and Mayor 
James H. McGee of Dayton, asked the subcommittee 
to amend the Administration bill to enSUre a city~ 
state relationship under the program comparable to 
that betweeQ the states and the Federal govemment. 
They also recommended adding a reqUirement which 
would ensure that every state would improve its deal
ings with urban areas. 

THE CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1973· 

Rejecting the (Administration's push for special 
revenue shadng and the cities' drive for direct access 
to Federal law enforcement funds, the: House, Com~ 
mittee on the Judiciary, on June 5, t973, &p~rted a 
bill extending the authorization for LEAA at an an" '. <) 
nual level of $1 billion through FY 1975. As, re-
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ported, the bill (H,R. 8152) made a series of changes 
in title I of',the' Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Ar;L Of 1968, but the structure o(the block 
grant program waS left intact. ,H.R. 8152': (I) elim
inated the unwieldy "Jroika" ./arrangement' and' re
placed it with a single administratorj (2) expanded 
the purpose and intent of th~" act to include, aU com
ponents of the ct'iminal justice system and broad
ened the definition: of law enfdrcemeptto cover 
prosecutorial and defense services; (3) 'defined "com
prehensive planning" as. a "total and irltegrated 
analysis of the problems regarding the law enforce
ment and criminal justice system within'{heBtate;" 49 

(4) increased to $200;000 the minim~m p,lflnning al
location to each state; (5) instituted a (90-day. rule for 
LEAA approval of state plans and ,fJ ,60-day rule for 
state "approval of local grant app1ioations; (6) elirri~ 
inated all soH match and reduced the cash match 
requirements to 10 percent; with an increase in the 
state share to 50 percent for Part C funds and 50 
percent for Part B funds; (7) eliminated .the' funding 
limitations to compensate law erforcement personnel 
other than police; (8) provided!~;for increased protec
tion of civil rights; (9) expanded the role of tHe Na
tional Institute of L'aw Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice in evaluating projects; developing" training 
programs and promoting research; (0) reqijired all 
planning meetings to b~ pubHc; and (11) provided 
for fund accounting, auditingj monitoring('and eval
uation procedures to assure "fiscal control and proper 
management1' of funds. 

'The bill was ordered repoI:ted by voice vote on 
May 31. The Administration's special revenue shar
ing proposal was rejected by the subcommittee in 
earlier action. The cities' proposaL embodied in the 
Stanton-Seiberling measure was turned down in 
subcommittee. On May/ 30, the full committee had 
rejected a modified··;efsion of the proposal by a 
14-22 vote. Supporting the cities' proposal were 14 
Democrats, with five Democrats and all 17 Repub
licans opposing it. After an uneventful debate on 
June 14 and 15, the House, without a single dis
senting vote, approved H.R. 8152, extending through 
FY 1975 the authorization for LEA A funding at an 
annual level of $1 billion. 

On June 5, 1973, the Senate Subcommittee on 
Criminal Laws and Procedures began hearings on 
the Administration's law enforcement revenue shar
ing bill (S. 1234). Attorney General Elliott L. Rich
ardson urged the Senate to accept the Administra
tion proposal and expressed concern that the two
year extension of LEAA provided by the .flouse 

bill would retard progress in law enforcement. by 
making states and cities unsure of the, length of time 
they could depend on re1:eiving ,Federal funds. In his 
view, an open-ended authorization was. preferable. 

The subcommittee reported its bill on June 19,. 
(S. 1234, as amended) tb the. full Senate Commhtee 
on the Judiciary. But the committee voted to d~lay 
reporting the bill until June 27. Senator McClellan, 
subcommittee chairman, believing that the v(jte to 
report the bill ~a.s dangerously close to the June 30 
e~piration date, introduced the subcommittee bill 
.as an amendment t9 the Rbuse bill. The amended 
Senate biH differed frorp the House bill in several 
important respects: (1) the "act was renamed the 
Crirrie Control Act of 1973; (2) two LEAA deputy 
administrators - for policy development and ad
ministration-were designated; (3) regional planning 
units were required to be comprised of a majority of 
elected executive and legislative officials;,(4) no state 
plan coul.d be approved unless it included a compre· 
hensive program for the improvement of juvenile 
justice and allocated 30 percent of Part C and E 
funds to said area; (5) a 90-day period for approval 
of grant applications by' SPAs was mandated; and 
(6) a $2 billion P)' 1978 funding level was au. thorized. 

The Senate, o~\ June 28, passed by voice vote an 
amended version \\of H.R. 8152 to extend for five 
years the authoriz~\tion' for LEAA at an annual level 
of $1 billion in FY 1974, increasing to $2 billion by 
1978. Like the House, the Senate rejected the 
Nixon Administration's proposals that the Federal 
requirements on the use of the funds be removed and 
that the block grant program be converted into law 
enforcement revenue sharing. The Senate also was 
not receptive to. the proposal that grantsQe given 
directly to high-c'rime urban areas. By a vote of 24-68 
it rejected a big-city amendment offered by Senator 
John v. Tunney of California, which would have 
directed that 75 percent of LEAA grant funds be 
given in block grants to states and cities of more 
than 50,000 popUlation. The'amounts would be de
termined by popUlation. Conferees fih:d a report on 
July 26, after reaching a major compromise on the 
period of time for which LEAA ';llppropriations 
would, be authorized. The House and Senate, on Aug. 
2, adopted the conference report- both by a voice 
vote. At that time Senator Hruska, ranking minority 
member of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 
observed that there were so many conceptual simi
larities between H.R. 8152 and the Administra
tion's propo~al to convert LEAA grants into law en
forcement revenue sharing that he viewed the fina:l 
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bill as a prototype of special revenue sharing. Pres
ident Nixon signed U H.R. 8152 CPL 93-83) On 
Aug. ,6. 

Although the amendments cQntained certain simi
larities with special revenue sharing, the Crime Con
trol Act of 1973 departed from the original Adminis
tration proposal in the key areas of Federal approval 
of state plans and various Federal requirements that 
limited the scope of decision-making within the 

~. criminal justice area by stat~\and local governments. 
It should be noted, however, that many components 
of the Administration's law enfo'rcement revenue 

, sharing bill were contained in the 1973 act. These 
included proyisions for discretionary gnfQts, for 
interstate metropolitan regional planning unlt$, cit
izen participation, civil tij~hts compliance,. th~\im~ 
provement of juvenile just1\pe and elimination of 't~e 
"troika." It also should b~\ noted. that the 1,973 act 
authorized 'more Federal aUd than the revenue shar~ 
ing proposal. The Crime Control Act of 1973 was a 
victory for the states; the block grant mechanism, 
and LEAA. 

The -Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968, as amended by the Crime Control Act 
of 1973, while maintaining the structure of state
administered grants to localities, contained several 
major revisions. They are listed below, together with 
a brief explanation of the principal' reasons for modi
fication. 

PurpoSe of the Act. The statement of purpose was 
rewritten to stress "criminal justice" in juxtaposition 
to law ep.forcement. Criminal rehabilitation and pre
vention of juvenile delinquency were added to the 
declaration of intent. 

LEAA Administration. The "troika" 'system was 
eliminated, with all administrative and policy au
thority vestcd in the administrator of LEAA. In \eu 
of two ,~ssociate administrators, the amendment pro
vided for two deputy administrators. 

RepreSE:ntation on Planning Agencies; The rep
resentation requirement Cpr SPAs and RPUs was 
amended to permit repr~~entafion of citizen, profes
sional and community organizations. RPUs, how
ever, wer.e mandated to be comprised of a majority 
of local elected officials. This ~amendment was 
adopted in response to testimony by local officials 
,during the 1973 hearings expressing dissatisfaction 
with their represcntation on the regional planning 
boards formed specifically for criminal justice plan-

ning. The National Association of Counties (NACo) 
complained about the predominance of criminal jus
tice specialists on SPA and RPU boards, contend
ing that o~ly elected officials "have the necessary 
overview and are responsive enough to citizen views,," 
to plan comprehensively. 

Planning Grants. State planning grants were to 
remain at 90 percent Federal funding,while RPUs 
were to receive 1O0 percent Federal funding. The 
soft match was eliminated, ~Wd states were requit,ed 
to provide half <;If the loenl share of the hard match 
for 0 planning g~nts. Also, the min'imum parl B 
allocation per state was increased to $200,()OO~oIhe 
question as to which types of RPUs qualified for 100 

'. percent Federal funding was not fully resolved, be
cause some states viewed RPUs as mUlti-county or 
mUlti-purpose regions, while others viewed single
county I single-purpose, or county Icity combinations 
as regions. 

Matching Requirements. Matching requirements 
for discretionary, Part C and Part E funds were re-

\duced to ~O percent, except for construction projects," 
'which remained a 50-50 match. This match was to 
be met in the aggregate with appropriated money 
,ra~her than by a' soft match. The act flso required 
thai states provide half the aggregate a10unt oynon
Federal funds (in ,most cases five perce~ay the 
10caI'llhare of LEAA-funded projects. Part C discre
tionar)~\ and block grant funds were permitted to be 
used fo')- planning grants to interstate metropolitan 
RPUs. Congress believed change' in match require
ments wa~\ necessary in order to end procedures that 
were "onI'y cases of imaginative bOOkkeeping by 
recipients" '\'lnd which produced administrative bur" 
dens on LEi\\A that was charged with ensuring com-
plia'lce. '\, 

\" 

Plan Requirt\~ents. States were required ~? pro
videproc.edu~esV? allow lo.cal.,units of ~overnment 
(or combmatlOn~~hereof) wIth a ,populatton of more 
than 250,000 to t~ubmit annual plans. to SP;\s and 
receive funds baseti on that plan. ThIS requlremen~ 
was intended to' alfow localities to express their pri
orities and to reduge the budgetary uncertaihty and 
delay in the funding ~( local projects. 

States were required to approve or disapprove 
local government proj~cts within 90 daysr Tijis pro-c 

vision was 'adopted to speed up the fund flow caused 
~ . u 

by delay. and red tape at the state" level and was a 
response to complaints\ by many localities that 
planning and budgeting a~, the local level had been 
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adversely affect~d by delays in the grant award 
process, Also in resppnse to the charges or ted tape 
and delay, LEAA was required to approve or dis
approve it state plan within 90 days after submission 
by the SPA. i '\ •• 

Congress also made f:EAA more nccountab?e In 
supervising nnd assisting the states in' compr~h8n
sive plann'ing by requiring that no state plan could 
be approved unless LEAA found that the plan 
demonstrated "a determined effort to 'Improve the 
quality orel law enforcement and criminal justice 
throughout the staten and unless it included a 
com[itehensive program for juvenile justice and 
established "statewide(-Tiorities for the improve
mentand coordination Of an aspects of law enforce
~~ent and criminaUustice .... " 

Evaluation. The role of fhe National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice was strength
ened and expanded to include major responsibility 
for the training of law enforcement and criminal 
justice personnel and evaluation of projects. State 
plans were required to assure that Safe Streets proj
ects maintain data necessary to allow the institute to 
perform evaluations. 

Authorization· and Appropriation Authority. 
Appropriations were authorized for FY 1974 and 
1975 at $1 billion each year, and the FV 1976 
appropriation was authorized at $1.25 billion. 

EARMARKING: THE CASE 
OF JUVENlLE JUSTICE 

The USe of earmarking to emphasize juvenile 
jusH9e, in the Safe Streets program had its roots in 
the enactment of the Juvenile Delinquency Preven
tion and Control Act of 1968, 3.dministered by the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
(HEW). This law was designed to provide a broad 
program of support to stale and local governments 
for rehabilitative and preventive projects. In view of 
its experience with rehabilitative and preventive 
services, HEW was expected to give leadership to the 
states in developing comprehensive plans for juvenile 
justice that incorporated innQvative practices and 
techniques to deal with the prOblems of juvenile 
dt~linquency. 

During the course of the hearings on the 1972 
amendments to the act, however, it became clear that 
Congress was disappointed with the way Federal 
delinquency prevention and treatment programs had 

been handled. The House Committee on Education 
ana Labor reported that the first three years of the 
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention. and Control Act 
had been hampered by limited appropriations, over. 
lapping with programs funded under the Safe Streets 
Act and administrative delay, ineffiCIency and con. 
fusion. The committee also thought that the pur
poses of .the act had not been accomplished and the 
program needed to be refocused on more realistic 
objectives. 

The Senate Committee on the Judiciary arrived at 
similar findings. It was reported, for instance, that 
more 'than a year and a half had passed before a ... 
director was appointed for HEW's Youth Develop
ment and Delinquency Prevention Administration 
(YDDPA), which was res[ionsible for administering 
the act, and that substantial amounts of funds were 
spread throughout the country in a series of under
funded and unrelated projects. The committee also 
was annoyed with the underspending for the ~ct; 
HEW had spent only half of the $30 million appro
priated in 1968-1971. Although it was noted that 
some of HEW's problems stemmed from its lack of 
primary responsibility fot Federal juvenile preven
tion programs (four different agencies dUplicated 
HEW's efforts), th~ committee b~)1ieved that the 
fulfillment of the original purpose of the act had been 
rendered virtually impossible because of inadequacies 
in both appropriations and administration. 

The 1972 amendments concentrated on the devel
opment of community-based preventive services sep
arate from those services rendered by law enforce
ment agencies, such as police and courts. The act 
was designed to aid delinquents through programs in 
the fields of health, education and employment. 

Dissatisfaction with the accomplishments of the 
1968 act and the~ 1972 amendments as well as with 
the ad~inistrative performance of HEW gave 
impetus to the )nclusion of juvenile delinquency in 
the 1971 and 1973 amendments to the Sufe Streets 
Act. It also generated a heated debate over the pro
per agency to administer the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. ,l. 

The amendmen~~ to the Safe Streets 'Act dealing 
with juvenile justice were a specific response by 
Congress to a need for immediate action to require 
states to invest in a wide variety of treatment and 
prev.ention programs for juvenile delinquents, whlle 
leavlngmaximum flexibility for the state to deter~ 
mine the greatest needs in this area. Immediate 
action was believed to be necessary, because it 
seeme~ that existing programs were plainly inade-
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quate and ineffecti"'e and that simply channeling House; later defeated, to place administration of the 
additional funds into them was not the answer. juvenile delinquency program in LEAA. Repre-

By t'974, however. the focal point of discussion .... sentative Quie contended thatLEAA was better 
shifted to the differences between "juvenile justice." ),,~quippee to administer the act based on the large 
and "juvenile delinquertcy prevention." The HousetT/ ~mQllnt Jof Safe Streets funds available, "its e~ist-
Committee on Education and Labor report provided rng coordinative network, its relatiVely favorable 
for a newly created Juvenile Delinquency Adminis- §elationship with the Congress and its SUppOl't by 
tration within HEW. It was the judgment of the the National GovernQrs' Conference, the NatlQoul 
committee that HEW was the logical locus of League of Cities, and the Senate Committee oil the 
adminislrati~~ responsibility. for the 1974 Juvenile u Judiciary.'d3 He also argued tnat "juv~nile jUstice 
Delinquency Act, because the department possessed and delinquency prevelhion are not separate entities 
the requisite human and monetary resources and the and should not be treated separately. They ar!? part 
administrative machinery. The committee also of the same problem. Federal efforts' should :not anll 
thought that "LEANs approach had been to see the must not be divided." 54 Representative William S. 
JUVenile offender in terms of crime and punish- Cohen supported Representative Quie's conclUSion: 

o 

Clearly, the goals of juvenile delinquency 
prevention programs and thejuvenile justice 
system are very similar. Both are concerned 

ment/' 50 rather than to give attention to the pre
ventive aspects, of juvenile delinquency. In its judge
ment, LEAA had not distributed adequate funds for 
juvenile delinquency needs and had not succeeded 
in bringing about effective coordination of Federal 
juvenile delinquency programs through its respon
sibility for the 1 nterdeparfmental Committee for the 
Coordination of All Federal Juvenile Delinquertcy 
Programs. rhus, the committee believed that the 
law enforcement emphasis of LEAA was too paro
chial. House supporters of the comnlittee bill and 
report also stressed that HEW was the best agency 
"to deal· with the entire youth - his education, wel
fare, and development - not merely the youth as a 

about actions of individuals which may 27 

criminal offender." 51 As one congressman stated: 

"I believe local and State poHce agencies 
have a role to play in helping to preven,. de
linquency, .but'f they play that supportive 
role, it does not necessarily follow that they 
have to play ,the lead. In order to accom
plish anything through prevention, the fac~ 
tors that caus.e delinq\lency must be ad.:': 
dressed. It has 'Been proven time and time 
again that the causes are not criminal but 
social in natute. Therefore, because this is 
not a new program and because HEW has 
already established~ the mechanism and is 
beginning to work to coordinate efforts 
within communities with the limited dollars 
they have had-they should be allowed to 

... continue and expand their efiorts. 52 

The minority view that HEW was not the agency 
best suited to administer the Juvenile Delinquency 
Act was expressed most vocally by Representative 
Albert H. Quie, who offered ~a'n amendment in the 

I~ndanger the individual's' future as well as 
society .in geneJal. Both are attempting to 
find alternatives for young people which 

. will enhance their chances for making a 
p.ositive and meaningful, contribution to 
society. While different in emphasis: the 
two approaches are nonetheless interdepen
dent. To attempt to separate thein as some 
have recommended can only frustrate the 
attempts of all those fully cOncerned' with 
helping the youth of OUt communities. 55 

Opposition to the Quie Amendment came from ~. 
those congressmen who had questioned th. e record 

II i,\ of LEAA'in the juvenile delinquency area. As one I, 

congresswoman noted! Co 

'tEAA has consistently failed to provide 
Federal leadership in the area of juvenile 
deli~quency . prevention, despite the Con-

... gresslona( mandateoC 1973; despite LEAA's 
annual budget of $1 billion, arid despite 
early hopes that it would infu'se the entire 6) 

Federal criminal justice system with leader- .' 
ship}. direction, and ~oney ... Many States . 
receiving LEAA funds have no programs at 
all for the prevention and treatment of juve-
nile delinquency. 56 <. >& 

o The Senate Subcommittee til' l~vestig~juvenile 
Delinquency reported to the full Committee (fw..othe 
Judiciary a bill similar'i'o the I-louse meMure, with 
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the Juvenile DelinquencY,Act to be administered by 
HEW. The commiUee, however, ttccepted an amend
ed bill offered by Senator Hruska that substituted 
LEAA fOI' HEW and designated a new Part F for 
juvenile delinquency programs. Senator Hruska 
maintained that LEAA was the obyjous ~nd natural 
agency to administer this programhecause: (\) it 
already possesse<l the administrMivc' machinery in 
its 55 state plupnil1g agencies to plaf,{t coordinate 
and iinplement juvenile delinquency programs; arid 
(2) it had committed itself to juvenile dl;linquency 
prevention and control through inititttives to cstab· 
Ush this as one of its four national priority pro
grams and through creation of a juvenile justice sec
tion in the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice. He asserted: ' 

It is unquestionable that LEAA has the 
capability, capacity and the desire to do the 
job. Failuse to give LEAA a comprehensive 
mandate as proposed by this legislation 
would seriously weaken the Federal juvenile 
delinquency prevention and control effort, 57 

Critics of Senator Hruska's position inclUded Sen
ator Birch Bayh, who maintained that LEAA's in
volvement in the delinquency field was primarily to 
improve the juvenile justice system dealing with ad
judicated delinquents rather than to work with pub~ 
lie and private organizations concerned about delin
quency prevention. But a Senate provision to estab
!ish an Office of Juvenile Justice and De.linquency 
Prevention in LEAA to administer the act prevailed 
in conference. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 as finally passed by Cottgress also: (1) 
required that SPAs include representatives of agen- C 

cies related to the prevention of juvenile delinquency; 
(2) created a Coordinating Council on Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and a National 
Advis9,ry CommiUee for Juvenile Justice and Delin
quen'Cy Preventiol1; (3) establish\'!d a Nafional Insti
tute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
in the newly created Office of Juvenile Justice" and 
Delinquency Prevention; (4) approved a three-year" 
authorization of $350 million for the juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention programs; and (5) re
quired the states to maintain Part C funding for 
juvenile delinquency programs at the fiscal 1972 level 
in order to be eligible fOJ assistance. 

The Juvenile Justice'~,nd Delinquency Prevention 
Act, signed into law onJug. 7, 1974\ departed from 

a pJecedent established in the 1972 amendments to 
the Juvenile Delinquency Pr!!vention and ControP 
Act of 1968 to separate "juvenile justice" from 
"juvenile delinquency prevention." The 1974 uct 
established a national program to deal with both 
juvenile justice and juvenile delinquency ~revention 
ang control as one interdependent system, despite 
some congressional opinion to the contrary. S~ 

THE FEDERAL ROLE: 
EXPECTATIONS AND REALITIES 

In some respects, the Sufe Streets Act has becorne 
it pana.cea for a variety of problems of the criminal 

• justice system. White supporters of the program 
contend that seven years and some $4 billion should 
not reasonably be expected to have a substantial 
impact on crime reduction, others look for more 
results from this inveStment. For example, the HOuse 
Committee on Government Operations, in its 1972 
report on the block grant programs of'LEAA, stated: 

In some respects the block grant pro-
" grams have resulted in better coordination 

of criminal justice agencies and improve
ments in criminal justice services, but 
regrettably it must be said that they huve 
achieved far less than the Congress and the 
public can rightfully expect considering the 
vast amounts of public funds which the tax
payer has provided. 5\1 

Despite such disparate views, the expectations 
surrQunding the Safe Streets Act must also be con
sidered in light of the complexity of the crime prob
lem, the relatively small amount of monies involved 
and the fragmented nature of the criminal justice 
system. As one gommentator recently noted: 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 recognized the urgency 
of the national crime problem as a matter 
that threatens "the peace, the security and 
general welfare of its citizens," and made it 
"the declared policy of the Congress to as
sist state and local gov~.rnment in strength
ening and improving jf~w enforcement at 
every level by national assistance.H 

Yet, year after year since 1968, crime 
has continued its persistent rise. The Safe 

(::'::Streets Act has been funded at 50 percent 
, or less of its programmed level, and the 

An1erican public has been presented with a 
series of preposterous assurances that there 
is a cheap and easy way to eliminate street 
crime. 

The rhetorical commitments of the Pres
ident proposirlg til is. legislation and the Con
gress enacting it were magnificent but they 
have the timber of hollow echoes against 
the reality of perf6rmance. They provide 
good reason for Americans to believe that 
our national security is at stake as we face 
our d'omestic problems. They also provide 
amJ1\e jUstification for Americans to con
clude that the President and the Congress 
do not mean what they say. The President 
and the Congress have repeatedly refused 
to act in' accordance with their o\vn rhet~ 
orical and legislative commitments. 6o 

In summary, the legislative history of the S;:tfe 
Streets Act reflects an evplution over a seven-year 
period of certain congressional ambiguities in legisla
tive intent and shifts of fundJng mechanisms and 
runctional emphases to achieve that intent. Begin
ning as a broad grant program designed to reduce 
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Chapter 1/1 

Implementing tile 
Safe Streets Act 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 clearly resulted from a compromise of con
flicting fears and purposes. Thus it was not SUrprising 
that the reSUlting legislation contained proviSions 
that, if not contradictory, were at least pursuing 
somewhat different goals. The experimental block 
grant approac11 ultimately incorporated into the act 
was tempered by provisions specifying that grants 
be awarded only for seven categories that, although 
quite general, did/serve to exclude certain areas of 
fu.nding and encourage others,l Other requirements, 
such as the pass-through of funds 2 and thy support of 
local planning efforts,3 protected the interests of 
local governments and further limited statediscre~ 
tion. 

The 1968 act, then, was in no sense a pure block 
grant awarded to the states tV administer with wide 
discretion. Yet it did represent the "first 'major pro
gram to be initiated using primariiY'''the block grant 
instrument from the outset. Given this background, 
the, administration of the Safe Streets program by 
both the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra~ 
tion (LEAA) and the states takes on additional sig~ 
nificance for several reasons. First, even in the best 
of circumstances, a block grant program presents a 
real challengei to both grantor and grantee. An ap-

,pro{5lliate balance. must be achieved between the 
lel1dership, direction and control _.exercised by the 
administering -agency and the discretion, autonomy"· 
and independence sought by the state redpieht. The 
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newness of the block grant approach presented addi
tional problems: most experience at the Federal level 
with grants-in-aid in the field of criminal. justice 
had been with a modest program of direct categorical 
grants handled by the Office of Law Enforcement 
Assistance (established in 1965). 

(I Yet, the act itself presented the most serious 
administrative challenge,. mainly because of the role 
it required the Federal administering agency, LEAA, 
to play. Essentially this role called for· LEA A to dis
tribute block grant funds after reviewing and ap
proving individual state comprehensive plans, putting 
the' agency in the delicate position of having to jUdge 
the adequacy of state plans without accepted stand
ards otner than the r!!.ther general requirements 
specified in the 1968 act. In addition, LEAA was . 
responsible for assisting the states to increase their 
law enforcement and criminal justice capabilities 
through the provision of funds and expertise. The 
need to assume the conflicting responsibilities of both 
an "enforcer" and "helper" made each role more 
difficult to carry out. 

THE FEDERAL ROLE PRIOR TO 1968 

As was clescribed in the previous chapter, when 
the Safe Streets Act was signed into law in 1968, 
the Federal government already had some exp~rience 
,in administering a grant program for the improve
ment: of law enforcement and criminal justice. The 
Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 grew out 
of the rhetoric of the 1964 presidential campaign and 
specifically, out of President Lyndon B. Johnson's 
1965 message calling for a War on Crime. This act 
created an Office of Law Enforcement Assistance 
(OLEA) as part of the attorney general's office. 
OLEA was established to administer the first Fed
eral aid program designed to improve state and local 
law enforcement and criminal justice efforts. 

With a reform-minded staff of approximately 25 
people, OLEA sought to upgrade the various Com
ponents of the criminal justice system by providing 
support for more effective training efforts and the 
development of new ideas and programs. During its 
three~year life (1965-1968), OLEA expended ap
proximately $20.6 million on 356 separate projects. 
Overcoming initial problems of. gaining recognition 
of its existence and applicants for its funds, OLEA 
carried out its grant operations amidst growing 
public and political pressures for a greater Federal 
role in combatting crime. 

Although the total amount of Federal funds spent 

., /1 '. 

., II 
was relatively small, OLEA did have an impact in 
several ways. It awakened state and local officials 
and their professional organizati >TIS to the availabil
ity of Federal support, while 1¢~sening their fears 
that such aid would result in Feqbral preemption of 
state and 10c~1 law en.forcement, 1\fforts. and perhaps 
lead to a national pohce force. I~ prOVIded Substan
tial funds for training and for tjew approaches to 
crime reduction, particularly in die law enforcement 
area. Even if lacking in long-td,rm effects, OLEA 
established innovation and refoitm as appropriate 
goals of Federal funding and, PI/rhaps more signif
icant, provided funds for the estl~blishment of plan-

. ning agencies or commissions ini 31 states, most of 
which would later become the aJI~horized state plan
ning agencies under the Safe Streets Act. As one 

observer commented in pra.iSing ltLEA1S work: 

Look at the field of crime ~ontrol and law 
enforcement technology-all urban prob
lem much mo~e c1osel~ bou lid up in human 
factors than an pollutlOn. 0lr.ly 2 yeats ago 
it was difficult to find man r. people in the . 
research community interestlrd in or knowl
edgeable about any aspect hf our national 
crime-control problems. Tod~y, it's hard to 
find a research institute, un)I\Versity, or in
dustrial laboratory where there aren't at 
least a dozen people explori!g ways to im-
prove law enforcement and dl-iminal justice. 
What happened? The ans~br is that the 
Federal Government exertedl strong leader-
ship in a way whjch engage!li the attention 
of the scientific and technij~al community 
very quickly and very effectively. The two 

• . iI. 
triggermg events apparently 1r.ere a creatlOn 
of the Law Enforcement Ass:istance Act by 
the ~9th. Congress . a~d ap~:ointment of a 
PreSIdentIal CommisslOn onil Law Enforce
ment and Administration orr/ Justice by the 
White House. Both actions ffocused nation
al attention on crime as an ,ihrban problem. 
Both groups also worked hdard to give the 
technical community an op!jlOrtunity to be
gin a dialog within itselfli and with con-

I 

cerned Government peopJ:e. This quickly 
began to produce pro~lem definitions, 
ideas, and most importanlt~ action. Surpris
ingly, very little money ,~as been involved 
thus far; appropriations;! for the Office of 
Law Enforcement Astistance had been 
miniscule when com1?tared with Federal 
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spending for research aJld problem solving 
in many other areas. But if Congress pro
vides the necessary research funds, it is 
likely that more progress will Be· made to
ward better law enforcement in 5 years 
Lhan we have made toward air pollution 
control in 20. 4 

OLEA experienced frustrations as well as accom: 
pJishments, especially in its attempt to focus on re
search and innovative projects. Among the most 
significant obstacles were: a scarcity of well
designed experimental projects, the lack of adequate 
resources (both personnel and financial) at the state 
and local level to carry out such projects, insuf
ficient Federal reSOurces to effectively demonstrate 
project success through replication, and the ab
sence of a complementary Federal grant program to 
meet basic state and local needs that would allow 
OLEA to support fewer and larger grants of longer 
duration focused more narrowly on research. 5 Al
though the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act promised to alleviate some of the problems faced 
by OLEA, others would continue to hinder the im
plementation of the Safe Streets program. 

ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSE TO THE 
SAFE STREETS ACT: THE FIRST YEAR 

With the signing of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 on June, 1968, the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration began 
its operations. In its annual report one year later, 
LEAA cited the following accomplishments: 

• Each state had created a planning agency 
and had drafted plans for criminal justice 
system improvements: . 

• Planning grants totaling Sl'19 million had 
been awarded to the states; 

• Action grants amounting to more than 
$25 million had been allocated the states 
to carry out the plans; 

• LEAA had established its discretionary 
grant program and had awarded' $4.35 
million in discretionary funds; and 

• The National Institute of .Law Enforce
ment and Criminal Justice had begun 
awarding gra~ts for research activities.. 

From outward appearances, LEAA was proceed",., 
ing well in carrying out its administrative respo,osi- . 
bilities with respect to the Safe Streets Act. Yet, 

problems had arisen during the first year which were 
to have as much" long-term impact on the program as 
these early accomplishments. 

Delay was a difficulty from the outset. It was not 
until Oct. 21, 1968, four months after the act was 
signed, that the three administrators of LEAA were 
nominated and took office as recess appointments of 
President Johnson. Reportedly, in an attempt to 
appease Senator John L. McClellan, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary who had earlier, 
blocked the nominations of the original three ad
rhinistrators, President Richard M. Nixon withdrew 
these nominations and named three of his" oWn 
nominees, who were not confirmed until theeariy 
spring of1969. 6 Thus, the first year was marked by 
changing leaderShip, a problem which continued to 
affect LEAA's operations throughout its history. 

this lag in establishing permanent leadership 
naturally led to delays in developing policy guide
lines arid awarding grants, another prgblem that has 
persisted to this day! as shown in the surveys and 
site visits conducted in the coUrse of this study. 
A'ithough the act Was signed on June 19, 1968, osten
sibly allowing a full year to set up operations and 
distribute block grant funds, the delay in appointing 
the administrators substantially cut down on the time 

- allowed to develop guidelines for the state compre
hensive plans, review the plans and distribu!e the 
funds. Therefore, even though the nucleus of the; 
LEAA staff consisted of former members of OLEA 
who had brought with them' many of the adminis
trative procedures and practices developed in pre
viousyears, time pressures and limited staff of 
necessity resulted in a dither hurried development 
of guidelines, a rushed_review of the state plans 
and last-minute approval of grant awards. 

The relationship between the states and LEAA 
during this period could be characterized as cautious
ly cooperative. The states were aware and wary of 
the Johnson Administration's attempts to have the 
Safe Streets program operate as a direct Federal
local categorical grant. The LEAA staff, in turn, 
were concerned that the stafes would utilize Safe 
Streets funds to expand traditional and routine law 
enforcement activities rather than to support inno
vative approaches. There was also the fear on the 
part of LEAA tha1v ~h.e . states wo~ld neglect the 
needs of the larger clties where C(lme, rates were 
highest. Both of these issues had been a major 
concerl}>during the congressional hearings and would 
be raised repeatedly during the years. ahead. 

The first year's operation was significant in that 
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i.t established the basic appr911ch used by LEAA in: 
carrying out its mandated responsibilities with 

',j resEeci to the states.~his approach' required 'the 
develoPilt~nt of guideli{es fo£'; the submission of state, 
plans and the subsequent ~I'ederal review and ap· 
proval of thqle plans. In itS first attempt. at estab. 
lishing guideHl'Ies late in 1968, LEA A found, /,ifter 
discussions with represent,atives of the SPAs and 
the public interest 'grou~s, that it had called for 
more detailed information and,~ophistication in 
planning than either tillle pressures or the capacity 
of the SPAs would allow. Thus, at the end of Feb. 
rUary 1969) the glddelines were simplified, and some 
required items were waived by :lEAA. As the state 
plans were completed and submitted, they Were re
viewed against a checklist of requirements developed ( 
by LEAA. Deficiencies were noted, and negotiations 
with the ]ltate were undertaken to correct them. 
When there was" insufficient time to correct the 
deficiencies, LEAA attached special conditions to 
approval of the state plan" Tequiring SPA actio!,), .to 
correct the deficiencies \y,ithin a specified time 
period. As will be discussed in Chapter IV, the use 
of special conditions has continued ,throughout the 
life of the program and is the chief means by which 
LEAA insures. compliance with statutory regulations 
short of the rather drastic step of withholding funds. 

The results of the first planning cycle were under
standably unspectacular. In the opinion of .several 
LEAA slaff members, many of the state plans were 
incomplete, disorganized and of poor quality, Yet, 
given the short time allowed, the inexperience of the 
state planning staff .and the newness of the planning 
process and the guidelines, they believed it was the 
best effort that CQuid be expected from the SPAs.' 
Indeed, several staff members a.~ LEAA expressed 
surprise that the states were able to respond as 
adequately as they did in that first year. 

LEAA, for its part, was not able to provide a 
thorough review of the state plans. While growing 
from an initial staff of 25 to a staff of 121 by June 30, 
1969, LEAA organized itself as indicated in Figure 
lIl-l. Much of LEAA staff time during the first year 
waS spent assisting the states in setting'up their 
agencies and supervisory boards, developing intern
al procedures, dealing with public interest groups and 
establishing a satisfactory relationship with other 

" units of the Department of Justice. There was great 
pressure to get the money out in the field to demon~ 
strate the neW "law and order" Administration's 
active role in combattf~g crime. This ptessure, 
coupled with the statute's requirement that all funds 

" 

be obligated' by June. 30 or returne(l to the· Depart~ 
rtlent 01 the Treasury, led to a hurrl~d review of 
state plans. LEAA t<)ok great pddein having award~ 

'cd all of its $29 million block grant funds by June 30, 
1969." 

This compress~d review period left little time for 
the development of specific standards for state and 
local law ,enforcement and ct-iminal justice systems to 
strive 'toward and for LEAAto use in jUdging the 
merits of indiVidual stateplal1s. Thus, the review of 
state plans became largely an effort to insure com~ 
pHance with the basic requirements 6'ftfie act. 

The determination of whether a state plan met 
some of the more subjective requireri1~nts of th~ act 
(each plan~hall " ... incorporate innovations and 

\ advanced techniques ... provide for effective utiliza-
tion of existing facilities ... adequately take into 
account the neeq~and requests of theun\~s of general 
local governmen~;\ .. .") was made by individuals in 
the Office of Law Enforcement Programs within 
LEAA on the basi:; of their OWn interpretations of 
what ~ould' reasonably be expected of the state. The 
substantive portions of the plan concerning activities 
to be funded were reviewed for internal consist~ncy, 

I _ ' • c:::.-.< 
overall balance and documentation of need: It should 
be,. again emphasized, however, that the plan review, 
of necessity) was shorter and more rudimentary than 
in subsequent years. , c, , 

. Although all plans submitted by the states were 
formally approved by the June 30, 1969 deadline. the 
rush to achieve compliance and start funds flowing 
left little time for the systematiccdevelopment and 
application of uniform standards. Structures and 
procedures, although sometimes hastily conceived 
and implemented at L,I~AA and in the states, rapidly 
became institutionalized and later difficult to alter 
when experience and time for reflection suggested 
the need (or change. 

Administration 
Under The "Troika" 

Although the first year of LEANs operation was 
characterized by a sense of urgency and haste, the 
second year brought more serious problems, the most 
significant of which was the structure of the leader
ship. The "troika" arrangement, whereby unanimity 
among the three administrators was required in order 
to establish policy direction, was originally con
ceived ,to avert possible control of the program by 
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Figure 111-/ 
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the attorney general. Yet it can easily be seen how 
this arrangement would preclude strong and decisive 
leadership able to respond quickly to the unforeseen 
situations encountered by a 11edgling organization. 

From March through Decemher of 1969, the lead
ership of LEAA was in the hands of Charles H. Rog
ovin and Richard W. Veldt!. Unlike the first three 
interim '. administrators, they did not share similar 
philosophical views or personal styles; this made the 
consensl.!,s form of leadership even mor~ difficult th,an 
normally would hav¢ been the case. The effects of 
the administrators; difficulties in achieving con
sensus were felt immediately by the staff. Personnel 
actions were delayed until compromises could be 
reached, policy decisions were postponed and ad
ministrative decisions were held up. These difficulties 
persisted throughout 1969 and increased when the 
third administrator, Clarence M. Coster, was named 
at the end of the year. During this period thel'e also 
were serious jurisdictional problems stemming from 
uncertainty about the administrative relationship 
between LEAA and the Department of Justice. This 
confusion, and in some instances direct conflict, led 
to further delays, particularly in hiring personnel. 
The problems with the "troika" arrangement and the 
Department of Justice relationship ultimately led to 
Rogovin's resignation in June 1970.7 

During the next ten months, there was some hesi
tancy within the agency to initiate new activities, 
given the uncertainty about the appointment of a 
new administrator. Major activity during this period 
again 'focused upon the plan review process. The sec
ond planpi[1g cycle was much smoother as proced
ures became more routine and the planning capacity 
of the states increased. . 

The most significant structural change during 
this period was the establishment of seven regional 
offices around the country. Although ultimate autho
rity for plan review and approval still remained in 
Washington, the regional offices served as a liaison 
between the states and the central office of LEAA, 
interpreting guidelines and reviewing plans initially 
for completeness. It was understood by everyone 
from the beginning of LEAA's operation that the 
establishment of the regional offices was inevitable 
and that the area desks within OLEA were tempo
rary arrangements designed to provide liaison with 
the states until resources were available to> staff 
regional offices. The exact nature of regional office 
responsibilities and the extent of their authority 
were less clear, because the plan review tasks were 
divided between the regional and central offices of 

LEAA. By June 30, 1970, LEAA's FY 1970appro
priation had grown to $268 million and was adminis~ 
teted by a staff of 291, 6rganlzed as indicated in" 
Figure III-2. 

During .1970, other external events began to 
influence the Safe Streets program. The first strong 
criticism M the administration of the Safe Streets 
Act b~. LEAA and the states began to·' be heard. 
Congress .and some public interest groups focused on 
several specific issues. The National League of 
Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors protested 
that urban .areas, experiencing the highest crime 
rates, were not receiving Safe Streets funds propor
'tionate to, their needs. There was also criticism from 
both within and outside LEAA that too large aper
centage o'f state block grant funds was being allo
cated to police services and "hardware" purchases, 
to the detriment of other elements of the criminal 
justice system, particularly the corrections compo
nent. As indicated in Chapter V, there was substan
tial evideI1ce to support these charges. Other prob
lems, such: as unbalanced representation on SPA 
supervisory boards, the poor financial accountability 
and practices of LEAA and the states and the ex
cessive use of consultants also received consid
erable attention. 

Those charges led Congress, in late 1970, to adopt 
several amendments to the original Safe Streets Act. 
These called for the elimination of the "troika" ar
rangement,'the earmarking of a separate category of 
funds (Part E) for corrections purposes, the addition 
of statutory language emphasizing the distribution of '" 
action fundS to high crime areas and planning funds 
to major cities and counties and the alteration of 
matching and pess-through requirements. 

In many respects, the spring of 1971 constituted a 
new beginning for LEAA and the Safe Streets pro
gram. A three-year authorization had been passed by 
Congress. Appropriations for the program had 
increased substantially, to a level of $529 million in 
FY 1971. Satisfactory working relationships had 
been established with the states, and crime was 
decreasing. A new administrator was about to be 
appointed after an II-month interim ,period, during 
which the lack of permanent leadership had con
tributed to substantial delays in processing grants in 
LEAA headquarters and had given many observers 
the impression that the agency was foundering. For 
the first time, the administrator would have cIear
cut managerial and policy authority. It was a time 
for reflection on the experience of the past three 
years and the development of new initiatives. 
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THE NEW FEDERALISM AT LEAA ' 

When Jerris Leonard was sworn in as LEAA's 
third administrator on May 12, 1971, he found an 
agency which had grown considerably during its first 
three years. Both its staff and its appropriations (see 
Table lU-l) had expanded very rapidly. Its relation
ships with the states had stabilized, and its internal 
operations had been formalized. 

Fiscal 
Year 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 

TapIa 111-1 

Staffing and Appropriations Levels 
for the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration 

FY 1969-1976 

Level ()f Level of 
Appropriations Staffing 

$ 63,000,000 25 (as of 6/30/63) 
268,119.000 121 (a~) of 6/30/69) 
529.000,000 291 (~!~ of 6/30/70) 
698,919,000 382 ( .Is of 6/30/71) 
841,166.000 529 (as of 6/30/72) 
870,675.000 599 (as of 6/30/73) 
887,171,000 658 (as of 6/30174) 
769,784,000' 712 (as of 6/30/75) 

• PresldenUat request, yet to be approved by Congress. 
Source: Law t:nforcement Assistance Administration 

.-------,~,~~,------------------------

Bringing with him a reputation as a firm adminis
trator, Leonard immediately effected changes in 
LEANs activities, One of his first actions was to 
establish an internal Task Force to examine the 
management .and operations of LEAA and d~yelop 
recomm~ndatlOns cO,ncerning organizational changes. 
Over a SIx-week pef/od, the Task Force examined all 
aspects of LEAA's activities and discussed possible 
alternative organizational structures and funding 
approaches. 

In carrying out its study, the Task Force reached 
agreement on several actions designed to strengthen 
aspects of LEANs operations that had been weak in 
the past. Specifically. the task force emphasized the 
role or LEAA in helping the states and localities by 
greatly decentralizing authority and personnel re
s?urces to the regional offices. Formerly, all autho
nty for approving comprehensive plans and discre-

tionary grant awards rested with LEANs central 
office. The Task Force found this centralized struc
~ure to be incompatible with LEANs primary role 
In a bl~.~k grant program - to monitor and assist the 
states and localities in carrying out federally sup
ported activities. 

A second weakness identified by the Task Force 
was LEAA's audit capability < As stated in its final 
report: 

In view of the sensitivity of criminal jvs
tice operations, the relative novelty of the 
state planning system created by lEAA, 
and a considerable local disdain for com
pliance with Federal regulations on grant 
funds, it is strongly recommended that the 1 

Audit Office be clearly established in di
rect relation to the Administrator. LEANs 
Audit Office should adopt the objective of 
removing itself from direct financial audit 
a?? aim instead at producing state capa
blltty to provide this audit under proper 
guidelines .. , .8 

This emphasis on the importance of a strong audit 
capability reflected a more acute awareness of 
LEAA's monitoring role under the block grant 
a.pp~oacb. This re~ognition \~as heightened by the 
flOdlugs of LEAA sown audttors and those of the 
Monagan subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Government Operations that some Safe Streets funds 
had been wasted and misused at the state and local 
levels. 

The Task Force further recommended that an 
Office of Inspection and Review be established 
within LEAA to establish goals and objectives for 
~he agency and provide leadership and coordination 
10 the areas of planning and evaluation. 

Finally, the Task ~I)rce found the Office of Law 
E?forcement Progra(ns (OLEP) to be encumbered 
WIth numerous adml\11s~rative responsibilities that 
could more appropriately~e carried out at the re
gion~l leveL By dec~ntral.iz~g authority for compre
hen.stve plan. and dlscretlOn,)ry grant review to the 
regIOnal offices, the Tas~/Force hoped that this 
would not only eliminate" duplication of functions 
and streamline the system of delivering funds and 
providing assistance to the states, but also allow 
<?LEP (renamed the Office of Criminal Justice As
sistance) to concentrate more on matters of policy. 

Leonard began acting on the recommendations 
immediately. The number of regional offices was 

expanded to 10, and each one received greater per
sonnel resources. They also were given increased 
authority in distributing LEAA discretionary funds 
and in reviewing and approving SPA annual com
prehensive plans. This decentralization of respon
sibility was consist~nt with both Leonard's manage
ment philosophy and the New Federalism approach 
of the Nixon Administration. The role of lEAA in 
assisting the stutes began to be stressed more clearly 
as LEANs oversight and control responsibilities 
were de-emphasized. Yet,. Leonard also greatly in
creased the audit capaci.ty of LEAA while urging and 
assisting the states to do Iikewi~e. 

The effects of the Monagan subcommittee's hear
ings on the subsequentllctibns of LEAA and the (( 
states are diffiqult to assess. As indicated in the ),) 
previous chapter, criticisms expressed during these 
hearings focused on the excessive amounts of funds 
spent on police hardware, poor financial accounting 
and lack of LEAA leadership. Leonard's reaction to 
these charges was a forceful defense of LEAA's 
actions and the philosophy of decentralization in
herent in the concept of New Federalism.9 ,Some 
observers of the Safe Streets program believe that 
Leonard's advocacy of a limitec;lFederal role rep
resented a lost opportunity to provide strong F~d
eral leadership of a substantive nature. They con
cluded that the criticisms of the Monagan subcom
mitee hearings led both LEAA and the states, for 
their own protection, to focus attention on the more, 
technical aspects of financial control and account
ability and the flow 6f grant funds, rather than on 
more substantive programmatic questions. IO The 
proliferation of LEAA guidelines relating to financial 
control are cited as a direct result of the critical 
publicity emanating from the Momigan subcommit
tee's hearings. They speculate that tbe strong empha
sis on financial accountability at the time greatly 
influenced the newly expanded regional offices and 
~~d to an exaggerated concern on their part for fiscal 
control and technical compliance with guidelines, 
thus limiting their ability to provide the states with 
more substantive expertise and assistance in the 
areas of planning and program development. 

Others contend, however,. that the increased lnt
portance subsequently placed on financial accounta
bility by LEAA and the states was a necessary re
sponse to a clear need and did not divert attention 
OJ: resources from improvements in planning and 
programming capacity. They also suggest that Leon
ard's interpretation of the Fedel'at role was not only 
the appropriate response but the only possible one, 

because a more force,ful and directive LEAA po .. 
sition vis-a-vis the,-stat~s would have been strongly 
resisted by,~~~ii' sfates as a violation of the block 
grant concept and an intrusion upon the states' pre
rogatives. Although the appropriateness of LEANs 
response may be·\ debated, almost eyeryone agrees 
that the criticisms aired by the Mortugan subcom
mittee were given considerable credence by both 
LEAA and the states in their future operations. 

White adhering closely to the New federalism 
approach in his dealings with the states, Leonard 
was far more active in administering the (5 percent 
of the annual Safe Streets appropriation designated 
as LEAA discretionary funds. A problem in the past 
had been achieving noticeable impact from the multi., 
tude of small discretionary grants supporting a 
broad spectrum of activitieS I each with its own ob~ 
jective. As the task,,)force stated, ': .. : a major thrust. 
of the task force~recommendatlon 1S that a struC
ture be developed and a general operatin~ policY 
established that are directed toward more COfiG~ntra~ 
tion and impact in specific areas. It appears that 
presently there is a tendency to spread resources too 
thinly so that mallY efforts have developed iliinor 
results, and even those that may have made signif
icant impacts are difficult to measure."11 

[n an attempt to concentrate large amounts of 
resources on particularly troublesome areas dr 
problems, Leonard initiated the Impact Cities pro
gram, which called for spending $160 million in 
eight high-crime cities over a three to five year 
period. To focus on partioular crimes, the concept 
of crime-specific planning was developed by LEAA 
and' used by crime analysis teams set up to plan for 
the Impact Cities funds i!i~ the. eight citi~s. This 
approach called for plat/nmg, Implement~ng and 
evaluation activities suppo!hed by Safe Stret~ts funds 
by relating them to the specific crime that t'ley were 
designed to affect, rather than to the functici/tal area 
of the activity (police, courts, co(rections).I,I.It rep
resented an att,~mpt .to relate Safe Streets' ~)lannillg 
and funding activities more directly to thei!goal of 
crime reduction. The Impact Citicseffoft using 
crime-specific planning was the first lal,'ge-scaie 
LEAA oinitiative thtlt directed substantial funds to-' 
ward high-crime ;t[eas with the specific g();'at of re
ducing crime. (An earlier attempt in the pilot Cities 
program was fat more limited,c concentrating 
largely on plann~ng and coordinating activities 
within metropolitan areas). The Impact Cities Pro
gram also represented LEAA's first significant eval
uation effort, because an evaluation of an Impact 
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Cities a~tivities was required, and LEA A allotted a 
sub.stanttal amount of funds for the evaluation of the 
entire Impact program. 
o While discretionary funds still supplemented 
state p.rograms by filling gaps in state block grant 
~lloc~tlOns, the emphasis during the Leonard admin
Istr~tlOn w~s on awarding fewer but larger grants 
de~lgn~d to demonstrate an impact by reducing 
cmne m the most troublesome urban areas. This goal 
would become increasingly important as Congress 
and the public began to look at the results of the Safe 
~treets .program in 1973, when crime rates began ris
mg agam. 

One other initi.at.ive u.ndertaken by LEAA during 
the .Leo~lard admmlstratlC)f! was to have a significant 
lastmg Impact. The National Advisory Commission 
on C~iminal Justice Standards and Goals began 
work m October 197 I. This commission, divided into 
several task forces, was responsible for developing a 
set of criminal justice standards and goals to serve as 
a mo~el fo~ state and local governments tQ.>use in 
red.ucI?g . cr,lm.e and improving criminal N(stice in 
their JUrISdictions. This represented an ef'~ort on 
LE~A's ~art to provide substantive leadersh~ with
out Imposmg national priorities on the sta((e;. It was 
later made clear t~at. the standards and goals devel
oped by the commission would not gg imposed upon 
the states. Rather, LEAA indicated that these would 
serve as examples of the kinds of standards and 
~oals that the states should set individually, select
mg fr?~ among those developed by the national~ 
COmnllSSlOn only the ones that were appropriate for 
each state. 

It was also during the Leonard administration that 
the administrators of the 55 state planning agencies 
(~PAs) formed a professional association, the Na
tlOna~ ~onference of State Criminal Justice Planning 
Admlm~trators (NCSCJPA) to serve as a formal 
mecha~lsm for the exchange of information "and the 
~xpressl?n of a common position on issues concern
Ing the Implementation of the Safe Streets Act. This 
?ave t.he SPAs a more unified voice in communicat
mg with LEAA while providing a forum to discuss 
mutual progress and problems. 

When Leonard left LEAA in the spring of 1973, 
both LEAA and the state planning agencies had 
~rmly, established themselves within their ~respec
tlve. levels of government. Both had developed ex
t~llslve proced.ures for pre~aring and revising guide
h.nes: developIng and reviewing annual plans, re
v~ewll1g and . awarding grants and controlling finan;. 
clal transactIons. The block grant funds, which were 

initially slow to move from the Federal level through 
the states to' the local level, were now being awarded 
regularly, 

C~rtain problems within the program, however 
co~ttnued to dra\\, criticism. The increased sophisti~ 
catlO~ of both ,LEANs regio.,naloffices and the state 
plannmg agencies led to mOre specific and more nu
merous g~id~lines, mo~e thorough reviews of plans 
and applIcatIOns and stricter control of finances 
This triggered criticism from both the SPAs (of 
LEAA) and. t.h~ su~gra?t recipients (of the SPA) 
~hat the flexibility and discretion originally intended 
III the block grant concept was being lost in a maze 
?f :ed tape as the program became more bureaucrat-

, IC III nature.. Delays in reviewing applications and 
a:varding funds were the most common c~mplaints 
directed at both the SPAs and LEAA, 

There was also a gt'oWing uneasiness about the 
I~rge prop,ortion of :epresentatives of criminal jusu 
tlce agencies on regIOnal planning boards. It was 
f~ared that, Qverrepresentationof the criminal jus
tice pr~f~sslOns would weaken the influence of eIec
t~d offiCials responsible for overall resource alloca
tlO~S ,~nd thereby res~lt !n the program being "cap
tured by the agencies It was intended to reform 

An additional problem concerned an emergin~ 
emphasis ~n evaluati.ng the effects of the program to 
date, Havlllg established fairly effective means of 
receiving and distributing block grant funds and 
accounting for their use, LEAA and the SPAs some
what belatedly began to turn their attention to the 
res~lts bei~g achieve~, only to find that little eval
uation activity was under way and expertise in the 
area of evaluation was scarce. 

r':! discussed in the previous chapter, these prob
lems were, the pri~ary concerns of Congress during 
1973 and resulted III amendrrtents to the Safe Streets 
Act. 

Activities Following the 1973 Amendments 

In April 1973, Donald E. SantarelIi was appoint
ed as the fourth administrator of LEAA. Like Leon
ard, Santarelli created a management committee to 
analy~e ~EAA:s goals and objectives and to identify 
orgamzahonallmprovements. Ii!' 

This committee again exa~lined the soectrum of 
LEANs acti~ities and respql~~ibilities and' developed 
recommendatIOns for the' administrator's actions. 
One ~f the recommendations called for increased 
attentlO~ to LEANs rdle as a leader in the New 
Federalism effort with a continuation of the work 

.l' ." 

begun under Leonard to transfer greater df/cision
making authority to the st~tes. A second reco'mmen. 
dation defined the goal of LEAA to be the reduction 
of crime and delinquency, inpartnership,~!with the 
states, and called for the development of narrower 
subgoals to give more meaningful guidance to 
LEANs activities, . 

A third recommendation recognized the need for 
standards against which to measure progress in the 
criminal justice system. and therefore suggested the 
development of standards and goals at the state lev
el, building on the work of the National Advis6'ry 

'Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, whose report was published in August 1973. 

Other recommendations ,outlined a proposed 
organization and master work plan to carry out the 
recommendation and increase the efficiency and 
accountability of LEANs organizational units and 
program managers. 

Santarelli acted on the recommendations of the 
Management Committee. He implemented the re
organization shown in Figure III-3, The two most 
significarlJ elements of this reorganizati,on were the 
creation of thepffice of Planning and Management 
(OPM), to dev~lop and monitor the implementation 
of LEANs goals, objectives and priorities, and the 
Office of National Priority Programs (ONPP), to 
design and support major discretionary programs at 
the national level. Essentially the creation of these 
two offices was designed to increase, LEANs internal 
capacity to provide leadership on a national front. 
The decentralization of authority to the regional of
fices was continued, with the exception 6f respon
sibility for the distribution of discretionary funds'; 
which now became a central office func:tion to further 
national priorities addentified by the administrator. 

The initial emphasis during the Santarelli adminis
tration was placed. upon increasing management ef~ 
fectiveness. 1;,0 this end, a sys-tem of management-by
objectives, designed to achieve clarity of policy, di
rection and responsibility, was implemented by the 
newly created Office of Planning and Management. 

In response to the congressional mandate for an 
evaluation of LEAA programs, in October 1973 a 
new Office, of Evaluation was establh;hed within the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. In addition, Santarelli appointed an. LEAA 
E~aluation Policy Task Force to recommend appro
priate evaluation policies and aqtivities for LEAA. 
This task force reported in the spring of 1974, and 
many of its recommendations were initiated soono 
thereafter. Nevertheless, because of the cmagnitude 

~- ----"--'.,.,i~?..) ... _________ _ 
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and complexity of the pnjblem of evaluation and the 
limited resources made a,vailaole I'or the purpose, 
evaluation of the, effectiveness of criminal justice 
programs is almost universally agreed to be the area 
most inadequa.tely addressed' by LEAA and the 

u states, .,,\ 
With the' control of the 15 percertt discretionary 

funds returneq to the central office of LEAA, 
Santarelli. 'alloC[\ted these funds to further four major 
"initiatiye~," cq()rditi9.-ted by the new Office of 
National Priority Programs. The four inltia,tives 
were: 

• A citizens initiative, to increase c,itizen 
awareness of crime problems and citizen 
participation in the criminal justice sys-
tem; . 

• A courts initiative, to provide support 
for a relatively neglected component of 
the crim'inal justice system; 

• A standards and goals initiative, to: (I) 
ii promote the discussion of the standards 

and goals developed by the National Ad
visory Commission in their report in the " 
late summer of 1973; and (2) encourage 
and support efforts by the states to for- " 
mUlate their own standards and goals; and 

• A juvenile delinquency initiative, to focus 
resources on the problems of juvenile of
fenders and ways of handling them both 
within and outside of the criminal justice 
system. 

Perhaps the most controver!iial administrative ac
tion taken by Santarelli was the rotation of the 
regional office administrators to different locations. 

. Various reasons have been given for this decision. It 
has been said that some region~l administrators had 
become too independent from central office poli
cies and too closely aligned with the states .!hey were 
monitoring, thous compromising their ~bjectivity.' 
Others saw the rotation as a meanrs of r~Juvenating 
practices ilnd procedures by pro'viding new lead~r
ship in each regional office. The policy was Unsettling 
and con~rc#~l'\rsial, and' the results were .um;lear. Sev
eral administrators left the program, while',. others 
assumed their new positions in other regions. Al
though he is opposed to the rotation PolicY,lhe pres
ent administrator, Richard W. Velde, feels th~t the 
resulting group of regional administrators is highly 
professional and quite capable. 

S~ntaI'e!li 'left office in September 1'974. He was <) 

o 
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perhaps the most visible \~LEAA administrator, 
partially because 9f his highly articulate personal 

. style and his philosophy that LEANs role should be 
that of an advocate - first determining t.he effective
ness and worth of hew programs and then influenc
ing the use of· brock grant funds by the states by 
public advocacy, and persuasion' rather thar'i'"by 0 

, " 1/ 

coerf)10n., .,' 
During San~ardli's administration, LEAA con

tinued to experience difficulties i~ternally. Much 
bitte'i'ness'was generated by,the rotation of regional 
office administrator~. Also,ther~ ~lere allegations 
'that LEAA had relIed too heaVily/upon, and per
haps misused, outs'i~,consult~,nt:; .. in aeVJ~I,opingand 
carrying out Sal'\:\arell1~~ initiatives. Thus,according 
to several LEAA~~ficidt~ the morale of LEAA per
sonnelwas very 10w"'Wlwil Santarelli left thengency. 

Richard Velde, LEANs fifth administrator, was 
nominated for this position in the closing days of 
the Nixon Administration and sworn in on Sept. 9, 
1974, during the early days of the",Ford Admirilil. 
tration. Velde represents one of the few threads of 
continuity in the Safe Streets program, having 
worked on the original legislation and having serveci 
as either associate atiministrator or deputy adminis~ 
trator of, LEAA since 1969. In these positions he 
has displayed a strong commitment to th~, blotk 
grant concept while taking particular interest in 
correctional reform and systems developn1ent. , 
Velde's experience and interest, in congressional 
activities served LEAA well, as it has often been 
hisJesponsibility to explain and defend the LEAA 
prb~ram and appropriations requests before CQn
gress. 

When V~lde aSg\lmed the position of, administra .. 
tor, he announced a list of 16 priority areas that 
would be the focus of his interests (see Appendix 
III-I, p. 49). 'Reporting to (he press every thretO 
months on progress in' these priority areas, Velde 
cited the following accomplishments, among others;) 
during his first year: 

• The establishment of five new task 
forces to prepare standards ,!lnd goals 
for (1) juvenile delinquency; (2) civi.,1 
disorders and terrorism; (3), research.Jlnd 

" .. ,;) 
development; (4) organized crime; and 
(5) private security. This represented ~ 
continuation of the earlier standards and 
goals wo:rk initiated by Velde as associate 
administrator under Leonard in 1971. 

• The establishment of the Office of Juve-

,~, 

nile Justice and Delinquellcy'heventton 
und, within it, the Nalion~1 Instit\jte of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preyen-

'lion, with 'a $25 million, appropriation 
from discretionary" funds to implement 
the" provisions of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

• Continued implementation of the LEAA 
evaluation program. 

• New programs in the corrections and 
courts areas. ., " 

• More rapid processing of state planning 
grant applications and compre,hensive' 
plans usin~,\, more definitive 0 guidelines, 
resulting il'l<'a faster flow of'funds to the 
states. ' 

With the 1}xceptl'on of the neW emphasis on juve
nile justice and the expanstsn of the standards and 
goals effort, few major initiatives have been startedJ'\ 
by Velde. He has cited the importance. of conso~"l 43 
datin~ previous e~perience anq stabilizing the agency 
and has stressed the need to insure co'mpliance with 
the intent of Congress a~ expressed, in thr act. rhis , 
emphasis is ',reOected.in the' 1976"gu!,delines for; the 
development Of state planninggrnnl applications and;,' 
comptehensive plt\ps, which are more. specifIc arid~ 
numerous than in previous years. As,. LEAA, moves~ 
into 1976 and a" reconsideration of its mandate, there II 
appears to be an increasing recognition Of its ac- '\: 
countability to Congress for the implementation of: 
the Safe Str£~ts Act. . 

L ~ " .." 
o 

CONTINUING ADMINISTRAtiVE ,ISSUeS 
II" c· 

AND PROBLEMS ') 
l\ 

Throughout LEANs history,' several continuing 
issues or 'problems have had a sign'incant impact 
upon the"way in'which the Safe Streets'~ct !las been 

. administered and the results achieved by the pro
gram. 0ltJJef among these are three: (I) the numerous 
changes in leadersgip; (2) the'relationship and inter
action betw~en LEAA and the states; and (3) the ' 
administration of discretionary funds by LEAA. To 
understand the history of the ,safe Streets program 
it is important to examine the effects of these three' 
factors over ({ime.' 

Changes In Leadership 

LEAA_ has had five administrat9r~ in seven years. 
Ed'ch has' had his own, orten differing, policies, pri-

0, 
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orities and philisophy concerning the issues confront
ing LEAA. In the opinion of almost all officials in
terviewed, the effects of this rapid turnover of top 
leadership, at the least, have been harmful to the 
agency's mission. 

With each new administrator (with the exception 
of the incumbent), there came an internal reorgani
zation of LEAA that was' designed to reflect more 
effectively the priorities of the new regime. These 
reorganizations not only took much staff time and 
effort to plan and implement, but they required a 
shakedown period during which the staff and all 
those dealing with LEAA,\:)ecame accustomed to the 
new organization. 

Continually changing priorities brought about 
by leadership turnover also presented problems, par
ticularly with respect to the use of discretionary 
funds. The progression from Pilot Cities to Impact 
Cities to SantarellJls initiatives was neither smooth 
nor necessarily logical. As one former administrator 
noted, the rapidly shifting priorities resulted in no 
program operating long enough or receiving enough 
resources to demonstrate its worth. 

LEAA's relationships with the states also suffered 
from this turnover, chiefly as the result of the ad
ministrators' differing views of the role of the 
regipnal offices with respect to the SPAs. Some 
stressed "capacity building" and the provision of 
assistance to the states, while others emphasized 
strict technical compliance with the statutory pro vi
si(lns. 

The turnover in administrators was usually 
accompanied by changes in high-level staff positions. 
States were particularly upset by regional office 
turnover, because it required establishing new rela
tionships and understandings between the SPA and 
the regions. As can be expected in such circumstan
ces, interpretations of guidelines and requirements 
were not always consistent from one administrator 
to the next. 

The leadership changes also brought significant 
delays and periods of tentativeness in formulating 
policies, as each new administrative team became 
familiar with their roles and responsibilities. This 
tentativeness was most apparent when LEAA was 
without a permanent adm~\nislrator, periods which 
totaled to more than one year out of the agency's 
seven-year life. 

It should be noted, however, that this frequent 
turnover was hy no means peculiar to LEAA. In
deed, the 55 SPAs have experienced as much if not 
more turnover in the ranks of their executive direc-

tors during the past seven years. (As an example, 
23 of the 55 SPAs Changed directors between Oc
tober 1974 and October 1975.) 

The effects of this turnover on the state 
and national levels have been unsettling to the pro
gram and cannot be overlooked in reviewing the ad
mir.istration of block grants. At best; it appears to 
have exerted a distinctly inhibiting influence on the 
program. In the opinion of some observers, it has 
been the chief factor in preventing LEAA from exer
cising a more dynamic national leadership role. '-' 

Relationships with the States· 

The block grant concept implies the relatively flex-
• ible use of Federal funds by state and local govern

ments with few conditions placed on their use. Yet, 
as discussed earlier, the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, is a "hybrid" 
block grant. Perhaps the most significant require
ment was the mandate that each state must develop 
an annual comprehensive plan for review and ap
proval by LEAA prior to its receiving funds. The act 
described the contents of a comprehensive plan in an 
extensive, but general fashion. This annual process 
of comprehensive plan development, review and ap
proval has represented the most important point of 
contact-and conflict-between LEAA and the 
states. It also represents the primary means by 
which LEAA carries out its responsibilities to in
sure compliance by the states with the intent of Con
gress as expr;.:ssed in the act. 

The mOfi troublesome aspect of the plan review 
processhtis been developing adequate guidelines for 
the states to use in preparing their planning grant 
applications and comprehensive plans. From the 
initial year of LEAA's operation, there have been 
delays in getting guidelines out to the states in suf
ficient time to allow an appropriate period for plan
ning. One explanation offered suggests that in some 
years the guidelines have been late because they had 
to await the outcome of congressional decisions on 
program and funding authorizations. An additional 
reason for delay is the extensive process during which 
all parties review and revise the guidelines. Although 
this must occur prior to the distribution of guidelines 
in final form, the lead time necessary for this essen
tial, but lengthy task has consistently been under
estimated. One former LEAA administrator thought 
that the development of guidelines for the states was 
always a thankless task of low priority within LEAA 
and was never given the attention it deserved. 

Compounding these delays has been the attempt 

.. 

by LEAA to catch up with the fiscal y'~ar cycle by 
accelerating the deadlines for state submission of 
their comprehensive plans. This means\1hat a normal 
12-month planning cycle has often been compressed 
into nine months in order to get the funds to the 
states earlier. 

The states' continuing frustrations of having to 
begin their planning cycle without guidelines from 
LEAA and then compress their planning into a 
shorter period of time has been the cause of much 
rancor between the SPAs and LEAA. But mort: im
portant in termS of substantive impact on the states 
has been the number and nature of the guidelines 
promulgated by LEAA. Almost all of the provisions 
of the .act that impinge upon the states are en
forced by LEAA through the guidelines development 
and plan .review process. The requirements concern
ing the composition of supervisory boards, the award 
of applications within 90 days, the structure and 
content of the comprehensive plans, state and local 
match, the distribution of Parl E funds, the funding 
of high crime areas, and so forth, each results in ad
ditional guidelines which states must address satis
factorily in their comprehensive plans. 

The number of guidelines has greatly increased. 
From a series of memoranda issued during the first 
year after extensive consultations with public inter
est groups, the plan and planning grant portions of 
the guid~lines have grown to 196 pages. Most of this 
increase stems from two sources: (1) guidelines re
sulting from amendments to the original ac.t that 
impose additional conditions on LEAA and state 
and local recipients; and (2) separate acts passed by 
Congress whose provisions must be enforced by 
LEAA within the context of the Sf~J~ Streets pro
gram. 

Examples of the latter are: 

• Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968: States must establish procedures 
ensuring that all SPA comprehensive 
plans and applications for planning 
grants, subgrants and discretionary 
grants are submitted to the cognizant 
A-95 clearinghouse for review and re
SUlting comments considered and incor
porated by the SPA. 

• National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969: SPAs muM establish procedures to 
insure that the requirements of Federal 
environmental policy are met. EnviroIl
mental impact statements must accom-

pany all applications that may have a 
significant effect on the quality of the en
vironment. 

• Clean Air and Federal Water Pol!,utioll 
Control Act.: SPAs and subgrantees 
must comply with the proviSions of this 
act. 

• National' Historic Preservation Act of 
1966: Before awarding" grants for the 
construction, renovation, lease or pur
chase of facilities, SPAs must consult' 
the National Register of Historic Place~ 
and the state historic preservaCionofficer 
to determine whether a National Regis
ter listing or a site eligible for listing. in 
the National Register is involved in the 
undertaking .. If so, more detailed guide
lines must be followed. 

• Uniform Relocation Assistance arid Real 
Property Acquisition' Policy Act of 1970: 
SPAs must establish procedures for iden~ 
tifying projects causing relocation and 
administering relocation assistance and 
payments. 

• Freedom of Information Act: SPAs must 
abide by the rules governing the avail
ability of infoi'mation, the disclosure of 
material and the conduct of meetings. 

• Civil Rights Act Of 1964 and Equal Em
ployment Opportunity RegUlations: 
SPAs must designate a civil rights Com:' 
pliance dfficer, inform and obta'in assur
ances of compliance: from subgrantees 
and contractors concerning their civil 
rights requirements, provide, the SPA 
staff with training and information in 
civil rights compliance, inform' the pub
lic of the SPA's nondiscrimination policy 
and establish appropriate procedures for 
handling complaints. 

Each of the above results in additional guidelines 
and requirements which the states must address and 
LEA must enforce. The states have' become increas
ingly annoyed by this proliferation of guidelines, 
because it undermines the flexibility and freedom of 
action intended by the block grant approach: <J 

LEAA is also concerned about the expanding 
guidelines. Because of the rather general nature of 
the req,uirements in the act, LEAA has been hard. 
pressed to develop guidelines that .are both specific. 
and enforceable. This generality also allows differ-
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ing interpretations of requirements by LEAA and 
the states, leading quite naturally to disagreements. 

The final step in the annual planning process is 
the review and approval of the slate plans by LEAA. 
The pattern for this process was ((stablished in the 
first year. Upon receipt of each plan the relevant 
portions are distributed to the various specialists 
(police, courts, corrections', etc.); who note any de
ficiencies. Following the listing of deficiencies, a 
period of negotiation between the state and the 
regional offi.ce ensues during which time additional 
documentation is provided and deficiencies are cor
rected or assurances given that they will be cor
rected. 

During these negotiations, the understood ground 
rule is that LEAA will require whatever can reason
ably be expected of the state in terms of compliance 
during that year. This is particularly operative in 
those areas where there can be widely differing in
terpretations of requirements. 

When, as in the first year, (here is insufficient 
time to correct a deficiency prior to the approval of 
a comprehensive plan, special conditions are at
tached to the approval of the plan outlining steps 
that must be taken within a specified time period in 
order for the state in question to continue receiv
ing block grant funds. Concerns have been voiced 
about the effectivtmess of this technique, because the 
only way special conditions can be enforced is 
through the threat of withholding funds. Yet the 
political consequences of a cut-off of funding fol
lowing the approval of a plan are so great as to 

. preclude this step. Perhaps it is for this reason-that, 
as mentioned by several SPA officials during the 
field interviews, the follow-up and enforcement of 
special conditions by the. regional offices has been 
less than vigorous in past years. Recent indicatorl) 
are that special conditions are now being enforced 
more firmly by the regional offices. 

Over the years, while the annual plan review pro-' 
cess has remainedessentiallx the same, there have 
been changes in emphasis. In 1969, the review by 
LEAA was hurried and many special conditions 
were placed upon the state plans. During the de
centralized Leonard administration, as the num
bers and capabilities of the regional office staff 
members increased, the emphasis shifted to the 
provision of assistance to the states for building their 
capacity to assume as much responsibility as pos
sible. At present, the emphasis within LEAA ap
pears to be on insuring strict technical compliance 
by the states with the provisions of the act. Some 

! 
reel thaI th~ Js resulted in less. person.1 con
tad with the stJI~s and greater attentiqri to docu.-

mentation and.1~bert.ification .Of. complian~e: This 
emphasis could I reflect a clearer recogOltlOn of 
LEANs !lccoun/ability to Congres~ as well as the 
increase in th I number of requIrements to be 
monitored. II 

It is evident 11th at LEAA has not developed and 
applied specifilr standards i? assessing the per
formance of sUites and awardmg block grant funds, 
as some woul~i have desfred. Yet it is questionable 
whether LEA~i has a clear mandate to develop and 
apply such stardards, given the limited role of the 
administering Jl~gency under a block grant. Furt!le:, 

• had LEAA at~~mpted to apply such standards, It IS 

doubtful whetl~er the states would have tolerated 
Such "interferebce" and "instrusiveness" on the part 
, 'I 
of LEAA. ii 

1'1 I 
The Admirlistration of Discretionary Funds 

'I 

Ii 
Just as the ladministrators of LEAA have demon

strated differing philosophies in administering the 
block grant, so also have they had differing views on 
the purpose and administration of discretionary 
funds. 

During the early years of the Safe Streets 
program (1969-1970), the use of discretionary funds 
appears to have been influenced by the OLEA expe
rience from 1965 to 1968. The emphasis was on us
ing discretionary funds to promote innovative tech
niques and ideas that would serve as models for 
the states. It was assumed that such efforts, if suc
cessful, would have nationwide influence or ap
plication. Another use for discretionary funds dur
ing this period was to supplement and comple
ment state block grants in an effort to fill any gaps 
in the state funding program. For example, several 
states began to rely heavily on Federal discretionary 
funds to support programs for Indians, considered 
by the states to be more a Federal than a state re
sponsibility. At this time, discretionary grant 
awards were made directly from the central office 
of LEAA and reviewed by each administrator in the 
"troika. " 

Under Leonard the award of discretionary funds 
was decentralized to the regional offices and the goal 
of the discretionary funding changed. Leonard was 
much less interested in supplementing state block 
grant programs with a series of small grants than 
with demonstrating the impact that Federal funds 
could have when concentrated on a specific prob-

': -b' 

lem or geographical area. Thus, during the Leon
ard administration, stress was placed on funding 
larger grants with the purpose of demonstrating the 
effectiveness of a particular approach. 

The most signific~nt activity supported with 
discretionary funds during this period was the 
Impact Cities program, dbsigned to plan, imple
ment and evaluate the expenditure of up to $160 
million in eight major cities over a two year period. 
By using the concept of crime-specific planning, this 
effort was intended to reduce specific crimes by 20 
percent in five years. 

As mentioned earlier, the goal of discretionary 
funding changed again under Santarelli. Authority 
for awarding discretionarY grants Was again exer
cised by the LEAA central office, and funds were 
used to support four major initiatives of the Santa
relli administration - the citizens initiative, the 
courts initiative, the juvenile delinquency initia
tive, and the standards and goals initiative. These 
initiatives represented areas that the Santarelli 
administration considered both very important andl 
or relatively neglected. The office of National Pri
ority Programs was established to award discretion
ary funds in these areas. 

Under the Velde administration, the emphasis 
upon supporting major neW initiatives has been 
ended. While retaining control of discretionary funds 
in the centrzl office of LEAA, Velde has estab
lished the following as purposes of national discre
tionary funding: 

• To promote research having national or 
multistate implications that no individual 
state could be expected to support; 

• To fill identified gaps in state block 
grant funding; and 

• To accelerate the implementation of state 
priorities by supplementing state block 
grant funds. 

Thus, although activities in the areas' of standards 
and goals and juvenile delinquency have been ex
panded, the emphasis in the Velde administration 
appears to be away from the use of discretionary 
funds to initiate large national demonstration pro
grams and toward their use to complement state G 

block grant programs. 
As mentioned earlier, the frequent shifts in poli

cies and priorities may have greatly limited the po-

tential impact of discretionary funds. These shifts 
certainly prod,uced confusion and uncertaintyamQng 
the potential recipients. States and cities have 
complained in the past that they were not.consult., 
ed or ihformed about activities supported by dis
cretionary funds in their jurisdi¢tions, particularly 
during those periods when discretionary grants were 
awarded directly 'from the central office' of L6I'\A. 
It is diffic((It to assess the ov<lra.1l impact of discre
tionary fun'1iing. Major programs, stich as Pilot 
Cities, Impact Cities, .and Santarelli's initiatives, 
will perhaps best be evaluated by the recipients of 
those funds, when deciding, whether to assume the 
program costs following termination of LEA A 
support. In light of the original dispute about whe
ther the Safe Streets program should be a direct 
categorical . grant to local' governments or: a block 
grant to states, however, the results of discretionary 
funding as compared with those of block grant 
funding become more significant. An attempt at 
suchoan analysis is presented in Chapter V of this 
report. 

SUMMARY 

The administrative. history" presented here is in
tended to be brief and descriptive, highlighting the 
major events in implementing the Safe Streets Act 
over the past seven years. It is,::,clear that the pro
gram has had a history of controversy. Billed as a 
new adminiSi:rative approach, the act was neither 
legislated nor administered as a pure block grant. 
Its goals have been overwhelmingly ambitious, to a 
degree that appears with hindsight to be naive. These 
goals are yet to be fulfilleq .. 

As Congress reconsiders the act in 1976, the cli
mate is far different from that of 1968. There is much 
less optimism about the impact that Federal funds 
can have on rir(!tng crime rates. The block grant ap
proach has become, accepted by rnanyof its ear~r 
opponents. LEAA seems ready to assert a more ag
gressive, leadership role, though it remains to be 
seen whether this role will extend b~yond the strict" 
documentation of compliance with the act. But most . 
significantly, the debate ove\" r~newal will focus on 
the evolution of the Safe'Streets program and the 
results achieved'(;Sln assessing the achievements and 
failures, the administrative history cannot be over
looked. 
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FOOTNOTES 

IOmnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Public 
Law 90-351, sec. 301(b) (\968); 
PART C-GRANTS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT PUR
POSES 

SEC. 301.(a) It is the purpose of this part to encourage 
States and, units of general local government to carry out pro
grams and projects to improve and strengthen law enforcement. 

(b). The Administration is authorized to make grants to 
Statet having comprehensive State plans approved by it under 
this part, for-

(\) Public protection, including the development, 
demonstration, evaluation, implementation, and purchase 
of methods, devices, facilities, and equipment designed 
to improve and strengthen law enforcement and reduce 
crime in public and private places. 

(2) The recruiting of law enforcement personnel and the 
training of personnel in la», enforcement. 

(3) Public education relating to crime prevention 'lnd 
encouraging respect for law and order, including educa
tion programs in schoolS and programs to improve public 
understanding of and cooperation with law enforcement 
agencies. 

(4) Construction of buildings or other physical facilities 
which would fulf1l1 or implement the purposes of this 
section. 

(5) The organization, education, and training of special 
law enforcement units to combat organized crime, includ
ing the establishment und development of State organ
ized crime prevention councils, the recruiting and training 
of special investigative and prosecuting personnel, and 
the development 01 systems for collecting, storing, and 
disseminating information relating to the control of Or-
ganized crime. _ 

(6) The organization, education, and training of regular 
law enforcement officers, special. law enforcement units, 
and law enforcement reserve units for the prevention, 
detection, and control of riots t\nd other violent civil dis
orders, including the acquisition of riot control equipment. 

(7) the recruiting, organization, training and education 

of community ~~rvice officers to serve with and assist local. 
and State law 'enforcement agencies in the discharge of 
their duties through such activities as recruid~g: improve
ment of police-community relations and grievance resolu
tion mechanisms; community patrol activities; en~ourage
ment of neighborhood participation in crime pr,eyention 
and public safety efforts; and other activities· de~ignec! to 
improve police capabilities, public safety and tile objec
tives of this section: PrOVided, That in no case shall a grant 
be made under this subcalegMY without the approval of 
the local government or locql law enforcement agency. 

2Ibid., sec. 303(2). 

3 Ibid., sec. 203(c). 

4Charles Kimball, "Effective Research on Urban Problems," in 
Urban America: Goals and Problems, report prepared for the 
Subcommittee on Urban Affairs, J.oint Economic Committee, 
U.S. Congress (Washington, D.C., 1967), p. 88. 

SDaniel Skoler, "Two Years of OLEA and the Road Ahead," 
paper presented at the Second National Symposium on Luw 
Enforcement Science and Technology, Illinois Institute of 
Technology, March 1968. 

6Richard Harris, Justice (Toronto' and Vn.ncouver: Clark, Irwin, 
1970), p. 177. 

7See Charles H. Rogovin, "The Genesis of the Luw Enforcement 
Assistance Administration: A Personal Account," Columbia 
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(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 
34-38. 

9U.S. Congress, House, Block Grant Programs and the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. Hearings before a 
subcommittee of the Commiitee on Government Operations of 
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APPI:NDIX 111-1 

LEAA Priorities * 

Short Term·· 

Corrections standards and goals refined and 
implemented. 

Standards and goals task forces activated for or
ganized crime, rese'arch and development, civil dis
orders, and juvenile delinquency. 

Juvenile justice program revamped and expanded. 
Courts funding increased. 
Organized crime initiatives revitalized. 
National Law Enforcement Telecommunications 

System upgraded. 
Professional criminal justice educator recruited for 

LEEP. 
Management reports issued. 
Grants Management Information System im

proved. 
Professionalism and two-way communications 

reaffirmed in employee relations. 
Evaluation 'made an effective LEAA program 

component. 
Congressional relations strengthened. 
Privacy and security regulations promulgated. 
Code of conduct written. 

Mid Term·· 

Full-scale implementation of Grants Management 
Information System in ali states. 

Prison inmate training and education programs 
substantially expanded and improved in quality. 

Model state court appellate process projects 
established. 
, Court reporting streamlined. 
Automated legal research expanded. 
Court administration improved. 
Police executive training programs strengthened. 
Career development program implemented. 
Code of conduct published and implemented. 

Police command and control systems upgraded. 
Law enforcement equijJIlient research projects 

fostered. 
Police physical fitness increased. 
State organized crime prevention councils estab

lished and made more effective. 
Standards and goals implemented in all states. 
CDS, NALECOM, Interstate Organized Crime 

Index, and Project SEARCH expanded. 
Privacy and security guarantees codified .. 
Automated correspondence tracking and grants 

processing systems established. 
Management By Objectives program implemented. 
Criminal justice equipment standardization pro

gram expandep. 
Programs to combat civil disorde(s and terrorism 

broadly instituted. '~ 
International assistanc~J~-ram implemented, 
LEAA legislative authJ:fity extended.' <' .• 

~~. ,", 

.Lcng Term·" ~? 

Federal-state-Iocal partnership completed. 
Offender rehabilitatio'h programs· fully operational. 
Juvenile delinquency causes studied and count-

ered. 
Prompt adjudication proceduresystablished in all 

state and local courts. 
Standards and goals kit operation in all criminill 

justice agencies in the country. 
Academic assistance program helping all qualified 

applicants. ~ 

*From statement by Richard W. Velde, Administrator, Law En
forcement Assistance Administration, Monday, Sept. 9, 1974, 
Washington, D.C. 

··Short term indicates less than six months, mid term means ,. 
between six months and two years, and long term is more than 
two years. The priorities are not ranked in their order of 
importance. 
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Melvin Axilbund 
Former Assistant to Director, OLEA 

Jerry Emmer 
Former Director 
Office of Inspection and Review 

Paul Estever 
Former Deputy Director 
Office of Law Enforcement Programs 

Frank Jasmine 
Fornier Staff Member, OLEA 

Jerris Leonard 
50 Former Administrator, LEAA 

Louis Mayo 
Staff Member, NILECJ 

\\ 

APPENDIX 111-2 

Interviews Conducted 

Joseph Nordoza 
Director 
Office of Regional Operations 

Charles Rogovin 
Former Administrator, LEAA 

Donald Santarelli 
Former Administrator, LEAA 

Daniel Skoler 
Former Director 
Office of Law Enforcement Programs 

Richard Velde 
Administrator, LEAA 

Bill Wayson 
Former Budget Officer, LEAA 
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Chapter IV 

Safe ~tr~ets Planning 
and Dec~sion"'Making 

State governments were assigned a pivotal role in 
the Safe Streets program. They were expected to 
serve as planners, coordinators, resource allocators, 
administrators, decision-makers and innovators. It 
was their tas'k to develop the organizational struc
tures and procedures through which the ambitious 
statutorY crime reduction and system improvement 
goals could be pursued. With littie" guidance

6
from 

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) or' prev~o~s experience in criminal justice 
planning, in 1968 each state set about to create the 
basic framewoi'k for implementing the block grant 
program. This chapter reviews the ways in which 
states and 10caIitieshave organized and carried out 
Safe Streets planning and examines the results of 
these efforts. 

Fundamental to this discussion is art understand
ing of the various perceptions of what the Safe 
Streets Act was supposed to do. As mentioned earH-
er in this report, the p'togram began as an effort to 
curb growil1g domestic'i,violence through more ef
fective state and local law enforcement. Over time 
its purpose and intent have b~come increasinglY 
clouded and uncertain, as the act has been amended 

,;.) 

to reflect concerns and criticisms raised by congres
sional comm'lttees, local government spokesmen and 
representatives of various c~,iminal justice functional 0 

interests. 
Paralleling these legislative developments have 

been shifts in attitudes about the role tQ be played 
by LEAA in administeri~g the program. As the 
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first Federal aid program to utilize the block grant 
instrument from the outset, Safe Streets tequired 
LEAA to assume a posture far different tha~~~at 
traditionally exercised by Federal agencies!r m~~n
aging categorioal, grants, LEAA has had tostrike~ 
delicate" balance between providing direction to the 
states and preserving their discretion. Although 
some have urged LEAA toexei't ~,stronger leader
ship role in setting national sta'~dards, assessing 
state· performance and communic't,lting the result~ 
of successful. undertakings, others;, have cautione'd 
against unnecessary Federal intrusiv~ness and inter-
ference in state and local affairs. ':, i 

The views of state, regional and\(ocal offi"ial's 
concerning the Safe Streets Act renec~, much of the 
confusion at the national level. ACIR\;, surveys of 
all three groups asked each to rate several possible 
objectives of the Safe" Streets program ip order of 
their relutive 'importance.* Weighted averages of 
their responses were computed to yield an;index or 
scale value for each objective, and the result5 are dis
played in Figure IV-I. It is clear that the local per
ception of objectives differs markedly from that, ,of 
the state planning agencies (SPAs) and regional 
planning units (Rl>Us), which see the Safe Streets 
program primarily as a means to estabIL<:!ka crim
inal Justice planning capacity at the state and local 
level and to carry out innovative programming. Lo
cal governments, on the other hand, believe the 
primary objective of the program to be providing 
funds to supplement'state and, local criminal justice 
budgets, Innovation is df far lesser importa9,ce in 
their judgment. ,l~ ,1,,/, 

These disparate views undorscore the debate a~. the 
national level over the purposes of the block grant. 
Further, tryey affect the nature of the~tate ana 18cal 
plarining processes emanating from the'i,Safe Streets 
Act. c, 

STATE PLANNING AGENCY ORG,ANIZATION: 

, In)'·I~;68, the top J:lriority ~~em on state and locaL 
ag~ndasfor the Safe Streets program was the devel
opment of a crimina! justice planning capacity. The 
act required that the gove.rnor designate a perm a-

*Except whcre otherwise Indicated, the data presellted in this 
chapter have been derived from ACI R's surveys of SPA direc
tors, regional planning units, andlocnl governments over 10,000 
population. For information ,,~oncerning the design, distribu
tion. and response rates of these surveys, consult Chapter I of 
this report and Appendices A, B, C and D, Report A-SSa. 
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II 
nent administrative and decision-making body, com- !1!t' 

posed of a full-time staff and a supervisQry or' pol- ) 
tcy-making body, to receive block grants and make 
subgrant's to state and local governments, The state 1\ 
planning agency had to be created within six months il 
following the passage of the act, Otherwise, LEAA ,tl 
would have been authorized to deal directly with till. 

units of local government in non-compliant states, \ 
According to ACIR's 1970 report, aile states had set ~'J!!I, 
upa law enforcement planning agency pursuant to n 
the Safe Street!; Act by December 1968, I t:;' 

When the Safe Streets Act became law in 1968, \' 
little criminal justice planning was being performed !~ 
and minimal experience with block gtants existed )' 
at Jhe Federal, state and local levels. Thirty states 
had begun organizing th~ir criminal justice planning I

j efforts with assistance from a total of $2.9 million' i 
in grants awarded by LEAA's predecessor, the Of- I', 

fice of LaW Enforcement Assistance (OlEA); In 
most instances, states supported by OLEA had es
tablished advisory bodies and had begun to examine II 
their crime problemf;1 Since no funds were made Ii 

.• II 
,"~v;aj);llJ.le~foro=~\"mplemental1on of, th~ recolTnnenda- ,q 

tions of these advisory bodies! the activities which '\ 
resulted from OLEA's grants were direc~ea;'toward, 'I 
research in an evaluation of criminal justice· prac- [1 
tices· and 'toward dissemination of information coo- II 
cerning the latest technology. In several instan£~s, f1 
OLEA grants for criminal justice planning were "Ii 
sought and awarded in order to' help states prepare ii 
for the pending block grant program, Most.of these Ii 
advisory boards, com&ittees and commissions were ", ,[I 
designated by their chief executive as t~e nucleus 'IJ, 

". . f,; . ff of the state plannmg agency once the proposed Safe 1\ 
Sreets Act became law. 0 " ,0 

The Safcp Streets Ac,t required' that SP.~s be "cre- i 

at.ed or des'ignated 'by the. chief ex~sut1ve of the \ 
State"·and be "subject to his jurisdiction." 2. The I j 
intent ~L the Congress was to guarantee guberna- ! I 
torial supervisifonhand

s 
!utshority over p'l~mn.ing adnd, 11 

management 0 t e ale treets program. !n~/jr er t',}, 
to avoid duplication of effort and conm~t 'lit the ,. 
state level and between state andlocal"qriminal jus-
tice agencies. LEAA's guidelines, however, allow a I 
state legislature to prescribe the size, composition \' f 
or other characteristics of the SPA as long as the i: { 
~overnor'sS' pauAthority 0bver the adgcbncy is c1e~r, Ihedre- J; 
lore, an may e create y, executive or er, '1' 

f legislative enactment or a combination thereof. In !' 
recent years the trend toward establishing SPAs \' 
unde~., statutory authority has been increasing, (\s r' 
SPAS seek a more permanent'status in Slate gove"i- t 1 

~'< jl, 

, ,~ 

0' 

Figure IV-1 
o i". ' \) \':\ .';;,. 

Ranking of "POSSible Objectives of the Sate Streets Ae,. 
by SPA, RPUand Local Olflelalso 

October 1975 
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ObJectlv.1 

Provide State 
local governments 
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slve criminal 
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local criminal justice UUlIUtlll:i 
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ment, According to the FY 1976 state planning 
1 agency planning gr;lnt applications, 35 SPAs have 

been created by executive order and 20 through leg
islation (see Appe,rdix IV-I., p. 98). 

The location of the SPA in state government is 
another decision primarily reserved toO the states. 
LEAA guidelines permit the cr,eation of the SPA 
"as a new unit of State government or a division or v 

other component o'f an ~xisting State crime commis
sion or other appropriate unit of State' govern
ment.";i Consistent with congressional preferences, 
most SPAs have been and continue to be directly 
under the control 'of the governor. In 1970, 45 SPAs 
were .located within the governor's office:' As of 
May 1975,40 SPAs were under gubernatorial con
trol, 'a slight re9uction from .1970 due, in part, to . 
several state government reorganizations. In the 
15 states in which the SPA is not a part of the gov~ 
ernor's office, it has been placed in an executive 
branch agency-usually a department of public safe~ 
ly, planning or urban affairs. 

,) 

Functional R~~ponsibilities 
,f 

o ~. - ,: 

Once established, the next task for SPAs \Va!: tol~" 
definition. The Congress had stated in the,dlCt that . 
,~PAs were required to develop a compreh~vsive 
plan for the improvement of law enforc!?inent 
throughout the state; to define, develop and coue
late law enforcement improvement programs, and 
projects for the state and 'lOcal governments;;and 
to establish priorities for improving law enforce
ment. 5 TakiIlg' these and o'ther statutory require
ments into account, LEAA formulated 'h list of 
functions that SPAs were expected to perform. The 
list appearing in Table IV-l was published in the 
1975 guideline manual; most of these functions have 
been mandated by LEAA since 1969. Basically, they 
cart be clustered into two groups: those which con
tribute to the decision-mal<Jng role of the SPA, such 
as planning and the establishment of improvement 
priorities; and those which are essential to the ef
ficient administration of the program, such as fi-

Table /V-1 

State Planning AgeOncy Functions 
Q 

A. Preparation, development and revision of comprehensive plans based on an analysis of law enforcement 
and criminal justice problems within the State;' 

B. Definition, development and correlation of action programs Under such plans; 
C. Establishment of priorities lor law enforcement and criminal justice improvement In the State; 
D. Providing information to prospective fiild recipients on procedures for grant application; 
E. Encouraging grant proposals from tp9al units of governmant for law enforcement and criminal justice 

, planning and Improvement efforts;:" 
F. Encouraging project proposals from State law enforcement and criminal justice agencies; 
G. Taking action within 90 days after official receipt Of local applications for aid and ;warding of funds to 

local units of government; 
H. Monitorlng progress and expenditures under grants to State law enforcement and criminal justice agen

cies, local units of government, and other recipient:> of LEAA grant funds; 
I. Encouraging regional, Interstate metropOlitan regional, local and metropolitan area planning efforts, action 

projects and cooperative arrangements; { 
J. Coord./nation of the State's law enforcement, criminal, and juvenile justlce plan, with other federally sup

ported programs relatrng to or having an Impact on law enforcement and criminal justice; 
K. Oversight and evaluation of the total State effort in plan implementation and law enforcement and criminal 

justice improvements; 
L. Provide technical assistance for programs and projects contemplated by the State plan and by units of 

general local government; 
M. Collecting statistics and' other data relevant to law enforcement and criminal justice in the State and for 

state criminal justice planning \J,nagement, and evaluation purposes, as required by the Administration. 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, law Enforcement Assistance, Administration, Guideline Manual: State Planning Agency Grants, 
o 0 M4100 1 D, March 21, 1975, pp. 4-5. 
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Table lV-2 
\\ 

Views 9' SPA DIJec.ors Regarding Degree of Change In SPA CapabllUies 
o ' 

(f October 1975 
Q () 

Greatly Moderately Slightly 
Jncreased Increased Increased No Change Decreased Total. 

No." % 

Planning 39 
Establishing funding priorities 31 
Implementing funding priorities 24 
Monitoring 30 
Evaluation 26 
Grant review 33 
Research 
Technical assistance 
AUdl~lng 

Other 

9 
17 
33 

3 

75.0 
59.6 
46.2 
59.7 
50.0 
63.5 
17.3 
32.7 
64.7 
50.0 

No. 

12 
18 
21 
14 
14 
14 
15 
23 
13 

2 

% 

23.1 
34.6 
40.4 
26.9 
26.9 
26.9 
28.8 
44.2 
25.5 
33.3 

nancial management, monitoring, evaluation anci 
technical assistance. A more complete discussion M 
the decision-making and administrative functions \:~ 
contained in the second 'jl~9tion of this chapter. I'n 
'some states the governol-"or the legislature has pre-" 
scribed additional responsibilities to be performed 
by the SPAs as agendes of state government. 

Despite the fact that LEAA required the SPAs 
to perform aU of the functions listed in Table IV~l, 
the emphasis during the early years of the prog~,am 
was on developing an annual comprehensive 
plan and awarding subgrants. As indicated in Chap~ 
ter III, the start-up delays generated pressure for 
getting monies into the field. At the national levelf 

No. % No. %" No '% 

o 1 1.9. 0 
. 2 3.8" 1 1.9 0 

6 11.5 1 1.9 0 
6 11.5 2' 3.8 0 

10 19.2 2 3.8 0 i,l 

~. 7.7 1 1.9 0 
19 36.5 9 1'7.3 0 

8 15.4 4 7 .. 7 c,O " 
2 3.9 ,,3 5.9 0 -if 

16.7 0 

N" o. % 

52 100.0 
52 99.9 

, 52' 1QO'.O 
52 < 99.9 
52 99.9 
52100.0 
52 99.9 
52 '100.0 
52 100.0 
6 100.0 

ning, establishing funding priorities, monitoring, 
evaluation, grant review and auditing. All of the 
directors thought that SPA capabilities in perform. 
ing each of the listed functions had either increased 
or stayer,! the same. Improvements in SP1 functiGn~ 
al capabilities can be attributed in part to increased 
knowledge about crimInal justice planning and the 
block grant mechanism, more technical assistance 
from LEAA, a general upgrading in management 
accompanying the maturation of the program and 
greater Federal resources to support SPA fUnctions. 

Part B Funding 

this was translated into rapid approval of the states' Under Part 8 of the act, Congress provides funds 
first annual plans, and the concern for speed rather specifically to support the SPA's pi[nning and ad-
than substance was not lost on the SPAs. Since that ministrative activities. In 1969:tfie states received a 
time, the priority accorded to parficular SPA fune- minimum base of $100,000, whrofi accounted for 
tions by LEAA and the states has varied in response $5.5 million of the $19 million Part 8 appropriation. 
to several factors. The most recent functionalero- The reinainder of the Part 8 appropriation was al-
phasis has been on evalLlation. (\, located on a populatio~ basis.! so that the range in 

Overall, the SPA directors believe that there has 1969 was from $1,387,900 fdrl/California to $101,890 
been an increase in the capacities of the SPAs ((t<\, ~r American Samoa. Witb}he amendments to the 
perform most of their functions. Table IV~2 shows' ''\ a~t in J971,th.:, Pa~,~,/~~~.~,hse award wa~ increased 
the degree of change in SPA cap"abilities over the \\to\ $200,000. 'Five yea"~flater, the plannmg alloca-
past six years ~s perceived by the;directorspartici- tions were estimated to total $60 million -an in~ 
pating in ACIR's survey. As can be seen from the Cl'~ase of mC:re than 200 percent since 1969-and 
:;~able, more than half of the 52 respondents believed range from $4,954,000 for Cali~'prnia to $207~OOO for 
'that SPA capabilities had greatly increased in plan- American Samoa. FY 1916 P~~rt 8 funds are lip-
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proximately 15 perc~~rnt of the Part C b,\ock gr~nt 
• • I, \I 

appropriatIOns. I~ ,: 

The act does not llow more than 60 percent of dhe~Part B a~ard tot be retained at the state level. 
The states must match the Federal Part B dollars' 
retained for SPA op\brations on a 90 percent Fed- ' 
eral/lO'percent state ibasiS. Twenty-six states intend 
to provide resources,\ in excess of the minimum 
amount required by Idw; in 12 of these, state match-

II :... n 

ing funds account fOI1: more than 20 flercent./~'h~ 
total Part B allocatiClnif(see ~ppendjx ~V-2\ p&;.Ij. 

agency for Safe Streets purposes is composed of a 
supervisory or policy-making body and a full-time 
staff. The ,supervisory body is primarily concerned 
with tM decision-making functions of the" SPA, 
and the staff handles administrative matters. At 
times, this delineation of respons;pility has becoltie 
blurred. Since Part B appropriations support the 
SPA staff as well as regional and local planning 
activitieS, the aUClcation of these funds within a 

'state could be viewed as an administrative function 
to be performed within the, exe9utive budget frame
work of state governmeq.t. In 34 SPAs, however, the 
superviso~y body revie~~and approves Part B al
locations to the SPA, iregional plannin~g uQits and 
Jocar units of governmen't. ' 

The?degree to which the primary dech,ion-making 
"responsibilities are handled by the" supervisory body 
or the ~taff is 'also unclear in some instances. The 

I, 

~ f 

! I 
I 
f Despite the tremet\dous~\growth In Part ~ ap .. 

pl'opriations, 71 percJnt of 49 SPAs indicated that 
sucl) funds were still 'inadequate to carry out their 
plan,oil'lg responsibilities. As a result, mOl"e than • 
half ~f these' agencies noted that their SPA's ability 
to p'~rform;~,~'a.l!lation, monitoring and planning 
had b\~en greatly h'ampered. The pinpointing of t,hese 
three functions is particularly interestiang because 
respon~tents felt that SPA capabilities to perform 
them hl~d greatly increased over the years. This re~ 
action Is probably due to growth in LEAA pro
cedural requirements, which some S,PAs believe 
consume too much time' and, resources that could 
have been better applied elsewhere. Table IV-3 
groups SPA views with respect to the adequacy of 
available resources for planning by'state popula.
tion. Ninety percent of the small states reported 
that Part B funds had been inadequate for planning, 
while only 64 perce8t of the large states and 56 per
cent of the medium!sized states agreed. 

, maJor decisions made by the SPAs concern the con-' '{ i 

tents of the annual plan ::t,nd the grant applications 

Supervisory Board amI Staff 

to be funded. Critics of the program contend that 
although Congress intended the supervisory ,Dodies 
to make these important decisions, such authority 
is often exercised by the staff. As the program has 
matured, the role definitions of supervisory board 
and staff have been, clarified in each state, although 
changes "in gUbernatorial direction have resulted:,in 
pl!riodic redefinitions of their relationship. 

As previously mentioned, the state planning 

ACIR's survey of SPA directors probed the role 
of the supervisory body in planning and funding de
c::i~ions. Table IV-4 shows that 2 L resp~>ndents )ndi
cated that their supervisory bodies took an active 
and influential I:ole in reviewing and "approving spe
cific Jlctivities included in the annulll plan. At the 
sii~i~}trme, 22 stated that the supervisory body bas-

Table IV-3 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Adequacy' of Part B Fuods for SPA Planning 

Population Size of 
Slat,s and the District 

of Columbia 

5 million or more 
2 milion to 5 million 
L .. s than 2 millo" 

TOTAL 

October 1975 

Adequate 

No. % 

4 36 
8 44.4 
2 10 

14 "28.6 

': 
InadeqllJat~ , "Total 

No. % "-, 

7 63.6 11 
10 55.6 18 
18 ' 90 20 
35 71.4 49 

0' 

• "-

If 

", 

G,"}..: \ ".,. 

, 0 

iF J~ 

6 ~b~/~4 5 
~l, • 

Views of SPA Directors Regardirlg Degree to Which the Supervisory Body takes an 
Active and In,luential R,~le in Reviewing and Approving Activities in ~,he Annual Plan 

sets broad policies a,nd priorities onl)l 
Review and approval of general activities 
Review ii'nd approval of specific activities 
A~~epts staff recommendations with review 
Accepts staff recommendations wlth()ut review 
Ot~er 0 

'Some states check~d multiple responses. 

October 1975 

Number· 

7 
15 
21 
22 

0 

a 2 

Percent of 
52 States 

Responding 
,J 

c 

13.5 
28.~ 

'40.4 
42.3 

3.8 

ically accepted steff recomIhendations with review, 
No SPA direct'lr reported that staff recommenda-., 
tions were accepted without review. 

The role of the supervisory body in approving 
specific applications for funding is more clear-cut. 
Table IV-5 reveals th~tin 20 SPAs the supervisory 

Ii' 0 

body approves, or\\ disapproves all ,applications after 
discllssing each One. At the other &xtreihe, ii'l, five 
£/:11 approval and disapproval authority 'has been del
egated to the staff. In nine states, the supervisory 
bohrd only considers tlpplications above 'a specified 
amount. ranging from $1,000 to\~50,OOO. Normally; 
~ 

(I Table IV-5 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Degree to Which SlJpervlsory Body Takes an Active 
and Influentia(RQle in Reviewing and Approving Specific Applications for Funding 

October 1975 

All approval,~nd disapproval authority delegated 
,to SPA staff 

SUPer;lsory board approves and dlsapprolfes applications above 
specified amount·· 

SupervisorY b~ard approves and disapproves all applications 
normally, wHhout Individual discussion except for a problem 
or controv .... I.1 c.,se "on 

", Supervisory bo.rd .pprov .. and disapproves all applications, " 
norm.lly after discussing e.ch of thom 

Other 

iV' " 
Numbar· 

5 

9 

9 

20 ~, 

5 ~ <~) 

" 

, Perc.nt of 

47 'Sca'.s 

"flesp~ndlng " 

10.6 

11"19.2 

19.2 

42.6 
tT, " 

10.6 

• Some states checked mUltiple renponses. } ", ", 

"The mInimum a~ounts are: $50,000, one state: ,~25,000, one stail!i $5,000. two statas; $2,500, 1 stata; $2,000, two sta,to~ $1,000, 
two states. 
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the executive director is' authorized to approve or 
disapprove applications below this figure, although 
he may be required to'report on these acti~/tis to the 
supervisory board. In general, it appears tl1at super
visory bodies are more involved in funding than in 
planning decisions. In some states an effort is under 
way to devote more board time to policy-making 
and comprehensive planning instead of requests for' 
support. 

Because the SPA supervisory boards are basically 
responsible for "reviewing, approving and main
taining general oversight of the State plan and its 
implementation,"6 the composition of these bodies 
Is of great interest. The Sufe Streets Act stipulates 
that the SPA supervisory board be representative 
of law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, 
units of general local government and public agen
des "maintaining programs to reduce or control 
Cffi'lft.-'-"\I,.EAA's planning guidelines specify eight 
types of interests that must be represented on these 
boards in order to meet the statutory mandate: (I) 
state law enforcement and criminal justice agencies; 
(2) elected policy-making or executive officials of 
units of general local government; (3) law enforce
ment officials or administrators from local units of
government; (4) each major law enforcement func
tion including police, courts, corrections and juve
nile justice; (5) public agencies maintaining crime 
prevention and control programs; (6) Hrange of jur
isdictions that provides reasonable geographical 
and urban-rural balance as well us high crime area 
representation; (7) spokesman for the concerns of 
state law enforcement agencies and local govern
ments and their law enforcement agenCies; and (8) 
citizen and community interests. 7 Determination of 
whether each SPA complies with the "balanced rep
resentation" requirement is an LEAA responsibility. 

According to the FY 1976 planning grant applica
tions, the number of members on SPA supervisory 
boards varies widely - from eight in Gu am to 75 in 
Michigan, with a national average of 26. In most 
states, all members are directly appointed by the 
governor, although his or her flell;ibility in making 
such appointments is limited by LEAA's representa
tion requir.ements and in some states by statutory 
membership specificatiuns. T.he legislature makes 
some appointments to the SPA boards in California 
and the Virgin Islands. 

c: Information obtained from the FY 1976 planning 
grant applications (eveals reasonable balance on su
pervisory bOl'lids in terms of governmental level, but 
with respect to functional representation, a weight-

ing in favor of courts and police appears. (See Ap
pendices IV-3, IY-3.1, IY-3.~) p. 1O0 ff.) Forty per
cent of the SPA board members represent local gov
ernments, while 37 percent represent state govern
ment. A trend in board composition, noted since 
ACIR's 1970 surv~y, is increasing representation 
of the general publiC; between 1970 and 1975 their 
membership increased from 17 to 24 percent of the 
total. (See Ap'pendix IV-3.) Another trend is the 
continuing heavy reprl!sentation of criminal justice 
functional interests. In 1970, 59 percent of the mem
bers were criminal justice officials, compared with 
57 percent in 1975. (See Appendix IY-3.!.) The rel
ative amount of representation of various criminal 
justice functions (police, courts, corrections and 
juvenile justice) has remained fai~ly constant since 
1970, with the exception that law enforcement 
spokesmen are no ,.longer the largest group of func
tional officials. Court, prosecution and defense rep
resentatiyis make up 21 percent of the membership, 
com~D.nfd with 20 percent for police. The propor
tion(of citr' and county representatives on SPA su-
pei~isory boa-rds accounted for by chief executives 
0!f.legislatQrs is relatively small- 24 percent Jwhile 
dliJ:!tinal jti~tice officials comprise 68 percent -nf the 
local membership. (See Appendix IY-3.2.) The im-
pressions given by the above data were confirmed by 
the SPA directors, approximately 60 percent of 
whom indicated that no agency, jurisdiction or 
group was either overrepresented or underrepresent
ed on the supervisory bo&:rd. 

The processes and procedures under which the 
SPA supervisory bodies operate vary considerably 
from state to state. In many instances, the super· 
visory boards operate under a strong committee 
structure with the major decisions being ,made at the 
committee level. When such a structure is used, the 

~~committees are usually established along functional 
/~--or issue lines (e.g., law enforcement or victimless 

crimes). Some supervisory boards employ an execu
tive committee, which can either make decisions for 
the full board when it is not in session or make gen
eral policy. decisiQIls at all times. The degree of 
formality in operation also varies; many boards 
utilize "Robert's Rules of Order" during their meet
ings. Thirty-seven SPA directors indicated that 
their boards operate under approved bylaws. The 
role of the chairman also varies depending on the 
functions of the board and its structure. In some 
states, the chairman is only a figurehead who con
ducts board meetings, while in others this person ac
tively influences all board policies and procedur~s. 
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In most states, the governor appoints the chairman, 
although in six (Wisconsin, Delaware, New Mexico, 
North Carolina, Idaho and Texas) tH1egovernor 
serves as 'chairman himself. 

LEAA requires that a full-time adr~Jnistrator be 
appointed to carry out the various state responsibil
ities associated with the Safe, Streets Act. In almost 
every state the SPA director is named by the gov
ernor, sometimes with,:~he consent of th,e legislature. 
In Kentucky, Missouri and South Dakota, the h~ad 
of th!! umbrella agency in which the SPA is housed 
has the authority to? appOint the director, While in 
Maine and Montana the supervisory board has the 
appointing authority, 

The composition and functions of the SPA staff 
are determined by the state. LEAA requires that 
SPAs maintain af'staff of adequate size (no fewer 
than five full-time profes~ionals) and competencies 
"to determine annual planning priorities, and to 
manage the development, implementation, monitor
ing and eY'aluation of the State's annual criminal 
justice improvements plan."s In order to prevent 
political abuse, LEAA also requires that the SPA 
staff be included in the state's merit system, with the 
exception of the director and certain other top-level 
staff members. ,According to the FY 1976 planning 
grant applicatio'i-ts, the SPAs currently employ more 
than 2,000 pedple. As shown in Appendix IV·4'(p. 
lOS), the number of SPA professional staff ranges 
widely from state to state. The average SPA profes
sional staff size .is 26, which represents nearly a 200 
percent increase since 1969, w.f.en ~ the national av
erage was nine. Full-time proh.ssionals account for 
an average of 68 percent of the staff and full-lime 
clerical personnel comprise 29 percent. 

SPA staffs are usually organized along functional 
lines, with a section or division normally established 
for grant'milllagement functions and one for plan
ning activitfes: Theformer typically consist of grant 
administrators and financial managers, while the 
latter are usually staffed with criminal justice func· 
tionalc-specialists. Additional units are sometimes set 
up, independently of the planning or grant manage
ment sections, to handle auditing, evaluation, 
standards and goals, and public information. Sev
eral general trends in staffing have occurred in con
cert with changing emphasis by LEAA and SPAs. A 
comparison of the personnel information from the 
FY 1976 planning grant applications (which do not 
have a uniform classification system) with the re
sults of ACIR's 1970 survey suggests that since 
1969 the number of auditors and evaluators has sub-

stantially grown, as SPAs have cr.eated small but 
full-time monitoring, evaluation and aUQiting units. 
The number of.. functional planners and fiscal and 
grant administrators has steadHy increa~ed during 
the, past seven years. 

At the inception of the Safe Streets program, the 
gr~atest personnel problem facing the SPAs was 
finding and attracting competent staff members. Ac
cording to ACIR!s 1970 report, "In viewof.therela
tive infancy of criminal justice planning and admin
istration· as a profession and the desire of many 
State Planning Agencies to hire personnel .with 
either a multifaceted lawenforcemeht or crlminal 
justice background or experience in public adminis
tration, budgeting and ·Iaw rather than public safety, 
it was not surprising that qualified SPA personnel 
were difficult to find."9 In 1975, it appears that this 
problem is not as pressing. The SPAs have achieved 
more than 94 percent of their total authorized staff~ 
ing levels and more than half of the SPAs .have a full 
staff complement.l'he visibility of the program, the 
increasing number of institutions of higher edUCa
tion that offer degrees in crirrfinal justice planning 
and administration, and the·, effort's· by both LEAA 
and the states. to develop trained pe~sonnel have 
contributed to the meeting of SPA staffing needs, 

The other major personnel problem J(!cil}g th~, 
SPAs in 1970 concerned the high rate of turnover
in the position of SPA director. Unfortunately, this 
problem has persisted. According to ACIR ,survey 
data, only six states still have. their originaldirec:tor. " 
Twenty SPAs h1ive had two direclors;at the other 

. extreme, Florida has"thad 15 diJ:ectors. Overall, the 
states have averaged three SPA' direct.ors e'ach since 
1969, with an average'tenure. of two years. FromOc
tober 1974 to October 1975, 23 new SPA directors 
were appointed. This high rate. of turnover .can' be 
attriButed in most instances to normal. occupational 
mobility and changes in state administrations. The 
instability generated by frequent changes in top 
leadership has created management and continuity " 
problems,:, reflected in the rapid policy shifts,c high' 
professionlil staff turnovers andgraritee confusion. 
At the same time, most SPAs are better equipped. to 
deal with this high rate oOurnover today than they 
were in 1970 because of the establishment oUormal 
procedures and processes' for planning, policy-
making, funding and administration. . 

Role in State Goyirnment 
}~ 

The debate in Congress in 1967 and 19(~8 over 
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which level of government should implement the 
Safe Streets Act was resolved in favor of the states, 
because it was believed that these units were best 
equipped to integrate and coordinate a fragmented 
criminal justice system. As an agency of state gov
ernment, an SPA does not administer the program 
in a vacuum. The executive, legislative and judicial 
branches of state government all interact with the 
SPAs. However, the extent of this interaction vades 
considerably among the states. 

The governor occupies a pivotal position in Safe 
Streets administration. Congress called for guberna-. 
torial designation of SPAs in order to avoid duplica
tion of effort within a state and to· maximize coor~ 
dination between levels of gOY ern me nt, criminal jus
tice functions and other government programs. In 
addition, governors appoint members of the super
visory board (and in six states chait this body), con
duct budget reviews and, in some states, delineate 
regional planning units. On a day-to-day basis, how
ever, most governors are not actively involved with 
their SPAs. Forty SPA directors surveyed, for ex
ample, indicated that the supervisory board~s rela
tionship with the governor could be characterized as 
ind~pendent or one of occasional communication 
and consultation. The handful of states reporting 
that their governor had been active in the program 
described this involvement as one of mainly settling 
disputes over local funding decisions or making rec
ommendations concerning particular projects or 
programs seeking Safe Streets support. 

Several factors are responsible for this low level 
of gubernatorial participation. In some states, the 
governor has delegated direct oversight of the pro
gram to a cabinet-level aide or department head. 
Although the governor is not directly involved in 
these instances, such a delegation of responsibility 
to a high administration official usutilly provides 
the type of policy direction and coordination en
visioned by Congress. In oth.er states, the stature 
of the supervisory board members facilitates the 
SPAs' policy-making role vis-a-vis other state agen
cies, and gubernatorial intervention is not required. 
It is no surprise that in many states the governor'·s 
attention is limited by the myriad of Federal pro
grams requiring his attention, .the small amount of 
funds provided under the Safe Sreets Act and the 
heavy demands placed upon the time of a state chief 
executive. 

While the governor's direct participation in SPA 
affairs may be slight, he may rely on the SPA, both 
staff and board, to advise him and other state agen-. 

(] 

cies on criminal justice matters. Forty-two SPAs 
indicated that they often or sometimes performed 
special analyses and studies at the request of the 
supervisory board, the governor or the heads of 
state agencies. At the same time, the SPAs have 
been largely unable to change their image as Federal 
planners and grant dispensers in connection with the 
operations of other state agencies. Thirty-three di
rectors stated that their SPA had not become in
volved in planning and budgeting for the activities 
of state criminal justice agencies other than those 
supported by Safe Sreets funds. Fourteen. SPAs; 
however, reported reviewing and commenting on the 
budgets of these agencies. It was judged that SPAs 

• exercised the most influence with respect to other 
state agencies when evaluating and auditing their 
projects and When seeking state appropriations for 
matching purposes. While some exceptions do exist, 
most SPAs are influential only When Safe Streets 
funds are involved and do not relate closely to other 
e;<ecutive branch agencies except as funding conduits 
or information resources. 

In recent years, the state legislatures have become 
more aware of and involved in the Safe Streets pro
gram primarily for fiscal reasons. In the 197 [ 
amendments to the act, Congress required that be
ginning with FY 1973, the matching contributions 
made by state and local governments had to be 
funds appropriated for this purpose rather than in
kind contributions. This change resulted in direct 
legislative oversight of SPAs - a new phenomenon 
in several states. The growing appreciation of the 
need to assume the costs of Safe· Streets-initiated 
programs also has increased legislatik~ interest in 
SPA activities. -

As the state legislatures have become more aware 
of the SPAs and the Safe Streets program in gener
al, and as the SPAs' capacity to contribute to pol
icy decisions has improved, these agencies have be
come more involved in substantive criminal justice 
issues. Forty-six Sf A directors indicated that their 
SPAs had advised the state legislature on pending 
criminal justice bills. Forty-one of these officials 
noted that their SPAs had drafted or proposed crim
inal justice legislation. Proposed legislation, was 
generally in the area of criminal code revision, court 
unification, corrections, police standards and train
ing, indigent defense and juvenile justice' reform. 
According to the SPA directors surveyed, most of 
the legislation proposed by the SPAs has been en
I!.cted. SPAs appear to have had particular ~uccess 
in the area of police standards and training, com-
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munity corrections. and court reform. Legislative in
volvement appears to be an increasingly common 
aspect orthe SPAs' function as change agents. 

The SPAs' relationship with the judicial branch 
of state government is not as clear as that with the 
executive or legislative branches. The Congress did 
not prescribe a role for the judiciary in the Safe 
Streets program, although it is a major component 
of the criminal justice system .. The state courts are 
normally represented on the SPA supervisory board 
and receive subgrants from the SPA. But how the 
relationship of the SPA and the state courts affects 
the state's criminal judiciary is dependent, in part, 
upon certain structural factors as well as the atti
tudes of the state judiciary toward participation in 
an executive-branch program. In states with a highly 
unified court system, for example, the state judici
ary, usually through the judicial conference or the 
office of the court administrator, is actively in
volved in setting priorities for the state's criminal 
bench, represents the court in other criminal justice 
policy decisipns and promotes the use of Safe 
Streets funds to improve the criminal courts. In 
states where the court system is not unified, state 
courts - usually appellate bodies, without superin
tendem:e of lower courts - are generally less active 
in the program, 

The. separation of ,powers doctrine, which is based 
upon a system of ch~6ks and balances, is often cited 
by judges as the major reason for limited" Court in
volvementin the Safe Streets program. Even though 
the cou~ts are considered a component of thecrim
inal justice system along with executive-branch 
agencies, state constitutions make them a separate 
but equal branch of government. Many judges thi.nk 
that this doctrine prevent& them from participating 
in executive-branch policy-making, functions, such 
as those performed by the SPAs .. At the same time, 
they think that the SPA as an executive-branch 
agency has no right to determine policy that deals 
with the operation of the jUdiciary. . 

Politics has also deterred judicial involvement.. 
It is believed that .. the need to compete with the po
lice, corrections, j~venile delinquency and other iil
terests seeking Safe Streets supportcomprorpises the 
independence and integrity of the judiciary. As the 
recent report by the Special Study Team on LEAA 
~~pport of the State Courts observed: 

Because criminal justice system needs far 
... exceeded the size of the LEAA block grant 

awarded to each State, ,a built-in competi-

0. 

tion for funds developed. Applications 
Were to be niade to an < interdis'ciplinary" 
policy board of the SPA on which sat rep~ 
resentatives of various agencies which 
sought special conside'tation for their disci
pline. The courts were nominally repre
sented but found it demeaning to a'pply for 
court funds to an agency that was not-al
ways objective or professional and which, 
in some instances, viewed the availability 
of Federal funds ras an opportunity to 
strengthen relationships for' the gover
nor. 10 

(> 

The problems of balancing the need for judicial 
participation in the Safe Streets program with the 
(.Jbnstraints imposed by the separation of powers 
doctrine are difficult to resolve. One approach taken 
in a number of states has been the cre,ltion of a ju~ 
dicial planning capacity at the state level. In. Cal
ifornia, for example, a Criminal Justice Planning 
Council was established in the Judicial Conference 
by the state legislature and is statutorily required 
to set judicial priorities and review judicial projects 
and programs requesting Safe Streets support. The 
vast majority .. over the years have been funded by 
the SPA. 

REGI.ONAL PLANNINfullllTS 

The 1968 Safe Streets Act reql.11red that local gov
ernments participate in the comprehensivepianning 
activities of the states. Further, the law recognized 
the need for an effective planning capability at the 
substate level by requiring that at least as'Pecified 
percentage of planning funds be made available by 
the ~tates to local governments or combinations 
thereof, . 

In its FY 1970 guidelines; LEAA encouraged lo
cal "participation in Safe Streets planning 'on a re~ 
gional, met~'opolitan or other "combined interest" 
basis. Further, the agency suggested that criminal 
justice planning responsibilities. be assigned to ex
isting multijurisdictional ~organlzations. In lieuiof 
this, SPAs Were to create regional planning units 
(RPUs) to assist in the development of the annual 

.' comprehensive plan. CurreIIt guidelines define art 
RPU as ". . . any body so designated, which in
corporates two or more units of general local gov
ernment to administer "planning funds and under-

.. take law enforcement and criminal justice planning 
activities under the Actfor a number of geograph-
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lcally proximate countries and/or municipalities.'11 I 
By 1970 almost every SPA had established' a net

work of criminal justice planning regions. Forty-five 
states had a total of 452 RPUs. In 30 of these states, 
criminal justice planning had been added to the 
functions of existing multijurisdictional bodies . .12 

. In the last five years there has been little change 
111 the total number of regions. According to the FY 
1976 slate planning grant applications, there are 
now 445 regions in 43 states. Twelve states (and ter
ritories) do not have regions. (See Appendix lV-5, 
p. 106.) Although the total has not changed sub
stantially, 15 states have increased the number of 
their regions, while in 16 this figure has been re
duced. Changes in the geographic boundaries of sev
eral RPUs have been made, usually to accommodate 
common interests of contingent areas, resolve con
flicts between urban and rural cities and counties, 
achieve population Or geographical balance, or im
prove coordination by housing related planning ac
tivities under one roof. In at least one state Ohio , , 
the change in the regional structure was drastic. In 
order to more effectively concentrate planning and 
action funds in high-crime urban areas, in 1971 the 
state stopped using its IS substate councils of gov
ernment and created six RPUs, each consisting of 
one central. city and its surrounding county. 
. According to ACIR's 1975 survey re~lUlts, 48 per

cent of the 340 RPUs replying were set up by ex
ecutive order, with the remainder established under 
state law. Fifty-seven percent of the regions were 
created specifically for criminal justice planning 

purposes, although several have subsequently as
sumed additional planning responsibilities in related 
fields. 

The data also indicate: that for the most part local 
governmt:;nts have participated in establishing or re
constituting the regional planning units, as LEAA 
guidelines have stressed that RPUs must " ... en
joy a base of local unit acceptahility and representa
tion." 13 More than 90 percent ofthe regional plan
ning officials and 85 percent of the SPA directors 
replying said that city and county governments had 
been involved in this process primarily through 
adopting interlocal agreements and appointing su
pervisory board members. 

• Regional planning units perform a wide range 
of functions. related to the Safe Streets program. 
~ort~-two of the 43 ,states having regionsparticipat
lIlg III ACIR's 1970 survey reported that RPUs 
planned for their member jurisdictions and in 37 
they coordinated local planning efforts~ In 32 states, 
the RPUs reviewed local applications

O 

for action 
g:ants prior to their submission to the SPA, and 22 
did so on referral. .. Sixteen SPAs indicated that 
RPUs expended action funds as the ultimate 
grantee,but in only four did regional units make 
action grants to localities. In II states, RPUs made 
planning subgrants to localities. Thus, even as early 
as 1970, RPUs had already established themselves 
as major agents in the Safe Streets program. 

As Table IV-6 illustrates, the functions performed 
by RPUs have not changed greatly over the past five 
years in the view of the 1975 regional and SPA sur-

Table 1V-6 

Functions Performed by Regional Planning Units 

October 1975 

Regional Planning Unit FUnctions 

Perform criminal Justice planning for their area of Jurisdiction 
Coordinate local criminal Justice planning effort 
Make planning subgrants to local governments 
Review I.ocal appllcailons before submission to the SPA 
Review local applications after referral by the SPA 
Make action subgrants to unlls of local government 
Expand action funds as ultimate grantee 

SPA Response 

1970~~ 1975 

No. l/~1 ~i~~ % 

\\ 42 ((8 ~l-=-~;j 93 
37 8~~'-'"'.'4ti~~ 95 
11 lt1i 6 15 
32 75 39 93 
22 51 10 25 
4 9 6 15 

16 37 -13 32 

RPU Response 

No. ~'o 

327 94 
296 85 
100 29 
326 93 
132 38 

97 28. 
110 32 

'SoUrce: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. Making the Safe Streets Act Work: An Intergovernmental Challenge 
(Washington. D. C.: Government Prlntrng Office. 'i970), p. 35. 
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vey participants. Almost all perform or coordinate 
planning activities, and review grant applications. 
There has been a slight increase in the ifumber of 
states in which regions award action subgrants to 
units of local government and a su,pstantial decrease 
in diose that expend action funds as the ultimate 
grantee and award planning subgrants. 

Supervisory Boards 

Regiorial planning units are required by LEAA 
to " ... operate ur~er the;.,supervision and general 
oversight of a sup~r~isory bOllrci/'14 The provisions 

" governing the composition of these boards have 
evolved from providing only law enforcement rep
resentation to including local government f criminal 
justice agencies and general public representation. 

AccOrding to the questionnaire data, the average 
number of members on an RPU board is 27, with an 
average tenure of four years. In most RPUs (52 
percent), board members are named by the local 
governments comprising the region. In only a·Jew 
regions (10 percent) are the members chosen by the 
governor, while about two-fifths of the RPUs cited 
other methods of selection. 

Attendance at boiird meetings is fairly high, with 
69 percent of the members usually present. Although 
85 percent of (he RiPUs allow members to designate 
alternates and in half these regions the alternates 
have full yoting privileges, Its's than one-third said 
that local elected officials often sent criminal justice 

. agency officials i,n their place. 
About half of the RPUs .. have advisory councils 

or subcommittees that address specific problems in 
particular functional areas, such as police, courts 
and corrections. Advisory councils often exist where 
the RPU is a council O,f governments (COG). In 
this instance, the advis~f:)"'i.>council makes recom
mendations on criminal ju~tice matters to the gov
erning body of the COG. In determining represen
tational· balance, LEAA considers the membership ,'j 
06, both the advisory council (predominantly crim
ina~ justice offiCials) and the COG."governing body 
(predominantly local elected officials). 

In the view of the regional respondents, the po
lice have a' greater (27.2 percent) number of spokes
men on the RPU supervisory boards than any other 
criminal justice functional component, a finding 
cor.sis~ent w'ith predominant local. responsibility for 
law enforcement. Although most regional and 10«fll 
oft1cials surveyed contended that no group (includ
ing the police) was overrepresented, more of the 10-

o 

c~I officials· responding thought the police exyrQ.~led 
gfeater influence in board decisions than anX~lQf~ 
jurisdict,ional or functional representative. \;':;~ 

For the most part, RPU officials reported that 
corrections, courts, and prosecution and defense in
terests were the least adequately reflected on the 
regional boards. On the other hand, local officials 
indicated that public members were both the least 
represented and least influential. ' 

In response to criticism from city and county pub. 
lic interest groups, the Safe Streets Act was amend
ed' in 1973 tQ, require that RPU boards consist 9f a 
majority of local elected officials. Hdwever, in hn
plementing this provision LEA A defined' "local 
elected officials" as including not only executive 
and legislative officials of general purpose local gov
ernment, but also elected sheriffs, district attorneys 
and judges. 

In the views of regional and local survey respon
dents, the effects of this amelldment have been 

" I( '. . 

mixed' (see Table IV-7). About one-third of both 
theRPU and local officials thought t1f<3te had been 
no effect as a result of the requirement at all. ':., 

Fifteen SPA directors al~,b' indicated that this 
amendment has produced "no ~~i>teciable ·impact. 
The directors who cited positive results:mentioned 
the following: local elected offiCials have become 
mdre aware of criminal justice pro'blems and needs; 
the SPA's sensitivity to local problemsh.as. in
creased; and the l.ccal base of the progr~m has been 
broadened. On the negative side: iqcal politicaliza
tion of the criminal justice pliJpning process"had oc
curred; the tendency toward "pork barreHngHhad 
accelerated; and getting local elected officials to 
serve on RPU boards had become more difficult. 

Generally, RPU boards play an active role in 
Safe Streets planning and funding decisions, with 
only limited authority delegated to staff. As Table 
IV-8. and Table IV-9 show, 35 percent of the boards 
review and approve specific· activities in the annual 
regional plan. On the' other hand, 65. percent ap
proved or disapprQved all gnlllt applicatio~ after 
discussing each of them. As in the case of tHe state 
planning agencies; .it may well be that most RPU 
board members perceive more direct. and tangible 
rewards in app(oving applications than in approving 
activities outlined in the regional plan. However, 
this varies according to the. degree to which. the 
plan represents fundJng commitments~ '. . , 

LEAA guidelines require SPAs to provide rea~on
able assurances that RPU& are adequately staffedtp 
carry out their diverse functions. Like· their stafe~ 
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Table IV-7 

Effects of 1973 Amendment Requiring a Majority of Local Elected Officials 
on RPU Boards· 

October 1975 
RPU Local 

No. % No, % 
Increased Influence of chief executive and legislative officials 

In RPU declslon;maklng .' 
128 37 345 31 

Reduced Influence of criminal justice functional representatives 62 18 239 22 
In RPU decision-making 

More reallstlce programming In terms of local budget 125 36 424 38 
considerations . 

No effect 121 35 327 30 
other 70 20 118 11 
• MultiplE! responses were received from some Jurisdictions. 

Table IV-8 

Views of RPU Officials Regarding 'the Extent to Which the RPU Board has an Active and 
Influential Role in Reviewing Activities in the Annual Plan 

October 1975 

Number Percent 

Sets broad policies and priorities only 23 8,8 
Reviews and approves general ac1lvilies 48 18.3 
Reviews and approves general activities 92 35.1 
Accepts staff recommendations with review 62 23.7 
Accepts staff recommendations without review 6 2.3 
Other 31 11.8 

TOTAL 262 100.0 

Table IV-9 

Views of RPU Officials Regarding the E~tent to Which the RPU Board has an Active and 
Influential Role in Reviewing, Applications for Funding 

October 1975 ,~. 

Number Percent 
D 

All approval and dIsapproval authority delegated to RPU staff 14 4.3 
SUpervisory b~ard approves or disapproves all applications above 4 1.2 

a certain dollar amount 
SUpervisory board approves or disapproves all applications, normally -. 

44 13.5 
without Individual discussion except for a problem or 
controversial case 

SUpervisory bOard approves or disapproves all applications, normally 214 65.4 
aHer discussing each of them 

Other ., 51 15 .. 6 
~OTAL 327 100.0 
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, level .counterparts, many RPUs have had difficulty 
obtaining a sufficient number of qualified personnel. 
Nevertheless, the data indicate th~t RPU staff capa
bilities have increased since 1970,. when seven of the 
~'tates responging to ACIR's survey did not, have 
full-time professional planners. Five years later, 
a review of the FY 1976 state planning grant ap
plications showed that by mid-1975 all states with 
regional planning units had one or more full-time 
staff at the regional level. (See Appendix IV-6, p. 
108.) The number of employees ranged from a high 
of 133 professionals in California to one in'Rpode 
Island: Overall, there were 948 full-time professional 
positions, supplemented by 169 part-time personnel. 

Nevertheless, these data should nor be interpreted 
as meaning that every region has full-time profes
sional help; clearly, some do not. Moreover, a 
number of regions have only one staff person who 
must perform the myriad duties of planning, appli
cation processing and providing technical assistance. 
For example, Virginia has 22 RPUs yet only 26 full
time regional professional staff members. 

In contrast to the SPAs, there has been little turn
over in'key RPUstaff. Only nine percent of the re
gional respondents ,said then~ had been a high turn
over of executive directors, while 20 percent thought 
there had been a high turnover of criminal justice 
'planners. 

For the most part, regional staff members are 
hired independently by the RPU board. Neverthe
less, some critics have maintained that the RPUs 
are primarily instruments of SPAs, rather than in
struments of local governments. Therefore, it is 
noteworthy that the 1975 survey results show that 

" 

the majority of local officials (60 percent of the 
city and 71 percent of the county respondents) be
lieved that RPU staff were local, as opposed ~tR 
state, emp~oyees. 

\\ 
Funding' 

The Safe Streets Act r~quires thatSP As make· 
available to local governments or combinations 
thereof at least 40 percent of the available planning 
funds (Part B). The purpose of this provision is "to 
insure local participation in formulating; revising 
and updating the Comprehensive State Plans." ls 

However, LEAA may waive this pass-through .re
quirement, in whole or in part, if it finds that it is 
inappropriate in view of respective state/local law 
enforcement planning responsibilities and would not 
contribute to the efficient development of a state 
plan. Plapning grants to the regions do not requJre 
non-Federal match. 

Appendix IV·7 (p. 110) Hsts the amount and per
cent Of Part B funds made available by each state 
to the local level in FY 1976. Eighteen,states (two 
more, than in 1969) passed through more, than the 
required 40 percent and two (Minnesota qnd Mis
souri) allocated one-half of their planning funds 
to regions and localities. Twelve states~ave been 
granted pass-through waivers by LEAA. The' ,plan
ning grant figures show that MarYland, for exam
ple, distributes only 37 percent of its Part B monies 
to the substate .level, but it should be remembered 
that the.se amounts represent allocations for 15 
months due to the change in the Federal fiscal Y~,ar, 
to which some discrepancies may be ascribed. \; 

Table iV-1Q 

Adequacy of Part 8 Funds 

October 1975 

In the View of Regional Officials: 
SPA Part B Funds 

,RPU Part B Funds 
In the View of SPA Dlrectol'$: 

SPA Part B Funds 
RPU Part B Funds 

Excessive 

No. % 

103 32 
4 1 

0 ' q? 
1 2 '.c 

"':.1,/ 

.' .... 7"'-,' 
... --.".1 

, Adequate Inadequate 
~,' ,. 

No. % No. .. ,% 

0157 50 57 ,. 18 
93 28 240 11 

Q 

15 30 35 70 
0 

15 36 26 62" 
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SPA and RPUrespondents generatly agreed that 
, the amount of Ptlrt B funds was inadequate at the 

regional level (see Table lV-IO). According to the 
SPA directors, RPU functions that were hampered 
asa,result of this inadequacy were planning, tech
nical assistance, monitoring and project develop
ment. 

Almost all regional officials (82 percent) thought 
that the SPA had adequate or even excessive plan
ning resources, while only 30 percent of the SPA 
directors" thought that their agency had sufficient 
Part B support. A majoritybfregional officials (71 
percent) viewed the present 60-40 pass-thr(iugh for
mula as an inappropriate way to divide planning 
funds and indicated that the state should be limited 
to 40 to 5Qpercel1t, with the remainder allocated to 
the regions; Although most of the SPA directors 
favored the current formula, 15 recommended that 
a greaterl'ort.i.(:.,n be retained, at the state level. 

L,OCAL PLANNING 

In'the initial years of the program, a number of 
the larger and more urban cities and counties object
ed to the regional approach adopted by the SPAs, 
claiming that their pressing crime problems were 
being subordinated to the less urgent needs Qf rural 
communities and suburbs. tn addition, many juris
dictions were experiencing difficulty in obtaining 
planning mOl1ies. Since 1)10st of the 40 percent pass
through of "local planning funds" was being alJo
cated to the newly formed regional planning units, 
17 of the 30 largest cities did not receive any Part B 
support at alJ in'FY 1970. 16 

In response to these critIcisms, Congress amended 
the act in 1971 to require '\SPAs to "assure that ma
jor cities and counties c. .:'. "receive planning funds 
t'O develop comprehensiv~; plans and coordinate 
functions at the local level\" q These amendments .. 
also authorized the use of pJh C action funds,·to 
support criminal justice,d\ordlnating councils 
(CJCCs) il'!~)ocalities (or com,bi\~ations thereof) hav
iUg a popufation of 250,000 or rnl?re. 

As a rt~sult of these provisi.Q~~' there was a~:;dra
matic growth in the number 10 ~ 10cal'~,Qvernments 
seeking to establish' their own ~~r::minal jUstice pla~
ning capacity. In many cases, this effort took the 
form of.assigning a planner to n\.~\e. local police de
partment (or some other agency~ of local govern
ment) who had primary responsibility for Safe 
~treets efforts (see Table IV-ll). Most of these of
fices (53 percent of the cities and ~\6 percent of'the 

o 

0,,: 
counties) were set up specifically fot the Safe 
Streets program. As of mid-1975, city criminal jus
tice planning offices had an average of four profes
sional staffers, with a range of from one to 10. 
Counties. usually had t.hree professional employees, 
with a range of from one to 60. However1- the major
ity had only two Or fewer personnel. Most of these 
offices are heavily involved in proposal writing, 
planning, ,fiscal monitoring, project evaluation, 
guidelines review and other Safe Streets"rel~ted 
functions. Some also participate in a variety of nOh
LEAA related tasks, such as review of criminal jus
tice agency budgets, legislative analysis and policy 
development. IS 

Criminal justice coordinating councils are found 
mainly in the larger cities and counties. Spurred by 
the 1~71 amendments providing for the use of Part 
C funds to establish CJCCs in localities of 250,000 
of more popul~tron, by the end of that year they 
existed ip. 33 of 50 of the nation's largest cities. 19 

CJCC~ are established by local governments for 
the purpose of planning foP and coordinating crim
inal justice programs. Usually chaired by local chief 
executives, the councils ,~onsist of mell1bers broadly 
representative of local government, the general pub
lic and the' criminal justice community. The first 
CJCC was established.in 1967 by the mayor of New 
York City, based in part on the recommendation of 
the President's Crime Commission that: "In every 
State and every city, an agency, or one or more of
ficials, shOUld be specifically responsible for plan
ning improvements in crime prevention and control 
and encouraging their implementation."2o In defin
ing a criminal justice coordinating council, the 
LEAA General Counsel has'referenced the "Report 
of the National Commission on the Causes and Pre
vention of Violence" which, in recommending the 
creation of criminal justice offices in the. nation's 
major metropolitan areas, characterized the func
tions of those offices as including b_udgeting, coor-

/:~, 

dinati'on, systems analysis and evaluation, the de-
velopment of performance standards, and the init
iation of information systems. 21 " 

According to ACIR's 1975 survey data, 107 cities 
and 52. counties are seryed by coordinating coun
cps. Moreover, a recent study by the National 
~bgue of Cities and United States Conference of 
Mayors indicates that CJCCs exist in 29 of 49 cittrs 
responding to a questionnaire sent to the nation's 
55 largest mut1icipaliti~s. Nineteen of these CJCCs 
were affiliated with both city and county govern
ments. Ten wefl~ city-wide, most pften single-citr I) 
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Table. I V-11 

Assignment of Local Planning Responsibility for Safe Streets Fun~s· 

October 1975 

a 

Number reporting 
:: Mayor's office, '" 

County chief executive's offic~ 
District attorney's office C 

City manager's office 
County manager's office 
Department of public safety 
Department of human .. resources 
Police department 
County sherlff'soHlce 
CitywIde criminal justice coordinating council 
City-county criminal justice coordinating council 

Regional pliirlnlng commission 
Council of governments 0:c_-== 

Regional office of SPA 
Other 

• Multiple responses were received from some JUrisdictions. 

counties with a consolidated metropolitan govern
ment.22 .d 

The functions of CJCC~ frequently overlap with 
those performed by regional planning units, al
though the LEAA General Counsel has attempted to 
distinguish between the Safe Streets planning activ
ities oran RPU (which receive Part B support) and 
the coordinating role of a CJCC (funded by Part 
C). Further, RPUs and CJCCs are, differentiated by 
the fact that the former .exist by authority of the 
go~ernor or state legislature, and the latter are cre- " 
ations of local government. 23 

Nonetheless, in some instances criminal justice 
coordinating councils also serve as designated re
gional planning units for the p~~pose of the Safe 
Streets program; for example,Cleveland-Cuyahoga 
,CQunty, Detroit-Wayne Count':f'tt' nd San Francisco. 
In others, the CJCC serves. i:a~>dty or city-county 
combination which is part of a broader mUltijuris
dictional ~RPU, lor example;, Minneapolis-Hfmnepin 
County dnd the City of St. Louis. 

Once again in response to;' tomplain{~ by big city 
mayo~~county Qfficials\~ the Safe Streets A'ct 

\\ 

CIties Counties 

No. % No, % 

790 '440 
64 8 8 2 

3 0 73 . " H " 

2 0 10 
,,~ 

2 
1 i9 1$ 11 2 

4 1 ) 29 7 
3,3 4 4 1 

0 0 3 1 
34'1 43 12 3 

10 1 93 21 
10 1 4 1 67 
97 12 48 11 

211 : 27 163 37 
72 9 35 8 

158 20 78 18 
76 ' 10 62 14 

was amended in 1973 to requite SPAs t~ establish 
procedures whereby cities arid counties (or combina
tions thereof) of 250,000 or more persons could 
submit plans to their SPAs for funding in whole o( 
in part. The purpose of this provision (the so-called 0' 

Kennedy amendment) was to~ allow localities, and in 
particular the major urban jurisdictions, to partici-

'J pate more fully in the Safe Streets program and to 
reduce the budgetary uncertainty and delay in the 
funding of local' projects. Twenty-four SPAs re
sponded affirmatively to a question in the ACIR 
survey concerning whether they had established pro
cedures pursuant to this requirement of the 1913 Act 
by the Fall of 1915, .The impact of these procedures 
on planning varies greafly among the states. At one 
extreme, iii Minnesota the two local coordinating 
councils (Minneapolis-Hennepin County and SL 
Paul-Ramsey County) are"requested to prepare com· 
prehensiveplans for their areas. Th~se plans are 
then submitted to th~ appropriate regional plann;i)lg 
unit and integrated into" a regional plan. This docf}
ment is reviewed by the SPA for use in preparing 
the state plan. However, once the state plan is ap-

G 

o 

;~ 



68 

'.' 

\\, 
proved, the CJCCs, like ~lher applicants, must sub
mit individual proposals to ttle-' SPA for approval. 
At the other extreme, in Ohio, the major city/county 
RPUs submit plans which, when approved by the 
SP Ai trigger the award of a "mini block grant" to 
the RPU (0 implement the activities described in its 
plM, Falling somewhere between these two alter
rtati~es is the approach' adopted by the Virginia 
SP A. In an effort to implement the Kennedy 
amendment without undermining its existing region
al planning structure, the SPA developed proce
dures allowing the two eligible localities to prepare 
fiscal yellr plans in conjunction with their local 
budg~:t processes. Once approved by their govern
ing bodies, these plans are reviewed by th~ apil[o
priate l.'egional planning unit and are sahmitted to 
the SPA, along with the comments of the region, 
for approval. After the local plans are approved by 
the S(I A, the localities submit applications to the 
SPA directly (rather than through the RPU). How
ever, I,hese applications do not follow the usual pro
cedur<l of going to the SPA's supervisory board for 
approval, since approval of the plan has in essence 
represented a funding commitment by the SPA. 
The subsequent application is processed for ad
ministrative and accounting purposes only, and 
consequently the time involved is greatly shortened. 

In general, the lack of effect on the funding proc
ess in most states has significantly undercut the in
tent of the Kennedy amendment. Not surprisingly, 
thb NationaL League of c;iti~I's-U.S. Conference of 
Mayors survey revealed t1f.~t!few of the large cities 
were satisfied with the way the requirement had 
been implemented. Seventy-one percent of the re
spondents said that the amendment had resulted in 
"no change;" 16 percent, that it had improved the 
situation "somewhat;" and eight percent, that it had 
contributed "very much. "24 

Funding 

The 1971 Safe Streets Act amendments required 
SP As to insure that ail major cities and counties 
received planning r~nds. LEA~,.f;Cguldcirnes subse
quently 'defined eligible localid~s as including: (1) 
th.e largest city.and county in e~~ stat~) each city 
WIth a populatton of 250,000 or n'iGrI!'; and (3) each 
county with a population in exc{~,-§, of 500,000. 
. Localities, of course, are not required to acceptdi

rect planning monies and many waive their right£ to 
such funds in wl'iting. A review of the FY 1976 state 
planning grant applications shows that at least 65 

localities have signed waivers for Part B funds. 
However, in these instances local planning is being 
carried out by a CJCC receiving Part C support, by 
a mUltijurisdictional RPU receiving P'art B money 
or by a single city-county RPU (often functioning as 
a CJCC as well) operating with Part B funds. Con
versely, at least 29 counties, 28 cities and nine city / 
county combinations that are eligible have not 
signed waiver agreements. 

ACIR survey data indicate that most city and 
county officials believe that the amount of Part B 
funds for local planning is insufficient. One percent 

. of the respondents answered "excessive;" 44 per~ent 
said "sufficient;" and 54 percent replied "inade
quate." Similarly, two-thirds of the RPU and SPA 
respondents thought that local planning monies 
were inadequate. 

Part C funds are also a source of support for local 
planning eff0rts. As mentioned earlier, action dol
lars may be, used to establish coordinating councils 
in localities (or combinations thereof) of 250,000 or' 
more persons. Based on the FY 1976 state planning 
grant applications; it appears that about 32 lo(:a) , 
CJCCs receive Part C funds. Because of limited Part 
B monies and the increase in planning and admin
istrative tasks, several SPAs have awarded ac'tion 
grants to single county-city bodies (either CJCCs 
or RPUs) to support activities related to Safe 
Stre~ts planning. However, in May 1975 the LEAA 
General Counsel issued an opinion stating that Part 
C funds may not be used to supplant Part B plan
ning activities of RPUs. Further, Part B funds must 
be awarded to CJCCs to support those activities 
necessitated by the comprehensive pl,annlngprocess 
authorized by the Safe Streets Act. In other words, 
those functions of a CJCC directly related to Safe 
Streets (I.e., grant management, local. priority set~ 
ting and grants review) must be supported by Part B 
monies and not Part C.25 The probable~effect of this 
ruling will be to reduce even further the amount of 
planning funds avnilableto RPUs, and' other local 
planning efforts. 

f\ 'key'~lement of t]le block grikht concept is the 
uelicate relationsliip betlV~en the Federal govern
ment and the ~p'ant r'e\;(tpient.-in the case of the ~ 
Safe Streets program, betweerr LEAi\ and the states. 
Block grants Pfesen(ad~f.!llengc to the Federal ad
mmistrative agency. 011 the one hand, it is responsi
ble for insuringth~t congressional purposes are 
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achieved; on the other, it must allow recipients max
imum discretion in the use of funds. 

Regional Offices 

As discussed in Chapter III, LEAA began imple
mentation of the Safe Streets Act by establishing 
guidelines for the states to foftow in setting up their 
planning agencies and formulating comprehensive 
plans. Through preparation of planning grant. ap
plications and annual plans in conformance with the 
guidelines, states would provide the information 
LEAA needed to assure compliance with the act. 
[n the early yt:ars of the program, LEAA main
tained guideline development and planning grant 
application review and approval functions in its 
Washington headquarters. In May 1971, LEAA de
centralized the review and approval functions to 10 
regional offices as part of an effort to better moni. 
tor and assist the states' efforts. Currently, the re
gional offices perform the primary role in LEAA's 
liaison activities with SPAs, while guideline devel
opment, auditing, legal opinions and overall policy 
direction are still handled by LEAA headquarters. 

Each LEAA regional office has two major sub
divisions, oper(itions and technical assistance. The 
operations section consists of the stare repre~\enta
tives, who are assigned to each state in the region, 
and financial staff, who are nbt assigned to particu
lar stat~5~ The state representative is responsible 
for all communications between LEAA and his or 
her assigned state and coordinates the review of the 
annuaL comprehensive plan. The technical assistance 
function is perfq~med by specialists in each of the 
criminal justice" functional areas of law enforce
ment, adjudication, corrections and juvenile justice, . 
as well as by specialists in broader areas such as 
manpower and information systems. Th.e regional 
adminIstrator who heads each regional office main
tains au'thority over all planning grant applications 
and annual comprehensive plans submitted by 
SPAs. Th,e (tegional administrator also reprr.sents 
LEAA on a Federal regional council to facilitate 
coordination bet\veen Safe Streets and other Federal 
programs operating within the region. 

A major function of the regional office is the re
view and approval of the slate comprehensive plans. 
In recent years, the commurtications about the plan 
between the SPAs and their respective regional of
fices hllve begun with the issmirice of the planning 
guidelines. These ccmmunications usually involve 
LEAA efforts to further clarify any new or modified 

requirements and SPA explanations of the proce
dures they expect to follow in preparingpllltls. 
State representatives continue this dialogue with 
their SPAs so that they are fully'aware of the stages 
of plan development and can provide ,guidance to 
their slates as'to the acceptability of SPA responses 
to LEAA requirements. 

Once the comprehensiVe plan is submitJed to the 
regional office, appropriate sections are' reviewed 
by the technical specialists and the financial ana
lysts. Deficiencies are noted and discussed with the 
regional office and arc often remanded to the ~tutes 
prior to final action, to permit early resohiiioll • 
Early in the program's history, the desire that funds 
continue flowing into the field caused LEAA to ap
prove most state plans (and, therefore, to award the" 
Part C block grant) despite mujor deficiencies. In 
fact, only a handful of slate plans have ever been 
totally disapproved.bUsually LEAA places "special 
conditions" on the block grant award in order to 
remedy deficiencies Or ensure compliance witll any 
requirements issued after issuance of the planning 
guidelines. Special conditions usually stipUlate 
remedial a'ction by the grantee \yithin a specified 
period of time, Acceptance of the award means that 
the grantee agrees to correct the deficiencies noted 
on the special conditions, Responses from 32 of the 
SPAs surveyed indicated that their LEAA regional 
office had often placed special conditions on final 
approval of the state plan, ,;vhile none indicated 
that LEAA had never taken this action. 

A regional office can also delay approval of the 
state plan to permit SPA resolution of deficiencies 
prior to final action. Only three_ SPAs, however, 
reported that delays in plan approval had occurred 
often, while 16 asserted this had riever occurred. Ac
cording to the resp~~denls,. the length of time 
LEAA takes to review and approve plans has stead
ily declined: in 1970, the average was 10.8 weeksj. by 
1974, it had been reduced to 9.5 weeks. This de
crease may not appear to be significant, but it 
should be kept in mind that over this period the ' 
guideline requirements to be enforced by the region
al offices increased substantially, and these offices 
also assumed primary roles in administering 
LEAA's comprehensive data system and lawen-
forcement education programs. I 

In addition to its plan approval; inforrhation and 
interpretation functions, a regional office is also re
sponsible for applying and enforcing guidelines, 
providing technical assistance, and in some cases 
distribu~retionarY funds. Table IV.12 jis~ 
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,~- SPA Dlreclors' A.sessmenl orbegree 10 which Regional Office Acllvilles are Useful 
to the SPAs 

Activities 

Interpreting Fellerel guidelines 
Rovlewlng annual plans 
Applying aild enforcing reqU!rements .. 
pihvldlng technical asslstanc,;" ,. 
Communications with Federal authorities 
Ols\rlbutlr.g discretionary funds 
Rospondlng to SPA requests 
ApplyIng and enf<Drclng specIal condItions on state pillns 
Encouraging nallonal priorities In slate plans 

October 1975 

EssentIal 

No. ~(, 

18 36.0 
23 46.0 
10 2Q.4 

, , 16 32.0 
8 16.3 

21 42.0 
22 14.9 
12 25,5 
5 10.? 

No. 

32 
22 
30 
33 
33 
25 
2i' 
29 
17 

Useful Unnecessary 

% No. % 

64.0 0 
44.0 5 10.0 
61,2 9 18.4 
Ei8,0 1 2.0 
67i4 8 16.3 
50';0 '20 4 8,0 
55,1 0 
61.7 6 12.8 
34.7 27 55.1 

L--__________ ''"''\, ____________________ ---1 

some of the activities regional omces perform and 
shows the SPA direclqfs i assessmertt of their useful
ness. More than 50 percent of Ule respondents found 
the encouragement of nationnl priorities in state 
plans to be an unnecessary regional office activity, " 
while all found interpreting Federal guidelines and. (\ 
responding lO,. SPA requests to be useful Or essential 
regional of rice function§. The negative attituie of 
the SPA directors toward regional offices' encour
agement of national priorities in state plans prob
ably stems from their belief that this interferes with 
state decision-making and priority-setting. Review
ing annual plans, ''responding to SPA requl\sts and 
distributing discretionary funds were deemed to be 
essential regional office activities by mcfre than 40 
p¢rcent of the respondents. In general, the rating 
of regional office uctivities appears to show that 
SPAs favor activities that are of direct assistance in 
accomplishing their mission rather than ensuring 
compliance with congressional mandates. 

i\ 

that their state representative not only identified" 
and obtained bEAA resources for their state but al. 
so acted as an advocate for" them in regional office 
decision-making. Other SPAs did not find their 
state,. representative iO, be a facilitator or liaison with 
LEAA but mther to be an adve;·sary. As one SPA 
officiutcommentedf "It appears thilt the'State Rep
reserytativeroJe lias been gradualfycompressed to 
purely admin.i~trative functions, mediating between 
a continual flow of paper I'rom the SPA and an in
creasing range of LEAA gu.;ctelines." Most SPAs 
strongly supported the advocacy role of the state 
representative~' indicating that this person should be 
someone who understa,!~s the state's particular 
needs, programs and priorll1es so that he or she can 
relate LEAA's reSOUrces and requirements to them 
artd be "free to vigorously sur:riort the position of .. 
th~ SPA to ensure that the process is truly a part
nership." Altogether, the SPAs' attitudes about the 
role the state representative should play are consis-
tent with their attitudes toward the regional offices: 
the Federal role at its primary" level 'of contact 

C { , 

j' 
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Technical assistance is the only activity where the 
size of the state appears to affect the attitude of the 
SPA: states with populations in excess of five mH~ 
lion usually rated LEAA technical assistance as only 
useful rather than essential, while Inost stales with 
populations less than two million felt that activity 

should be one of assisting the states to accomplish 
their mission, not one of impeding their actlons. 'I, '" <., 

to be essential. . . 
Mixed views over the advocate-adversary functioh 

or the regional office were also reflected in the SPA 
directors' attitudes toward state representatives. Or
ganizationally, the stale representative is the major 
means of communication and the administrative link 
between LEAA and the SPAs. Some SPAs stated 

LEAA Guidelines 

As previously discussed, LEAA has developed, is
sued and cnforced guidelines to implement the Safe 
Streets Act as well as other Federal statutes or reg
ulations. Currently, LEAA guidelirt~s cover: Part B 
grants, Part C block and discretionary grants, Part 
E formula and discrctionary grants, the Law En-.. 

\ "'~ 
I , 

forcement Education Program! financial aspects of 
all programs, systems programs includirik Compre
hensive Data Systems and grants under the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
Basically, these, guidelines' specify requirements for 
applying for and administering t,he var1~ty of funds 
available through the Safc Streets and Juvenile Jus
tice. programs. This section concentrates on the 
LEAA guidelines that Qirectly affect Saf~ Streets 
planning-the Part B, C and E guidelines. 
'The glIidelines concerning, the application for and 

administration of Part B planning grants primarily 
requirc thu,t the SPA: describe itself; its regions; 
its operations, including plan development; evalua
tion, technical assistance ana auditing; and its pro
cedures for complying with several related acts '<of 
Congress. Until E:Y 1972" many onhe requirements 
contained in the planning:! grant guideline:;' \y,ere part 
of the administrative component "of the corhprehen
sive plan ,guidelines. Previou.s'guid~lines were fairlY' 
shorl and resulted in u planning grant application 
that con'sisted" primarily of necessary forms and bud
get justifications.' 

The Part C and' E guidelines form the basis fO[i! 
the development Of tile annual comprehellsive plan 
and consist of detailed diSCUSSions of and specifi.c 
requirements for each of the congresgionally man
dated sections of the plan. These sections include: 
(1) a description of existing law enforcement and 
criminal justice systems and resources;' (2) an analy
sis of law enforcement and criminal justice needs, 
problems and priorities; (3) a description" of the 
stafe'slaw enforcement and criminal justice stand
ards and goals; (4) a" multi-year projection of state 
improvement; (5) a review of related law' enforce
me'iH plans, programs and systems; (6) a descrip
tion of' the annual action programs; (7) a past 
progress report that is primarily an evaluation of 
previouslyc funded projects; and (8) a statement of 
compliance with statutory requirements. The c,om
prehensive. plan guidelines do not require separate 
annual' Part C and Part E plans but do require mat 
the spepialPart E assurances required .,by law be 
met in a num\?er of places throughout the annual 
plan. .<1 ~" 

Many of the stronges'L complaint,s about t® Safe 
Streets program by SPA~ directors, and in some in
stances other state, regfonal and local off\pials, 
center on the guideli'nes, which are considered re
strictiVe; incomp!,ete, repetitive and overly detailed. 
A concern voiced frequently by SPAs l-s that the re
porting procedures !lnd the amount of paperwork 

overload the staff, and that simplification of thQ 
, guidelines and requirements is a major,.. need. As one 

SP A Director stated in his response to ACl R's sur-
~ ~ 

yey: 

EVert with increased amounts of Part B 
administrative funds most SPAs are caught;, 
in a never ending cycle of d6votinEJ;:the vast' : 
majority of their time to assuring compli
ance with the LEAA guidelines and the bu
reaucratic shuffle connected with grants 
administration°. this leaves precioys little 
time for the SPA staff to provide tHe crimi. 
nal justice system witb the technical assist
ance and coordination assistance so ,sies· 
perately'needed. ,;, 

fj 

The SPAs' concern about the size and complexity of 
the guidelines in relutio,1l to the amount o(planning 
and action dol)\ars "aVailable capnotbe underesti
mated. As discussed in severat of the case studies 
cQntaineciin this repoi'l, some states believe that the 
proliferation of guidelines!, requirements and '~red 

C tape" h(l,s reduced the benefit.s of the program lo.the 
point where they are considering ter,j1Jina~ing partici~ 
p!,\tion. In their view! the time deman~ls imposed by 
compliance with "guideline,,;;:requiremetllS makes' it 
difficult; if not impOSSible)' to dev~IQP (lomp(ehen
sive plans responsive to st~te t.:nd local needs, .. 

While the reasonablene~~, or effectiveness of. the . 
substance of the guidelines is beyond the scope·<of 

.. tl1ls report, the history of their use and their rclaWe 6 

growth higblight this guideline controversy. LEt\A 
began its administration of thcSafe Streets program 
by issuing guidelines for plartning and abtion grants 
in November 1968. Due, to the infart'b~of.the SPAs, 
and the short time allotted for preparation of their 
first comprehensive plan, the' states found that they 
could not comply with the initial set of guidelines. 
Therefore, several sections wel'e waived for the 'FY 
1969 plans, and, although all requirements werere· 
imltituted for the FYI970 planning period, LEAA's 
emphasis was on getting lhe program started .and 
keeping the funds" flowing into the fielci, This led to 
a lesser pilority bei'og accorded to enforcement c of 
LEAA guidelines. At the same time, the statj found 
that compliance was. not too difficult because of the 
relatively small number of requirements. Despite 
shifts in thtl responsibility for developing guidelines 
within LEAA, m'ost changes ire the first few years 
were res~'ricted to reorganization of the guidelines 
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and refinement of particular4;quirement~, The first" 
major revisions were made in FY 1971 in response 
to the 1971 amendments to the act, particularly pro
visions to implemenCthe new Part E program. Two 
other developments\~~f\this time that turned LEA:\.'s 
attention to guideHm: compliance were the dec~n.' 
tralization of planning gr~nt and plan approva( to 
the regional offices, and the concerns about inade
quate financial accountability raised by the Mon
aghan committee hearings (see Chaptet' II). 

As the importance of the guidelines in LEANs 
administration of the Act grew and as amendments 
to the Safe Streets Act increased the complexity of 
the program,LEAA recognized the need to stand
ardize and formalize their guidelines. Therefore, for 
FY 1973, the first of a series of standardized guide
lines was isr.ued (series M4100), which also set forth 
a formal fomat highlighting specific requirem~ints. 
Since then, the major statutory impact on the guide
lines has come from the Crime Control Act of 1973 
and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act of 1974. As discussed in Chapter Ill, the 
current emphasis in LEAA is on technical compli
ance with guidelines, which when coupled with the 
issuance of expanded and changed guidelines for FY 
1976, has raised the SPAs' frustration level. 

While not an accurate measure of the growth in 
workload, the increase in the number of pages in the 
guidel!n:!;~.,document does provide an approximation 
of the 'oV€~all rise in the num'ber of requirements. " 
As shown in Table IV-13, the total length 'of the 
guidelines and of the instructions for the comple
t~on of the planning grant application and the annu
al comprehensive plan have, for the most part, been 
expanding since FY 1971. Since standardization be
gan in FY 1973, both the planning grant and' plan 
sections of the guidelines have more than doubled. 
Of particular note, most of the major increases in 
length have occurred when the guidelines have re
flected statutory changes and additions; in FY 

. 1971, for the 1971 Part E and other amendments; in 
FY 1974, for the Crime Control Act (jf 1973; and in 
FY 1976, for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. 

In addition to comt:llaints about the guidelines 
in general and about spcdific statutory requirements, 
SPA directors also indicated frustration with the 
untimely issuance of new guidelines andv,the frequent 
revision of existing ones. As indicate.tl in Table 
IV-14, the time between final issuance ~1f the plan
ning guidelines and the date of plan submission has 
been relatively shQrt considering that the plan is to 

Table IV-13 

Number of Pages in State Planning Agency Guidelines 
FY 1969·1976 

Fiscal Year Total A~1pendlces 

1969 164 95 
1910 113 38 
1971' 46 
1972' 50 
1973' , 

a) 
j) 

94 46 
b)", 58 15 

"otal 152 61 
1974 175 78 
1975 182 86 
1976 254 134 

Total = Number of pages of entire document, Including any appendices. 
Appendices = Number of pages specified as an appendix by LEAA. 

Planning Grant Plan 

17 29 
20 41 

46 
50 

37 "",_;1 

43 
37 43 
86 67 
86 73 
96 100 

" __ forms, e'tc. 
) 1 , 

25 
38 
28 

:_' 18 

27 
23 
50 
48 
55 
59 

Planning Grant'" Number of pages devoted to the development and submission of the planning grant application, Including appendices. 
Plan = Number of pages ~~voted to the development and submission of the annual compreherlslve pian, inclUding appendices. 
Form, Etc. = Number of pages Involved with forms, Instructions for form completion, Part Band C allocations, etc.; not mutually exclusive 

\-:) 

from the otJ,!(r categories. 

'I n FY 1971 aod FY 1972. no new sets of guidelines were lssued, although SPA DlrEidtors' ~I,emorandum No. 10 (planning guidelines) 
was updated. The numbers represent the update of this memorandum. 

"The FY ril73 guidelines Were Issued In two volumes: M4100.1, which concerned planning granis; and M4300.', which concerned the 
comprehensive plan. ' 
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Table /V-14 

Relationshl'p Between the Issuance of Planning Guidelines and Plan Due Dates 
FY 1969·1976 . 

Fiscal Year Plllnnlng Guidelines Issued Plan ~ue Date TIme Between 

1969' November 1968 June 1969 7 mohthS 
1970 January 1970 April 15, 1970 3.5 months 
1971 jJ September 15, 1970' December 31. 1970 3.5 months 
1972 

(I November 23, 1971 Negotiated on May 15, 1972, but no more 5.5 months" 
than 11 months after approval. 

1973 September 11, 1972 Negoti~ted on ,May 15, 1973, but n~A!.o~ a months" 
than 11' months after approval. (~ ~, 

1974 December 10, 1973 Negotiated on May 15,1974, but n~,more 
than 11 months after approval. ' 5 months," 

1975 July 1, 1974 Negotiated on May 15, 1975, but no mor'e 10.5 months" 
than 11 months aft6r approval. 

1976 March 21, 1975 September 30, 1975 6 months 

'The requirements of FY 1969 gUidelines were lessened through Memorandum to State Planning Agency Directors, No. 1. 0, Issued Feb
ruary 28,1969. which also encouraged SPAs to submit their plans In~arly April 1969 rather than In early June 1969. 

"Calculated from the May 15 deadline. 
Source: State Planning Agency ,Grant Guides, Guideline Manuals M41 00, 1-M41 00.1 D. 

b!! produced on an annual basis and is to be com- trators (~:CSCJPA)~; Since its inception in 1972, 
prehensive. The concer.ns of many SPAs about in- the NCSCJPA has activel}b reviewed and comment-
tegrating major changes into their planni.ng process- ed on proposed gUidelines through a permanent 
es or obtaining additional information ate highlight- standing committee. All SPAs receive c6'pies of pro-
ed by this table; in recent years the time allotted posed guid~lines arid are asked to provide Gom-
from issuance to plan submission has been the short- ments to the NCSCJPA, which in turn submits 
test when new statutory requirements were to be im- them to LEAA. Despite this formal proc!!dure, 
plemented. In addition, for many states, the dead- LEAA is only required to give interest groups and 
line for plans was much earlier than the May 15 other interested citizens 30 days to revjew and com-
submission date used to calculate the time period for ment on the ,guidelines. Many SPA directors com-
FY 1973-1975., These SPAs had only a few months plain that with their busy schedules, this doe~ not '" 
to incorporate major changes. Kentucky, for exam- . allow them enough time to adequately enter into ,"-
pIe, submitted three comprehensive plans to LEAA the guidelines development process.LEAA need on-
within a IS-month period. ly inform the associations or other complainants 

Despite the appearance of unreasonable time who may have suggested changes in the guidelines 
frames" the states have been informed of changes in that such changes have not been incorporated into 
or expansions of the guidelines since the inception of the final issuance. According to the LEA A Office of 
the program."Under the provisions of the Adminis- General Counsel, no one has ever legally challengea 
trative Procedures Act and the Intergovernmental a guideline after final issuance. " 
Cooperation Act of 1968, LEAA must involve the Besides the timing of issuances, SPA directors 
major state and local' government associations 'and complain about the frequency with which LEAA 
any other groups. directly affected in the promulga- changes its guidelipes. A complete set of state plan-
tion of the guidelines. In the early years of the pro- ningagency grant guidelines is issued annually, but 
gram, LEAA sought and received SPA input into ch'anges may ~ made at, any time during the year. " 
guideline formulation through workshops set up for Therefore, SPAs may have to modify or adopt new 
training SPA directors. Ail the need for a stronger procedures or provide additi,onal information at any 
role in guideline formulation became apparent, the time. The major changes, however, are usually re-
states joined together to form the National Confer- served for the annual guideline issuance. Table IV-i. 
ence of State Criminal Justice Planning Adminis- -~15 shows the changes in tl~e state pj(~nning agency 

; . , 
• 
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Number of 
Chanlle. 
Indlcaled ., 
by.LEM 

! Fllc.' Y •• ,. In Preface 

t 11111-1970 ,,, 
~ , 

,;J 

!. 
11170.1117.1 8 l 

~' . , . 
~ .. 
f 

11171·1972· 

1972·1973 33 

74 

1973·1974 13 

1974·1975 7 

1975.·1976 23 

c, 

t 

Table IV-15 

Guideline Changes for Part B and Part C Grants 
FY 1969·1976 

surilmary (\ 
01 Major Changes . 

Replacement of simplified forma! 011969 plans with detailed 
;,format and requirements. 

Reorganization of the plan outline Into program and administra-
tive components. ' " 

Reorganization of mulUyear plan and annual action plan. 
~ ~ . 

Multiyear period Incr!lased from 4 to 5 years. 

Shlltlng of the adminIstrative components of the plan from Part 
d to the planning grant application. 

Buy-In a)1d hard match requirements Instituted: 

Requirements resultIng from other statutes InclOded, SUCh',llS: 
National Environmental Policy Act, Clean Air Act, National His
torical Preservation Act, Uniform Reloca)lon Asslstanoe and 
Real Property Acquisition Policy Act and Civil Rights Acts. 

Requirements to shoW compliance with: a) 90 day rule; b) Buy
In and cash match changes; cj RPU elected official representa
tion; and d) procedures for direct submission of plans from local 
governments with over 250,000 population. 

Requirements to show compliance with the determIned effort 
provision of the act. . 

Requirement to provide funding Incentive to units of government 
that coordinate and combine criminal justice functions. 

Required inclusion of a comprehensive Juvenile Justice program. 

Requirements to Increase the emphasis on the development of 
narcotic and alcoholism trealment programs In correctional 
programs and to provide for programs to monitor the progress 
and Improvement of the correctional system.' 

Increased EEO requirements.' 

RevisiOns In the reqUirements relaUng to the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969, the Clean Air Act and Fed~ral Water 
Pollullon Control Act and the Natlon~1 Hlstorlc Pre~Hvation AC,t. 

Revised A-95 review requirements. 

Increased emphasis on juvenile Jusllce throughout the guidelines 
Including reqUired changes In SPA supervisory board composi-
tion. . 

Revised A-95 procedures and a requirement for memoran
dums of agreement on areawide planning. 

New requirements for civil rights compliances, especially con
carnlng reporting on awards for construction projects. 

Revised requirements for the National Environmental Policy 
Act and the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Expansion of the required descrlp'Uon of planning and plan re
lationships, 

Increased empha~ls on SPA technical assistance requ!remehts. 

Increased reqUirements (more specificity) about the SPA's 
auditing plans and procedures. 

Major changes to the cOrYlprehenslve plan requirements. Includ
Ing Increased data analysis and the complete Integratron of 
standards and goals Into the plan. 

'1, Primary Initiator 
,',of Such Changes 

LEAA ~ Jt' 
LEAA 

\\,~ 

i,1 LEAA it 
LEAA 

\ 
UiAA V 
1971 Amendmi\nts to the Act 

Congressional alcUon and rulemaklng 
by other Federal agencies 

Crime Control Ad,t of 1973 

Crime Control Act,pf 1973 

II " 

Crime Control Act (If 1973 

Crime Control Act of 1973 

Crime Cohtrol Act ot' 1973 

Dept. of Justlce EEO \~uldellnes 

....;:::, 

Revised guldell nElS anil executive orders 
from other Federal ag~\ncles 

OMB Circular A-95 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act of 1974 

Revisions In OMB Clrculilr A-95 

LEAA and Dept. of Labor gQldelines 

Revised guidelines. from o\'her Federal 
agencies 

LEAA 

LEAA 

LEAA 

Progressive res pons 1S to the Crime - \ \ . 
Control A\.\t of 1973 \ \ . 

\. 

":::-~~:~:,.,,,.S~ii"::··~-"··-·m=if-·"· ~~"ih"-" 
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i, 
I 

I , ,. 
~, 

) 

. ' 

New requirement that LEAA's program descrlptorsbe added to LEAA .\ 
I 

. programs In the multryear arid annualiactlon plans, 

I ncreased detail req,ulred Irflhe progress reports •. LE:AA 

New requlram€i!it for the pr.'lvlslon of Jotnt statements as to thE! 
relationships between LEAA and the Housing lind Community 
Development Act of 1974 and Ihe Joint FUnding Simplifi
cation Act of 1974. 

other Act~ .Of 9ongt~ss 

More specillc requirements for toe provision of nal'potlcs'an~ 
alcohol treatment In corrections programs,," '. 

LEAAto clarify 197~ amendmentg 

Requirement for more Information on the plans arid' programs of 
~tates In the areas of organized crime and the Bicentennial. ,,;' 

LEAA 

., &. 

'The summarle.S of changes for 1971 and 1972 were distributed with thE! preliminary Issuances and were not av~Jtable from .LEAA an!! 
other sources .• However, according to tna General Counsel's Offlce"a number of sUbstantlve qhanges occurred at tnaf time In response to 
the Part E corrections amel'ldmJitt. In addition, some' technical and clarifying modifications were made, arid certain SPA memQranda were' 
consolidated at LEAA's Inltlallve_ 

, . 

o 
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grant guidelines for each fiscal year since 1969,. Ma
terial in this table wasdevelopedf~om the stlinmary 
pages that accompany each new set of guidelines 
(see Appem,iix IV -8, p. 112) and reflects oilly those 
changes indicated in the summaries. Therefore 
the total number of modifications could have been. 
far greater than the figures in the table. 'the' data 
show that the greatest number of changes appears 
to occur in those guidelines issued after new.legisla
tion becomes effective. Particularly notable is the 
number of additional requirements '{and changes 
therein) that result from leg. islation other t~a. n .th. e 
Safe Streets Act. Overall, the changes apped.~ to be 
due primarily to acts of Congr~ss. But, W~I h "the 
promUlgation of the FY 1976 guidelines, LEA\:\\ ~p
pears to be increasing its role here, to the \~oint 
of initiating almost half of the major' changes, \\\ d.e
parture from past LEAA practice."'The table\\~l~o 
shows that .most of the changes in the guidelines, 
have been the addition of new requirements or' ex- ' 
pansions of existing ones. It would appear, there
fore, that state "complaints about the proliferation 
of Federal requirements have sqme merit, but the 
conclusion that these have been the result of 
LEAA's capriciousness is not substantiated by the 
data. 

/} 
SAFE STREETS PLANNING PROCESSES 

ANI) PRO'CEDURES 

When the Safe Streets Act became la~ in 1968, 

(I 

little criminal justice planning was being conducted .. 
As prev.iously discussed, between. 1966 and 1968 the 
Office pJ' Law Enforcement Assistance (LEANs 
predece~sor) had awarded over $2.9 million to 30 
states 16' help them develop criminal justic~planning 
capacities. Because of the small amount of funds in
volved and the state-of~the-art at the time most 
states had only established a mechanism to study 
their' crime problems by the timg the Safe Streets 
Act became law. Only seven SPA directors indicated 
that any comprehensive criminal justice planning 
activities existed at the state, regional or local levels 
prior to 1968. Similarly, 95 percent ofthe 335 RPU% 
and an equal pcoportion of the 1,236 local govern
ment5 res'ponding to ACIR'ssurveys stated. that no 
criminal justice planning" was being, conducted in 
their jurisdiction prior to 1968. 

As discussed in Chapter In, the Safe Streets pro~ 
gram got off to a slow start. The delays in appoint
ing administrators and promulgating guidelines 

)''Combined with the lack of experience or knowledge 
aba-tit criminal' justice planning resulted in initial 
state plan~that "were little more than compliance 
documents. ~Hgl1t ·of these factors, few exgected 

,:"~, • f", 

the states to perfQrm~comprehenslve planmng, at 
i~st initially. . ,~ 

75 

Since t.hen, expectations "a&:m.t~c planning have 
changed. A body of criminaljustice pjanniJ)g knowl
edge. has been developed, as' have additi~~an
ning tools and techniques. A criminal justice P~~<,:.,:-, 

, "<~~'S;>: 

~ "'~ 

. "·'1: 
'-... ""'-"-.--'-' ............. ~,."' .... ,~.;, .. , .. ~,,~~ .•.• 'A ·'0'_ ..... ' ":-"'j"''''!"''/~'''' I~'''-'~:;'A..ol¢'~.''''''_'~}.'''''''~.'''''''_''~~''~~'''~~''' "A,"_'A"._ •• ':':~_~._"~, .. _ .• _~':'~ ...... 
.. 



:Ii' 

, 
i 
" 

76 

/.It, 

II 

ning prQfessiQn has emerged, and state planning 
agencies have had mQre than seven years to. create 
prQcesses and prQcedures fQr planning within their 
stales, LEANs expectatiQns have also. increased, 
as evidenced by the guideline requirements relating 
to the planning prQcess of each state and the re
quired elements Qf the annual cQmprehensive plan. 
Even as the prQgram matured, SQme observers CQn
tinued to feel that the Qriginal cQngressiQnal expec
tatiQns regarding cQmprehensive criminal justice 
planning were ambiguQus as well as ambItiQus. 
These expectations have since been clarified; in 1973, 
CQngress amended 'the act to. include the follQwing 
definition Qf "comprehensive"; . 

The term cQmprehensive means that the 
plan must be a total and integrat\!d analy
sis Qf the problems regarding the law en
fQrcement and criminal justice system with
in the State; gQals, priorities, and standards 
must be established in the plan and the plan 
must address methods, QrganizatiQn, and 
QperatiQn . perfQrmance, physical and hu
man reSQurces necessary to accomplish 
crime prevention, identificatiQn, detection 
and apprehen~iQn Qf suspects; adjudica
tion; custodial treatment Qf suspects and 
offenders and institutional and nQninstit~, 
tiolnal rehab.mtative measures. \) 

While few would question the desirability of the 
kind of planning envisiQned by Congress, its feasi
bility is questiQnable, especially when viewed in the 
context Qf the historic fragmentatiQn Qf the crim
inal justice system and the small amount Qf funds 
involved. How the states, regiQns, and lQcalities have 
attempted to. meet this mandate and the prQblems 
they have encountered are the subjects Qf the follQw
ing discussion. 

SPA Planning 

Most SPA activities related to. planning are even
tually translated into the annual cQmprehensive 
plan. This dQcument serves as the focal point fQr 
most state-level planning and for LEANs decision 
to. award block grants. The eight major required sec
tiQns of the state plan were intended to prQvide the 
states with a framewor!: for a lQgical progression fQl' 
planning and decisiQn-making. Basically, the plan
ning mQdel set forth in the Qutline prQvides for an 
analysis of crime and the criminal justice system, a 
description of the standards and gQals adopted by 

~~ , 
the .. state to measure acceptable levels of perfor-
mance, an identification of deficiencies and of other 
needs and problems related to reducing crime and 
imprQving the administratiQn of justice, and a se- " 
lectiQn of the mQst apprQpriate methQd(s) for re
medial action. In other words, this approach to 
planning calls for defining the problem (e.g., bur
glary is the most serious crime problem in the 
state), setting a goal for correcting the prQblem 
(e.g., reduce burglary by five percent in three years), 
and determining a way to meet the goal (e.g., con
duct a public education campaign concerning the 
need to. keep dOQrs and windQws secure). 

In addition to generally describing this process, 
. the state plans are required to break down the re
sults on a multiyear and annual basis. Because to 
plan is, inherently, to. IQok to the future, the multi
year perspective is required. Since block ftsants, ,are 
awarded on an annual basis, description t6f how tl~le 
funds will be used each year is also nece~sary. 1M 
detail required fQr the annual action plan it; -rnitch 
greater than that required for the multiyear PQr
tions, since it is assumed that more information is 
available about the immediate future. While LEAA 
does not strictly hQld the states to their multiyear 
plans, it does require close adherence to. the annual 
action plan. As a result of this emphasis, th.e con
centration Qn" funding and the annual plan require
ment, SPAs are much more concerned about plan
ning for the allocation of reSQurces in the cQming 
year than for longer periods. The survey of SPA di
rectors, for example, revealed that the Needs and 
Problems and the Annual ActiQn Plan elements of 
the plan were considered by more than 80 percent of 
the resPQndents to be essential or very helpful, while 
the Multi-year Budget and Federal Plan, Multi-year 
FQrecast Qf Results and Accomplishments, and Re
lated PJans, Programs and Syst~ms compQnents 
were viewed by more than one-third Qf the resPQnd
ents to be Qf little or no. use. 

The resPQnsibility for making decisions or per
fQrming activities needed to. produce a plan varies 
frQm state to state. As previQusly indicated, in 21 
states the supervisory board takes an active and 
influential rQle in reviewing and approving specific 
activities in the annual plan, while 22 accept staff 
recommendations with review. In addition to the 
differences between supervisory body and staff roles 
in planning, the activities of the regiQnal arid local 
planning units also. must be considered. Generally, 
decentralized. states delegate much /Jf the decision
making authQrity to regional an~ local units, so th~t 

" 

, 
\ ' 

the SPA supervisQry body only makes broad policy 
decisions and the SPA staff compiles the statl! plan 
from regional and local input. 

When asked the extent to which the planning ac
tivities of the staff involve various functions, all 52 
responding SPAs indicated that they have some 
degree of involvement in the review and approval 
of the annual plan by the supervisory body ...:. in es
tablishing program categories, in analyzing the pre
vious year's project and prQgrams, in analyzing 
crime ann criminal justice data, and in establishing 
policies and priorities. This level of participatiQn 
reflects the reliance Qf the supervisory board Qn the 
staff to. prQvide them with the information needed 
to establish policies and p~Jorities. As the technical 
requirements have grown in the Safe Streets prQ
gram, supervisory bodies havCi becQme more de
pendent on their staffs to keep them informed or to 
enSure that the plan remains in compliance without 
recQnsideration by the supervisory board. Th\~ SPA' 
staffs lack of contact with the general pubI'ic and 
local planners in the planning process is under
scored by the response of more than half of the SPA 
directors surveyed that their staffs ha~ little Qr no 
involvement in conducting public hea/lngs or help
ing 10c\\1 gQvernments in developing plans. 

As jihown in Figure IY-2, the establishment of 
PQlicies ~nd priorities is thought to be the most 
impQrtant planning function of the SPA. The ap
proaches to setting these policies and priorities vary 
from state to state and are still in transit'ion in some 
places. Generally, there are three basic models for 
determining the priorities in the annual plan. First, 
some states employ a pre-planning approach where
by the SPA determines all priQrities afid sets" forth 
the prQgrams needed to implement the priorities.' 
The level of functiQnS for each program is also set 
by the SPA. A common characteristic of this model 
is the use of crime and criminal justice performance 
data as the basis fQr the determinatiQn Qf needs, 
problems and priorities. States using this model 
often prescribe certain parameters for each progl'am, 
such as the type of recipient, size of recipient's jur-
isdiction and specific goal to be achieved. Co 

The second planning model sets overall priorities 
through the determination of m'inimum and maxi
mum amounts of funding to be allocated to any 
functional or jurisdictional interest. For example, 
a state using this model WQuid set forth percentage 
allocatiQns to. broa<;i functional categories, such as 
law enfQrcement Qr juvenile justice, based upon gen
eral need as determined thl'ough data analysis, di-

rect expenditures and/Qr continuation funding re~ 
quirements. Because the categories used in this 
method are so broad, they are usually ,viewed as 
decision constraints fQr the SPA rather than for 
PQtential applicants. In some states,. letters of il1-
tent from state and local applicants are solicited and 
result in the formation of specific programs to be 
included under each functional category. Several 
SPAs have used this approach to encourage funding 
balance rather than to specifically set forth the 
priorities for the entire criminal justice spectrum. 

The third model allows IQcalities and state agen
cies to determine the priorities that will encQmpass 
their most pressing needs through the transmission 
of local plans, pre-applications and letters of intent, 
From these indications of local and state agency 
needs, the SPA compiles the priorities and programs 
fQr the arinual plan. Analysis of crime data to identi,., 
fy problems· and justify remedial measures is left. to 
,tl;:-~ applicant, who is assumed to possess much bet~ 
ter information and insight. The SPA may set broad. 
policies, such as prohibiting the use C)f funds for spe
cific types of eqUipment or construction, out the ac
tual priorit'y setting is done by the localities and 

. state agencies. 
The above. descriptions are simplified. III reality, 

combinations of all three are used in many states. 
For examtlle, some states use a pre-planning method 
for sfate-ld~el problems and leave the responsibility 
for local priority setting to cities and counties. Gen"' 
erally, SPAs establish B!:iorities and policies in their 
planning processes, alt~ough their scope vades con
s!de.rably. ~~r examp\f' .3? SPAs reported esta?
iIshll1g pohcles or pqontles that exclude certam 
activities and encourag~ others; mQst of these related 
to. the restrictions of equipment purchases or' con
struction dither than to broader needs and prob~ 
lems. 

Another basic variable oin criminal jusl-ice plan
ning' efforts", is the target fQr the planning-crime, 
standard~:,.~'fW goals, Qr system improvement. Each 
of these {lai~etsC has resulted in a different approach 
to planning.;JC~ime·lipecific planning was developed 
and refined through the Impact Cities program initi- II 

ated in 1971. Under this approach,. specific crime 
problems are identifi@p and. addressed throughout 
the system. For example, a crime-specific planning 
effort would entail an analysis of the circumstances 
surr'ounding the crime, the victim, the criminal and 
the system's response to the crime. Programs then 
WQuid be developed relative to each of the variables. 
Dominant in the crime-specific planning concept is 

. ) 
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the"adoption of~lear! measurable goals of reducing 
crime in the Sele(lted categories (e.g., reduce burglary 
by five percent). .. 

The use of standar,ds and goals in planning ac
companied initiation of the Safe Stre(lts program. 
On the .basis of the recommendations of the Presi
dent's Crime Commission, many states launched 
their .planning efforts by' trying .to implement cer
tain standards." Recognizing the need to develop 
a complete, !lnd definitive set of standards and goals 
for the entire criminal justice system effort, LEAA 
eSlabli.sh~d. the National Advisory Commission on 
Grir3(nal!'Jusiice Standards and Goals in 1971. The 
sTandards and goals recommended by the commis
siQn need not be adopted by the states, but the 

~d:( . 
CrllTIe Control Act of 1973 required that the states 
include their own standards and goals as part of the 
annual comprehensive plans. This y1:quirement and 

.' ,. the funding incentives LEAA has provided have 
78 greatly increased the use of standards and goals 

in planning throughout the nati.on. Two methods 
of standards' and goals plannin~~ are, currently em
ployed: delineati6n of programs to encourage st~~e 
agencies and 10caHties to implement standards and 
goals adopted by tneSPA1 m1t1,::requirements that 
recipients of certain types of grant$" meet the 
adopted state standards and goals in order to receive 
Federal aid. 

Sysienl improvement planning, the most coitlfnon 
approach used by the SPAs, seeks to enhance the 
quality of the components of the criminal justice 
system and the management of the flow of cases and 
people through it. Directing planning efforts toward 
system improvement rather than. crime reduction 
has been a continuing bone of contention for those 
concerned about. the program. The uneasy com
promise eventually adoptcd by the Congress in the 
1973 amendments called upon the program to pro
mote planning for "strengthening and improving 
the criminal justice system" in order to reduce 
crime. The assumptIon that upgrading, the system 
will reduce crime continues to be tbe basis for sys
tem improvement planning in the Safe Streets area. 

None of the three primary targets for planning 
/~llr~,mutually eJtlusive and, in fact, are often ad

. ~J''''':C// dreS~l!9",,-i~-,!grribination. Many states do some sys-
( tem lh;'provel'nent planning using state-adopted 

j standards and goals as the measures for success. 
/ Crime-specific planning has been a part of many 

SPA planning efforts, but not to tht'i extent it was in 
the Impact C;ities program. SPAs usually will direct 
a moderate amount of resources into crime-specific 

C/ 
planning, While concentrating on system improve
ment and standards and goals. 

Despite the above, critics of the Safe Streets pro
g~am contend that no rea! comprehensive planning 
is being conducted by the states. They argue that 
only funding decisions ate being made rat\1er than 
decisions s~)Ocerning overall long-range priprities. 
The specific project orientation of st~* plans is cited 
as evidence of a fund allocation process. According 
to the responses to ACIR's survey of the SPA di
rectors, plans are oriented toward specific projects, 
since an average of 68 percentpf the Part C funds 

,annually planned for was ear1.bar;!;:~d for specific 
projects. Whethetth\s finding indicates that the 

.;; states are not actually planning is questionable for 
several reasons. First, the amount of funds commit
ted ~o continuation projects has grown steadily 
leaving many SPAS no choice but to base their plans 
on the projects that are committed for the upcoming 
year. Second, the emphasis of LEAA anej'later the 
states on using all of the Part C money during the 
period when it is '~~Y~3l1able has led many states to 
increase their !cwet3'of implementation; the most 
feasible way to de ~o was to secure projects for in
clusion within the plan. ,Third, state and local gov
ernment officials ~avc become well aware that pro
grams translate into projects and that in order to gel 
a project funded it must be covered by a program in 
the annual plan. Ther~fore, the pressures on the 
SP As to mllke sure they have included specific proj
ecti"in the plan is great. Finally, the level of infor
mation required by LEAA.,in the program descrip
tions of the annual action plan, such as the num-' 
bersand types of projects to be funded and jurisdic
tions involved, has encouraged many SPAs to at
tempt to develop projects for inclusion in the plan so 
th&t the required data can be readily obtained. While 
long-range decisions abou,t priorities are usually in
cluded in the annual plans, they are I10t as ,apparent 
as the more nUlJ!-erous and explicit "project discus
sions. 

Another concern,about state planning efforts is 
the need. for the SPAy; to Petfo.·.rm empiricaltnalysis 
in order to determine needs and problems{0'wenty
two SPAs surveyed indicated, that the allol\ment of 
funds to specific activities always or usually \~flected 
identified needs and problems as determined\?y-stll
tis tical analysis of crime raJes and criminal justice 
data, while an equal numbi~r indicated that the aI-

l' • \.. lotment of funds only sl~metlmes refl~cted sUt"l. 

analysis. However, Figure/' IV-2 reveals'Jh~t SPA 
directors thought that an;;tlyzing crime aa('[~riminal 
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Figure IV-2 

nCll1or,s by Order of Importall~e to the SPA 

Leasllmportanl. 

o 

Establish policies 
and priorities 

Analyze crime and 
criminal Justice data, 

Develop 
planning guidelines 

Establish' 
program cate 

Analyze previous I 

projects and 
Review and approval 

Plan by Su 
Review State cri 
agency requests 

I ;i 

ReviS:w regional plans 
, 

Assist RPUs :/n de\'eloping plans 
I: 

Negotiate yJlfth Federal authorities 

" 

Assist local govern!n~nts in developing plans 

Coordinate Md assemble regional plans 
'I 

October 1975 

Conduct public nearings 

1 
j'1 

;-11 
'Scale value Is Jhe sum of each. possible ranking .Ior ihe objective 
multiplied by the number '01 respondents Indicating such rank, 
divided by the total number of respondents. 
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justice data was the sec(md most important planning 
function of an SPA. The relatively limited use of 
criminal justice data and analysis, then, has not l)C

curred because of a la(~k of stale desire or support 
but because of the overall lack of information 
about the criminal justl.ce system and the reluctance 
of decision-makers to .make use of available data. 
For instance, a recent report prepared by the Abt 
Associates for LEAA;' concerning the analysis of 
high crime are~s in state plans conc!uded that: 

While an exami!lation of Plans suggests 
,;' that States are making some effort to ob

tain detailed data describing characteristics 
, of victims, offenders and events at the 

·loca1 level, over 80 percent of the Plans re
viewed contain no greater level of detail in 

'" crime than that of a law enforcement juris
diction. 

- In general Plans demonstrate some de-
80 gree of expertise in analyzing available 

data. r( 

- Little evidence could be found in Plans 
to suggest that crime analysis is applied. to 
the planning process in a unified manner. 

- Despite the fact that State Planning 
Agencies must assume responsibility for 
the development of Comprehensive Plans, 
many States appear to be shifting much of 
the Plan development to local planning 
agencies. 26 

In summary, the processes of making decisions 
about controversial issues in a political environment 
may well be a major contributor to the lack of use of 
empirical analysis, rather than poor performance on 
the part of the SPAs. Several factors appear to be 
encouraging the states to develop project-specific, 
short-term plans that are not the result of data 
analysis. First, the annual plan requirement has 
caused many SPAs to gear their planning efforts 
toward the short-term. The delays in guideline is
suance by LEAA have often resulted in the states 
having to develop plans hastily and concentratebn 
related LEAA requirements. Many SPAs also view 
the comprehensiye plan as a compliance docu
ment-a ticket le6 funding. The model of planning 
used by the states also influe;lces the amount of 
empirical analysis and long-range planning activity; 
states that have adopted a pre-planning process tend 
to conduct more data analysis within the SPA than 
those tliat use other approaches. In addition, con
tinuation funding has had great influence over plan
ning results in all states. By simply reducing the 

amount of resources available for allocation each 
yeat, the scope of planning activity has been reduced 
in .rtIbst SPAs. But possibly the most important fac
tor here is the persisting emphasis on the distribu
tion of funds. As long as the distribution of LEAA 
funds is considered to be the primary function of 
SPAs and the major reason for participation in 
planning activities, project-specific, short-term 
plans will be the most ,(,)ommon planning product. 
In short, lacking the a\ll,(hority and capacity to plan 
for the state-local crtfninal justice system, SPAs 
find it difficult to gain credibility in planning and 
to fulfill the ambitious catalytic role the act delineat-

\ ed for them. 

Regional and Local Planning in the Safe 
Streets Program 

As discussed in tne previous section j the Safe 
Streets Act has specifically encouraged planning at 
the regional and local levels through the Part B 
pass-through provisions, the requirement that states 
provide for direct submission of plans by localities 
with more than 250,000 population, and the author
ization for the creation of criminal justice coordinat
ing councils by local units wJth 250,000 or more 
popUlation. The degree of local and regional plan
ning varies considerably throughout the country and 
ranges from total control over Safe Streets planning 
within their jurisdictions to merely providing re
quested. data to the SPA for use in its planning 
process. While many of the~e units also participate 
in criminal justice planning involving local or state 
resources, this discussion focuses on Safe Streets 
planning by the primary substate unit designated by 
the SPAs for this purpose, the regional planning 
units. It should be noted that the single-county and 
citY.tplanning units that perform the functions of a 
primary substate unit, suc;h as some CJCCs, are 
treated as regions. 

While many RPUs produce plans for the use of 
Safe Streets funds and often undertake many of the 
same processes and procedures described in connec
tion with SPA planning, the measure of the impact 
of their efforts is the degree to which the RPUs 
are able to plan for their constituent j1,lrisdictions. 
For example, many RPUs are required to submit 
plans to their SPAs that include a statement of pri
orities and a description of programs to implement 
those priorities, but the SPA mlay have already pre
scribed those that it will acceplt or may accept only 
some of the region's priorities or programs for in
clusion in the annual plan. Since the states are the 
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recipients of the block gra.nt and are ultimately 
responsible for its administration to the Federal 
government, the ,delegation of authority to make 
planning decisions is entirely up to the SPA. As 
discussed in greater detail in Chapfer VIII, no pre
cise measure of centralized or decentralized plan
ning exists, although several criteria appear to be 
common to each approach. Generally, centralized 
states are characterized by: 

1) The presence of specific and firmly en
forced SPA funding policies that deter
mine the kinds of activities that mayor 
may not be funded at the regional level; 

2) The limitation of the amount of plan
n illg capacity, authority and responsi
bility given the RPUs relative to the 
SPA; 

3), The absence of a fixed percentage distri
bution of block grant funds among 
RPUs; 

4) The"lack of well-defined and specific re
gional plans outlining proposed activi
ties that form the basis for the SPA's 
annual plan; and 

5) The SPA's retention of authority for ap~ 
proving the funding of individual proj
ects. 

Decentralized states are characterized by: 

1) The delegation of substantial authority 
and responsibility for planning and 
funding decisions to regional planning 
units; 

2) The fixed allocation of block grant 
funds to RPUs on a percentage basis; 

3) The capacity and authority for RPUs to 
develop regional plans, which form 
the basis of the annual state plan; and 

4) The absence of specific SPA policies 
that identify or restrict the activities 
to be funded with Safe Streets funds. 

. Table IV-16 reflects the views of the responding 
SPA directors on three survey questions that relate 
to the above characteristics: Which unit (SPA or 
RPU) has the greatest influence over local activities 
that receive funding? Does the SPA irldicate the 
amount of Part C funds each reg1<>n will receive? 
Does the SPA accept RPU decisions and incor
porate the RPU plan into the SPA plan with few 

changes? It would be expected that decentrali~ed 
states would reply that the RPU has the greatest 
influence. over which local actiVities receive 't'unding

j 

that the SPA indicates the amount of Part C funds 
each region will receive, and that the SPA accepts 
RPU dea~t~ions and incorporates the RPU plan itilb 
the State- plan. Of the 3S SPA directors answering 
all three questions, 14 gave responses that meet all 
three of the decentralized criteria, while four gave 
two decentralized responses, and II did not indicate 
that any of these factors were present. The-fefare, it 
appears from this information that maqy states tend 
to be decentralized in terms 'of their planning rela
tionship with the regions. These findings also sug
gest that regional planning and decision-making are 
important' aspects of the Safe Streets program. . 

Another view of regional planning is provided by 
a description of the way regional units. plan,_Eighty
sev,~n percent of 332 regional planning units' sur
veyed indicated that they prepare an annual 'plan. 
More than 70 percent of these respondents noted 
that the RPU selects specific activities for inclusj9D 
in the plan from a larger number of proposals sub
mitted by local governments, bitt that they usually 
accept these project decisions and incorporate them 
into their plan with., few changes. Therefore, it ap
pears that most regional planJ;ling units use a plan
ning apprOach that relies upon the submission of 
proposals from local governments rather thim the 
solicitation of proposals by the RPUs. 

In states where planning is not decentralized but 
RPUs are required to submit plans t() the SPA, 
the inclusion of all proposed pro'grams and proj
ects into a regional plan occurs because the SPA 
makes the decisions about priorities and the RPU 
w~nts to maximize its funding potential. According 
to the results of both the SPA and RRU ~J1rveys, 
RPUs establish their own funding policies and pri
orities despite the fact that they may not!,Y control 
these planning decisions. In some instances this oc
curs ~ecause the RPUs have recognized many of the 
important effects that grant monies can have on lo
cal governments and seek to insure only positive 
results. For example, many RPUs have established 
continuation funding policies that are much more 
stringent than those of the SPA to gain local com-

't t· . d h h II ml men to p~oJects an en ance t eir prospects 
for successful Implementation. Other times, ~[PUs 
seek to establish funding policies aqd erioriti\L~s in 
order to clearly indicate local problems' and l1 eeds 
to the SPA. I 

The procedur~s ror rormulating", RPU Pla~'1 are 

c, .,\ 
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Table /V-16 

SPA Directors' Views on Decentralization 

Stote 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA (HA) 
Afll~ONA 
ARkANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE (NA) 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (NA) 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
IHDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS (NR) 
KENl'UCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA (NA) 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY (NA) 
NEW MEXIc:O 
NEW YORK (NR) 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND (NA) 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT (NA) 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WESr VIRGINIA (NA) 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 
PUERTO RIco (NA) 
VI~GIN ISLANDS (NA) 
AMERICAN SAMOA. (NAl 

,\GUAM (NR) 
, NA ". Not applicable. NR = No response. 
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Unit Having 1he 
Groales\ Innuence 
Over, Locat Fundln\l 

SPA 

X 

X 

X 

)( 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

'X 

X 

x 

x 

x 
X 

x 
X 

x 

x 

X 

X 
X 

NR 

NR 
NR 

RPU 

X 

X 

X 
• X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

Doe:; SPA Indicate 
the Amount of Part C 
Funds Each RegIon 

will ReceIve? 

YES 

x 
X 
X 

X 

X 

x 
X 

x 

x 
X 

x 

X 

X 

X 
)( 

X 
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X 

X 
X 

X 

(., 

NR 

NO 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

, Does the SPA 
Accept RPU Decisions 
illld Incorporate tile 

RPU Plan Into the 
State Plan? 

YES NO 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

NR 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
NR 

X 
X 

NR 
X 
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X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
NR 

X 
X 
X 
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X 

X 
X 
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very similar to those of the SPAs. As shown in Ta" 
hie IV -17, more than 60 percent of the RPU offi
cials reported that they are greatly inVOlved with the 
review and approval of the annual plan by the re
gional supervisory board, assist local agencies in 
developing plans, negotiate with stale authorities, 
analyze crime and criminal justice data, and coor
dinate and assemble local plans. While their tole 
in conducting public hearings is greater than that of 
the SPAs, it still ranks as one ~f the lesser activities 
of the RPU. This table is particularly interesting 
with respect to the attitudes of the SPAs toward 
RPO activities. In most instances, the SPA direc
tors thought that the RPUs were much less involved 
in the various activities than the RPUs had indi
cated. The greatest disparity in opinion concerns the 
level of involvement of the RpUs in analyzing crime 
arid criminal justice datil. The SPAs rely upon the 
RPUs t'ormuch or the criminal justice data that is 
included in state plans. Because of the RPUs inabili
ty to meet all of the demands made by the SPAs 
for such inforrtlation, the SPAs think that the 
RPUs are not greatly involved. 

This disparity in attitude is characteristic of most 
relationships between RPUs and SPAs. For in
stance, a 1975 National League of Cities-U.s. ,ton
ference of Mayors survey repOl't on local criminal 
justice planning concluded, "Relationships between 
local criminal justice planning offices and the state 
planning agencies are, with few exceptions, adver
sary in nature and generally hostile." 27 While these 

attitudes are the tensions that occur itt day-tO-day 
stale-regional-local dealings, they also directly relate 

'\.ko the fact that toe authority and resources needed 
for RPUs to p'iuh must come from the SPA While 
the RPUs' constituency 1s local governments. This 
situation is often very similar to that exiSting be
tween LEAA and the states due to the delegation QJ 
authority and resources from the Federal to the 
state level. RPUs in several Sl~\tes have joined to
gether to form statewide associations l similar to the 
National Conference of State Criminallustice Plan
ning Administrators at the natiortal level, in order 
to present a unified voice in de!\ling with the: SPAs 
und to provide 11 forurrtofor the exchange or infor. 
nmtion. 

STATE AND "REGIONAL PLAN 
DECISION MA.KIN~: AN ASSESSMENT 

T\vo of the most important questions under the 
Safe Streets pr0gram\!,a~e: Who makes the planning 
decisions? and WI)Ul are the attitudes of alL,partiti, 
pants ,dn the program about the adeqlJnc~: of the 

\' \ \,1 
plannfng decisions'? Whil~ 111\ICh of th~ jnformation 
in this section relates toeurlierr discussions, i~s pres
entation here provid<l:slhe:QPportunitt to analyze in 
~ comparative mrt:nner slate; regional: '·'ltnd Local 
attitudes. " 

As indicated ea'i'\ier~"mfiny states hflve decentrul
izeq the authority 'lQ tl1Jj~e pltrnning' decisions to 
their RPUs.' Despite 'tfi~s trend. two-thirds of the .,' 

,"". 

Table IV-17 

Comparison of SPA and RPU Directors' Views as \c.~)he Degre~Q.~ t~'vOlvel11fj'l'it 01 RPUs 
in Various Planning ActiVities ., (., ",(( 

Activity 

Establtsl1 program categories 
Establish policies and prlorl!les 
Conduct public hearings 
Ana,lyze crime and criminal Justice data 
Assist local agencies In developing plans 
Review local plans 
Coordinate and assemble !ocal plans 
Nilgollale WI.h state authorities 
ReVlew.nnd approve annuat plan by 
RPU supervisory hoard 
A-9S review process 

• , U 
.,f" 

October 1975 

Grelll 
Involvement 

SPA % RPU % 

12.2 37.3 
29.3 53.3 
17.5 26.0 
29.3 64.1 
48.8 '70.1 
60.? .', 59.9 
56.;4 63.0 
48.8 67.0 
67.5~ 74.0 

c, 

51.4 55.2 

Some 
Involvement, 

·l.IltIe ' 

l;,i~lveme,~t 

SPA % tH:iU % 
c- ie, "":0 
,"'R;\ y~, RPU "/Q 

.. :, 
31.7 2M " ,,31.1' 0 16.2 
56.1 30.0 ':, ;2.2 10,7 
22.5 26;9 .,", ';.40.0 
51.2 29,Q,:·:· '19~Ii' 

26.6 
4.r'· 

36.5 20,0 9.8 5.5, 
25.0 2~j~~\ ,7.5 tt3 
23.1 19.~ 12.8 6.8 
39.0 2~.1 9.8 

,. 

6.4 
17.5 10.8 7,$ 4.2 

31.4 19.8 5.7 10.2 

No Tolal Number 
in'lolVimlenl Respondl,ng 

~r>~% FlPU % SPA f\?U 

~~.4 18.2 41 346 
vi 6,,1 41 341 

f' i~O.O 20A 40 338 
-0- 2.6 41 345 
4.9 4.3 41 345 
7.5 11.0 40 SS7. 
'7.7 10.9 39 338 
2.4 3.5 41 342 
7.5 11.1 40 334 

11.4 14.8 35 ·324 
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1,207 responding localities thought that the SPA 
has the most influence in determining which activi
ties and jurisdictions receive funding. An analysis 
of the replies to this question on a population basis 
shows that cities and counties with populations in 
excess of 500,000 were almost evenly split as to 
which unit had the most, influence over funding. 
This differing attitude may reflect the fact that many 
large jurisdictions are also RPUs or CJCCs and 
therefore feel that the RPUs have more influence. 

:Conversely, it may reflf:ct tlle frustrations that many 
large jurisdictions experience with the decisions 
made by multi-county RPUsof which they are a 
part. 

One of the major reasoJ)s why the comp,:;,sition of .. 
both SPA and RPU supervisory boards is~of inter
est to participants in the Safe Streets program is the 
assumption that representation on these bodies de
termines which agencies' and jurisdictions eventual
ly receive funding. At the state level, one-third of the 
responding SPA directors found representation on 
the SPA supervisory board to be not at all impor
tant: one-half considered representation as some
what"important. According to RPU offichils, repre
sentation on the RPU supervisory board has a 
slightly gr~ater degree of influence on funding de
cisions than does representation at the state level. 
Of the 331 responding RPUs 21 percent thought 
.rejJresentation was crucial or very important, while 
45k~ercent felt that it was not at all important. From 
this:1comparison, the conclusion can be drawn that 
repi,bsentation at both the state and regional levels 
mal; have some but not substantial influence on 
f ld,· d .. uP; mg eClSlOns. 

Even though representation on supervisory boards 
may not be the major determinant of funding, local 
and regional participants have definite ideas about 
which groups or individuals exercis,e the most influ
ence over supervisory board decisions. Despite the 
fact that more than 40 percent of the 43 SPA direc
tors replying to a question on this matter indicated 
that no specific group dominates the SPA super
visory board, local respondents said that state of
ficials had the most influence over SPA board de
cisions, followed by the police representatives. As 
jJreviously mentioned, RPU directors indicated that 
police representatives were the most influential on 
regional boards, a view shared by the local respond
ents. 

As with most decision-making bodies, supervisory 
boards do not make decisions in a vacuum and are 
subject to outside pressures. When asked how often 

the need to accommodate a particular jurisdictional 
or functional interest was the determining factor in' 
decisions of SPA supervisory boards, 25 SPAs in
dicated rarely Or never. At the same time, while no 
respondent reportcd that accommodation was al
way,s a d(:tertnining factor, 27 did indicate that it 
was orten or sometimes the determining factor. 
RPU boards appear to make decisions based on the 
f)eed '. to accommodate particular jurisdictions or 
t'unctional interests about as often as SPA boards; 
52 percent of 323 RPU directors reported that ac
commodation is rarely or never the determining fac
tor, while 15 percent judged that this was always or 
often the case. SPA directors were also asked how 

. often the need to accommodate a particularjurisdic
tion or functio1l::1l interest was the determining fac
tor in RPU board decisions; more than 80 percent 
of the 38 who r~~ponded said that it occurred al
ways, 9ften, or at least sometimes at the RPU level. 
TI;is difference in perception at the state and re
gional levels highlights the fact that SPAs do not 
view their RPUs as very capable or effective
rather they are often c.onsidered as inefficient polit
ical eXjJedients. 

Although no questions in the surveys requested 
information about the planning capacity of the 
SPAs, the SPA directors and the local respondents 
were asked to rate the extent to which the RPUs 
hctve the capi;lcity to plan for the effective use of 
block funds. Of the 1,131 local respondents, 22 per
cent rated RPU planning capacity as highly devel
oped, 54 percent rated it adequate, and 23 percent 
replied inadequate. On the other hand, of 43 re
sponding SPA directors, only two (five percent) 
thought their RPUs had a highly developed plan
ning capacity, 19 (44 percent) believed it adequate, 
and 22 (51 percent) thought regions had inadequate 
or no planning capacity. The disparity between the 
SPA and local respondents is prob~ply attributable 
in part to the satisfaction each has withAhe serv
ices rendered by the RPUs: the RPUs prOVide use
ful services to local governments, but many SPAs 
think that they do not receive any a*sistance from 
the regions unless the SPA requires tihem to do so. 
This disparity in opinion may also result from the 
differences in planning sophistication at the state 
and local levels, since the SPAs probably judge 
RPU planning efforts against much more stringent 
criteria than localities do. 

Another measure of the satisfaction of local 
participants in the Safe Streets program is the de
gree to which they judge that 'state and regional 
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Table IV-18 

Local Views as to the Degree to Which SPA and RPUPlans Reflect and Incorporate Local .. 
Needs and,Pri()ritles 

October '~1975. 

Significant 
Adequate 
Very IiHie 
Not at all 

Total responding 

No. 

105 
590 
456 

54 
1205 

plans reflect and incorporate their criminal justice 
needs and priorities. As shown in Table IV-IS! the 
responding localities tend to believe that RPU plans 
reflect and incorporate their needs to a much great-

O' 

er extent than the SPA plans. This iocal reaction to 
the RPU and SPA planning efforts probably results 
from greater familiadty A)f iocalities with RPU .~ 
operations and plans. Inaddition,)t is~sual1y easi- ,~, 

. er to identify specific programs and projects in an 
RPU plan than. in an SPA plan owing to the higher 
level of aggregation in the latter. Another major 
possible explanation is that in many states . the 
SPA does not require' RPU plans to be compre
hensive but does select programs for inclusion in 
state plans based on the need tc) ensure compre
hensiveness and funding balance. Therefore, the 
projects of many. localities may not be included in 
the state plans. 'While the site, location and type of , 
jurisdiction does not appear to make much differ~ .... 
ence in the positive ratings of both SPA and RPtj" 
plans, the jurisdictions that indicated that SPoA 
plans did nO,t at all. reflect and incorporate; their 
needs were typically suburban cities with "popula
tions under 50,000 located in the northern part of 
the country. The lQcalities most dissatisfied with 
RPU plans;were generally the same, although they 
were slightly larger in popUlation. 

In summary. the planning decisio"ns' made by both 
~P A and RPt; boards do not appear to be overly 
mfluenced . ,by representation on the supervisory 
boards or the need to accommodate particular in
terests Or jurisdictions. The most influence is exer
cised by the state officials on SPA boards and by 

Planning Unit 

SPA #,/) RPU 
"-:7 

% No. % 

8..7 281 \ 24.5 
49;0 565 49.2' 
37.8 245 21.3 I 

4.5 58 5.0 
100.0 1149 100.0 

police officials on RPU boards. Localities appear 
to be fairly satisfied with the results of planning 
decisions at both levels and tend to believe that their 
RPUs have a fairly well developed planning capaci
ty. At the same time, the SPAs have a fairly low 
opinion of the RPOs in terrns' of the way decisions 
are made by their supervisory boards and the e)(tent 
to which RPUs have the capacity to plan for the ef
fective use of block grant funds. 

PLAN IMPLI:MENTATION 

Once the comprehensive plan is approved by 
LEAA-or in some states after its submission to 
LEAA-the state planning agency accepts applica
tions for projects that would implement the plan, 
The states that employ a pre-planning approach' usu
ally have to solicit applications from eligible appli
cants and conduct a fairly vigorous cam,paign to in

"form such applicants about the availability of funds 
for particular programs. The states that have used 
pre~applications during their planning cycle or have 
adopted regional plans that specifically .describe 
projects for funding usually' in~orm the sponsors 
of the pre-applications or the RPUs that they are 
preparing to accept applications. The review and ap
proval of applications b)' the SPA can occur at any 
time during the two-year period followjng the award . ~ . . r 
of the block grant, even though the planning for and 
implementation of the next annual plnnmay be un
der way. Therefore, many projects aie newly awarg
ed when considered for refunding. (A complete dis
cussion of the SPA application anq funding proc~ 
esses is contained in Chapter Y.), 
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Most states hay~ ~funds that were allocated in the 
plan but not awarded or Were awarded but either re
funded or reverte? at the ~nd of the. proje~t peri()d 
by the subgrantee. Since each fiscal year's block 
grant must be obligated :and expended by the end of 
the second fiscal year after its award, many states 
have had to retuJ;O block menies to the U.S. Treas
~~y becau~e of their inabHit~"toexpend the funds, 
especially monies refunded or reverted by sub
grantees. Determining a new use for unused, refund
ed or reverted funds before they have to be returned 
to the Treasury is called reprogramming. 

To assure itself and the Congress that the states 
are adequately addressing the needs of all compo
nents ofthe criminal justice system, LEAA enCOUr
ages in its annual planning guidelines, the use of 
"standard categories." While this does not prevent 
SPAs from developing their own categorized struc
tures, if they do so, the program and funding infor
mation in their plans must be cross-referenced to 
L, EAA's ~~d, ard functional categor, ies. Through a 
variety?7methods, SPAs divide their block grant 
appro~ftations among the programs that constitute 
their\(~tegory structure. This apportionment results 
in a ~mber of functional "pots," which are used 
as the' ~1sis for, reporting expenditUre information 
to LE~. In orHer to ensure p1an implementation, 
no :fore than 15 percent of the funds planned for 
ex~fnditure in anyone category may be transferred 
to

l 
any other category without prior LEAA approv

al. Applications are funded from these "pots" un
til the money has been expended. If more worthy 
applications are submitted in a particular area than 
can be covered by available funds, the SPA must 
reject some applications for funding or transfer 
monies from under utilized "pots" to cover the 
shortage. If unused or reverted funds originally al-

J!\ocated to one category are reprogrammed into an
other category, a transfer occurs. If any transfer in
volves more than 15 percent of a category's funds, 
the SPA must request ,LEAA approval through" a 
plan amendment, which indicates how the money 
will be spent and why such a change is merited. 
Table IV-19 shows the percentage of Part C fund re
allocations among standard functional categories 
for fiscal years 197 t, 1972 and t 973. The overall 
percentage of Part C funds reallocated among func
tional categories has declined slightly since' 1971, 
although it has fluctuated considerably and even 
risen in 18 states during this period. While no data 
are currently available concerning later years, the 
continuation funding problems facing many SPAs 

probably have contributed to teductioJ1sin'" the, 
amqunts being transferred. 

,Based on the surveyrespon~es, t~~ effec,tsof cate
gorization on the plarining a:nd"~if)1d alIo~,ation proc
esses seem mixed. Most states have lew problems 
with. LEAA's "standard functional categories;" 
generally the broad categories have not limited SPA' 
discretion and flexibility. F.or instance"o.ne SPA 
staff member noted that "naturally, some 'flexibility 
is lost, since existing .LEAA regulatio'n.S· prescribe 
certain procedures which must be accomplished in-: 

, eluding justification for transferring of~funds from 
lone category to another," However, the" lj,'percene 
allowable adjustment of funds among" categories 

• seems to give SPAs sufficient leeway. 'Mpreover,: 
~~EAA has usually approved SPA repr'ogramming 
/(ctions. Several states indicated that program cate
~\~~'k~er in order to control'}~nds and 
mamtain comprehensiveness. Others, howeyer, as
serted that the LEAA guidelines reqt:l'ited' "force 
fitting" qf projects into, a particular prqgrhm cate
gory. One SPA official said, "Flexibility is often 
destroyed due to the necessity of obligtiring funds to 
a specific function," while "much time js.)o~tjustify
ing new priorities to the LEAA regional office." 

For most SPAs, then, administrative":categoriza-, 
tion has ~t had major adverse effects' H.~·~tfe use of 
funds by s(~te and local applicants. Significant flex
ibility remains in planning, priorityl"setting and 
funding. Thirty-one of the SPAs sufv'e'~~g:irdicated 
that the block grant approachgave;the.rn. consider
able programmatic and administratiV'e'discietion in 
estab1ishing action grant priorRles~t:'~~~e:nty-two 
thought that they had a significanLamount'of discre
tion over the contrtJl and use of Safe~'Streets funds, 
while 22 as well thought that this was . .t.h.r"c,ase with 
regard to planning procedures. ~"I ,. 

Because the SPA categoric,s are usetl for all pro
grams if!c\uded in the stati

l 
plan, fne' B.PUs have 

much less flexibility if the SPA impo'Ses program 
categories on the RPU plans than iPit'd~velops cat
egories from the RPU plans. Because of t~is poten
tial, and often actual, imposition of p,rogram cate
gories on the RPUs, their attitudes/toward the 
state's system of categorization c(Ut~fS: ~from the 
SP As'. When asked to what extend thel SPA's allo
cation of funds to particular categories !fot 'different 
purposes has limited flexibility iq,;'§f.:;C)':,'.planning 
processes, more than 75 percent of 305" ,responding 
RPU directors indicated such categoriztttion has 
greatly or moderately limited their ,g,~)(}pility. There
fore, even though a substantial number of states ap-

~ . .,. . .,.", 
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TableJV.·19 

Percentage of Part C Fund Reallocations AlIJong Standard Functional qRtegorles 

October 1975 

St.ta. FY 11171 FY 11172 FY 1973 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 17.6 16.9 16.7 
AI.bem. NA NA NA AI •• ka 10 10 10 Arizona 22.2 12.2 2.3.1 Ark ..... 35 30 25 ClHlornil NA NA NA Colorado 80, ' 80 40 Connecticut 20 25 30 'DalaWare NA NA NA District 01 Columbia 6.2 5.4 14.4 Florida 40 30 20 Georgia 10 8 7 HawaII NA NA NA Idaho 5 3 2 IlUnois 5 5. 10 Indl.na 20 15 35 Iowa 10 8 6.5 K ..... NA NA NA Kantucky . NA ". NA NA louisiana 17 8 7 Malna 4Q,,6 32.6. 31.6 Maryland 5 7 1.5 
ManachuHH. 10 5 3 Michigan 4 5 0 
Mlnnaaota 15 6 11 Mlulsalppl 10 15 11 
MIHOUri fJ N~ NA NA M.ontllna 25 30 v 30 
Nebra.ka a 49.5 63.3 ,::, ))51.9 Nav.da 10 fO \.1 10 
Naw H.m.,.hlra 10 14.1 17.0 NawJ.,.ay 10 12 6 
Naw Maxlco NA " 10 5 
Naw York NA NA NA North Carolina NA NA NA North Dakota NA NA NA Ohio 9.6 5.8 6.2 
Okl.homa 5 5 10 
Oragon 20 30 30 
Pannaylv.nIa 1 3 1 
Rhoda laI.nd 0 15 22 
Sou~h Clrollna 18 10 12 
South D.kota 16.6 20,3 16,4 
Tann_a 18 20 20 
Taxa., 10 8 5 
Utah 10 15 15 
Varmont NA NA NA 
Vlrglnll 40 40 45 
Washington 25 15 10 
Wa.t Virginia 17 18 22 
WI.conain 15 15 15 
Wyoming 5 5 6 
Virgin Ialand. 0 18 11 
Amarlcan Slmoa 79 49 42 
~u.m NA NA NA 
Puarto Rico NA NA NA 

NA = Not Available. 

o 

(j , 

~, 

Q 

87 

:!,.';,::, 



88 

pear to have decentralized their planning processes, 
the RPUs generally feel limited by the SPAs' ad-
ministrative categorization of action funds. ::' 

Improvements in plan development anct imple
mentation are underscored by the fact that 43 of the 
SP A directors surveyed reported that their super
visory boards never or ~eldom approved applica
tions having little or no relationship to the aonual 
action program contained in the state plan. In addi
tion, the degree of plan implementation appears to 
be fa.irly high in most,states. Appendix. IV-9, p. 120 
reveals that in the judgment of the SPAs, an average 

> of 88 percent of all projects included in the compre
hensive plan have received funding, and 86 percent 
have been implemented. Overall, only four percent 
of the projects funded never got off the ground. The 
percentage of planned projects that have been imple
mented has been increasing ov\~r the years, largely 
because of efforts to make plilnning more precise 
and more reflective of state and local needs. More 
competition for funds, better monitoring of project 
progress and greater technica.l assistance to sub
grantees by both the SPAs and RPUs have all con
tributed to the increasing percentage of projects that 
are funded and impl~l-hented. 

EVALUATION AND MONITORING 

Throughout the history of the Safe Streets pro
gram, strong interest in evaluation has been voiced 
-on the part of Congress, LEA A, SPAs, and re
gional and local officials. For a variety of reasons 
this interest has not been translated into equally 
forceful action. During the early years of the pro
gram, both the states and the LEAA were primarily 
concerned with distributing and monitoring Safe 
Streets funds. Congress, although citing evaluation 
as one of the purposes for which block funds could 
be used, was mainly concerned that the monies be 
put into the field as quickly as possible to combat 
rising crime and civil unrest. 

In 1971 and 1972, after most SPA programs were 
well established, several states recognized the need 
to develop information about the success or failure 
of their projects. These states (California, Mary
land, Massachusetts, Minnesota, North Carolina, 
Pennsylvania and Virginia) initiated the first small 
evaluation programs, which in most cases were de
signed to assess the results of specific projects. At 
about the same time, LEAA awarded contracts to 
various organizations to evaluate some of their large 
discretionary programs, such as Pilot Cities and Im
pact Cities. 

The debate over the 1973 Safe Streets ,amend
ments highlighted congressional concern about ob
taining great~r and more qualitative information on 
the results ahd impact of Safe Streets-supported ac
tivities. The amendments specifically mandated 
LEAA to provide more leadership and to report to 
Congress on Safe Streets programs. The role of the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim
inal Justice was strengthened and expanded to in
clude evaluation, and state plans were required to 
assure that Safe Streets projects collected data that 
would allow the institute to perform evaluations. 

In response to this new emphasis, LEAA began 
to improve its evaluation capabilities in the fall of 
1973. An Evaluation Policy Task Force, consisting 
of both LEAA and SPA officials, was formed to 
recommend appropriate strategies at the national 
and state levels. Based on the deliberations of this 
group, a separate office of evaluation was. created 
within the institute; several intensive evaluations 
of selected programs (such as youth services bu
reaus) were initiated; a "model evaluation" pro
gram was begun,· whereby states and regions could 
compete for discretionary funding to create "model" 
assessment efforts at the state or regional level; and 
new SPA evaluation guidelines were drafted. In ad
dition, LEAA sponsored, in conjunction with the 
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Plan
ning Administrators, a national meeting on evalua-
tion for SPA executive directors and their chiey,,~ 
evaluators. [1, 

With this impetus from LEAA, many SPAs be
gan new efforts to monitor and evaluate their proj
ects. In addition, the increasing competition for 
funds (including increasing continuation commit
ments) was resulting in a greater demand from SPA 
and RPU supendsory board members, as well as 
staff, for more objective and timely feedback on 
previously funded projects. 

Under the revised LEAA evaluation guidelines, 
SPAs are now required to develop a state evalua
tion strategy focusing on the results and impact of 
the programs or projects they support. Although the 
guidelines provide for ample SPA flexibility, they 
require that: (I) the results and operations of all 
SPA-funded activities be rigorously monitored; n) 
that all applications and the application process pr6-
vide the prerequisites for an internal assessment of 
each project by the subgrantee as well as more in
tensive monitoring and evaluation activities as de
termined by the SPA; (3) that the SPA allocate suf
ficient resources to adequately carry out its monitor
ing and evaluation responsibilities; (4) that the SPA 
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intensively evaluate, either with its own staff or with 
contracted evaluators, selected projects or groups of 
projects according '·~0 its planning needs; and (5) 
that the SPA take account of the results of the 
national evaluation program and its own state eval
uations in planning its future activities.28 

Forty-five of the SPAs responding to ACIR's 
questionnaire indicated that they had developed an 
evaluation strategy in accordance with these guide
lines and 44 thought that their effort had increased 
since 1973. The SPA directors estimated that on the 
average 28 .percent of all projects and 34 percent 
of all Safe Streets block funds were evaluated each 
year. Further, almost all believed their evaluation 
had had some impact on SPA planning and funding 
decisions (see Table IV-,20). 

In a 1975 report, the Urban Institute noted that 
SPAs have adopted a variety of organizational ap
proaches for conducting evaluations: "There is vari
ation in who provides funding, who does the evalua
tions, who uses the evaluation information, and who 
determines what will be evalualed."29 For example, 
39 SPAs utilize internal staff to perform evaluations, 
with about seven percent of all staff time devoted to 
this function. Twenty-seven SPAs use outside con
sultants, either exclusively or in conjunction with 
staff. 

Another variation in the SPAs' evaluation ap
proach is the degree to which responsibility and re
sources for evaluation have been assigned to the 
regional level. As the Urban Institute paper pointed 
out: "Most variation results from the fact that each 
SPA has its own organizational arrangement and 
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management style for administering /ihe Safe Streets 
Act and spending LEAA funds. Soine 'States use a 
decentralized planning process in wljich the Region
al Planning Units (RPUs) make! most decisions, 
While in other States the central Sip A staff has the 
greatest impact."3o Thus, insomeristates, evaluation 
aciivities, like planning and gra'llt responsibilities. 
have been concentrated at the (.regional and local 
level. Seventy-three percent of the regional officials 
replying to the ACIR survey s'aid that their RPU 
had a substantial role in project monitoring or pro
gram evaluation; however, oniy 37 p~rcent thought 
that their staff and resourceS were sufficient to per
form this function. Sixty percent of the SPA direc
tors agreed that RPUs had a major role in monitor
ing and evaluation, and 81 percent of those replying 
said they had provided assistance to the regions. 
However, only 43 percent thought RPU staff and' 
resources were adequate. 

RPUs estimated that they evaluate annually 
about 57 percent of their projects, representing 
about 60 percent of their funds, a somewhat higher 
estimate than that provided by the SPA directors. 
However, both SPA and RPU indications of the ex
tent of ~valuation activity seem higher in compari
son with the case study results, and many reflect 
varying interpretations of what constitutes evalua
tion. (For the purpose of the ACIR survey, monitor
ing was defined as a p(friodic on-site assessment of 
the progress, problems' and results to date of Safe 
Streets projects. Evaluation was defined as an in
depth analysis of the overall results and impact of a 
project in meeting its objectives.) 

Table IV-20 

,SPA and RPU Views on Effects of Evaluation 

October 1975 

Great Influence Moderate Influence UHI\) Influence No Influence 

Area SI'~A RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU SPA RPU 

No. % No. 0/0 No. 0/0 No. 0/0 No. 0/0 No. % No. % No. 0/0 

Project refundIng 13 28 117 44 27 57 84 32 5 11 ,27 10 2 4 36 1'4 
On· goIng modlllcatlon of projects 13 28 83 31 27 57 121 46 5 11 30 11 2 4 30 11 
ProvIded feedback to plannIng 11 36 119 45 22 47 98 31 7 15 26 10 1 2 ' 20 8 

process 
Assumption of costs by slate and 2 4 54 20 20 42 106 40 19 40 67 26 6 13 36 14 

local government 
DevelopIng new fundIng prIorities' 3 6 23 49 16 34 5 11 

'Not asked on RPU questionnaire. 
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RPU directors surveyed also stated that, as at the 
SPA level, RPU evaluations have had an effect on 
project refunding, modification of ongoing activities 
and planning. Their impact has been less significant 
on state and local government assumption of costs. 

Interestingly, local officials believed that RPUs 
evaluated their projects more frequently than did 
thtl SPA - 24 percent estimated that the SPA evalu
ated at least quarterly and 35 percent, that RPU 
staff assessed project performance this often. Simi
larly, more localities (58 percent) are familiar with 
their RPU's evaluation system than with the SPA's 
(42 percent). 

A current issue in the Safe Streets program is the 
degree of delegation of evaluation responsibilities 
by the SPAs to RPUs. LEAA gu.idelines allow 
SPAs to assign these responsibilities to regional or 
local planning units, but this decision .is strictly at 
the state's discretion. Some SPAs prefer to retain 

90 the function at the state level in order to insur~ con
sistency, quality and more effective use of limited 
resources. Others opt to decentralize evaluation. 
Some RPUs believe that greater decentralization 
should occur primarily because decisions art': made 
at the regional and local. level and evaluation reports 
need to be issued in a more timely and useable fash
ion for loca.l planning. 

The 1975 National League of Cities-U.S. Confer
ence of Mayors survey of the nation's largest cities 
found overwhelming dis"atisfaction with SPA eval
uation programs. Two-thirds of the 49 respondents 
said that these programs were either pocr or should 
be abolished. Thirty percent rated th~m as fair; 
none answered good; o.nd one city said excellent.31 

ACIR also polled local governments on this issue. 
Of 1,055 cities and counties responding, 32 percent 
rated the SPA evaluation system as excellent or 
good; 32 percent said it was fair; and 36 percent 
thought it was either poor or should be abolished. 
Ratings by the localities of the RPU evaluation sys
tem were more favorable. Fifty percent of the re
spondents thought it was good or excellent; 26 per
cent said fair; and 24 percent replied that it was poor 
or should be abolished. However, it is very possible 
that these figures stem simply from their greater 
familiarity with RPU evaluation efforts. 

Despite the heightened interest in evaluation and 
the increased Federal, state and regional efforts on 
this front during the last two years, evaluation ac
tivities have produced only limited results to date, in 
the view of several observers. One major critic has 
been the General Accounting Office (GAO), which 

in 1974 asserted that LEAA leadership in the area of 
evaluation was lacking and cited difficulti~s in as
sessing the effectiveness of Sf~A projects due to the 
lack of comparable data or standards of perform
ance. The GAO called on LEAA to develop opera
tional standards and goals, uniform data collection 
and reporting systems, and standardized evaluation 
methodologie'S. LEAA responded that it was in~ 
consistent with the philosophy of New Federalism to 
adopt such guidelines, but that it would continue to 
urge the states to assess t~if activities.32 Congres
sional hearings on reenactmellt of the program have 
also produced criticisms that there is still not suf~ 
ficient infOl:mation on the uses and outcomes of Safe 
Streets funds. And the President's FY 1977 budget 
message states: "Improved selectivity in grant activ
ities, coupled with a great distribution of resources 
for evaluation and research, will enable LEAA to 
determine and pursue those programs which prom
ise the most impact on reducing crime in the United 
States. Such evaluation will improve decisions in the 
level and direction of LEAA assistance."33 

The reasons for this lack of success are varied, 
but. a major factor in the view of the SPAs is the 
lack of resources to conduct evaluati.on activities. 
Twenty-three of the SPAs surveyed said that present 
staff and funds were inadequate to meet their evalu
ation responsibilities. Thirty~two SPAs replied that 
evaluation activities were hampered greatly or mod
erately by the lack of Part B planning funds. To 
some extent, the lack of planning monies has been 
offset by the availability of action funds (Part C) 
for evaluation. However, the LEAA General Coun
sel has ruled that Part C funds may support only the 
actual conduct ef evaluations, while planning mon
ies must be used for administering an evaluation 
program. 34 Thus, an SPA staffer responsible for 
developing an evaluation strategy would be sup
ported by planning monies, while those staff mem
bers or consultants actually carrying out the evalu
ation could receive Part C funding. According to 
the survey data, as well as the FY 1976 state plan
ning grant applications, the average percentage of 
Part B funds devoted to evaluation increased gradu
ally from none in FY 1970 to two percent in FY 
1972,4.5 percent in FY 1974 and 5.7 percent in FY 
1976. Part C support increased only slightly, from 
1.9 percent in FY 1972 to 2.3 percent in. FY 1974, 
while Part E (which may be used to fund evaluations 
of correctional programs) climbed from 0.4 percent 
to 1.5 percent. 

Besides evaluation, LEAA guidelines also requi!e 
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Table 1V-21 

Views Regarding :Success of Block Grants in Reducing 
or Slowing the Growth in Crime 

Octob~1r 1975 

Great Mod',nate UHle None 

No. % No. 

SPA officials 2 4 23 
RPU officials 26 8 215 

SPAs to "monitor the implementation, operation, 
and results of the projects it supports.'~ The pur
pose of monitoring is "to insure that the SPA gen
erate adequate information to carry out its manage
ment responsibilities," and to use the monitoring 
information to: "modify the operations of projects 
and affect the planning and funding decisions of the 
SPA." Thirty-five S PAs carry out regular monitor
ing activities and, in their judgment, generate ade
quate information for their management, planning 
and funding decisions and for assessing project per
formance and modifying operations. 

Results of the local surveys suggest that monitor
ing has been a low-key operation. Nearly thirty per
cent of 745 cities and 403 counties reported that 
their projects were monitored by the SPA on an an
nual basis. A comparable proportion of both cities 
and counties did not know' \vhether their projects 
had been monitored. One-sixth of these localities 
claimed they had never been subject to SPA moni
toring. 

PLAN OUTCOMES 

I f the success or failure of the S~fe Streets pro
gram is measured solely in terms of.\ts impact on 
crime, then the program has fallen m&rkedly short 
of its goa\. Crime has j;ncreased in almos{\\every st,ate 
and territory since 19/69, and in some instances this 
growth has been drafuatic. Nationwide, the':t974 re
ported i.ndex Crimteej rate of 4,821 offens~s per \~O,OOO 
populatIOn repref~ted a 32 percent Increase. over 
the 1969 rate and, a 17 percent jump since 1973. , 

The SPAs re§ponding to the ACIR questionnaire 
predominantly attributed the rise in crime to three 
f ~ 
actors: drug abuse (one-fourth of the respondents' 

indicated it contributed "substantially" and nearly " 
60 percent said' "moderately"); increased juvenile 

% No. % No. % 

49 20 43 2 4 
64 84 25 12 4 

crime (46 percent answered "substantially,j and an 
additional 46 percent said "moderately"h and high 
unemployment (31 perrtent felt ".substantially" and 
27 percent replied "moderately"). 

However, in the opinion of these officials the most 
important factor is increased crime reporting; two
thirds of the respondents rated this factor as con
tributing "substantially" to the apparent rise in 
crime. One of the paradoxes of the Safe Streets pro
gram is that block grants (as well as LEAA discre
tionary monies) have been instrumental not only 
in vastly improving state und local reporting sys
tems but also in encouraging citizens to report of
fenses. Yet it is impossible to determine to what ex
tent the growth in crime is due to this improved re
porting efficiency as opposed to real increases in the 
nurnb.ef of crimes occurring in proportion to pop-

, frlt\tion-.';" .. 
""-.,,.,_.,,_J,~ 

AIt11oYigl:I-,lhe Safe Streets program has not re
duced crime, state, regional und local officials agree 
that block grants have had some effect in slowing 
tbe rise in crime rate. M.ore than half of the SPA 
and nearly three-fourths of the RPU officials sur
veyed responded' that Safe Streets' monies have had 
great or moderate success in reducing or slowing the 
growth iii crime (see Table IV-21). No significant 
differences were evident in the replies among re
gions of an urban, rural or urban-rural mix. How
ever, ar,~as with average or high crime rates tended 
to be less'" optimistic about the effect of Safe Streets 
in slowing the rise in crime. City :md county offi
cials agreed with the views of the SPA and RPU 
respondents-about 72 percent of those replying felt 
that block grants have had great, substantial or 
moderate success in this regard. Similarly, the ma
jority of officials, no matter what level of govern
ment, believed that crime would have risen at art,ev-
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~.. Table {IV-22 

Views Regarding Increase in Crime Rate if Safe Streets Funds 
Not AV2111abie 

October 1975 

Far Moderately Slightly No 

Greater Greater Greater Greater 

No. % No. 

SPA officials 8 19 16 

RPU officials 89 27 142 

Local government 184 15 432 

Officials 

en greater rate in the last six years had the Safe 
Streets; program not been inexistence (see Table IV-
22). 

Most SPA directors agreed that it is unfair to 
assess the program simply on the basis of changes in 
the reported crime rate. They pointed out that the 
causes of crime ate too complex and deep-rooted 
to be solved by a program as limited in scope and 
resources as Safe Street~. More than half of these 
officials believed that little or no reduction in crime 
should reasonably have been expected as a result 
of the program (see Table lV-23). Regional planners 
were slightly rnore optirnistic; rnany of these respon-

% No. % No. % 

38 15 36 3 7 

43 77 23 22 7 
36 394 33 188 16 

dents (52 percent) thought at least a mod~rate de
crease should have been expected. However, the 
regional respondents indicating that little or no re
duction should have been anticipated were mainly 
from more highly populated, urban regions with 
average or high crime rates. City and county offi
cials seemed to have had even higlWr expectations; 
67 percent of the city and 72 perc~nt of the county 
respondents indicated that crime should have been 
expected to decline at least to a moderate extent. 

Despite the lack of direct impact on crime, the 
Safe Streets program appears to have played a key 
role in bringing about a number of significant im-

Table IV-23 
'" 

Views Regarding Amount of Crime Reciuction Expected as a Result of the 
Safe Streets Program 

October 1975 

Local Officials RPU Officials SP A Officials 

No. % No. % No. % 

Great reduction 16 1.3 9 2.7 1 2.1 
Substantial reduction 242 20.0 
Moderate reduction 574 47.4 167 49.7 17 36.2 
UHle/sllght reduction ,285 23.6 142 42.3 23 48.9 
No reduction 93 7.7 18 5.4 6 12.8 

" TOTAL 1210 100.0 336 100.1 47 100.0 

• Not InclUded on the scale of possible responses for this questionnaire. 
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prfivements in the nation's system of criminal jus
ti~~. SPA directors responding to the ACIR ques
tionnaire estimated that on the average rnore than 
60 percent of the activities supported with block 
grants have had a direct effect on the criminal jus
tice ·system, whereas only ~O percent. have directly 
impacted on crime. 

Available evidence indicates that Safe Streets 
rnonies have not only upgraded traditional criminal 
justice activities but also have initiated new and in
novative approaches to old problems. The program 
has provided fresh resources to an area too long 
under financed and focused public attention on a 
systern too long neglected. 

I n order to probe the;attitudes of SPA directors 
about the impact of the Safe Streets program on the 
crirninal justice system, ACIR asked thern to assess 
to what extent various improvements had occurred 
in their states since 1969. Of the 90 activities rated, 
38 (42 percent) were viewed by almost all SPA di
rectors (more than 90 percent) as having improved; 
and an additional 33 (37 percent) were said to have 
improved by at least three-fourths of the respond
ents. Only these areas were cited by fewer than half 
of the directors as making gains since 196~: the es
tablishment of uniforrn plea bargaining procedures, 
the reduction of plea bargaining and the cr~ation of 
family courts. Since two of these de'al willi plea bar
gaining, it seems reasonable to surmise that much of 
the lack of progress can be attributed to the contro
versial nature of the plea bargaining issue(('and the 
mixed opinion that currently prevails as to the de
sirability of this' practice. On the other hand, eleven 
activiC1es were cited by all of the SPA directors as 
having improved. These include: \'lolice equipment; 
police, judicial and correctional training;" police 
~ommunications; police-community relations; diver
sion of juvenile offenders; prosecutorial services: 
crime laboratories; police getection and use of evi
dence; and alternatives to incarceration. 

The SPA directors were also asked to identify 
those areas of improvement where the influence ot' 
Safe Streets funds had been the greatest. Only a few 
activities were not affected by block grants in the 
view of more than half of these officials. These were 
the decrease of police corruption (59 percent) de
crirninillzation of drunkeness (59 perc:ent), improve
ment of street lighting (63 percent) and revision of 
building codes (68 percent). Conversely. Safe Streets 
funds appear to have hv:tl the greatest influence on a 
handful of areas: police comrnunication (90 percent), 
police training and education (82 percent), judicial 

training and education (80 percent). and the estab
lishmentOf youth service bureaus (79 percent). 

In most cases there is definite corr9_~;~:.vh between 
the extent of improvement and .the hrl1uence 07 Safe 
Streets monies. Bearing in mind that these data re
flect the opinion of SPA directors and not objectiye 
evidence, it appears, nevertheless, that many crim
inal justice improvements are largely the res\llt of 
Safe Streets support. Table IV-24 indicates the areas. 
cited by 90 perc;mt ot rnore of the respondents') as 
having improved and shows the relative influ~nce 

of block grants on each. Not surprisingly, it is in the 
law enforcement field that there s~ems to be the 
greatest relationship between improvernents and the 
influence of Safe Streets funding, with police 
comrnunications, training and crirne laboratories 
rating highly on both scales. However, education 
and training' activities in the court and corrections 
areas also appear to have been positively affected by 
the act. Improvernents in the drug and alcohol abuse. 
field appear to have been least influenced by Safe 
Streets operation. Although significant' advances 
have been recorded, in the judgment of the SPA di
rectors these gains cannot be attributed prirnarily to 
the program. It may be that the lack of Safe Streets 
influence in the drug and alcohol abuse area is in 
part a result of the availability of other Federal and 
state funding sources for prograrns of this type. 

It also appears that some general types of activi
ties have been more affected by the program than 
others. For example, Safe Streets monies seem to 
have played a major role)n providing training op
portunities for all crirninal justice personnel, wheth
er police, courts or corrections. Conversely, block 
grants have had only limited impact on the irnprove
ment of police and court facilities, perhaps. because 
so many SPAs have adopted policies restricting the 
possible uses of monies for construction or renova
tion of buildings. 

Questionnaire replies from city and county offi
cials generally corroborate the views of the SPA di
rectors and on the whole indicate that Safe Streets 
funds have enabled local jurisdictions to., rnake im
provements in their criminal justice agencies that 
would not otherwise have been possible. Specific 
activities that were rnost frequently cited by the 
respondents include the acquisition of law enforce
ment equiprnent (particularly communications 
equipment), expanded education and training for 
crirninal justice persotmel, upgraded inforrnation 
systerns and increased services for juveniles. 

Thus, the survey data show t~) state and local 
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officials beli~ve that the Safe Streets program has 
helped significtlntly to enhance the operational ca
pacity of criminal justice agencies. Unfortunately, 
however! velry little conclusive evidence exists by 
which to aClually measure the impact of Safe Streets 
efforts, mainly because of the deficiencies in evalua
tion discussed earlier in this chapter. 

f' II 

" 

One of the potential benefits of the Safe Streets 
program is the extent to which the comprehensive 
planning process fosters increased system integra: 
tion. Participants in the program frequently men~ 
tioned that state, regional and locar""planning 
mechanisms have helped to increase inter-functional 
and juri~,dictional communication and coordination. 

;l 
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Table 1l1-24 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Criminal Justice Improvements 
'0 and the I nfluence of Safe Streets Funds 

October .1975 
I, C.:' 
:) Some Iniluence of 

CrIminal Justice Improvement Improvement Sale Streets Funds 
(I ,ij 

Police 
r--, 

No. 0/0 No. 0/0 

Updated equIpment Inventory of police departments 51 100 33 65 
Improved police educallon and traIning 51 100 42 82 

Improved police communications r:ilpaclty 51 100 46 90 
Improvod organIzation 01 police departments 49 96 16 33 

Improved police response lime 50 98 15 30 
Belter detection and use of evidence 51 100 22 43 

Improved police ~acilitios 46 90 9 ~O 

Increased potlce ~'Iannlng, research and evaluation 50 98 16 36 

Improved crIme laboratorIes 51 100 37 73 

Courts 
CrimInal code revIsIon 47 94 23 49 
Strengthened olllce 01 court admInIstrator 47 92 27 5" 

Preirlal release alternaUves 45 94 19 42 
Judicial training and Q!lucatlon 50 100 40 80 
Increased prosecutorlal servIces 48 JOO 26 54 
Increased public de lender servIces 46 90 29 63 
Improved prosecution and defense traIning 49 96 34 69 
Increased diversion 01 Juveniles 50 98 34 68 
Improved court facilities 45 90 10 22 

Correc;tlons 
Improved exIsting correcllonallnsUlutions 49 96 20 41 
Increased trainIng for correctional personnel 50 100 37 74 
Improved dIagnostic and classification services 48 96 22 46 
Increased tmalment alternatives 48 96 33 69 
Expanded community-based alternatives 45 92 32 71 
Improved proballon and parole services 47 96 26 56 
Improvod educational opportunities for Inmates 47 94 19 40 
Increased use of work-release programs 50 98 19 38 

Juvenile Delinquency 
Improved treatment 01 Juvenile o~lendors 49 98 24 49 
Increased dIversion 01 Juveniles 50 100 30 60 
Expanded counseling and referral servIces lor Juveniles 49 98 30 61 
Established hall-way houses for Juveniles 47 94 25 53 
Improved police handling 01 Juveniles 48 96 18 38 
Expanded alternatives to Incarcerallon of JUveniles 51 100 32 63 

Drugs and Alcohol 
Improved and expanded crIsis Intervention 45 90 5 11 
Increl!~,ed drug and alcohol abuse education 47 96 3 6 

Communlly Crime Prevention 
Established hot lines 46 94 2 4 
Expanded volunteer program 47 94 21 45 
Expanded police communlly relallons 50 100 21 42 
ImprOved street lighting 46 92 6 13 
Improved burglary prevenllon 48 94 18 38 

.. 
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,,1Ji Table IV-25 , 

Views of SPA Directors Regarding Long-Range Role of SFfAs 

October 1975 

,") ,> 

Police Courts 

% 0/0 
Primary force for change 46 22 
One 01 several groups working for 64 70 

change 
Coordlnatlnv and I.gltlmlzlng othor 46 50 

group eHort, 
DI ... mlnatlng Information on new 82 78 

approach •• 
Sourc. 01 fundIng to IUl!port other ~o 80 

ag.ncl •• ' eHortl to modernize 
Sourc. 01 fundIng to supplement In- 54 46 

adequate state and local resources 

Some Safe Streets-funded activitieS:' are specifically: 
\\aimed at this objective; for ex~~mple, the establish
\tnent of criminal justice information systems. All 
but one of the ·SPA directors responding to the 
ACIR survey. indicated that to some extent the vari
ous components of the criminal justice system are 
beginning to view themselves and to function as part 
of a highly integrated and interdependent system. 
However, almost half of these officials cited the 
c~urts as being the most resistant to this trend. Lack 
of partiGipation by the courts may reflect both the 
separation of powers principle as well as the low 
level of involvement of the courts in the Saf®, 
Streets program in its early years. Almost all SPA' 
directors (96, percent) said that Safe Streets funds 
had played an important or crucial role in encourag
ing a more systemized and coordinated approach to 
criminal justice problems and all but one (98 per
cent) rated the role of SPA staff as either important 
or crucial. 

Finally, to what extent have the efforts set in 
motion by the Safe Streets program resulted in the 
establishment of a planning capacity at the state and 
regional levels that transcends the boundaries of a 
Federal grant-in-aid program? As can be seen in 
Table IV-25, most SPA directors do not see their 
agency's long~range role as simply planning for and 
administering Safe Streets funds. However, it ap
pears highly uncertain whether or not the planning 
structures set up by Safe Streets would continue in 
the absence of Federal financial support. When 

Drug and 
Juvenile Alcohol Law 

Correcllons Delinquency Abuse Reform 

0/0 0/0 0/0 % 
56 44 12 12 
62 76 78 76 

52 62 38 <5- 42 

76 78 58 58 

86 78 58 54 

52 52 40 30 

'\, 

asked to rate::the likelihood of their SPA continuI~~v' 
to operate without Safe Streets, no SPA directors~ 
replied that it would cet'tainly receive state funding, 

RPVs agreed with this assessment; 94 percent said 
criminal justice agencies had begun to see them

(pelves as part of a highly integrated system and 91 
percent thought they had begun to furlotion in an 
interdependent manner to some degree. However, 
few of t\~ SPA (21 percent) or RPU (20 percent) 
respondentt> rated the extent of integration as "very 
much," Seventeen percent said that it was likely the 
SPA would continue to function (though possibly 
at a reduced level); 42 percent answered, "possibly;" 
23 percent said "unlikely;" and 17 percent thought 
it was "very doubtful." The future for regional plan
ning units appears to be even darker, if the Safe 
Streets program should end. No SPA directors felt 
it '\vas certain that RPUs would survive. Eight per
cent thought it was likely; 12 percent answered "pos
sibly;" 50 percent said "unlikely;" and 29 percent 
thought it was "very doubtful." 

SUMMARY 

This chapter has reviewed the state-of:the-art 
with respect to the organization and conduct of Safe 
Streets planning at the state, regional and local lev
els. It also has reviewed th~ status of evaluation and 
monitoring efforts and the impact of planning ac
tivities. Several long-standing criticisms of the pro
gram have been addressed; some have been refuted; 
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others, confirmed. In addition, several newer issues 
surrounding Safe Streets operations have been 
raised. Following are some of the major findings 
emerging from this chapter. 

• Little comprehensive criminal justice 
planning was being conducted at the 
state, regional, or local levels prior to 
enactment of the Safe Streets Act. 

• AU states geared up organizationally for 
S~fe Streets planning in a short time 
period. After seven years,. however, most 
SPAs have not shed their image as plan
ner for and dispenser of Federal aid. 
Limited gubernatorial and legislative in
volvement, insufficient authority vis-a
vis other state agencies and high rates of 
executive director turnover have inhib
ited SPAs from becoming more integral 
parts of the state-local criminal justice 
system. 

• The relative amount of functional rep
resentation on SPA supervisory boards 
has remained fairly constant since 1970. 

• A total of 445 regional planning units 
have been established in 43 states, more 
than haff of which were created specif
ically for criminal justice planning. Al
most all RPUs perform or coordinate 
planning and review of grant applica~ 
tions; 87 percent prepare an annual plan. 

• Although most RPU and local officials 
believe that no single group is overrep
resented on regional supervisory boards, 
police representatives were identified as 
the most influential in board decisions, 
With respec~o local elected official rep
resentation, views were mixed. About 
one-third of both RPU and local offi
cials and 1,5 SPA directors thought the 
1973 amendment to the act requiring 
RPU boards to consist of a majority of 
officials of this type had produced no 
effect. 

• State, regional and local officials gener
ally bel1eve that the amounts of Part B 
planning funds made available to their 

agencies or units have been inadequate. 

• The impact of the 1973 amendment au
thorizing cities and counties, or com
binations thereof, to .'lut)mit plans to 
SPAs for funding in whole or in part has 
been limited, leaving officials in many 
of the nation's largest local governments 
dissatisfied. 

• Annual plan submiSSion requiremr.nts; 
delays in guideline issu~lnce by LEAA, a 
high rate of continuation funding, an 
emphasis on fund distribution and a lack 
of authority to plan for the state-local 
criminal justice system result in many 
SPAs' developing project-specific, short
term plans that are not the result of data 
analysis. These factors inhibit SPAs from 
gaining credibility in planning and ful
filling the ambitious role intended by the 
Congress .. 

• Two-fifths of the states with RPUs have 
decentralized substantial authority to 
these bodies in planning and funding 
matters. Yet, many SPAs remain skepti
cal about regional planning and decision
making capacities. Most local govern
ments, however, rate their RPU's plan
ning as either highly developed or ade
quate. 

'II Two-fifths of the city and county offi
cials surveyed reported that the state 
comprehensive plan reflected 'and incor
porated local needs and priorities to a 
very limited degree or n.ot at- all, as com
pared with one-fourth who thought this 
way about RPU plans. 

• Most states have experienced few prob
lems with LEANs standard functional 
categories largely because of the 15 per
cent allowable adjustment of funds 
among categories. RPUs, however, feel 
that Federal and state categories limit 
their discretion. 

• Despite heightened interest at all levels, 
~valuation activities have produced only 
limited results to date, partly because of 
inadequate resources. 
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• SPAs generally find LEAA regional of
fices to be helpful in performing their 
responsibilities. A major object of com
plaints is LEAA guidelines, which are 
considered restrictive, incomplete, re
petitive and overly detailed. In some 
states, complaince with guideline require
ments leaves little time fQ(comprehei~
sive planning. Yet mostdf the changes 
and additions from yenr to year in the 
guidelines are not' initiated by LEAA, 
but rather are a reaction to congression
al amendments of th~) act, the passage of 
new legislation not La part 1.)f the Safe 
Streets program arid the issuance of 
guidelines and circulars by other execu
tive-branch agencies. 
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• Although the Safe Streets program has 
I~, i ,not redq.ced crime'; state, regional and 

local officials concur that block grants 
have had some effect in slowing t~e';.rlsy 
in crime rates arid a major impact on' lrj{~ ,: 
proving the criminal justice system. 

, \' 

I"i 

II 
With the above as background, it is us~ful to 

'probe in greater depth an area of Safe Stree~~ im
plementation that has been a major source of COIl.:"", 
trovel'sy throughou'i the seven-year life of the pro* 
gram-the distribution of funds;· S~vetal of' the 
points made in this chapter concerning th~ decision
making processes in planning will gain significance 
with the discussion of the results of this activity
resource allocation - in the next chapter. 

Sllrvey Report on Local CrimirlUl Jllslice Planning, (~. 13. 
19National Lea~ue of '&ities-U.S. Conference of Mayors, Crim

inal JlIStiC{f Coordinati~1{ COlltic:ils, p. S. 
20 .',.' 

Ibid., p. 2. 

2IU.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement As~istal!ce Ad
ministration, Office of General Counsel, Leg(,\l' Opinion 75·54, 
May 1975. 

22National League of Cities·U.S. Conference of ¥,ayors, 1975 
Slirvey Report on Local Criminal JILUice Planning, p. 7. 

23 LEAA, Office of General Counsel, Legal Opinion 75·54. 

24 Natiunal League of Cities-U.s. Conference of Mayors, 19fi:5 
Slirvey ~eport on Local Criminal JlIStice Plantiing, p. 17. 

25 LEAA, Office of General Counsel, Lc!gal Opinion 75·54. 

:2.6AuC~:A~~~~Iates, Idc., An Assessment of State Planni~g for 
High Crime Areas, prepared for Law Enforcement ASSIStance 
Administration, Office of Planning and Management, Decem. 
ber 8, 1975, p. 15. '" 

27National League ot' Cities·U.S. Conference of M~yors, 1975 
Slirvey Report on Local Criminal Justice Planning.,p. 49. 

28 LEAA, Guideline Man 1101: Stolt; Planning Agency Gra1l1s, 
pp.20·25. 

29The Urban Institute, Intensive Evalualion for Criminal Justice 
Planlling Agencies (Washington, [j.C.: The Urban Institute, 
1975), p.30. 

30lbid. 

31 National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors, 1975 
Survey Report on Local Criminal JIIS{(ce Planning, p. 38. 

32U.S. Gener~~ Accounting Office, Difficullies 0/ Assessing 
Results of Law Enforcement Assistance Admi/listration ,Pro}. 
ettto Reduce Crime, March 1974, pp. 3·4. 

33U.S. Executive Office of the President, Office of Management 
and Budget, The Blldget of the United States Government, 
FY 1977, p. 55. 

34U.S. Department of Justice, Law Encorcement Assistance Ad· 
ministrati9n, Office of General Counsel, Legal Opinion 74-43, 
Nov. 19, 1973. 
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State Statute (20) 

Alaska 
California .''', 

Colorado 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
, ~assac'huseHs 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New York 
North Carolina 
Oregon 
Virginia 
Wyoming 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin Islands 

(i 

APPENDIX 1\).1 
II 
it 
II :, 
F 

Source of Authority for State Planning Agencies 

May 1975 

Govern~lr's Executive Order (35) 

Alabama New Mexico 
Arizona North Dakota 
Arkansas Ohio 
Connecticut Oklahoma 
Delaware Pennsylvania 
District of Columbia Rhode Island 
Floiida Sputh Carolina 
Georgia South Dakota 
HawaII Tennessee 
illinois Texas 
Louisiana Utah 
Maryland Vermont 
Michigan Washll'igtcn 
MInnesota West Virginia 
MissIssippi Wisconsin 
Missouri American Samoa 
New Hampshire Guam 
New Jersey 

Source: FY 1976 stale plannIng agency plannIng grant ~ppllcatlons, submltle~ May 1975. 

. . 
--;-'" """".-" -.-.-~. ." "' .... "''' ,,-~,~'-~"~, ~ -~ <'- <,-,-,",~~"",-~",,,<,-~-,,,-,.- ,~-~~-~~ ~.~ •.. _ ... ~-.--~... , 
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APPENDIX;;'IV-2 ~J 

State Match of Part. B Allocation (15-Month Budget FY 1976) r~ \:~';~/l:"«:r' 

.part B Allo.cailon 
State Matc'''~ as a ,-, 

State 'State Match' ' Percent of r~~rt a:~. . 
'.:'~~ !! 

$ .~ % 

Alabama 1,2tO,OOO 103,778 13,8 
Alaska .' 340,000 229,170 46.0 
Arizona 817,0,00 97,350 16.6 
Arkansas. 806,000 53,733 -.J 10,0 
CalifornIa 5,901,000 365.792 10.0 
Colorado 925,000 61';667 

~ 1.0,0 
Connecticut 1,093,000 72,859 10.0 
Delaware 407,000 157,442 29,0 
District of ColumbIa 451,000 58,115 .11A 
Florida 2,370,000 174,828 10.0 
GeorgIa 1,568,000 101,341 10.0 
HawaII 481,000 87,375 21.0 
Idaho .463,000 224,665 44.7 
IllinoIs 3,309,000 878,970 32.2' 
IndIana 1,702,000 109,171 10.0 
Iowa 1,033,000 89,405 1.0.0 d 

,: 

Kansas 869,000 53,6~~~, 10.0 
Kentucky 1,161,000" 404,398' • , :, 40.3 
louisiana 1,275,000 174,33'1 16.0 
Maine 534,000 45,398 12.4 

99 
Marylllnd 1,365,000 102,830 10.0 
Massachusetts 1,837,000 513,432 30.0 
Michigan 2,730,000 242,667 10.0 
Minnesota 1,314,000 I 73,000 10.0 
MiSSissippi 884,000 98,222 10.0 
Missouri 1,554,000 73,680 11.9 
Montana 450,000 55,648 11.0 
Nebraska 670,000 46,040 10.3 
Nevada 401,000 109,432 31.3 
New Hampshire 468,000 31,200 10.0 
New Jersey 2,254,000 200,355 10.0 
New Mexico 551,000 183,222 35.7 
New York 5,234,000 316,099 10.0 
North .~!ollna 1,700,000 110,598 10.0 
North Dal<otl1 424,000 66,330 20.7 
Ohio 3,190,000 212,667 10.0 
Oklahoma 980,000 65,333 10,0 
Oregon 857,000 55,185 10.5 
Pennsylvania 3,495,000 1,511,000 414.3 
Rhode Island 515,000 62,372 11,1 
South Carolina 995,000 88,445 10.0 
South Dakota 437,000 37,004 13.6 
Tennessee 1,371,000 121,867 10.0 
Texas 3,487,000 199,508 10.0 
Utah 565,000' • 68,400' • 17.2 I, 

Vermont 377,000 41,889 10.0 '. 

Virginia. 1,576',000 406,154 25.2 
Washington 1,189,000 82,267 10.0 
West Virginia 740,000 82,223 10.0 
Wisconsin 1,492,000 99.467 .' 10.0 " 
WYoming 346,000 24,988 10.0 
American Samoa 258,000 25,800 11.0 

~t \ 

Guam 275,000 a 13.7'" 
Puerto )llco 1,024,000 115,788 10.2 
Virgin Islands 270,000 30,000 10.0 
'State match for state activities Is computed as follows: 

STATE MinCH 

"12-month budget • 
Part B Allocation-Pass-through + State Match-State Buy-In tor Local Program 

••• All match provided at the local level. 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency plannIng grant applications, submitted May 1975. 
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APPENOl)eIV-3 ,Ll .. , 
~,Y:t .< ii) .',," " 
,'1) 

.. 
Composition of State Sup.,rvlsory Boards l';c 

:;:U, by. Governmer!tal Level and Sector 
~ r-

I':: 

~ }\ 
Tolall ~!ll.· Local 

~ 'c 
0 Government Gov.rnm.nt Gov.rnment Public (. ~ 

., 
SIal .. 

:. 

No. No. % No. % No. % 
UNITED STATES, 'rPTAL 1.439 531 36.9 573 39.8 335. 23.3 

Alabama 50 9 18.0 27 54.0 14 28.0 
Alaska3 11 7 63.6 :. 1 9.1 3 27.3 
Arizona 20. 6 30.0 12 60.0 2 10.0 
Arkansas 17 7 41.2 8 47.1 2 11.8. 
California' 26 8 30.8 16 61.5 2 7.7 
Colorado 22 9 40.9 10 45.5 3 13,6 
Conn.cticut 22 1~ 50.0 5 22.7 6 27.3 
Dt'laware 45 19~2 42.2 14 31.1 12 26.7 
Dlllrict of Co!umblaS 29 18 62.1 0 11 37.9 
Florida 35 20 57.1 12 34.3 3 8.6 
Geol~la 37 15 40.5 12 32.4 

'l,\ 

10 2'tO 
HawaII 15 3 20.0 10 66.7 2 13.3 
Idallos 23 11 47.8 8 34.8 4 17.4 

100 illinois 26 6 23.1 10 38.5 10 38,5 
Indiana 13 4 30.8 8 61.5 1 7.7 
Iowa? 27 10 37.0 8 29.6 9 33.3 
Kansas 29 13 44.8 11 37.9 5 17.2 
Kenluckys .. 60 21 35.0 20 33.3 19 31,:7 
louIsiana 59 16 27.1 37 62.7 6 10.2 
Maino 27 10 37.0 17 62.9 0 
Maryland 30 13 43.3 12 40.0 ·5 16.7 
Mallacllulelts 41 11 /:!6.8 20 48.8 10 24.4 
Michigan 75 22 29.3 29 38.7 24 32.0 
Mlnr •• ,ola 26 5 19.2 13 50.0 8 30.8 
MI .. llllppl 18 9 50.0 5 27.8 4 .22.2 
Missouri 20 8 40.0 5 25.0 7 35.0 
Montana 16 8 50.0 6 37.5 2 ~~2.5 
Nebraska 22 6 27.3 9 40.9 7 31.8 
Novada 17 6 35.3 1.1 64.7 0 
New Hampshire 32 5 15.6 12 37.5 15 46.9 
New Jersey 1.7 9 52.9 6 35.3 2 11.8 
N.w Mexico 17 7 41.2 9 52.9 1 5.9 
New York" 26 7 26.9 12 46.2 7 26.9 
North Carolina to 26 12 46.2 12 46.2 2 7.7 
North Dakola 31 13 41.9 1e 58.1 0 
Ohio II 35 13 37.1 14 40.0 8 22.9 
Oklahoma 39 6 15.4 14 35.9 19 48.7 
Oregon 18 1 5.6 9 50.0 8 44.4 
Pennsylvania 12 5 41.7 ,'. 5 41.7 2 16,7 

Il~ Rhode Island 21 \2 57.1 3 14.3 6 28.6 

11 
Soulh Carolina 24 9 37.5 9 37.5 6 25.0 

\' South Dakota 18 Il 51'1.0 9 50.0 0 
i T.n"' ..... 21 8 38.1 10 47.6 3 14.3 r 

T •• as 20 5 25.0 11 55.0 4 20.0 
Ulah 20 7 33.0 9 45.0 4 20.0 
V.rmont 20 8 40.0 4 20.0 8 40.0 
Virginia 18 12 66.7 4 22.2 2 11.1 
Walhlngton 29 7 24.1 13 ·44.8 9 31.0 , 
W .. t Virginia 32 16 50.0 8 25.0 8 25.0 I. 

l Wllconaln 30 8 26.7 11 36.7 11 36.7 
Wyoming 26 8 30.8 12 46.1 6" 23.1 
Guemt• 8 6 75.0 0 2 25.0 
Puerto Rico 13 10 7 70.0 0 3 30.0 
Virgin 1,IIIndi t4 16 12 75.0 0 4 25.0 
Am.rlcan Samoa 15 8 53.3 3 20.0 4 26.7 

(for footnotes. see next page.) 

'i~~,\ 
\\ 

:r-

I
···· 

" 

I 
tTolafs do not Include vacahclell, observers or hon-voting ruembilfs •. 
'State legislators Includf:jd under "State" category.,~ "!" 

3Twov'~cahcles.. ',' 
~Dat~"sUbmltted Aug. 20, 1975. 

. ""'leOnE! Federal JUdge.and one Federal attorney Included In "State" tolal. 
, 6Twc'J ex officio FecletBi~presentallves also members. 
?Fol~r vacal1cles. 0 
Source; FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant appllc(l\lons. 

/ ,1 

060ne non-voting Federal represen~ative also E\' member. 
"Three vacancies 311i:i\<me nOh-voting member. 

lOfhree non-voting m·:'ri\bers. . 
"Flve vacancies. 1\ 
t'One vacancy. '\ . 
,30ne vacancy and one ·Observer. 
"Four vacancies. 
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APPENDIX IV-3.1 

Composition of State Supervisory Boards by Primary Functional Interest1 

• Ip!al Courts' Police3 

No. % No. 0/", No. % 

Corrections' 

No. % 

Juvenile 
Justlce.s 

No. % 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 825 

25 

57.3 303~: 

50.0 9. 

21.1 291 20.2 117 8.1 103 7.1 

10.0 Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 

I~m~fnfa 
/Color~ldo 

;/ Conne~t1cut 
;;1 Delaware 
'1 ':llstrlct of Columbla7 

Florida 

,. 

Georgia 
HawaII 
Idaho 
I/Ilnois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
MlssoJlrl 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North carolina 
North .Dakota 
O~IOc :~. 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode IsI~nd 

" 
.,. 

South carolina 
South. Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wnt Virginia 
Wisconaln 
Wyoming 
Guam 
Puerto RICG 
Virgin Iliands 
American Srtmoa 

~o 

8 
10 
15 
17 
14 
12 
20 
10 
20 
27 

8 
13 
18 

8 
13 
13 
38 
48 
15 
19 
28 
26 
17 
10 
12 
10 
12 
14 
19 

8 
12 
15 
15 
19 
13 
21 

8 
6 

11 

18 
i1 
,T3 . 
12 
9 

10 

}~ 
.20 
19 
13 

4 
5 
8 
3 

e' 72.7==~o 
50/) 6 
88.2 4 
65.4 7 
63.6 5 
54.5 4 
44.5 7 
34.5 6 
57.1 7 
73.0 8 
53.3 4 
56.5 6 
69.2. 4 
61.S 4 
48.1 6 
44.8 6 
63.3 15 
81.4 15 
55.6 3 
63.3 9 
68.3 16 
34.7 9 
65.4 7 
55.6 3 
60.0 4 
62.5 4 
54.6 5 
82.4 5 
59.4 4 
47.1 3 
70.6 4 
57.7 5 
57.7 5 
61.3 4 
37.2 4 
53.8 6 
44.4 3 
50.0 3 
52.4 7 

75.0 
61.1 
61.S 
60.0 
45.0 
50.0 
66.7 
41.4 
90.6 
63.3 
50.0 
50.0 
50.0 
50.0 
20.0 

:·1 

3 
4 
6 
6 
3 

"4 

7 
4 
5 
8 
5 

2 
2 
2 

18.0 
45.5 
30.0 
23.5 
26.9 
22.7 
18.2 
15.6 
20.7 
20.0 
21.6 
26.7 
26.1 
15.4 
30.8 
22,2 
20.7 
25.0 
25.4 
11.1 
30.0 
39.0 
12.0 
26.9 
16.7 
20.0 
25.0 
22.7 
29.4 
12.5 
17.7 
23.5 
19.2 
19.2 
12.9 
11.4 
15.4 
16.7 
25.0 
33.3 

12.5 
22.2 
28.6 
'ao.o 
15.0 
20.0 
38.9 
13.8 
15.6 
26.7 
19.2. 
12.5 
20.0 
12.5 
13.3 

'Percentages are based on total membership of supervisorY boards. 

9 
2 
3 
5 
7 
7 
4 
7 

7 
a 
3 
4 
9 
2 
5 
4 

12 
24 

8 
4 
8 

11 
5 
4 
3 
3 
3 
6 
9 
4 
2 
4 
5 
7 
7 
8 
4 
,..-c< 
Lr"' 

3 

6 
3 
5 
.5 
4 
3 
3 
5 
7 
6 
6 
1 
1 
2 
1 

18.0 
18.2 
15.0 
29.4 
26.9 
31.8 
18.2 
15.6 
3.5 

20.0 
21.6 
20.0 
17.4 
34.6 
15.4 
18.5 
13.8 
20.0 
40.7 
29.6 
13.3 
19.5 
14.7 
19.2 
22.2 
15.0 
18.8 
13.6 
35.3 
28.1 
23.5 
11.8 
15.4 
19.2 
22.6 
20.0 
20.5 
22.2 
16.7 
14.3 

25.0 
16.7 
23.8 
25.0 
20.0 
15.0 
16.7 
17.2 
21.9 
20.0 
23.1 
12.5 
10.0 
12.5 

6.7 

2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
4 
3 

3 
2 
1 
3 
5 
3 

2 
3 
3 
5 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 
3 
5 
4 

2 
o 

2 
2 

1 
1 
2, 

2 
7 
2 
2 

o 
2 
o 

4.0 
9.1 
5.0 

17.7 
7.7 
4.5 
9.1 
4.4 
6.9 

11.4 
8.1 
6.7 
4.4 

11.5 
15.4 

3.7 
10.4 
8.3 
5.1 
3.7 
6.7 
7.3 
4.0 

19.2 
11.1 
15.0 
12.5 

9.1 
11.8 
12.5 

5.9 
11.8 
11.5 
19.2 
12.9 

2.9 
5.1 

8.3 
4.8 

8.3 
11.1 

4.8 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

11.1 
6.9 

21.9 
6.7 
7.7 

12.5 

12.5 

5 
o 
o 
3 
1 
1 
2 
3 

2 
6 
o 
2 
o 
o 
1 • 
o 
6 
6 
3 
4 

3 
o 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
o 
4 

o 
4 
1 
5 
1 
o 
o 

7 
2 
1 

2 
o 
1 
7 
3 
o 
1 

2 
o 

17.7 
3.9 
4.5 
9.1 
~.7 
3.5 
5.7 

16.2 

8.7 

3.7 

10.0 
10.2 
11.1 
13.3 

2.4 
4.0 

5.6 
10.0 

6.3 
9.1 
5.9 
6.3 

23.5~ 

3.9 

12.9 
2.9 

12.8 
5.6 

~ 

29.2 
11.1 
4.8 

5.0 
10.0 

3.5 
21.9 
10.0 

12.5 
10.0 
12.5 

L":.''""'' \\=:-.~~ 
,~ 

Other!' 

No. 

11 

2 

2 

2 

3 

.~ 

~ 

% 

.8 

2.2 

5.4 

7.7 

7.7 

9.4 

10.0 

~"Courts" includes judges (except juvenile court judges) • .c::g~n. admilli:>traiors. attorneys general. public defenders. prosecutors and pri
vate attorneys when noted by a state as representing the courts sector. 

? 

3"Police" includes local sheriffs. 
'''Corrections'' includes probation and parole. 
s"Juvenile Justice" includes juvenile court judges and officers. 
·"Other" includes representatives of drug prevention agencies, community relations programs, etc. 
7District of Columbia has one Federal judge and one Federal atiorney as members of its board, counted as representing "State" govern
ment. 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applicajions. 
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APPENDIX IY-3.2 
Local Membership Composition on State Supervisory Boards: October 1975 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Am~rlcan Samoa 
Arizona "(, 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
COnnecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbla3 

Florida 
GI,Il)rgl!l 
Guam 
HawaII 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kenlucky 
louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
MassachuseHs 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puarto Rico 
Rhode Island 
Souih Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tellas 
Ulah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Virgin Islandl 
Washington 
Wut Virginia 
Wisconiin 
Wyoming 

Tolal 
Local 

No. 

573 
27 
. 1 

3 
12 

8(; 

16 
10 
5 

14 
NA 
12 
12 

o 
10 
8 

10 
8 
8 

11 
20 
37 
17 
12 
20 
29 
13' 

5 
5 
6 
9 

11 
12 

6 
9 

12 
12 
18 
14 
14 

9 
5 
o 
3 
9 
9 

10 
11 

9 
4 
4 
o 

13 
8 

11 
12 

Execullve 

No. % 

69 
7 

1 
2 
1 

1 
1 
5 

3 

4 
1 
1 
3 

1 
1 
3 

2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

3 
1 
3 

3 
2 
3 

2 
2 

12.0 
26.0 

33.3 
16.7 
12.5 

10.0 
20.0 
35.1 

8.3 
25.0 

40.0 
12.5 
10.0 
37.5 

9.1 
5.0 
8.1 

16.7 
5.0 
6.9 
7.7 

20.0 
20.0 
16.7 

9.1 

50.0 
11.1 
25.0 

16.7 
14.3 
21.4 

11.1 

10.0 

11.1 
25.0 

15.4 
25.0 

Administrative 1 

No. % 

19 

2 

2 

2 

3,3" 

3:3.3 
8.3 

10.0 

14.3 

12.5 

5.0 

5.0 

11.1 

16.7 

7.1 

11.1 

11.1 

18.2 

25.0 

9.1 
8.3 

Legislative 

No. % 

68 
1 

4 

5 
1 

3 
2 

2 

5 
1 
2 
2 
{3 

1 
6 
2 

3 

2 

4 

3 
1 
1 

11.9 
3.7 

33.3 

31.3 
10.0 

7.2 

25.0 
16.7 

10.0 
25.0 

45.5 
5.0 
5.4 

11.8 
25.0 

5.0 
20.7 
15.4 
20.0 

16.7 
11.1 

9.1 
8.3 

33.3 

5.6 
14.3 

11.1 
20.0 

11.1 

9.1 
44.4 

25.0 

23.1 
12.5 
9.1 
8.3 

Criminal 
Justice 

No. % 

390 
19 
1 
1 
5 
7 

11 
7 
4 
5 

8 
7 

5 
5 
9 
5 
6 
5 

17 
32 
11 

7 
17 
19 
10 

3 
4 
4 
7 
9 

11 
3 
5 
8 
7 

10 
8 

11 
7 
4 

3 
6 
5 
8 
8 
4 
3 
2 

8 
5 
9 
5 

68.1 
70.3 

100.0 
33.3 
4'1.7 
87.5 
68.8 
70.0 
80.0 
35.3 

66.6 
58.3 

50.00 
62.5 
90.0 
62.5 
75.0 
45.5 
85.0 
86.4 
64.7 
58.3 
85.0 
65.6 
76.9 
60.0 
80.0 
66.7 
77.8 
81.8 
91,( 

50.0 
55.6 
66.7 
58.3 
55.6 
57.1 
78.6 
77.8 
80.0 

o 
100.0 

66.7 
55.6 
80.0 
72.8 
44.4 
75.0 
50.0 

o 
61.5 
62.5 
81.8 
41.7 

l"Admlnlstratlve" Includes local government staff and staff of state associations of local government officials. 

No. 

27 

4 

2 

1 
3 
4 
1 

1.. 
3 
1 

5 

% 

4.7 

7.2 

12.5 

23.5 

6.9 

8.~ 
25.0 
22.2 

7.1 

11.1 
33.3 
10.0 

41./' 

a"Other" Includes private attorneys, officials of local organizations, etc., who might otherwise be considered "public" members but who 
are classified by a state as a "local" member. 
~Dlstrlct of Columbia has one Federal judge and one Federal attorney as members of its board. counted as representing state government. 
Source: FY 1976 state planning ,agency planning grant applications. 
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APPENDIX I.Y-4 
State Planning Agency Staff·' 

Professional Clerical Authorized 
Profes· 

Stales Full·tlme t Part·tlme full·tlme Part-time Total slonal Clerical 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

UNITED STA1~S, TOTAL 1424.8 68.3 33 1.6 549.0 28.7 30.5 1.5 2087.3 100.1 1539.8 
'Alabama 27 77.1 0 - 8 22.9 0 - 35 100.0 27 
Alaska 8 76.2 0,' - 2 19.1 .5 4.8 10.5 100.1" 8 
Arizona 18 78.3 0 - 5 21.7 0 - 23 100.0 18 
Arkansas 22 73.3 0 - 8 26.7 0 - 30 100.0 22 
California 66' 57.9 0 - '48 42.1 0 - 114 100.0 80 
Colorado 16 72.7 0 - 6 27.3 0 ~ 22 100.0 19 
Connecticut 23 53.5 5 11.6 12 27.9 3 6.9 43 99.9 29-
Delaware 17 81.0 0 - 4 19.0 0 - 21 100.0 17 
District of Columbia " 29 ~ 72.5 0 - 11 27.5 0 - 40 100.0 85 
Florida ·42 ap.9 1 1.4 23 33.3 3 4.4 69 100.0 43 
Georgll\' 24 6&.\6 0 - 11 31.4 0 - 35 100.0 27 
GUam 12 7~~0 0 - 4 25.0 0 - 16 100.0 12 
HawaII '. 6 54,6 1 9.1 4 36.4 0 c. - 11 100.1 8 
Idaho '\. 13 65.0 1 5.0 6 30.0 0 - 20 100.0 15 
illinois \58 69.0 0 - 24 28.6 2 2.4 84 100.0 58 
Indiana ',.' ~3 60.5 1 2.6 14 38.8 0 - 38 99.9 24 
Iowa "20 80.0 0 - 5 20.0 0 - 25 100.0 20 
Kansas 15~, 65.2 0 - 8 34.8 0 - 23 100.0 16"! 
Kentucky 30 '\ 75.0 0 - 10 25.0 - 40 100.0 37 
Louisiana 26 "\ 68.4 0 - 12 31.6 0- 38 100.0 27 

676.6' 
8 
2.5 
5 
9 

57.5 
7 

14 
4 

11 
26 
11 
4 
4 
6 

26 
14 

$ 
8 

13> 
Z112 

8 MaIne 25 \ 71.4 2 5.7 8 22.9 0 - 35 100.0 27 
Maryland 29 \\74.4 1 2.6 9 23 •. 1 0 - 39 100.1 29" 9 
MasaachuleHs 52 ·~3.2 1 1,4 18 25.4 0 - 71 100.0 53 18 
Michigan 42 1"3.7 0 - 1.5 26.3 0 - 57 100.0 45 
Minnesota 28· 80\0 0 - 7 20.0 0 - 35 100.0 29 
MiSSissippi 17 54\ 0 - 14 45.2 0 - 31 100.0 20 
Missouri _ 23 74.~\ 0 - 8 25.8 0 - 31 100.0 23 
Montana 12 54.6 \\ 4 18.2 2 9.1 >4 18.2 22 100.1 t6e• 

Nebraska 18 78.3 '\ 0 - 5 21.7 0 - 23 100.0 19 
Nevada 12 60.0 \\ 0 - 6 30.0 2 10.0 20 100.0 12 
New Hampshire 10 62.5 '\0 - 6 37.5 0 - 16 100.0 10 
New Jersey 45 67.2 .~, - 22 32.8 0 - 67 100.0 50 
New Melilco 13 54.2 0\ - 10 41.7 1 4.2 24., 100.1 13 
New York 44 65.7 0 \ - 23 34.3 0 - 67 100.0 49 

15 
7 

14 
8 
6 
6 
8 
6 

25 
1.1 
24 
16 North carolina 35 68.6 1 \\ 2.0 13 25.5 2 3.9 51 100.0 ~1, 

North Dakota 11 64.7 0 \\ - /6 35.3 0 - 17 100.0 11 6 
Ohio 55 66.3 0 '\- 28 33.7 0 - 83 1.00.0 66 35 
Oklahoma '" 20 66.7 0 ~ - 10 33.7 0 - 30 100.0 21 13 

~~~~:;Ivanla ~; :;:~ ~ \~ 2: ~~:~ ~ ~ = ~~ ~~~:~ ~: 3: 
Rhode Island 22 66.7 2 6\ 6 18.2 3 9.1 33 100.1 24 9 
South carolina 19.6 62.2 0 -\ 9 28.4 3 9.4 31.8100.023.8 d4 
South Dakota 10 71.4 0 - ~\ 3 :;11,4 1 7.2 14 100.0 10 3.6 
Tennessee 29 76.3 0 - \ 9 23.7 0 - 38 100.0 29 11\ 9 
Telias 56 74.7 0 - \ 17 22,7 2 2.7 75 100.1 61 \ 22 
Utah 18 62.1 6 20.7 \~ 5 17.2 0 - 29 100.0 24 ./ 6 
Vermont 14 71.8 0 - '~5 25.6 .5 2.6 19.5 100.0 14 5.5 
Virginia 37 60.7 5 8.2 1\~\ 31.2 0 - 61 100.1 37 19 
WashllljJton 25 75.8 0 - 8\~ 24.2 0 - 33 100.0' 25 8 
West Virginia 29 74.4 1 2.6 9 \'(" 23.1 0 - 39 100.1 32 12 
Wisconsin 28 69.1 0 - 12 '\ 29.6 .5 1.2 40.5 99.9 29 13.5 
Wyoming 9 69.2 1 7.7 3 \\23.1 0 - 13 100.0 10 3 
American Samoa 4 40.0 0 - 3 ~o.o 3 30.0 10 100.0 4, 6 

~~:~ol=II;~dS 4~, ;~:! ~ = 2~ ~~ ~ = 6: ~~~:~ ~~ 2; 

TOlal 

2216.4 
35 
10.5 
23 
31 

"137.5 
26 
43 
21 
46 
69 
38 
18 
12 
21 
54 
38 
25 
.:i!4 
50 
39 
35 
38 
71 
60 
36 
34 
31 
22 
25 
20 
16 
75 
24 
73 
53 
17 

1.01 
34 
33 
93 
33 
37.8 
13.6 
38 
83 
30 
19.5 
56 
33 
44 
42.5 
13 
10 
69 
14 

(- 'I . I I 'When this material was submltted"to LEAA, California was Undergoing a mal~r.«!fange In SPA staffing. Therefore, th s number s r:tot repre. 
sentatlve of the lower staffing levels\vhlch now exist In that state. \ 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agenoy planning grant applications, SUbmitted M<ll,y 1975. 
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\APPENDIXtV-5 

Number of Criminal Justice Planning Regions 

Stat.. 1975 1969 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 445 452 

Alabama 7 7 
Alaska 0 0 
Arizona 6 3 
A~~S 8 
CaUfO';~ 21 

5 
13 

Colorado 13 14 
ConnectIcut 7 7 
D.lawar. 0 0 
DIstrict of ColumbIa 0 .. 
Florida 10 

','\, Georgia 18 
7 

"" 18 

H~~!I 4 4 
Idaho 3 3 
""nols 19 35 

,.Indlana· 8 
lowl!j 7 '0 

8 
0 

Kansas 7 5 
Kentucky 16 16 
louIsIana 9 7 
MaIn. 7 7 
Maryland 5 5 
Massachusetts 7 12 
MIchigan 14 11 
MInnesota 7 7 
MIIIls.lppl 5 11 
Missouri , 19 6 
Mont~"a, 0 5 
N.braika ;; 19 22 
N.vada 3 3 
N.w Hampllhlre 5 13 
N.w J.rs.l' 0 0 
N.w Mexico 7 3 
N.w York. 7 15 
North Carolilna 17 22 
North Dakota 6 0 
Ohio " . 6 is 
Oklahoma 11 14 
Oregon 14 14 
Pennsylvania 8 8 
Rhode Island 0 9 
South Carolina 10 10 
South Dakota 6 7 
T.nn ..... 9 8 

,-,~--

,f , ~ 

I" ,. 

t 

Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
W~st Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Puerto Rico 
Guam .. 
Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa 

o 

» 

I) 

I) 

" 

24 <l 

8 
0 

22 
19 
0 

10 

~)J 
01 
0 
0 

• Slates that did not respond to this question In the 1970 ACIR survey. 
SiJUrce: Based on data from the 1970 ACI R survey and 1976 state planning agency grant appllcatl6nii, submitted May 1975'; 
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UNITED STATES, TOTAL 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
CaUfomla 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
DeJaware 
DIstrict of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
HawaII 
Idaho 
IIUnals 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

No. 

948 

Ii 
NfA 

6 
9 

133 
15 
15 

NfA 
N/A 

30 
18 

6 
2 

46 
17 
23 
13 
26 
23 

8 
10 
49 
47 
34 

p, 

Full-Ume 

"~ ;:'"'--" 

l'-., ,,-, 
(~ 

.-=;--c-;:;;- ~;,,"!' rr-' 

\::; 

o 
APPENDIX IV-6 

II " 

-o 
00 

-~~.~'- -:;-~".~ 

!) 
Regional Planning Unit Staff 

;) 

% 

Professional 

Part-Ume 

No. 

168.8 

o 
N/A 

9 
o 
4 
o 
o 

NfA 
NfA 

7 
11 
o 

2 
o 
1 
1 
7 
o 
o 
3 
5 
o 
o 
o 

% 

9.9 

o 
~A 
3i5 

:,., 0 

.2.1 

o 
N/A 
N/A 
10.8 
26.6 
o 

16.7 
3.3 
o 
3.1 
4.5 

14.0 
o 
o 

15.0 
9.9 
o 
o 
o 

Full-Ume 

No. 

397 

16 
N/A 

4 
8 

51 
8 
7 

NfA 
N/A 
14 
3 
3 
1 

25 
11 

8 
4 

16 
13 

7 
:3 

NfA 

% 

23.4 

66.6 
NfA 
16.7 
47.0 
26.6 
34.6 
31.8 
N/A 
N/A 
21.5 

7.3 
25.0 
16.7 
41.6 
37.9 
25.0 
18.2 
32,.0 
36.1 
46.7 
15.0 

Clerical 

Part-Ume 

No. 

183.75 

o 
N/A 

5 
o 

11 
o 
o 

N/A 
NfA 
14 

9 
3 
2 
5 
1 
o 
4 
1 
o 
o 
4 

N/A 
o 
o 
o 

% 

10.8 

o 
N/A 
20.8 
o 
5.7 

o 
N/A 
NfA 
21.5 
21;9 
25.0 
33.3 

8.3 
3.4 
o 

18.2 
2.0 
o 
o 

20.0 

o 
o 
o 

Total 

No. 

1697.55 

24 
N/A 
24 
17 

199 
23 
22 
N/A 
N/A 
65 
41 
12 

6 
78 
29 
32 
22 
50 
36 
15 
20 
54 
65 
45 

7 
Mluourl 

4 
34 

55.8 

33.3 
N/A 
25.0 
52.9 
69.3 
65.2 
68.2 
NfA 
N/A 
46.2 
43.4 
50.0 
33.3 
76.6 
58.6 
71.9 
59.1 
52.0 
63.8 
53.3 
50.0 
90.1 
72.3 
75.5 
57.1 
43.6 
NfA 
27.6 
57.1 
54.4 
N/A 
50.0 
62.4 
55.6 
50.0 
71.2 

18 
N/A 
10.1 

23.1 
N/A 
55.8 

18 
11 
3 
8 

27.7 
24.5 
42.8 
10.3 
NfA 
16.6 
28.6 
36.4 
N/A 
25.0 
25.5 
'44.4 

19 24.4 
N/A 
o 

14.3 
9.1 

Nf 

" 9 
Montana 
Habraska 
Hallada 
Hali Hampshire 
Ha.Jarsay 
Haw Meilco 
Haw York 
Horth carolina 
Horth Dakota 
Ohio 

... 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Caronna 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
'fexas 
Utah, 
Vermont 
Virginia 
WaShington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Vl;'gln Islands 
PIlerto Rico 
Guam 
American Samoa 

N/A = Not Applicable • 

11 
12 
26 
1 
3 
7 

12 
33 

8 
N/A 
26 
16 

N/A 
13 
o 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
5 
4 
6 

N/A 
12 
66 
40 

5 
42 

39.3 
35.3 
63.6 
33.3 
10.0 
72.2 
27.3 
40.7 
34.8 
N/A 
54.2 
62.1 
N/A 
65.0 

9 
NfA 
N/A 
N/A 
NfA 

7 
8 
o 
1 

17 
.2 

21 
20 

5 
N/A 
o 
3 .. f; 

N/A 
o 
o 

N/A 
N/A 
NfA 
N/A 

o 
o 

NfA 
2 
3 
o 
o 
2 

25.0 
23.5 
o 

33.3 
56.6 
2.1 

47.7 
24.7 
21.7 
N/A 
o 

13.6 
NfA 
9 
o 

NfA 
N/A 
NfA 
NfA 

o 
o 

N/A 
8.3 
2.1 
o 
o 
3.3 

4 
o 

16 
1 
1 
2 
7 

,11 
2 

N/A 
2 
4 

N/A 
7 
o 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 

• Add approximately 285 for those authorization figures that were"not available. 

N/A 
3 
2 
4 

N/A 
6 

36 
32 

. 0 
''''15 

14.3 
o 

36.4 
33.3 

3.3 
20.6 
15.9 
13.6 ' 

" 8.7 
N/A 
4.2 

15.5 
N/A 
35.0 
o 

N/A 
NfA 
N/A 
NlA 

Source: FY 1976 state planning agency planning grant applications. submitted May 1975. 

o 

c 

(i 

~ 

o 
25.4 

6 
14 
o 
o 
9 
0.5 
4 

17 
8 

NfA 
20 

2.55 
N/A 

o 
o 

N/A 
,"VA 
N/A 
N/A 

>o 
\0 

N/A 
o 
1 
1 

NfA 
4 

14 
o 
5 
o 

21."-
41.2 

. 0 

9 
30.0 

5.2 
9.1 

20.9 
34.8 
N/A 

41.7 

8.7 
N/A 

o 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

~ 

~ 
o 

50.0 
o 

," 

28 
34 
44 

3 
30 

9.7 
44 
81 
23 
N/A 

~ 

48 
25.75 
N/A 

20 
o 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

c 

N/A 
'18.1 

7 
11 
N/A 
24 

141 
72 
10 
59 

';r 

;;) 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.9 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
N/A 

100.0 
100.0 
N/A 

100.0 
o 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

.,.. 
., 

% 

99.9 

100.0 
N/A 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
lQO.O 
NfA 
NIA 

100.0 
100~0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
N/A 
o 

100.0 
100.0 
N/A 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

29 
34 
44 

3 
30 
N/A 
44 
84 
23 
N/A 
N/A 
25.75 
N/A 
22-
o 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

,~, 

Total 
Authorized 

No. 

1405.85 

24 
N/A 
24 
17 

192 
23 
24 
N/A 
NfA 
65 
41 
12 

6 
6 

29 
N/A 

25 
50 
36 
15 
20 
N/A 
70 
45 
78 
78 
N/A 
18.1 

7 
13 
N/A 
24. 
N/A 
72 
10 
59 

, 
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l' 
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States 

APPENDIX IV·7 

Part B ,funds Passed Through to Units of Local Government 
FY 1976 

Total Amount Percent of stai~~:,pa1t I 

of Pass Through "B" Alloeatlol' 

UNITED STATES, Te'fAL 28,729,701 39.9 
Alabama 569,597 c46.7 
Alaska 76,500 22.5 
Arlzon~ 326,800 40.0 
Arkansas 322,400 40.0 
California 2,739,667 46.0 
Colorado 370',000 40.0 
Connecticut 437,200 40.0 
Delaware-· 20,966 5.2 
District of Columbia N/A " N/A 
Florida 1,101,586 46.5 
Georgia 686,850 43.8 
HawaII 192,400 40.0 
Idaho 185,200 40.0 
Illinois 1,455,960 44.0 
Indiana 766,951 45.1 
Iowa 479,955 46.5 
Kansas 38,6,343 44.5 
Kentucky 467,444 • 48.4 
Louisiana 510,000 40.0 
Maine 213,600 40.0 
Maryland 505,050 37.0 
MassaehuslaHs 784,80Q 

(I 
40.0 

Michigan 1,092,00Cl 40.0 
Mlnne~ota 657,OO() 50.0 
Mississippi WAIVER 
Missouri 827,886 50.9 
Montana WAIVER 
Nebraska 268,OO~ 40.0 
Nev(;\da 160,000 40.0 
New Hampshire 187,200 40.0 
New Jersey 901,600 40.0 
New Mexico 2:t'!QAOO 40.0 
New York 2,389,111 45.6 
North Carolina 712,118 41.9 
North Dakota 169,600 40.0 
Ohio 1,276,000 40.0 
Oklahoma 392,000 40.0 
Oregon 386,493 45.1 
Pennsylvania 1,595,000 45.6 
Rhode Island·· 31,250 6.1 
South Carolina 398,000 40.0 
South Dakota 201,894' 46.2 

I I, 

" .... 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
V.lrglnla 

" Washington 

West Virginia 
. Wlscon~ln 

Wyomlng-
Gunm 
American Samoa 
Virgin Islands 
Puerto Rico 

*12·month bUdgets. 
"Partial Waiver. 
N/A' Not Applicable. 

548,400 
1,691,423 

235,377" 
" WAiVER 

643,150 
478,600 
WAIVER 
596,800 
121,100 

WAiVER 
WAIVER 
WAIVER 
WAIVER 

40.0 
48.5· 
41.7 

40.8 
40.2. 

40.8 
35.0 

SaUTee: FY 1976 state planning agoncy planning grant applications, submitted. May 1975. The figures for FY 1976 represent 15·month 
budgets (except where noted) due \0 the change In the Federal fiscal. year. 
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APPENDIX IV~8 

LEAA State Planning Agency Grant 
'J Guideline Transmittals 

PREFACE 

On June 19, 1968, the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 became law. The Act 
provil~ed\lor increased federal aid to State and local 
law enf~lcement agencies through a comprehensive 
progra'lf£ of planning grants, action grants, and re
search, demonstration and educational aid designed 
to strengthen and improve the nation's crime control 
effectiveness. It superseded and absorbed programs 
supported under the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Act of 1965. 

The new Act has made possible for the first time 
a wide-scale program of aid for States and local 
units of government. To qualify for aid, States must 
develop comprehensive law enforcement plans as 
defined in the Act. To facilitate such planning, the 
Act provides grants to State planning agencies 
whose, primary function will be to develop, revise, 
and implement these State plans. During Fiscal 
Year 1969, the first year of program operation, all 
States developed comprehensive law enforcement 
plans and qualified for action grants to execute the 
programs set forth in such plans. 

This 1970 edition of the Guide replaces the in'itial 
edition (November, 1969') as modified by SPA Di
rectors Memo No. 10 which promulgated a simpli
fied format for first year plans under the Act ahd 
an action grant application procedure (February 2~, 
1969). It combines previous issuances relating to 
1970 planning and action grants released through 
the SPA Directors Memo series'. Together with the 
LEAA Financial Guide (May, 1969) and Discre
tionary Grants Guide (January, 1970) it provides 
complete guidance on application, award and ad
ministration of planning and action grants during 
Fiscal Year 1970 under Parts Band C of the Act. 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
January, 1970 . 

/s/ CHARLES H. ROGOVIN, Administrator 
/s/ RICHARD W. VELDE, Associate Adminis

trator 
/s/ CLARENCE M. COSTER, Associate Admin

istrator 

Sept. 15, 1976 
Memorandum to State Planning ~gency Directors 
No. 10 (Revised) 

SUBJECT: Guidelines for f~Y 1971 Comprehensive 
State Law Enforcement Plans - Final 
Issuance 

Transmitted herewith, in the fOt!\' of a revision to 
Section IV of the LEAA Guide for Comprehensive 
Law Enforcement Planning and Action Grants, are 
final guidelines for fiscal year 1971 comprehensive 
State plans submitted under Title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. 

The guidelines conform to the preliminary issu
ance forwarded to State 'planning agencies under 
date of July 10, 1970, which SPA's have been using 
in plan development work thus far. The final is
suance incorporates no significant departures or new 
content or data items, thus avoiding prejudice from 
State reliance on the preliminary guidelines. LEAA 
had h'oped to incorporate pending statutory amend
ments in the final issuance, but sL~ce these have not 
yet been enacted, any adjustments required will be 
effected subsequently. 

On August 25, 1970, the Director of the Office 
of Law Enforcement Programs and key staff met 
with the SPA Committee on Guidelines, Rules, and 
Procedures designated by the State planning direc
tors at the Colorado Springs meeting, Several sug
gestions were made and, as a result, some change~' 
were effected. The most notable was modification 
of the year-by-year projection of expected accom
plishments and results to include instead, the basic 
five-year projection and year-by-year projections 
only for the first (current) and second\years of the 
multi-year period. LEAA encourages the.,States to 
produce year-by-year projections for the full 5-year 
cycle but recognizes the difficulties posed by a 
mandatory requirement of this kind. Concern was 
also expressed by the Committee for uniformity of 
guideline interpretation by the LEAA regional of
fices in review and negotiation of the various State 
plans. It was agreed to strengthen "standardization" 
efforts on the part of LEAA during the coming 
round of plan submissions and to work in close Iiai-

r t 
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son witil the Committee when major questions were 
presented. 

As indicated in the July issuance, the 1971 guide
lines substantially follow 1970 specifications, with 
the following significant changes: 

(a) The current Section A (Law Enforcement 
Needs, Problems, and Priorities) has been dropped 
as a separate section and integrated in the Multi
Year Plan Component. With introduction of the 
multi-year plan last year and the general statement 
required for it, it appeared that the "needs, prob
lems, and priorities" section had become "pro 
forma" . and repetitive of what was required in more 
intensive form in multi-year presentations. 

(b) The "gtlh~ral statement" of the annual action 
plan has been d~leted, again in light of the general 
statement required for the multi-year plan and to 
avoid repetition of data. 

(c) The overall plan format has been divided into 
a "Program Component" and an "Administrative 
ComponenL" It is anticipated that the program 
component, which includes the multi-year and an
nual action programs will undergo more active 
change and revision than the administrative seg
ment. (The latter can stabilize in a basic volume 
with occasional updating and annual listings and 
charts for administrative data such as current per
sonnel rosters, local plu\1ning allocations, etc.) 

(d) The multi-year pitiod has been increased from 
four to five years (current and four succeeding cal
endar years). In doing so, it was noted that several 
States (over 10 percent) were already on a five-year 
plan basis and that most others had indicated the 
capacity to move in this direction. 

(e) In the multi-year plan, the l new guidelines 
specify a year-by-year projection dr hoped-for re
sults and accomplishments for the first and second 
years of the multi-year period and for the 5-year per
iod as a whole. In the preliminary guidelines, annual 
projection for each of the 5-years was presented 
(stm recommended by LEAA to States capable of 
such an effort). 

(f) The Schedule of Law Enforcement System 
Data has been retained with modest expansion in 
the number of information items and improvement 
of S:i~cJure and definitions by LEANs National 
CriminarJ~\stice Information and Stati5tics Service 
(NCJISS). k near-final schedule is i~cluded in the 
guidelines, ret~ecting inputs of the special SPA di
rectors committee established for this purpose at 
the Colorado Springs meeting. The final issuance is 
expected by October 1. 

(g) LEAf\. has retained the suggested functional 
categories set forth in the 1969 and 1970 guidelines, 
mindful of the option for States to establish other 
categories and the fact that many States have ac
tually done so. Nevertheless, expedence to date has 
shown the need to re-examine these c;alegories as a 
joint LEAA/SPA endeavor and the Administration 
plans to commence this effort in January 1971 with 
a view toward adoption of new categories, or cate-
gory alternatives, commencing with the FY 1972 
,\:llans. These will be consistent with the grant man
~gement information systems now, being developed 
to facilitate proper LEAA and SPA ,administration 
of the Title I program. 

(h) Clarifying language has been inserted in sever-
al places to remedy difficulties with the 1970 guide-
lines. mh~r adjustments include (i) specific request 
for discus)Jion in Section I-E {Related Plans and 
SYf~em§f of awards under other LEAA programs 
(su~h'1ts the LEEP and National Institute grants), 113 
if not covered elsewhere; (ii) distribution of the p 
former statutory justification sections (old Section 
F) among the new program and administrative com
ponents as appropriate; (iii) request for specific 
data about supervisory board "executive commit-
tees" and other standing committees an,d (iv) a 
number of updating corrections. 

* * * 
The new Section IV has been punched for inser

tion in Guide binders and additional copies will be 
forwarded under separate cover. Those particular 
pages which include modifications from the .prelim
inary guidelines show a September 1970 rather .than 
June 1970 issuance date. A full reprint of the Guide 
for FY 1971 is in preparation and should be avail
able for distribution by November 1. As inthe past, c 

States may depart from the guideline structure, 
provided all guidelifie items are covered and their 
location is referenced and explained. The Decem
ber 31, 1970 due date for plan submissions. remains 
firm. 

/s/ RICHARD W. 'lELDE, Associate Adminis
trator 

/s/ CLARENCE M. COSTER, Associate Admin
istrator 
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FOREWOjRD 

1. PURPOSE. This guideline manual provides 



L. 
;'0' 

'0 

J 
, ' 

'i' 

114 

\, 

guidance on the application, award, and adminis
tration of the Part B program, State Planning 
Agency Grants. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this guideline manual 
apply to all State Planning Agency Grants. This 
manual is of conCern to all State Planning Agen
cies. 

3. CANCELLA nON. The Guide for Comprehen
sive Law Enforcement Planning and Action 
Grants, Fiscal Year 1970, Section I and II, is 
cancelled. The following State Planning Agency 
Director's Memorandums are also cancelled: 
a. No. 13, 4/28/72, Guidelines re: Public Avail

ability of SPA and Subgrantee Records and 
Documents. 

b. No. 14, 4/28/72, 1973 Planning Advances and 
Planning Carryover. 

c. No. 22,4/30/71, FuU 1972 Planning Grants. 
d. No. 31, 3/2/72, Environmental Statements. 

4. EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. 
a. Guideline Manual Format. The material in 

this manual has been arranged in the proper 
format to comply with LEAA directives sys
tem standards for external issuances. Thus the 
topic letterirg and numbering format does 
not correspond to that used for the 1972 
Comprehensive Plan Guidelines. 

b. Major Textual Changes. The following major 
changes to material contained in the Guide, 
the 1972 Guidelines, and associated SPA 
memorandums are incorporated in this guide
line manual. 
(1) State and Regional Supervisory Board 

Operations. , 
(2) State and Regional Planning Agencies 

Structure. 
(3) State Planning Agency Operations. 
(4) Lists-State Supervisory Boards, Re

gional Supervisory Boards, State Plan
ning Agency Staff and Combined Shte 
Planning Agency Staff and Regional 
Planning Staff. 

(5) Annual Comprehensive Plan Develop
ment Process. 

(6) Utilization of Services, Facilities, etc. 
(7) Evaluation Activities of the State Plan

ning Agency. 

(8) Plan Implementation and Subgrant Pro
cedures. 

(9) Manual/Guidelines of the State Planning 
Agency. 

(10) State Planning Agency Den ial/Termina
tion Procedures. 

(\ I) FY 1973 Buy-In and Hurd Match Re
quirements. 

(12) State Assumption of Cost Responsibili
ties. 

(13) Non-Supplanting Responsibilities. 
(14) State Planning Agency Technical Assis-

tance and Services. 
(15) State Audit Activities. 
(16) OMB Cir,cular A-95 Procedures. 
(17) Natiollal Environmental Policy Act. 
(18) Clean Air Act. 
(19) National Historic Prevention Act. 
(20) Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policy Act. 
(21) Federal Freedom of Information Re-

quirement. 
(22) Civil Rights Act. 
(23) Fund Availability Plan for Localities. 
(24) Source of Funds Statement. 
(25) Annual State Planning Agency Budget. 
(26) Annual State Planning Agency Function-

al Budget. 
(2.7) Standard General and Fiscal Grant Con

ditions. 
(28) Advanced Planning Grant Ap~Jication 

Procedure. 
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c. Administrative Component.' The majo~, chunge 
change to the Fiscal Year 1973 PYanning" 
Grant Guidelines is the inclusion of the ad- '''''" 
ministrative components formerly required as 
a part of the Comprehensive State Plan. 

d. Buy-In and Hard Match Requirement. In
cluded in this Guideline Manual are the Buy-
In and Hard Match Requirements which will 
effect the operation of the State Planning 
Agency. '" 

e. Other Statutory Requirements. Included is a 
discussion and listing of requirements imposed 
on the State Planning Agency by legislation 
other than the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets ,;\ct, as amended. 

./ 

f. Consolidation of SPA Mem()randum. This 

", 

Guideline Manual is an effort to combine in 
one document nun,ierous SPA Memorandu~ns 
and other relater;i correspondence affectmg 
the State Planning; Agency Operation. 

5. FORMS. Use of th~ following new forms i~ p~e-l 
scribed by the Guideline Manual. An Lnltta 
distribution of these forms will be made to State 
Planning Agencies, 
(1, LEAA Form 4201/1 (5-72), Application for 

Planning Grant Advanced Funds - Fiscal 
Year 1973 

b. LEAA Form 4202/1 (6-72), Full Planning 
Grant Application. 

/s/ JAMES T. DEVINE, Assistant Administra
tor,OCJA 

Oct. 4, 1972 (FY 1973) 
M 4300.1 

FOREWORD 

l. PURPOSE. This Guideline manual ~C?vides 
guidance on the formulation of Comprehensive 
State Law Enforcement Plans. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this Gllideline manual 
apply to all Comprehensive State Plans. ~he 
manual is of concern to all State Plannmg 
Agencies. 

(C 
3. CANCELLATION. SPA Memo No. 10, Cha~ge 

No. I, Guidelines for FY 1973 ComprehensIve 
State Law Enforcement Plans. 

4. EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. This Guide
line manual complements Guideline Manual M 

"4100.1 al"\d completes the Guid~ for Comp.re
hensive Law Enforcement Plannmg and Achq.,n 
Grants. Guideline Manual M 4100.1, Chapters 1 
and, 2 are to be used for Part B Planning Grants 
and Guideline Manual M 4300.1, Chapters 3 and 
4 are to be used for Part C and E Comprehensive 
State Plans. The material in this Guideline Man
ual M 4300.1 has been arranged in the,jproper 
format to ctlmply with LEAA directives system 
standards' for external issuances. No major textu
al changes have been made. 

/s/ JAMES T. DEVINE, Assistant Administrator 
Office 'df'e'rihHnal Justice Assistance 

Dec. 10, 1973 (FY 1974) 
M 4100.18 

FOREWORD 

I.PURPOSE. This guideline manual provide~ ?uid
ance on the application, award and admmlstra
tion of the Part B planning program and the Part 
C and E action programs. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this guideline, manu~l 
apply to all State Planning Agency gr~nts. Th~Ji 
manual is of concern to all State Planning Agen
cies and LEA A professional personnel. 

3. CANCELLATION. Guideline M~nual M 4100. 
lA, State Planning Agency Grants IS canceled. 115 

4 EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. 
• a. Crime Control Act of· 1973. This manual in

corporates changes required by the Cri~e 
Control Act of 1973 which became Pubhc 
Law' 93-83 on August 6, 1973. 

b. Major Textual Changes. The following major 
changes which wilt h!J.ve a significant effect on 
planning and action gran~ application& have 
been incorporatf!d in this guideline man~al: 
(1) Citizen representation on State Plannmg 

Agency (SPA) Supervisory Boards is 
now optional rather than required (para
graph 16b(2» . 

(2) SPA's are required tQ provide proce
dures for the submissbn and review of 
annual plans from regional planning 
units and/or units of general local gov
ernment haVing a population of at least 
250,000 persons (paragraph 18a(3». 

(3) SPA's are required to approve o,r deny ap
plications to the SPA for fJ.lndmg no lat
er than 90 days after receipt by the SPA. 
SPA's must develop written Procedures 
regarding the 90 day review (paragraph 
19). . 

(4) On Part B and Part C Block funds, 
States are required to Buy-In on not less 
than one-half of the required non-federal 
funding (paragraph 19h). 

(5) The required non-federal fu~ding ~~ ~he 
cost of any program or proJectutlltzmg 
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Part B, Part C or Part E funds must be 
new money appropriated in the aggregate 
by the State or local unit of government 
(paragraph 19i). 

(6) Regional Planning units may receive up 
to 100 percent funding for expenses in
curred in criminal justice planning (para
graph 24b): 

(7) Regional Supervisory Boards must be 
com'posed of a majority of local elected 
officials (paragraph 24c(a». 

(8) Additional emphasis has been placed 
on the establishment of State standards, 
goals and priorities. The State Plan must 
also be comprehensive and demonstrate 
a determined effort to improve the qual
ity of law enforcement' and criminal 
justice (paragraphs 60 and 62). 

(9) Tha State Plan must provide funding in
centive to units of government that coor
dinate and combine criminal justice func
tions (paragraph 79a(2». 

(10) The State Plan must include a compre
hensive program for the improvement of 
juvenile justice (paragraph 81). 

(11) The State Plan must reflect an emphasis 
on the development of narcotic and al~ 
coholism treatment programs in correc
tion programs (paragraph 84n). 

(12) The State Plan must reflect programs 
to monitor the progress and improve
ment of the correctional system (para
graph 840). 

(13) SPA's are required to implement the 
Department of Justice Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Guidelines 28 C.F.R. 
42.301, et seq,'. subpart E (paragraph 
33). 

5. EFFECTIVE DATE. This manual is effective 
July I, 1973. 

/s/ DONALD E. SANTARELLI, Administrator 

July 1,1974 (FY 1975) 
M 4100.1C 

FOREWORD 

1. PURPOSE. This guideline manual provides 
guidance on the application, award and adminis-
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tration of the Part B planning program and the ~I 
Part C and E action programs. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this guidance manual 
apply to all State Planning Agency grants. This 
manual is of concern to all State Planning Agen
cies and LEAA professional personnel. 

3. CANCELLATION. Guideline Manual M 4100. "\ 
I B, State Planning Agency Grants is cancelled. 

4. EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. The follow-
r~ ing textual changes have been incorporated into 

this guideline manual. 
a. A-95 Review. Revised OMB Circular No. A-

95 issued November 13, 1973 now requires 
Federal agencies to provide the Clearinghouse 
with a written expl~lation when proceeding to 
ap13rove a program or project which has been 
recommended by the Clearinghouse not to be 
approved. (p. 24) 

b. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 
Revised guidelines issued by the Council on 
Environmental Quality on August 4, 1973, re
quired a complete revision or LEAA regula
tions relating to the implementation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (pp. 26< 
29 and 149). 

c. Clean Air Act and Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. Executive Ordr,r 1 i 738 issued 
January, 1974, prohibits Federal funds to be 
used in contracting with violators of the Clean 
Air Act and Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (pp. 29 and 148). 

d. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. '\ 
Revised guidelines pursuant to the National 
Historic Preservation Act include two new re
quirements. In addition to the Federal Regis
ter Properties, properties eligible for inclusion 
in the Federal Register also must be reviewed 
for adverse I~ffect. Finding of effects must be 
reported to the Advisory Council on Historic 11 
Preservation (p. 29). i\ 

e. Medical Research and Psychosurgery. LEAA 
policy regarding the use of grant funds for ;'t 
medical research is incorporated into Appen-
dix 4-3 (p. 150). 

f. Content of Environmental Amilysis. A revi
sion and elaboration of information to be in
cluded in environmental impact statements 
necessitated the addition of Appendix 4-6 
(pp. 155-156). 

g. Environmental Review Format. The develop
ment of a new and more elaborate environ
mental review format necessitated the addi
tion of Appendix 4-7 (pp. 157-160). 

S. EFFECTIVE DATE. This manual is effective 
July 1, 1974. 

/s/ DONALD E. SANTARELLI, Administrator 

March 21, 1975 (FY 1976) 
M 4100.10 

FOREWORD 

I. PURPOSE. This guideline manual provides 
guidance on the application, award and adminis
tration of the Part B planning program and the 
Part C and E action programs. 

2. SCOPE. The provisions of this guideline manual 
apply to aJ1State Planning Agency grants. This 
manual is of concern to all State Planning Agen
cies and LEAA professional personneL 

3. CANCELLATION. Guideline Manual M 4LOO. 
IC, State Planning Agency Grants, dated July 1, 
1974, is cancelled. 

4. EX PLANA nON OF CHANGES. The follow
ing textual changes have been incorporated into 
this guideline manual. 
a. Change to M 4100.1C. Change I, issued No

vember 1, 1974 and Change 2, issued January 
24, 1975, have been incorporated into this 
document. These were changes to the FY 1975 
guideline. The planning grant application 
forms have been changed to reflect change in 
policy with regard to carryover of planning 
funds from one year to the next. 

b. Juvenile Justice. Changes have been made 
throughout this guideline which reflect a new 
emphasis on Juvenile Justice in both the Plan
ning Grant and Comprehensive Plan applica
tions. Paragraph 81, page 131, provides for a 
citation to all portions of the plan which deal 
with juvenile justice and juvenile delinquency 
prevention. 

c. Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. The changes to the Safe Streets 
Act mandated by the JJ&DP Act of 1974 (i.e. 

the composition of the SPA Supervisory 
Board and the maintenance of the 1972 level 
of effort on Juvenile. Delinquency Prevention) 
have been included. The first of these was in
cluded in Change 2 to the 1975 guidelines. The 
second is in Paragraph 81 j page 131. Para
graph 82, page 131, is reserved for guidelines 
for those states which plan to participate in 
the programs to be funded under the new Act. 

d. A-95 Notification Procedures. Two changes 
have been made in Paragraph 27 to more 
clearly describe the requirements of OMB cir
cular A-9S. These can be found in Paragraph 
27b(4-,xa) and (b). . 

e. State Planning Agency Staff. The kinds of 
competencies suggested ilS appropriate for 
State Planning Agency staffs is changed in 
Paragraph 17, page 10:; to reflect emphasis on 
evaluation capabilities, among other compe
tencies which are appropriate. 

f. National Environmental Policy Act and Na~ 

tional Historic Preservation Act. Paragraphs 
28 and 30, pages 37-42, which contain· the re
quirements mandated by the National Envi~ 

ronmental Protection Act of 1969 and the Na
tional Historic Preservation Act of 1966 have 
been revised. LEAA will issu~ a guideline 
which will more fully articulate NEP A artd 
N HPA requirements in the near future. 

g. Memorandum of Agreement on Areawide Plan~ 
ning. A memorandum of agreem~nt must 
be developed between the areawide planning 
agenq,y which is designated as the A-95 clear
inghouse and the applicant for funds for an 
areawide or regional law enforcemr.nt and 
criminal justice planning unit. Thi~ change, 
contained in Paragraph 27, page 36, requires 
that the memorandum must specify how the 
general areawide planning agency and the law 
enforcement and criminal justice planning 
agency will coordinate planning activities. If 
the two agencies are the same, the memoran-
dum is not required. . 

h. Civil Rights Compliance. Changes in Para
graph 33, pages 52-56, reflect new require
ments for civil rights compliance, with special 
reference to reporting on awards for construc
tion projects. 

1. Description of Planning Process and Plan Re
lationships. A fuller statement of the planning 
process or planning methods to be used by the 
State Planning Agency is required by these 
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changes in Paragraph 18, pages 12-14. A set of 
planning steps is suggested. The State Plan
ning Agency is to show how it expects to re
iate the sections of the plan to one another. 

j. Technical Assistance. The guidelines were re
vised in two places, both in the planning 
grant application requirements (Paragraph 22, 
page 26), and in the comprehensive plan 
guidelines tin a new Paragraph 83, pages 131-
132), to renect increased emphasis on the de
velopment of a technical assistance strategy 
and plan by each S'~ate Plann ing Agency. 
Technical Assistance is defined in the new 
Paragraph. 

k. State Assumption of Costs. The guidelines 
have been revised in two places, both in the 
p!'i/,nning grant application (Paragraph 18, 
page 19), and in the Progress Report (Para
graph 92, page 147) to reflect the need for ad-

118 ditional detailed information about the extent 
to which state and local governments are as
suming costs or programs originally funded by 
block grants, and are building these programs 
into ongoing state and local criminal justice 
and law enforcement agencies. 

\. Audit Capabilities/Activities. The guidelines 
have been changed to provide for more speci
ficity about the plans and proposed proce
dures for audit by each State Planning Agency 
(Paragraph 23, pages 26-28), A biennual audit 
is permitted. 

m. Submission Dates for Planning Grant Appli
cntions and Comprehensive Plans. The sub
mission date for FY 1976 planning grants is 
changed to May 31,1975. The submission date 
for the FY 1976 comprehensive plan is 
changed to September 30, 1975. It is intended 
that in FY 1977, the planning grant will be 
submitted by May I, 1976, and the compre
hensive plan by June 30, 1976. This set of 
dates is designed to permit the approval of 
state plans for 1977 by the time the new fiscal 
year begins for fiscal 1977, which is October I, 
1976, as provided in the new Budget Act. 
These changes will also permit State Planning 
Agencies to move toward full plan implemen
tation at the start of calendar year 1977. These 
changes are found in Paragraph 44, page 63, 
and in Paragraph 105, page 166. 

n. Certified Check List. The certified check list 
(pages 89-93) has been changed to reflect other 
changes in the guideline which require that 

states report where new material is now re
quired. 

o. Comprehensive Plan Requirements. The re
quirements for the comprehensive plan have 
been changed, in accordance with the intent 
of Congress in adding the definition of com
prehensiveness (Section 601(m», to specify 
more ful1y what a comprehensive plan must 
include. The requirements have also been 
changed to require a fuller effort at data-based 
crime analysis. The statement originally re
quired on standards, goals, and priorities has 
been separated into three statements, although 
states may still choose to combine them into 
one. Methods by which goals, standards, and 
priorities were developed, and strategies for 
achievement of them are now required. Stand
ards and goals development efforts are fully 
tegrated into the planning process. The 
multi-year budget and financial plan is 
changed to require that all state and local ex
penditl,lreS for law enforcement and crin'linal 
justice must be included and related to the 
proposed block grant expenditures. The an
nual action program section must include 
statements about what the contribution pro
grams are expected to make to goal and stand
ard achievement. These changes involve sub
stantial revisions in Paragraphs 49 through 73, 
pages 97-122. 

p. Program Categories and Program Descriptors. 
The guidelines have been changed to eliminate 
suggested program categories (I) through (9), 
leaving each State Planning Agency free to 
select its own program categories. The guide
lines noW include a new requirement that pro
gram descriptor codes be added to programs 
funded with LEAA grants in the multi-year 
plan and in the annual action program. The 
changes are contained in Paragraph 65, page 
113, in Paragraph 73, page 118 and 122 in Ap
pendix 3-1 and in Attachment A, pages 173-
174, to the comprehensive plan, which pro
vides the crosswalk to the program descriptors 
from the state's program categories. The 
crosswalk will be mandatory for the FY 77 
plan. LEAA will do this for the SPAs for the 
FY 76 plan. The SPAs must apply the pro
gram descriptors to their subgrants in the FY 
76 plan after LEAA codes the plan. 

q. Progress Report. The section on the progress 
report on the previous year's grant awards,. 
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have been-changed (Paragraphs 92-94, pages 
147-148) 'to require that states provide more 
detailed reports on projects which have been 
monitored and which appear to have promise 
of success and to' offer potential for wide
spread replication, 

r. Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 and Joint Funding Simplification Act of 
1974. Changes have been included (in Para
graph 91, page 145) which reflect the passage 
of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974 and the Joint Funding Simplifi
cation Act of 1974, and which reqUire state
ments, as applicable, of relationships to the re
quirements of those Acts. 

s. Narcotics and Alcoholism Treatment. Revi
sions (in Paragraph 84, pages 140-142) which 
reflect required LEAA coordination with other 
Federal agencies, including the Special Action 
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention (SAODAP), 
the National Institute for Drug Abuse 
(NIDA), and the National Institute for Al
coholism and Alcohol Addiction (NIAAA), 
are set forth in the guidelines. They make 
more specific the requirements for provision 
of needed services to those in corrections pro-

'." 
grams. 

t. Manpower Plans and Programs. The guideline 
has been changed in several plac~~s to reflect 

added emphasis on and reporting of manpow
er plans and programs. The changes appear in 
Paragraph 18, page 12; Paragraph 59, page' 
103, and Paragraph 73, page U8. 

u. Organized Crime Plans and ,Programs and Bi
centennial Plans nnd Programs. The guideline 
has been changed to reflect the need to pro
vide more information on the plans and pro
grams of the states, inl.-an easily identifiable 
way, in the areas of or~hnized crime and the 
bicentennial. ' 

v. AdVances on Action Grants. The requirements 
for action grant advances has been changed 
(Paragraph 100, page 147) to require tl~~ft first 
quarter advance action grants will b~. f1~\de 
only if the planning grant. apPlica.~'~.11o[:J(aS 
been submitted to LEAA. Second qu'al:t~?, ad-

/! vapces will be made only if the com~ hen
sive plan for the state has been submiJ{ed to 
LEAA. ~ 

w. Appendices 1 and 2. The Crime Cqp.tfol and 
Safe Streets Act as amended by tHe 'Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 is appendix 1. The Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is ap
pendix 2. 

lsi CHARLES R. WORK, Deputy Administrator 
for Administration 
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States 

UNITED STATES, TOTAL 

Alabama 
<\ Alaska 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
california 
Colorado 
Connecticut 

Delawarfi! 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 

MassachuseHs 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 

o 

APPENDIX IV-g 

State Plan implementation 

Percent of Projects Percent of Projects 

Planned and Actually 

Receiving Funding Implemented 

88.0 86.1 
95 90 
95 0 
90 90 
90 80 
85 98 
75 70 
99 95 
NA '~ NA 
90 ~ 95 

(/99 C! 
98 1/ 

95 i 95 
NA !l NA 

« 

98 98 
90 85 
90 95 
80 79 
NA NA 
(~o 80 
95 90 
70 65 
87 87 
95 93 
90 95 
90 90 
95 90 
95 85 
98 98 
50 99 
95 90 
90 80 
95 95 
90 80 
NA NA 
70 60 
83 99, 
90 90 
95 99 
95 80 
NA :..::~, 95 
90 85 
95 80 

f=-) 

·1 
j\ 

'1/ 
1"'1: 

;~ 
i

r5 
fi 

South Dakota 75 10 ~ Tennessee 73 95 5 I' 
,;Texas 

'1\ ' 
83 88 5 

.Utah 90 ,,96 4 

Percent of Projects 

Vermont NA ,NA .-~:= NA 
Virginia 90 :i85 5 
Washillgton 75 11 75 2 

Never West Virginia 90 :90 1 
Started 

4.4 
0 
.5 

Wisconsin 77 ii 67 5 
Wyoming NA IINA NA 
Virgin Islands 85 1180 10 
American Samoa 90 Ii 50 10 

0 
q 

". \ 

5 
3 

Guam "~5 I' 75 2,5 
Puerto Rico ~A nNA - NA 

1 
5 

'/' " NA = Npt Available. 
Source: AC/R 1975 Safe Streets Survey. 
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Chapter V 

Safe Streets Funding 
This chapter focuses on the ways in which Safe 

Streets funds have been used over the past seven 
years. It includes a discussion of the different kinds 
of assistance made Ilvailable under the Safe Streets 
Act, the purposes for which they have been used and 
the distribution to various jurisdictions and agencies. 

While the best available data have been used here, 
complete and reliabl~ information on Sufe Streets 
funding has been and continues to be difficult to ob
tain. Hence, the reader is cautioned on the limita
tions of the data upon which the following analyses 
are based,' 

DISTRIBUTION OF PART C 
BLOCK GRANT FUNDS 

123 

In Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968, Congress mandated that an 
amount of funds be distributed among the states in 
the form of block grants and in accordance with a 
population-based formula. This formula for Part C 
action funds, which has been in effect throughout the 
life of the act, has resulted in the distribution of Fed
eral assistance shown in Appendix lable Y- I, p. 154, 
These block grants are to be used by the states to 
carry out programs and projects to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice. 
Nationally, the 10 most heavily populated states 
have received more than 50 percent of the action 
funds, compared with less than a three percent share 
for the 10 least populated states. ~. ;, 
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To put the Safe Streets bl()lck grant program in 
perspective, total PartC expenditures are compared 
with tolal state and local direct criminal justice out
lays for the years for which data are available (see 
Table V-I). During the first five years of the pro
gram, Safe Streets Part C funds represented it total 
of only 3.2 percent of total state-local direct criminal 
justice expenditures. Since block grant funds began 
to level off after FY 1973, il is doubtful whether they 
have exceeded five percent of such outlays in the 
past few years. Even when Part E allocatiol~s for 
corrections are added, the proportion of total Safe 
Streets funds in stale and local criminal justice ex
penditures in any year does not rise above: five per
cent. Thus, the relatively small size of the Safe' 
Streets program must be considered in aS~lessing its 
results and impact. 

Distribution by Level of Government 

To help ensure that sufficient Safe Streets funds 
would be made available to meet local needs, Con
gress mandated that, within each state, a certain 
percentage of the Part C block grant award must be 
passed through to local governments. This pass
through percentage now is variable, based on the 
local proportion of stale and local expenditures for 
criminal justice during the preceding fiscal year. 
While this formula determines the overall allocation 

of Part C fundl~ between state and local government 
by each state plano.ing agency (SPA), the amounts 
to be awarded to individual jurisdictions and the 
purposes for which they are to be used are decided 
by SPAs, and 'in some states by regional planning 
units, based on applications submitted by localities. 

Table V-2 indicates the percentages of action 
funds received tlY the different levels and types of 
government. 

As can be secl1; the relative percentages of Safe 
Streets subgrants to state agencies, cities, counties 
and private non-profit organizations have flUctuated 
over the years, Some of these changes are attrib
utable to congressional action. In the 1971 amend
ments, for example, Congress., modified the original 
requirement for states to pass through a total of 75 
percent of their block grant funds to local units. The 
increase in state agency funds' and the decrease in 
awards to cities from 1969 to 1972 could reflect the 
change from a fixed to a variable pass-through per
centage. In most instances, this revised pass-through 
formUla resulted in more funds being available for 
state agencies. 

The jump in the state agency percentage and de
cline in the city and county percentages in 1975 could 
be illusory, since only a small proportion of 1975 
funds had been awarded and included in the Grants 
Managementlnformation System (GMIS) system at 
the time research for this chapter was completed. 

Table V-1 

Comparison Between Safe S~reets Part C Block Grant Funds and Direct 
(Excluding Intergovernmental Payrnents) State and Local Criminal Justice Expenditures 

FY 1969·1973 

(In Thousands) 

Block Grant Funds 
as a Percent 01 

FIscal Stato' Local' Block Grant State/Local Total 

Year Expendlturos Expenditures Funds" expenditures 

1969 1,849,000 4,691,000 25,062 0.3 

1970 2,139,000 5,454,000 182,750 2.4 

1971 2,681,000 6,621,000 340,000 3.1 

1972 2,948,OPO 7,281,000 413,695 4.0 

1973 3,304.000 8,052,000 480,180 4.2 ,,~ 

TOTAL 
1969·1973 12,921,000 32,099,000 1,441,687 3.2 

'U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Department of Commerce, expenditure and employment Data for the crlm/nll/,Justlce System, 

1968.69 and 1972.73 (Washington, D.C.: Governm~nt Printing Office, 1974). ;!'« 
• 'These figures were obtained from comprehensive planning guidelines published annually by LEAA. 

'.' ' 
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Table V-2 

Percentages of Part C Block Grant Funds Recellved by I 

Different Levels of Government -
FY 1969·1975 

I. 

Type of Ii 
" Recipient 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1969-7'5 

" 

State 28 28 32 36 36 36 47 35, 
CIties 48 42 37 31 31 29 23 3$ 
Counties 23 28 29 31 31 30 25 ,::10 
Private \') 

agencies 2 2 2 3 5 ) 5 
I 

3 

Source: LEA A Grants Management Information System (GMIS) data. ,----,/ 
.;::::J'5 '1 ',I 

'~" 
'~ 

0-

~Iso, sta~" agency .~rants require less processing 
time and th'liS""Ga)'~<be awarded ,:earlier than 10Gai 
grants.'~! 

The percentages . of total direct criminal justice 
~xpenditures by each level of government are ',shown 
In Table Y-3. Comparison with Table Y·2 sli1ggests 
that .s~ate~ ~nd counties now are receiving md,re and 
mUnICipalIties less than a proportionate amd'l\lnt of 
Safe Streets Part C funds based on their rillative 
shares of direct criminal justice outlays. This was not 
the case in the program's initial years. It shotlld be 
noted,. however, that a significant proportion of' total 
municipal criminal justice expenditures .include those 
o~ s.mall towns and villages, many ,?~:::\Yhich are un
willtng or unable to apply for S~I'~' Streets funds or 
are not eligible individually to receive such c· assist
ance, under state guidelines, because of a low crime 

Q 

rate or small popUlation. Another factor to be con
sidere~ here; the practice of lUaking grartts to state 
agencies or ~git\ral planning units but counting 
these awards as part of the required pass-through 
percentage because they benefit municipalities that 
have waived their right to receive direct aid. These 
~ppear ~s state agency or county grants in GMIS 
data. SttU another, of course l is the tapering off of 
SPA awards for police and police-related activities' 
this obviously affected the cities' share of the fund~ 

'~ver time. . 
~" ':\fo"gauge attitudes on this iS5,lle, ACIR asked all 
SPA directol's whether or riot they thought that the 
prese~t pas~-t.h:ough formula provides the most ap
propnate diVISiOn of resources, Slightly less than 
three-fourths of the respondents answered affirma
tively. Those who disagreed generally believed that 

if Table V-3 

Type of 
Government 

I 

Percent Distribution of Criminal Justice System Dire,ct Expenditures 
(Excluding Intergovernmental Payments) by Type of Government 

FV 1970-1971 

29 
48 

FY 1971-1972 

29 
47 

FY 197~-1973 

29 
46 

o M e 
Source' U S Dep t t f J I d" , • •• ar men 0 ust oe an u.s. Department of Commerce, Expenditure and employment Data for the Criminal Ju~t1ce S s ~ 

tem, 1970.71, 1971-72, 1972-73 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 1974). "y -IS 
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more funds should be retained at the state level, but 
their reasons varied widely. Some indicated that 
state agencies have greater expertise a'nd adminis
trative capability an~()a.re better able to make ef
fective us6' of Safe S ~ets funds. Others mentioned 
the efficiency of mak l ng monies availftble to state 
agencies to provide ,~~. i:es directly benefitting local 
government. For ex1i .. lple, one SPA stated: " ... a 
number of projects in \vhich a single state agency 
could perform a service to locaL agencies in aunr-, 
form, cost effective manner must often be carried" 
outJn a multiplicity of fragmented local grants be
~bus~?f pass-through limitations and the difficulties 
[bf wor'king out an adequate waiver process." Two 
tPAs o;~Ject~d t~ the pass-through formu~a. ~n the , 
grollnd that It remforced the state-local dIVISIOn of 
functions, providing no incentive for the state to as
sume additio~1~ponsibilities; As one. put it: "the 
existing pass-through formula is based on the cur
rent balance between state and local spending for 
criminal justice, and therefore tend~ to perpetuate 
the current structure of the criminal justice system. 
While some 11mits on SPA allocations to its sister 
state agencies may be necessary, the~e limits should 
be flexible enough to allow for SPA §upport of major 
realignments of criminal Justice responsibilities (e.g., 
state takeover. of the county cOJ"rections system)." 
Still other SPAs took issue with the method by 
which the pass-through ratios are computed. Typical
ly, these respondents challenged the currency and 
completeness of the data on which the formula is 

the present pass-through percentage' provides the 
most appropriate di.vision of resources between state 
.and local levels,} I perCe(lt (835 of 1,177) replied 
negatively;, \yJtg 9'8 percent of these officials indicat
ing: that the,}'bcalities should receive a gteater pet
centage of Safe Streets funds. There were no dif
ferences in the"views of city and county officials on 
the issue. This feeling on the part of local officials 
stems from their resentment of state control of Safe 
Streets allocations, a view which was expressed rath
er consistently during the field interviews with local 
officials. [t also reflects their hostility to the variabfb 
pass-through provision. 

There is some evidence that, within each state, 
Safe Street~ funds have been fairly \t·idely. distributed 
among local units of government. Of the 1,636 cities 
and counties responding to ACIR's survey, 77 per
cent indicated that they had received Safe Streets 
funds at'some time since 1969. Although this per-

.centuge pmbably would drop if non-respondents 
\vere polled, it docs indicate a wide diffusio~ of Safe 
$treets dollars across many jurisdictions. 

'\ 

Funding Policies and Priorities 

One of the prime areas of inquiry in ACIR's sur
veys and field studies was the. extent to which the 
block grant approach provided sufficient flexibility 
to state and local governments. All SPAs were asked 
to assess their degree of programmatic and admin
istrative discretion in handllng' Safe Streets block 

1\ 
based. . ,,.-"gr,,ants. 

When city and county officials were asked whether ~~'? ~.~s the data in Table V-4 show, most SPAs believe 
~ 1/ '. 

) /' 
/' 

" . ' ! 
Table V-4 

SPA Directors' Views on Amount of Discretion Under the Block Grant 

October 1975 

Great Some UUle No 
Discretion Dl$crellon Dlscretlon Dlscretlon 

~o. % No. <}~ No. % No. % 

ContrQI and use 
of funds 22 43.1 29 56.9 0 0 

Establishing action 
.: grant prlorllles 31 60.8 20 39.2 0 0 

Planning procedures 22 43.1 26 51.0 3 5.9 0 
Budgeting procedures 18 35.3 25 49.0 8 15.7 0 
Auditing procedures 13 25.5 28 54.9 9 17.6 1 2.0 
Evaluation procedures 18 35.3 30 58.8 3 5.9 0 

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 
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/' Table V-5 . ;~: 
,Relative Influence ~ Various Participants 011 SPA Policies and ~Irio,rities 
.. ' October 1975 , 

Great 
Influence 

No. % 

LEAA priorities 8 '17.4 

Congre:lslonal prlorltles 17 36.9 
as exprc(',sed In the act 
and amendments thereto 

The governor 10 21..7 

The state legIslatUre 4 8.7 0 

SPA supervIsory board 41 89.1 

SPA ataf. 31 67.4 

Other state crhnlnal 7 25.9 

Justlce afJencles 
RegIonal plannIng units 14 '35.9 

Local governments 8 19.0 

I nterest groups 3 19.0 

Source: ACfR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

they have significant discretion in establishing action 
grant priorities and, in fact, most have taken an ac
tjve role in setting specific policies andlor priorities 
which limit the range of eligible funding activities. 
Eighty-seven percent of the 45 state planning agen
cies responding to a question concerning this matter 
stated that they established policies that excluded 
c~rtain activities from funding and encouraged oth
ers. Among the types of policies cited most frequent
ly were those prohibiting the use of Safe Streets sup
port for equipment and construction projects. A 
number of SPAs also have attempted to maximize 
the reform potential of Federal monies by setting 
certain eligibility standards for' applicants; for ex
ample, Maryland refuses to fund police departments 
not meeting the SPA's minimum standards lor police 
services. Similarly, Louisiana and Georgia exclude 
Localities not participating in the Uniform Crime 
Reporting program from eligibility for Safe Streets 
assistance. Several states give priority to consol
idated multi-jurisdictional efforts, primarily in the 
artr,JlS of law enforcement communications, training 
and construction. 

As seen in Table V-5 the SPAs indicate that their 
supervisory board and staff exerci~e by far the most 
influence in establishing funding poilcies and prior
ities. Congressional preferences also appear to have 
a rather strong effect on SPA actions; the response 

Some No 

InUuence Influence 

No. % No. % 

32 69.6 0 6 13;0 

27 58.7 2 4.3 

28 60,9 8 1'7.4 

31 67.4 1.1 23.9 
5 10.9 0 

is 32.6 0 

18 66.7 2 7.4 

24 61,5 1 2.6 
32 76.2 2 4.8 

HI 76.2 9 4.8 

b'.:' 

II . 

patte/in suggests that the categorization of the act as 
well~s other statut'ory provisions like the personneL 
ceiling, have narrowed state discretion. [n contrast, 
the .governor and the state legislature appear to ex
ercis(~ relatively little'" influence in priority setting. 
1t should be remembered, however, that the governor 
normally appoints the spA director and the super~ 
vis(\ry board" members. He!1:;e, gubernatorial in
f1uerlce may be exercised in indirect waYS·;~1;.l\ 

11 "', "1'~ ... 1 

A;mong the most im'portant SPA poUcie~";l'fe those 
that govern the distribution of funds by jUJ,;isdictiopal 
and functional area. Twenty-one of the/SPAs sur.
veyed establish, by formula or other meins; the per
centage of Part 9 funds each region wi)'! receive; 22 
do not do so. Of the SP As tha~ set f1Si,(te specific. 
arlJounts of funds by region; 82 perce~t do so pri6t 
to the preparation of the regional plan."Two of three 
states (Washington and Wtilconsin) indicating That 
regional allocations take place after review and con
sideration of regional plans by the SP A J~~ude '~re ... 
gional plan quality as one of the criteria i'n~-deter
mining the amounts. As one of these SPAs %ex
plained: "Regional Compre'nensiveness, quality of 
Plan submission, interregional equity, regional prior
ities in relationship to overall state priorities and the 
availability of alternative local resources are all fac- . 
tors considered in efforts to tlquitably distribute-' 
money among regions." 

127 
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Distribution formulas utilized by these SPAs vary 
widely in theirprcoi5e 'detaiL"7"'@ccfleT:ally they are 
based on some combination of population and re
ported index crimes, although a number of states 
incorporate oth6l" factors as well. Several SPAs cited 
obstacles to developing an equitable formula, par
ticularly outdated population statistics and unreliable 
crime data. 

Those states not establishing distribution formulas 
took issue with this basic approach to allocating 
Safe Streets funds. One urban state commented: 
"The Committee (SPA) sees LEAA funds as a dem
onstration program, not revenue sharing. Since funds 
are trmiled, they should go to the most promising or 
desperately needed projects. Any other approach 
only encourages mediocre projects." Another, a pre
dominantly rural SPA, asked: "Is it the purpose of 
LEAA merely to divide the money as opposed to 
directing funds to problem areas of the criminal 
justice system?" These SPAs tend to distribute funds 
on the basis of documented need, usually after a pro
ject-by-project assessment at the state level. 

ACIR's survey of regional planning units indicates 
that 77 percent of 326 responding RPUs establish 

their own funding policies and priorities in addition 
to those of the SPAs. This raises the question of who 
exercises the most influence in determining which 
activities and jurisdictions receive Safe Streets sup
port.:...the SPA or the RPU? According to the survey 
of cities and counties, even though 7 t percent of the 
localities communicate more often with the RPU 
than with the SPA concerning fund availability and 
application procedures, 66 percent of them think 
that the' SPA has more influence in determining 
which activities and jurisdictions receive Safe Streets 
funds. Thus, while the RPUs may be assuming more 
administrative duties in the application process, in 
most localities the SPA is still viewed as controlling 
the distribution of Federal dollars. 

In both the RPU and local government surveys, 
officials were asked W,hether, given their population 
and crime rate, they'" believed their jurisdiction re
ceives a "fair share" of Safe Streets funds as com
pared with others. Both the local and regional re
spondents divided fairly evenly with 55 percent of 
the 418 counties and 321 RPUs and 48 percent of 
the 775 cities answering this question indicating that 
they did receive a "fair share." 

Table V-6 

Percent, Distribution of Safe Str~\ets Funds to Municipalities and Counties by Population Size 
//' . FY 1969w 1975 

)) (I n Thousands) 
'<..:='/' 

Percent of Populallon Amount Awarded Totals " 
---I 

Size of Living in Incorporated' Amount Number of Total Dollars 
Population and Unincorporated Places MuniCipalities' , Counties Awarded Grants Percent per Capita 

J) 
L-' 

'$ % $ % $ % 

Over 1,000,000 13 117,368 20 38.038 7 155,406 14 891 2 8.28 
500,000-1,000,000 9 66,444 11 56,392 11 122,836 11 2254 4 9.46 
250,000-500,000 7 58,981 10 69,903 13 128,884 11 1614 3 12.31 
100,000-250,000 10 95,142 1~ 75,558 14 170,700 15 5244 9 11.94 
50,000-100,000 12 68,312 1~ 58,750 11 127,062 11 4608 8 7.59 
25,000-50,000 12 55,422 0 46,435 9 101,857 9 6714 .12 5.71 
10,000-25,000 15 44,759 S 69,727 i3 114,486 10 8634 15 5.34 
1-10,000 22 49,250 8 100,484 19 149,734 13 24,590 43 4.69 
Unknown 31,773 5 19,391 4 51,164 5 2,220 4 

TOTAL 144,448,164" .. 587,451 534 .. 678 1,122,129 56,769 

'U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of PopUlation, Vol. 1, 1970 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1972), 1-45, Table 6, 

t· This column Includes all local Jurisdictions other than counties and RPUs. 
•• 'This does not Include the 58,564,816 persons not living In incorporated areas or closely settled population centers as defined by the Bureau 

of the Census. 
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Table V-7 

Local Governments That Have Received Safe Streets Fund~\ Since 1969, 
by Jurisdictional Size 

October 1975 

Size of Local 
Jurisdiction 

Over 500,000 
250,000 - 500,000 
100,000 - 249,999 

50,000 - 99,999 
25,000 - 49,999 
10,000 - 24,999. 

Number Reporting 

16 
19 
68 

122 
228 
535 

Localities claiming they had received an unfair 
share gave various explanations for this condition, 
including an inadequate substate allocational formula 
or faulty SPA distributional criteria (25 percent), 
the comparatively weak political position of their 
jurisdiction vis-a-vis others (21 percent), insufficient 
representation on the SPA supervisory board (18 
percent), deficient RPU allocational criteria (12 per
cent), meager representation' on their RPU super
visory board (11 percent), unWillingness to apply for 
Safe Streets funds because of worries over ultimate 
assumption of project costs (8 percent) and/or dif
ficulties in coming up with matching funds (7 per
cent). 

Funding of Urban Areas 

A continuing issue throughout the history of the 
Safe'Streets program has been whether the larger 
urban areas, which have the greatest crime-reduction 
needs, are receiving a ·sufficient share of the funds. 
In an attempt to resolve this matter, GMIS data 
were analyzed according to the population size of the 
recipient jurisdiction. 

Table V-6 indicates that the larger cities and coun
ties have received proportionately more Safe Streets 
funds than their population would seem to warrant. 
Places over 100,000 for example, contain approx
imately 39 percent of the popUlation, yet they w~re 
awarded approximately. 51 percent of the Safe 
Streets funds distributed to cities and counties. On 
the other hand, localities under 25,000 population 
have 37 percent of the popUlation but were allo~ 
c~ted only 23 percent of the funds. 

Number 

Receivln\l Funds 

i 
16 
19 
67 

110 
196 
396 

1,-:::' 
\\" 

Percent 
Receiving Funds 

100 
100 

99 
90 
86' 

74 

The larger citi~fl and counties, then, account for 
tre greatest dollar amounts but a lesser number of 
grants, while jurisdictions under 10,000 population 
received 43 percent of the number of awards but only 
13 percent of the funds. This reflects the tendency 
of small municipalities and n~ral communities to ap
ply for and be awarded funds ~particularly for 
equipment and frlkining purposes-to upgrade their 
law enforcement and criminal justice op~rations. 

In order to gauge the extent of Safe Streets par
ticipation among local jurisdictions, those surveyed 
were asked if they had received Safe· Streets funds 
since 1969. The responses are shown in Table V~7. 
Clearly, a greater percentage of the larger cities and 
counties surveyed have obtained Safe Streets sup
port than the smaller jurisdictions. 

Population, of course, is not the only consideration 
in distributing block grants within their states. Many 
other factors,l1lost notably crime rates, are given 
as much or more attention in developing SPA fund
ing policies and priorities. Table V-8 shows how 
Safe Streets funds have been allocated to cities of 
varying population ranges relative to their percent 
of reported crimes and population. 2-

On the basis of these data, it appeats that the flow 
of dollars among cities of different sizes moreDclosely 
reflects the amount of crime in these jurisdictions 
than their population. Cities over 100,000 received 
57 percent of the Safe Streets Part C block grant 
funds awarded to all cities and ~counted for 57 
percent of the total index crimes reborted by juris
dictions of this type, even though they contained only 
45 percent of the population living in cities. At the 
othel: extreme, cities under 25,000 had 27 percent 
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Table v-a 
Percent Distribution of Safe Streets Funds bSt Population and Crime Rate of Cities 

Part C Block GrJint Funds 

Population' 

Percent 011973 
Tolal Population 
Uving In CiII,es 01 

Dllferlng 

SIze 01 City Population 
-"'~~p'u:atlon Sizes 

"'.,', .. --. ....,.;;;;;.,:.. . ...;...-" 
Over 1 ,ooo;ooii"~'·,,, 15 
500,000.1,000,000 11 
250,000.500,000 8 
100,000·250,000 11 
50,000·100,000 14 
25,000·50,000 14 
10,000·25,000 16 
1-10,000 11 
Unknown 

Ii' 
FY 1969·1,975 

Crime' 

Percent of Total 1973 Index Crimes 
Reported by CIties 01 

Dlllering Population Sizes 

18 
11 
11 
14 
14 
12 
11 

7 

Funds" 

Percent 01 Total Sale Streets Part C Block Grant 
Funds (FY 1969·75) Awarded to Cilles 

01 Differing PopUlation Sizes 

20 
11 
10 
16'", 
12 

9 
8 
e 
5 

'U.S. Departmenl of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, C;lme In the Unlled States 1973: Uniform Crfme Reports (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Prlntlng Office, 1974), pp. 104·5. 

, 'GMIS daJa. 

TableV-9 

Safe Streets Part C Funding of Cities 
FY 1969·1975 

Percent of U.S. Percent of All Total 
Reporting ,- 'Reported Clly.l;ounty , .. \ 

Populallon \,l.tS. Crimes Block Grant 
Living In .Jleported Funds AW0rded 

Population Cilies' by CIties' to Cilles" 

$ % 

Over 1 ,000,000 10 14 117.367.878 10 
500,000·1,000,000 8 12 66,443.691 6 
250,000·500,000 6 9 58,981,462 5 
1 00,000·250,000 8 11 95,141,898 8 
50,000·100,000 10 12 68,312,434 6 
25,000.50,000 10 10 55,421,897 5 
10,000·25,000 11 10 44,759.069 4 
1.10,000 7 5 49,250,475 4 
Unknown p 0 31,773,735 3 

TOTAL 70 83 587,452,539 52 

Tolal 
City· County 

Discretionary 
Funds Awarded 

to Cilles" 

$ % 

18,874,496 9 
51,417,374 24'" 
44,841,588 21" , 
11,531,906 5 

6,727,761 3 
2,861,438 1 
1,322.340 1 
1,371,511 1 
9,974,894 5 

148,923,308 70 

'u.S,. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investlgatllin, Crime In the United States 1973: Uniform Crime Reports (Washington, 
D.C .. Government Printing Office, 1974), pp. 104·7. 

• 'Source: GMIS data. 

, •• Discretionary funds totaling approximately $124,000,000 were awarded' 'to eight cities In these two population groups as part of the 
Impact CIties program. 

o 

Table V-10 

Safe Streets Part C Funding of Suburban and Non·Suburban Counties 
FY 1969·1975 

Total City-

Percent 01 U.S. Perceni 01 Totat County Dlscre· 

Reporting Reported Total City· \to nary Funds 

Population Crime County Block Grant ' to Counties 

Uvlng In Reported by Funds Awarded to 01 

population CountlCls 01 Counties of Counties· • Differing 

Differing Differing Populallon Sizes·· 

Population Sizes· Population Sizes' $ 0/0 $ 0/0 

Over 100,000 9 8 239,891,049 21 37,835,243 18 

25,000·100,000 12 6 105.185,666 9 
• 

8,382,987· 4 

Under 25,000 9 3 107,210,419 15 8,770,163 4 
Unknown 0 0 19.4:80,785 2 

I\:) 
7,924,'726 4 

TOTAL 30 17 534,767,919 48 62,913,119 SO 

·U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime I'n the United States 1973: Uniform Crfme Reports, (Washington. 
D.C.! Government PrInting Oillce, 1973). Table 10. pp, 104·'1. NOTE: These population and crime pe'rcentages relate only 10 county 
population living outside of cities and the crimes reported by Jurisdictions other than cities. (i 

"Source: GMIS data. ' 

of the popUlation ai:ld experienced 1,8 percent of re
ported municipal crime, but received 16 percent of 
the Part C block grant funds awarded to local units 
of this type. Hence, it would seem that the Part C 
block grant funds provided to cities have been dis
tributed in close pr9portion to the amount of crime 
they are actually experiencing. 

Another issue throughout the history of the pro
gram has been the: proportion of total local pass
through funds awqtded to cities compared to coun
ties. It has been argued that cities have received less 
than an adequate share of funds given their popula~ 
tion, crime volume and law enforcement responsi
bilities. While Table V-8 shows the distribution of 
the aggregate city share of pass-through dollars 
among larger and smaller jurisdictions relative to 
their crime rates, T!lbles V-9 and V·to indicate the 
overall proportion of city and county awards to lo
calities of different size in light of their popUlation 
and crime rates. 

Although the larger cities are receiving a greater 
percentage of the funds awarded to ci~ies in propor
tion to their higher crime rates, the figures in Table 
V-9 suggest that, overall, cities are not receiving a 
percentage of pass-through funds proportionate to 
their share of total crimes. While cities account for 
83 percent of total reported crimes and 70 percent 
of the population, jurisdictions of this type have re
ceived only 52 percent of the total block grant funds 
awarded to cities and counties from FY 1969 to FY 

o 

1975, On the other hand, TableV-10 ipdicates that 
suburban and non-suburban counties have received 
a disproportionate share of Safe Streets monies in 
view of their population and crime rates. 

There are several possible reasons for these dif
ferences. First, counties have substantial responsi
bilities of their own in the law enforcement, judicial 
and detention areas. In addition to functions per
formed in unincorporated areas, counties provide 
some criminal justice services to smaller municipal
ities within their boundaries. This may account for 
the relatively large percentage of total city-cQunty 
Safe Streets funds awarded to counties. A related 
factor, noted earlier, is the declining Fed{\ral support 
for police activities over the years, which may have 
redu~ed the amount of monies available for the cities. 

A second explanation is that city crime reporting 
is more complete than that of counties due to a great
er data collection capacity and more law enforce
ment personnel at the city level. It should be noted 
again that the uniform crime reporting system bas 
been criticized for incomplete reporting, particularly 
from smaller jurisdictions. {\ . 

A third reason for the large percentage of funds 
awarded to counties is the trend toward consolidat
ing criminal justice and law enforcement services 
at the cOlJnty level j eliminating duplication among 
smaller ju'risdictions. Communications projects and 
correctional programs are examples of this trend. 
Thus, many Safe Streets activities undertaken by 
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the counties are often of direct benefit to, and at the 
request of, cities. 

Finally, the funding pattern highlighted in Tables 
V -9 and V -10 implies a separation of city and county 
activities, whereas the purpose of the act was to pro
mote coordination and eliminate duplication. It is 
possible that the present funding balance fosters and 
reflects a more appropriale division of responsibil
ities between cities and counties, with the former 
assuming a major law enforcement role and the lat
ler occupying a key position in courts and correc
tions. 

Given the overlapping geographical areas and 
jurisdictional responsibilities of cities and counties, 
it may be useful to combine county and city funding 
for analytical purposes. When this is done, a more 
balanced block grant distribution pattern emerges. 
Combining Tables V-9 and V-IO for cities and coun
ties over 100,000 population indicates lhat these ju
risdictions contain 41 percent of the reporting pop
ulation, 54 percent of the total reported crimes and 
received 50 percent of the block grunt funds awarded 
to local governments. Thus, it appears that the larg
er jurisdictions are receiving Safe Streets funds more 
closely proportionate to their percentage of total 

crime than their percentage of total population. (Re
fer to Appendix V-2, p.167, for a state-by-state 
breakdown of city funding, population and crime 
data.) 

This finding is even more striking when the dis
tribution of Part C discretionary funds is considered. 
Approximately 77 percent of all discretionary funds 
awarded to cities and counties went to jurisdiction!) 
over 100,000 population, a figure well beyond their 
population and crime percentages of 41 percent and 
54 percent, respectively. It appears that any gaps in 
the distribution of Safe Streets block grants to large 
urban jurisdictions have been filled by discretionary 
funds. "\ 

Despite the fact that Safe Streets monies have 
been directed to high-crime areas, the SPAs sur
veyed reported that a total of only 30 percent of 
their projects and programs could be described as 
having a direct effect on reducing or preventing 
crime, although they thought that 48 percent were 
having an indirect effect. Sixty-one percent of their 
activities, on the other hand, were considered to be 
directly related to improving the criminal justice 
system. This also was found to be the case during 
the field interviews; many officials expressed the 

Table V-11 

Safe Streets Part C Block Grant Funds Awarded to Major Functional Components of the 
Criminal Justice System 

FY 1969-1975 

(I n Thousands) 

Fiscal Non-Criminal Justice 
Year Police Courts Corrections" Combinations Agencies 

$ % $ % $ % $ % $ % 

1969 15,353 66 1,584 6 2,450 10 2,597 11 1,113 4 
1970 86,300 49 i 1 ,337 6 38,673 22 27,856 15 11,317 6 
1971 140,075 40 32,079 9 97,820 28 50,269 14 23,932 6 
1972 169,485 42 60,566 15 96,642 24 29,289 7 41,073 10 
1973 180,993 43 60,570 14 101,340 24 43,098 10 34,072 8 
1974 130,567 36 61,994 17 80,822 22 49,051 13 34,479 9 
1975 36,533 43 ' 14,950 17 17,982 21 9,833 11 4,756 5 
1969-1975 759,307 42 243,081 13 435,729 24 211,995 11 150,745 8 

'In 1971, substantial funds were made available for corrections under a separate amendment to the Safe Streets Act (Part E). These funds 
are not Included in th1s table but are discussed in a separate socllon of the report. 

Source: GMIS data. 

'f 

view that a significant reduction in crime was an un
realistic goal of the Safe Streets program, whereas 
system improvement was a more appropriate and 
feasible objective. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENTS RECEIVING BLOCK 

GRANT FUNDS 

Another major source of controversy throughout 
the life of the Safe Streets program has been the 
proportion of funds awarded to the different func
tional areas of the criminal justice system - prin
cipally the police, courts and correctigns compo
nents. Using the data from GMIS, Part C subgrants 
were classified into five categories (see Table V-II). 

As Figure V -I illustrates, police funding dom
inated the early years of the program and has de
clined and stabilized since. Support for corrections 
and courts activities also appears to have stabilized, 
with the former deClining very slightly and the latter 
increasing somewhat in recent years. The stabiliza
tion in the percentage of Part C funds for corrections 
after 1971 may reflect the effect of the additional 
funds for this functional area provided by the Part 
E amendment. The actual drop in the percentage of 
Part C funds for corrections in 1974 and 1975 is dif
ficult to explain in view of the requirement that this 
level of percentage effort be maintained in order for 
states to qualify for Part E funds. 

Since broad categories are used here, many ac
tivities that do not directly relate to police, courts 
or corrections are included in the most relevant cat
egory. For example, funds awarded for defense and 
prosecution activities are included in the "courts" 
category, even though they often are not a respon
sibility of the judiciary. This is particularly impor
tant to note in light of the recent C\~ims by court 
officials that activities related directly to the judi
ciary are not receiving an adequate share of Safe 
Streets funds. In testimony before the Senate Sub
committee on Criminal Laws and Procedures, Chief 
Justice Howell Heflin of Alabama, Chairman of the 
Federal Funding Committee of the Conference of" 
Chief Justices, indicated that an overall figure of 
six percent would more accurately reflect the fund
ing level for the Itudicial branch. 3' 

When Part d iblock grant funding for the criminal 
justice components is examined on a state-by-state 
basis, wide differences are noted. As Appendix V-3 
(p. 169) shows, support for police activities ranges 

from 15 percent in the District of Columbia and 22 
percent in New York to 60 percent or more in Al
abama, Nevada, New Hampshire and North and 
South Carolina. The courts' share ranges from six 
percent in Montana and Puerto Rico to 22 percent 
Or more in Delaware, the District of Columbia and 
Missouri. Similarly, the percentage of block grant 
funds awarded in the corrections area varies from 
10 percent in South Carolina to 36 percent in New 
York and 37 percent in the Virgin Islands. 

Figure V-2 indicates the breakdown of direct state 
and local criminal justice expenditures by functional 
areas as compared with Safe Streets funding. Al
though the large amount of funds in the "other" 
category somewhat distorts the findings, it appears 
that smaller percentages of Part C block grant funds 
have been used in the police and courts categories 
than would be expected from the overall pattern of 
state/local outlays. This difference could result from 
the large am'ounts of personnel expenditures by j'PO
lice departments and the courts, whichdhe'Safe 
Streets Act specifically discourages. In making this 
comparison, it should be noted that there is no par
ticular reason why Safe Streets awards should fol
low the pattern of state and local criminal justice 
funding. Indeed, given the emphasis in the act on 
corre'ctions and juvenile delinquency programs and 
innovative activities, it is not surprising that dif
ferences would appear. At the same time, these fig
ures partially refute the charge that the SPA fund
ing decisions merely reflect the relative power posi
tion of the various components of the criminal jus
tice system within each state. 

In an attempt to gauge the nature of the activities 
supported with Safe Streets funds, SPAs were asked 
to describe their projects according to the extent 
that they were "innovative." The replies from 44 
states indicate that, in the opinion of the SPAs, nine 
percent of their projects represented pilot or demon
stration efforts that had never been attempted any
where. Fifty percent were programs that had never 
been attempted in the state, of which 21 percent 
vvere classified as innovative and 29 percent as gen
erally accepted undertakings. The rema~ning 41 per
cent represented generally accepted programs and 
activities that had already been impleme:ilted in oth-

\' 
er parts of the state. 

These figures are similar to the results of the anal
ysis of a sample of grants in the 10 states selected 
for field study. That analysis also revealed, however, 
that more t~an two-thirds of the activities that had 
be~n implenilented in other areas of the state. had not 
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Figure V-1 

Trends in Police, Courts, and Corrections 
Safe Stre~ts Block Grant Funding 

FY 1969-1975 

70~"~""~"~"~"~""~ 

69 70 71 72 

Fiscal Year 

73 

'Source: LEAA Grants Management Information System'data 

Percent 70 

60 

74 75 

* 

Figure V-2 

Comparison of State and Local Direct Criminal Justice 
Outlays with Safe Streets Funding, by Functional Component 

58% 

SSA = Total Safe Streets Awards FY 1969-1975" 

SIL = State and local expenditurE!ls for crlmln~1 justice 
in FY 1973. FY 1973 flglir)s were used 
beqause they are the ml)st recent data 
available. There have been only slight 
deviations from these percentages over the 
previous five years, •• 

'Source: LEA A Grants Management In(ormatlon System 

• • Source: Expenditure and Employment Data lor the 
Criminal Justice System FY 1972-73. 

Functional Component 
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been attempted in the jurisdiction receiving the 
funds, 

When asked to estimate the percentages of their 
projects that could be classified· as routine activities 
of state or local agencies and ordinarily would be 
supported by state or local funds, as against those 
tha t wou Id be classified as supplemental activities 
not normally supported by such funds, the SPAs 
believed that approximately three-fourths were sup
plemental and fewer than one-fourth were routine 
undertakings. 

General Revenue Sharing Funds 

As part of ACIR's surveys, SPA and local of
ficials were asked to compare the criminal justice 
activities supported with Safe Streets funds with 
those supported with general revenue sharing (GRS). 
Other studies orG RS have indicated that a sub
stantial percentage of such monies (perhaps as much 
as one-third) has been used for public safety. 4 Given 
this situation and the urging from some quarters to 
change the Safe Streets block grant program into 
a revenue sharing approach, a comparison of the 
uses of the two funding sources is warranted. 

Most SPAs either dkl not know the extent to 
which GRS had been usdd for criminal justice ac
tivities or thought that very few if any revenue shar
ing dollars went for such purposes. Twelve SPAs, 
however, reported that G RS funds supported cem
struction and renovation of police. court, and cor
rections facilities, and "one-time" expenditures such 
as hardware purchases. Two thought that G RS funds 
also had made personnel additions possible. Five 
SPAs also indicated that revenue sharing had been 
used to support routine operations of law enforce
ment agencies, to supplant local budget efforts and 
to reduce the tax burden of localities. Safe Streets 
funds, on the other hand, were used to support pro
grams with little or no emphasis on construction, 
according to the SPAs. 

When asked to describe the differences, if any, in 
the way G RS and Safe Streets dollars had been 
used, 206 localities responding indicated the follow
ing: 

GRS Funds are Used for: . 

• Support of normal operations, existing 
programs or salaries of local personnel 
(67); 

• Capital expenditures and equipment pur
chases (58); 

• Support of law enforcement projects when 
Safe Streets funds are not available (26); 

• Property tax relief or to avoid budget def
icit (10); 

• Other than criminal justice purposes (10). 

Safe Streets Funds are Used for: 

• New or innovative programs or programs 
to improve the criminal justice system 
(65); 

• Specific projects, operations and services 
as opposed to capital expenditures (48); 

• Equipment and hardware (26); 
• Police activities (10). 

These findings are consistent with other studies 
of the public safety uses of G RS, particularly the 
large amounts of revenue sharing funds used for cap
ital outlays and the support or expansion of existing 
services.s 

A recent study of the use of GRS funds for law 
enforcement by the Brookings Institution confirms 
ACIR survey results.6 The Brookings study found 
that, although substantial amounts of GRS funds 
were officially reported as being used for public safe
ty and law enforcement purposes, less than one quar
ter of this amount went for new. additional spending 
for public safety, The remainder was used for a vari
ety of other purposes, including tax cuts or stabiliza
tion, program maintenance or the restoration of 
Federal aid. The study concludes that law enforce
ment, possibly because of its high visibility and po
li~ical appeal, is an area in which the official desig
nations for G RS funds may not always reflect new 
expenditures but may be a substitute for local funds 
diverted to other uses. 

The study also revealed that capital expenditures 
predominated over operational expenditures among 
new uses for GRS funds, although there w~s a strong 
shift toward operational purposes from 1973 to 1974, 
the two years considered in the Brookings study. 
This change may reflect the fulfillment of most cap
ital needs or the increased fiscal pressures that force 
localities to use G RS funds to cover operating ex
penses. The fact that those jurisdictions facing great
er liscal pressures report more expenditures for pub~ 
lie safety operation and maintenance suggests th~ 
latter possibility. These fiscally hard-preli:>ed juris
dictions also show the greatest differen\~ls between 
G RS funds reportedly spent on law enfo1.'l':ement and 
those actually allocated, reflecting both the wide-

spread substitution of GRS funds for local revenues 
and the problem of tracking revenue sharing expend
itu res. 

The Bl'ookings study also found a strong reluc
tance among local officials to use GRS funds to ini
tiate long-term programs, and a preference fOr one
time expenditures, due to the fear of termination of 
G RS funding. The authors speculated. however, that 
this concern may be used as an excuse by some local 
officials who wish to use G RS funds for construction 
purposes rather than risk the defeat of a bond issue. 

[n summary, a comparison of ACIR's findings 
concerning the use of LEAA block grant funds with 
the findings of the Brookings Institution study sug
gests the following: 

1. Much less G RS funds are used for new 
law enforcement activities than we are 
led to believe from local actual use re
ports. 

2. GRS support for law enforcement takes 
the form of capital items and one-time 
expenditures, which entail no long-term 
commitment. Safe Streets block grant 
funds, on the other hand, are more often 
used for new service activities that have 
not been attempted before in the recip
ient jurisdiction. 

3. G RS funds are often used interchange
ably with and as a supplement to local 
revenues in supporting normal opera
tions, whereas Safe Streets funds are 
more often used for new non-routine ac
tivities and are not used interchange
ably with local revenues. 

When asked whether the SPA or the RPU have 
played any role in de~ermining the use of GRS funds 
at the state or local levels, only three percent of 1,096 
city and county officials and none of the SPAs. 
thought that this had occurred. One-third of 336 
RPUs, on the other hand, reported that they played 
some role in influencing the use of local GRS funds, 
but only seven percent of the localities responding 
and two SPAs (Illinois and Delaware) thought that 
the RPU had played a part in these decisions. ACIR 
field interviews indicated that this role was usually 
limited to providing assistance and information to 
law enforcement and criminal justice officials. In 
some cases the RPU staff would work with local 
officials to encourage the use of GRS funds to sup
port activities that were no longer receiving Safe 

;7 

Streets funds. This r4(inforces the impr~,~siQ:fi·gait\ed 
in the ACIR case stll~ies that the SPAS\~,\~ RPUs' 
foclls their planning I) efforts almost exduS'l'vcly on 
the distribution of Safe Streets funds. 

An issue in all federal grant programs is whether 
they stimulate fudher spending by state and)' local 
governments or are used as a substitute for existing 
state and local expenditures, thereby reducing the 
amount (or percentage) of state and local outlays in 
the area. The rather sharp distinction in the use of 
Safe Streets and GRS funds, which was also found 
during the field visits, is significant. It indicates that 
Safe Streets dollars are used to stimulate new and 
innovative efforts rather than as a substitute for 
present local criminal justice expenditures. In con-
trast, GRS funds have been used far more often to 
substitute for local revenues in supporting normal 137 
operations and existing programs, particularly con
struction projects, This stimulative impact was an 
important goal of the Safe Streets Act, and it ap-
pears 'to have been communicated to the 10calleveI. 

In an attempt to gather additional information on 
the stimulativ6 or substitution effects, state and local 
expenditures were examined for any changes that 
might be 'Jttributable to Safe Streets funds. As can 
be seen in Table V-12, state and local expenditures 
remained relatively stable during the years 1971, 
1972 and 1973, the only years fot which reliable data 
were available. 7 It is difficult to say whether the 
slight increase in county expenditures and a similar 
decrease in city expenditures could reflect the stim
ulative and substitution effects of Safe Streets funds 
at those levels. it could well reflect increases in su
burban crime relative to central city crime in those ., 
years. 

Similarly, it is difficult to determine whether the 
decline in the percentage of funds awarded to cor
rections reflects a substitution of Part E funds, which 
were initially distributed in 1971. Given the relatively 
small amount of Safe Streets funds, however, it is 
doubtful whether any major substitution or stimula
tive effect could be expected. 

In response to a survey question regarding the sub
stitution effect of Safe Streets funds, responding 
SPAs indicated tha) direct supplantation of local 
funds with Safe St~ets monies to support routine 
local expenditures rarely occurs. Only four states re
ported that supplantation occurred sometimes at the 
state level and one thought, often; seven SPAs 
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Table V-12 1/ 

State and Local Criminal Justice System Direct Expenditures 
FY 19(;9-1973 I 

19159 1S170 1971 1972 1973 (I 

% % % % % 

By Type of Government· 
U.S., Total 3.2 5.8 8.4 8.3 8.5 
State 4.6 2.9 3"3 3.4 3.6 
Local, Total 12.0 e.6 12.1 11.8 11.9 

Counties NA NA 10.4 10.5 10.9 
Municipalities NA .NA 12,& 12.4 12.2 

By Functional Area"· 
Police 60.4 59.2 57.6 58.1 57.5 
Courts 19.7 19.1 18.2 18.3 18.7 
Corrections 19.9 21.4 23.4 22.4 22.6 
Other 0.4 0.7 1.2 1.2 

NA = Not Available. 
'Crlmlnal Justice direct expenditures as a percent of total ~\tate and local gener&\ expenditures. 

•• Percent of stale and local direct criminal Justice expendrhjr/:)~ ~warded to pollee, courts. corrections and other. 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice and U.S., Department of CO'jmerce. Expenditure and Employment Data for tile Criminal Justice 
System, 1970-71, 1971-72,1972-73 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Of (ice). 

thought it occurred sometimes at the local level. 
Similarly 10'1\' estimates of the extent of substitution 
were offered by local and regional officials. Of 1,226 
cities and counties responding to thj,s question, 19 
(two percent) indicated that supplantation occurred 
often, while 136 (11 percent) thought that it hap
pened sometimes. Of the 349 RPUs respo'hding, 
nine (three percent) indicated that a substitution ef
fect was a common fiscal result at the local level and 
41 (12 percent) thought that it sometimes occurred. 
However, the RPU responses differed from the SPA 
replies in that more RPUs (36 percent) claimed that 
supplantation occurred either often or sometimes at 
the state level more frequently than at the local level 
(14 percent). More SPAs (eight) thought that the 
substitution of Safe Streets funds for those of recip
ient jurisdictions took place at the local rather than 
at the state level (four). This pattern could simply 
be a case 'of each level of. government magnifying 
the alleged transgressions of the other. 

DISTRIBLITION OF PART C 
DISCRETIONARY FUNDS 

It is useful to compare the distribution of block 
grant funds and LEAA discretionary monies, which 

':,\ 

account for 15- percent of Part C and SO percent of 
Part E appropti.:ltions and are distributed by the 
LEAA administrator, In effect, discretionary funds 
represent categ~rical grant.s from the Federal gov
ernment. Appendix V-4 (p. 170) shows the discre
tionary funds received by each state over the past 
seven years, together with the state's percentage of 
the total population which, as indicated earlier, is 
the basis for annual block grant allocations to the 
states. 

Several of the larger states (Pennsylvania, Illinois, 
California) received a smaller percentage of discre
tionary funds than their pOl)Ulation ranking, while 
some of the moderately populous stMes (Colorado, 
New Jersey, Georgia) and the Distri'ct of Columbia 
receive.1 a larger proportion. Yet, it should be (noted ~ 
that. all three of these latter states cI~ntained Im'pact 
Cities, which received a total of mote than $40 mil
lion of LEAA discretionary funds. 

Viewing the data another way, 0 f the 50 states and 
the District of Columbia, the 18 s,mallest contained 
seven percent of the population, yet received 16 per
cent of the discretionary funds. On the other hand, 
the nine largest states had 51 perc(mt of the popula
tion, but were awarded 46 percent ot' the discretion
ary funds. Discretionary funds, then, have be~n di-
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Table V-1S 
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Distribution of Part C and E* ,J)iscretionary and Block Grant Funds, 
by Percent Awarded to Type of Recipient 

~ (', FY 1969-1975 

\\ \.,pe of 
'I\., Funds 
'\~ ; ,Ii 
"I,L ParI C Fund~l'vf 
\, DI~,cre.tWtary 
~~:~~rJranl 
ParI E Funds 

Discretionary 
Dlock Grant 

Total 

Federal State 

o/~, % 

42 
0 35 

0 60 
0 74 

Clthis Counties 
Private 

Agencies 

% % % 
~? 

35 15 7 
33 30 3 

20 17 3 
5 20 1 

Discretionary 1 48 30 16 6 
Block Grant 0 37 31 29 3 

• Part E funds represent those funds ap~~~ted under Part I: of the Safe Streets Act and designated for the sup\)ort of specified correc
tions activities. A separate dlscussla~\ of Part',~ funding Is presented In Ii subsequent section. 

Source: GMIS data. 
~, 11 
'''~~) 

rected mOre toward the smaller ru~al states than the 
larger urban states. The small state supplemental 
allocations, made annually by LEAA f~om discre
tionary funds to the 15 smallest states and territories, 
probably account for this pattern. These al1ocati6hs 
have totaled almost $38 million since 1971. 

Yet, as was noted earlier, it was not the intent of 
Congress to have LEJ.\A discretionary funds dis
tributed on a population basis. Therefore, the above 
analysis may be less significant than a comparison 
of the distribution of block grant as against discre
tionary funds among different types of recipients. 
Table V-J3 compares the distribution of these two 

types of funds among the state agencies, cities, coun, 
ties and private agencies. (Private agencies usually 
represent independent, non-profit agencies su~h as 
the YMCA, YWCA, Big Brothers, Urban League, 
Goodwill Industries, neighborhood youth organiza
tions, crisis intervention and counseling centers, drug 
and alcohol agencies, etc.) 

Clearly, state and private agencies have received 
proportionately more discretionary than block grant 
funds. The reverse applies to counties, possibly be
cause LEAA has awarded it large percentage of its 
Part E discretionary funds ~to states because of their 
strong role in corrections.ll 

Q~~--____________ ~ ________ ~r:~ 

. \~~·---~-a-bl-e-V---14-----------' ----------------------~ 

Distribution of P~~ C Discretionary and Block Grant Funds 
by Percent Aw~a(d to Criminal Justice Components 

FY 1969-1975 

Police Courts Correctlon~ . C~mblnatlons 

:~r Non-C.J. 
Agencies 

~~ % % 
'h 

% % 
Discrellonary 38 18 '12 26 .. ~ 6 Block Grant 42 14 24 12 ~~ 

Source: GMIS data. ,_,JI 
"",./ 
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In Appendix V"5 (p. 171), the allocation of discre" 
tionary funds to cities and counties of different pop
ulation categ9ries is shown vis-a-vis block grants. 
Unlike Part C dollars, which are distributed roughly 
proportional to population and crime rates, discre" 
tionary funds are chiefly targeted on large urban 
areas. More than 68 percent of the discretionary 
funds disbursed to substate units between 1969 and 
1975 was awarded to cities and counties over 250,000 
population, which contained a total .of 29 percent 
of the population. Seven percent was given to local" 
ities under 50,000, which account for 49 percent of 
the nation's inhabitants. Thus, despite the fact that 
discretionary funds appear to be Ch:~\ected toward 
the smaller states, it seems that at the local level, • 
the overwhelming majority of discretionary funds 
is awarded to the larger urban areas. 

Comparing the distribution of block grant and 
discretionary funds among the different components 

140 of the criminal justice system is made difficult by 
the fairly sizeable amounts of funds that have been 
awarded to multi-purpose undertakings, especially 
under the discretionary program (notably the Im
pact Cities effort). The data in Table V-14 indicate 
that, aside from the awards given to such joint ef" 
forts, the greatest percentages of Part C discretion
ary and block grant funds are awarded to the police 
area. The next highest percentage of discretionary 
funds is aw~rded to the cO~lrts, and the next highest 
percentage of block grants, to corrections. This pat
tern could result from the large percentage of Part 
E discretionary funds available for corrections which, 
in turn, allows LEAA to concentrate Part C discre
tionary funds on police and courts. 

To determine the SPAs' views regarding LEAA 
discrelionary grants in their states, they were queried 
as to the percentage of these funds that had been 
used for various program purposes. Table V"15 high
lights the range of responses from 40 SPAs. In the 
view of the SPAs, only a small percentage of discre
tionary funds has been used for existing programs or 
to build local support. The greater proportion has 
supported innoyative and research programs and 
filled gaps in block grant funding. 

Local officials, responding to the ~ame question 
phrased slightly differently, responded' similarly, as 
can be seen in Table V-16. 

This basic agreement between local officials and 
the SPAs tends to confirm the case study findings 
that discretionary funds are more often used to sup
port innovative projects and research efforts than 

\l 

Use 

Table V-15 

SPA Views on the Use of LEAA 
Discretionary Funds 

October 1975 

To continue support of existing programs 
To support Innovative programs 
To fill gaps in block grant funds 
To build local Jurisdiction support for 

the programs 
Research, demonstration and pilot programs 

Percent" 

7.7 
41.4 
29.1 

4.6 

27.5 

'These percentages total more than 100 percent because of multiple 
responses by some stales. 
Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

to continue existing programs or to build local juris
dictional support for Safe Streets. 

It should be noted that there have been charges 
that LEANs discretionary funds have been used in 
some instances to buy political support for the pro" 
gram from certain larger jurisdictiQns8 and interest 
groups.9 For instance, it has been suggested that the 
two large discretionary grants awarded to the City 
of Philadelphia under Mayor Frank Rizzo were de
signed to garner Rizzo's support for President 
Richard M. Nixon in the 1972 election campaign. 
The amount of funds awarded to the 26 largest cities 
relative to the amount of population and crime in 
those cities was examined in an effort to discover 
whether there were any significant differences in the 
distribution of discretionary funds based on the po
litical affiliation of the mayors or their support of 
President Nixon. While it was difficult to analyze 
the data becausf.\ of the relatively large amounts of 
funds awarded to eight cities under the Impact Cities 
program (only one of which was under Republican 
control) there does not appear to be any systemat
ically unusual flow of funds to either the small num
ber of Republican mayors or to other mayors who 
supported the President in 1972. Excluding monies 
distributed to the Impact Cities, the allocation of 
discretionary funds to the 26 cities over 500,000 pop
ulation closely reflects the amount of crime and pop
ulation in t.hose cities, as shown in Table V" 17. A 
closer examination of pre- and post"election-year 
discretionary funding (1971 and 1973) also shows no 
distribution along political lines. Although these 

"i'"" 
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Table V-16 

Local Views on the Use of LEAA Discretionary Funds 

Octo~er 1975 

Use 

To support 
o existing programs 

To support 
innovative programs 

To build local 
Jurisdictional support 

Research, demonstratron 
and pilot programs 

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

Always 
or Often 

% 

13 

31 

10 

23 

Some- Rarely 
times or Never 

% % 

13 52 

19 29 

15 50 

18 39 
)--\ 

Table V-17 

Distribution of Part CDiscretionary Fun(fs to Cities Over 500,000 
by Political Affiliation of Mayor (Impact Cities Excluded) 

Democrats 
Republicans ., 
Uberal-Indep •• 
Unknown 

Population In 
CIties With Mayors 

Registered as: 

% 

69 
6 

23 
i 

FY 1969·1975 

Crime In ClUes 
With Mayors 

Registered as: 

% 

69 
6 

22 
2 

Not 
Applicable 

% 

~ -2 

20 

26 

21 

Funds AWarded to' 
ClUes With Mayors 

Registered as: 

. 0/. 

70 
5 

24 
1 

'The large percentage of population In cities having Liberal or Independen\ mayors consists primarily of the New York. City population un-
der Mayor Lindsay from 1969 tei 1973. ",' 

Source: GMIS data. 

Federal 
State 
Cities 
Counlles 
Private agencies 

TOTAL 

I.' T~,ple V"18 

Distribution of Part E Funds, by Type of Recipient 
FY 1971·1975 

Formula 

$ % 

o 0.0 
90,869,747 74.0 

5,706,738 5.0 
24,040,858 20.0 

1,475,532 1.0 
122,092,875 

Dlscrellonary ,.j 

':. $ 0/0 

542,707 0,3 
126,289,872 60.0 
42,723,597 20.0 
35,~04,4 79 17.0 

5,238,206 2.0 .. 
209,998,861 

Note: Because in each fiscal year 50 percent of Part E funds are granted to the states by formula and 50 percent are retained by LEAA 
and distributed In the form of discretionary grants, the differences Tn the totals shown above reflect both a slower rate of Using Part 
E funds and a lower degree of GMIS reporting by the states. While almost all Part E discretionary funds have been awarded and 
reported to GMIS, less than 70 percent of the Part E formula funds have been awarded, and less than 80 p~rcent of the funds 
awarded have been reported t~'GMIS. 

Source: GMIS data. 
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data do not rule out the possibility that political con~ 
siderations other than party affiliation or support 
for President Nixon could have affected the alloca
tion of discretionary funds, it does appear that these 
two factors did not substantiall)' affect this pattern. 

DISTRIBUTION OF PART E FUNDS 

In the 1971 amendments, in response to increasing 
pressures to direct funds toward the expansion and 
improvement of rehabilitative and correctional serv
ices, Congress added a special Part E category of 
funds to the Safe Streets Act; the amounts available 
have ranged from 15 to 20 percent of the total Part 
C block grant appropriation. Part E funds are used 
solely for corrections-related activities. Fifty percent 
of these funds are grants allocated to the stutes ac
cording to a population-based formula. The remain
der are discretionary funds, used by LEAA for direct 
grants to state and \c)cal governments. 

Table V-IS indicates the percentages of Part E 
dollars awarded by the states to various local units 
over the past four years as compared to discretionary 
funds. A slightly greater percentage of Parl E for
mula grants is awarded to counties,. and a greater 
percentage of Part E discretionary funds is awarded 
to cities. Unlike Part C distribution; mOre Part E 
formula grants than dis~retionary funds are awarded 
to state agenGies. 

A comparison between corrections expenditures by 
different levels of government and the distribution 
of Part E funds (Table V -19) tends to confirm that, 
relative to state and lobal corrections outlays (FY 
73), the states have received the major share of for-

mula grant awards. LEAA, on the other hand, has 
devoted a greater percentage of Part E discretionary 
dollars to cities. Under both funding sources, coun
ties received less than a proportionate share. Yet, as 
was mentioned earlier, it is debatable whether Safe 
Streets funds necessarily should follow the overall 
pattern of state and local corrections expenditures. 

Appendix V-6 (p.l72) shows the percent of Part 
E discretionary funds received by each state relative 
to its portion of the nation's population. There ap
pears to be no particular trend other than that many 
of the larger, more urban states (California, New 
York; Pennsylvania, Michigan) appear to receive a 

, smaller percentage of the Part E discretionary funds 
than their population rank would indicate. However, 
the figures in Table V-2Q indicate that, as is the case 
with Part C monies, the majority (63 percent) of the 
Part E discretionary funds is awarded to local juris
dictions over 250,000. Only 32 percent of the. Part 
E formula grant.s go to such areas. As would be ex
pected, formula grants more closely reflect the dis
tribution of both population and crime, while discre
tionary funds focus 'on large urban areas experienc
ing the worst crime problems and on small, rural 
states. 

ADMINISTRATION OF 
SAFE STREETS FUNDS 

, Block grant funds awarded by LEAA to the, states 
are in turn subgranted by the SPA to state agencies 
and local governments (and in some cases t9 non
profit agencies and regional planning units) for car
rying out various crime reduction ot system improve-

Table V-19 

Distribution of Part E and Direct Corrections Expenditures, by Type of Government 
FY 1971-1975 

State/Local 
Direct Corrections 

F'ormula* Discretionary * Total Expenditures * * 

% % % % 

State 74 60 66 60 

Cities 5 20 15 11 

Counties 20 17 18 29 

Private agencies 2 2 0 

~\ 
• Source: GMIS data • 

•• U.S. Department of Justice and ·U.S. Department of Commerce. Expend/(ure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System, 

1972-73 (WashIngton. D.C.: Govornment Printing Office. 1975), Table 7. p. 30. 
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Table V-20 \] 

Distribution of Part E Discretionary and Formula Funds 
by Population Size of Recipient Jurisdiction 

FY 1969-1975 

CIties'" Counties'" Tolal cllies/Ceunliell'·' 

Size' 0' Percenlo' Perc.!!J:ltQl ______ p.ercent 0' Percent of Percent 01 Percent 0' Percenlo' Percent of 
Population Population' Crlme~' -'Formula Funds Dlscr(!tlonary Formula Funds ";Dlscretlonary ('FormU!a FUnds Discretionary 

Over 1,000,000 13 18 40 9 8 '2 ,14 6 
500-1,000,000 9 14 13 59 11 13 12 38 
250-500;000 7 11 8 15 6 25 6 19 
100-250,000 10 14 6 6 18

7 

21 16 13 
50-100,000 12 14 4 2 14 6 12 4 
25-50,000 12 12 8 2 5 6 5 4 ,; 
10-25,000 15 11 3 2 12 10 10 6 
1-10,000 22 7 3 1 18 9 ~5 5 
Unknown 15 5 8 7 ':9 G 

·U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Oensus, 1970 Census of Population, Vol. I (Washington, D.O.: \overnment Printing 
Office, 1972), Table 6, p. 1-45. . . \ ~"t 

•• U.S, Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime In the Unl/ed Slates 1973: Uniform Crime Reports 1,(Washlngton, ·b.O.: 143 
Government Printing Office, 1973). Table 10. pp. 104-105. 1\ 

'''LEAA GMIS data. \ 

. ment activities pursuant lethe stale's approved an
nual plan. In some states, the plan specifically iden
tifies projects that will be funded~ in others, only 
broad program categories and dollar allocations are . 
set forth. While these basil' approache& rellect the 
degree to which project funding commitments have 
been made during the planning process, all states 
require applications to be developed, reviewed and 

. approved prior to the actual disbursement of funds. 
The grants administration process, while varying 

greatly from state to state, generally consists of four 
major steps: the development of applications by 
potential grantee agenci.~s, the review and approval 
of applications by regional planning units and the 
SPA, the disbursement of funds, and the fiscal and 
programmatic monitoring of project performance. 
As the comparative analysis of the 10 case study 
states points out, grants administration (the distri
bution, management and control of Safe Streets 
funds) is a major aneL, important SPA function de
manding a significant portion of staff time. 

Based on the SPA responses to the ACIR ques
tionnaij:l!; there appears to be little uniformity among 
the stales as to the frequency with which grants are 
awarded. Six SPAs indicated that this is done week
ly or even morc frequently; at the other extreme, 

, 
Ii 

seven said that grants were awarded only once dur-" 
ing the year. Twenty-six SPAs make these decisions 
on a monthly basis: seven others use either a. bt~ 
monthly or quarterly schedule. Factors influencing 
the frequency of grant awards include the sheer vol
ume of applications to be processed~gJ\le degree 
to which the SPA supervisory board takes-an active 
role'in the review 'Und approval or denial of each 
application. 

Some stales criticize the frequent grant award 
cycles ofl.)ther SPAs, contending that planning func
tions are necessarily r.elegated to secondary import
ance by the contino us review of project applications. 
On the other hand, others believe that awarding 
grants on an annual basis does not ,allow sufficient 
time, for staff and supervisory board members to' 
adequately assess each flPplication, since they. must 
review and decide upon several in a short period of 
time~ Some cities and counties are also critical of 
annual funding, asserting that it restricts their ability 
to respond to changing lopal needs and priorities. 
All these viewpoints ha,vernerit. The key i~sueap
pears to be how best to strike a, balance· between a 
responsive and flexible process and one that is also 
efficient 'and keeps within bounds the demands 
placed on the SPA's lime, attention and energy. 
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Porty-six of the states responding to the ACIR 
questionnaire usually award grants for an average 
duration of one year: two states, fo~, a 14-month pe-

, riod; two states, for two years; and one,'for an aver
age period of three years. A few states noted that 
awarding grants for one-year periods resulted in fre
quent requests for grant extensions, due to start-up 
delays by grantees. A bne-year funding period also 

. results in decisions concerning second-year funding . 
being made with incomplete knowledge about the 

" project's experience. 
Most states have extablished fairly routine pro

cedures for the review and approval of grant applica
tions. Although the application flow differs greatly 
among the states, the following description, although, 
greatly oversimplified, provides a general overview. 
Applications from localities are usually initiated by 
an operating agency' (for example, the police depart
ment), often with the assistance of a local or regional 

144 criminal justice planner. Occasionally SPA staff are 
involved in the preparation of applications. After 
endorsement by the local governing body or chief 
executive, applications are forwarded to the regional 
planning unit for review and comment by staff, sub
committees and policy boards. If the RPU does not 
htWe review authority under Office of Management 
and Budget Circular A-95, the application must also 
be sent to the appropriate metropolitan or regional 
clearinghouse for review and comment. Subsequent
ly, applications are transmitted to the SPA where 

. the staff reviews them from the'standpoint of com
pliance with LEAA technical and administrative re
quirements and SPA policies, budgetary' feasibility, 
adherence to the annual plan and programmatic 
merit. Some applications are sent to other state agen
cies for their review and comment, such as proposed 
drug and alcohol programs. Finally, applications 
.'(or summaries) are transmitted to the supervisory 
board with the SPA staff recommendation to ap
prove or deny. The process for state applications is 
essentially the same with the exception of the review 
by regional planning units, although some states 
have procedures whereby regions comment on state 
applications having a local impact. 

SPAs were asked to estimate the number of weeks 
required for specific steps, in the award process. 
While there were wide variations among the states, 
the estimated average time for local applications was 
as follows: 4.4 weeks to develop the application, 3.1 
,weeks for review and approval by the RPU, 3.2 
weeks for A-95 clearance, 5.6 weeks for review and 
approval by the SPA, and 4.9 weeks from this time 

of award until the receipt of funds by the subgranlee. 
The total time, from' development of the application 
through the receipt of fund~, was estimated at 18.4 
w(!eks. This does not equ~) the total time of the 
above steps because some of the steps take place 
concurrently. 

The elapsed time for the award of state agency 
grants is somewhat less than that for local applica
tions, probably because there is nO need for RPU 
review. The average SPA estimates of the time for 
various steps in the review process for state applica
tions was as follows: 5.0 weeks for the development 
of the application, 3.4 weeks for A-95 clearance, 5.7 

. weeks for SPA review and approval, and 4,9 weeks 
from the time of award until the receipt of funds by 
the subgrantee. The total time for state applications 
was estimated at 15.3 weeks. (Again, some of the 
above steps take place concurrently.) 

Although delays in the award process were at one 
tin')e a major concern in the Safe Streets program, 
the SPA directors surveyed indicated that there are 
presently no significant problems of this type,'i 

The most frequently mentioned reasons given for 
the delays that had occurred in the award process 
were: (I) poorly developed or incomplete applica
tions requiring revisions by either the SPA or the 
applicant, (2) the need to wait for the next RPU or 
SPA meeting to approve grant funds, (3) the A-95 
review process, and (4) the slowness of some state 
disbursing and accounting systems. 

As a result of earlier complaints about delays in 
grant processing, in a 1973 amendment to the act, 
Congress required that all applications be approved 
or disapproved by the SPA in whole or in part with
in 90 days of their receipt by the SPA. Failure to do 
so within this period results in the automatic ap
proval of the grant and the award of funds. 

ACIR's local survey [bund that 37 percent of the 
1,176 jurisdictions responding to a question on the 
incidence of major delays in the grant award pro
cess since 1973 gave an affirmative answer. Thus, 
despite the development by all SPAs of procedures 
to insure that applications are acted upon within the 
prescribed period, some problems still appear to 
exist. During the field studies, for example, several 
local officials commented that' the 90-day rule may I' 
have unintentionally increased the delays in the re- i : 

l' . 
view process by forcing the SPAs to reject and re- 1 . 
turn applications with minor deficiencies rather than C \ 

risk the expiration of the 90-day period. At the same 
time, all states claimed that they approve or disap
prove all applications within 90 days. Only three , 

I' ; , 

UnIted States, Totals 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dlst. 01 Columbia 
FlorIda 
GeorgIa 
HawaII 
Idaho 
illinois 
Indiana' 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New MeXico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
American Samoa 
Guam 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin ISlands 

Table V~21 
Part B Planning Funds as a Percentage 

of Total Part B, C and E Block Grants Funds 
FY 1976 

(In Thousands) 

Part B, Part B ,. 
C and E Funds Funds 

522375 60000 

8718 1016 
993 276 

5180 677 
5089 668 

49813 4954 
8303 768 
7599 909 
1577 332 
3540 369 

18806 1983 
11774 1309 
2220 394 
2065 379 

27048 2773 
12942 1421 
1078 859 
5639 721 
8194 966 
9199 1062 
2696 439 
9987 1138 

14131 1535 
21968 2285 
9544 1095 
5766 733 

11654 1297 
1954 368 
3883 553 
1524 327 
2108 383 

17777 1886 
2840 453 

43958 4393 
12936 1420 

1725 346 
26008 2673 

6612 814 
5531 711 

28695 2930 
2523 423 
6744 827 
1838 357 

10038 1143 
28614 2923 
2963 465 
13','9 307 

11836 1315 
8442 990 
4496 612 

11105 1245 
1047 281 
272 207 
423 221 

6996 851 
376 217 

Part B 
Funds as a Percent of Tota!, 

Part B, C and E Funds .' 

11,5 

11.7 
27.8 
13.1 
13.1 
9.9 
9.2 

12.0 
21.1 
10,4 
10.5 
11.1 
17.7 
18.4 
10.3 
11.0 
12.1 
12.8 
11.8 
11.6 
16.3 
11.4 
10.9 
10.4 
11.5 
12.7 
11.1 

" lB.8 
14.2 
21,5 
18.2 
10.6 ' 
15.6 

}O.O 
~ho 

20.1 
:' 10.3 

12.3 
12.9 
10.2 
16.8 
12.3 
19.4 

~711.4 

"10.2 
15.7 
23.3 
11.1 
11.7 
13.6 
11.2 
26.8 
76.1 
52.2 
12.2 
57;7 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, FY 1916 Planning Guidelines. 
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(Missouri, New Mexico and Pennsylvania) reported 
having to award funds to a project because of the 
expiration of the 90-day period. Thus, the question 
of whether there are major delays in the SPA grant 
award process appears to be a matter of interpreta
tion and jurisdictional viewpoint. 

Administrative Cost of ,the 
Safe Streets Program 

One of the most troublesome aspects of assessing 
Federal grant programs is their administrative cost. 
Safe Streets is no exception. Perhaps the most use
ful way to do so is to measure the costs associated 
with the delivery of funds from LEAA through the 
SPAs and RPUs to local recipients. This is, facil
itated by the congressionally mandated division of 
funds between Part B-to be used for planning and 
administration at the state, regional and local lev
els - and Parts C and E- to be used for action 
grants to state and local agencies. The $60 million 
of Part B funds (FY 1976) used by SPAs, RPUs and 
certain local agencies for planning and administra
tion represent 11.5 percent of the total Part B, C 
and E block grant funds. This is a rough approxima .. 
tion of an administrative cost rate. (See Table V-21.) 

As can be expected from the minimum base fof.:
mula for Part B distribution and the addition of the 
small states' supplement, the administrative cost 
rate is usually higher in states with small popula
tions. For example, the administrative cost t:ate, is 
more than 20 percent in Alaska, Delaware, Nevada, 
North Dakot~, Vermont and Wyoming. Of the $60 
million of FY 1976 Part B funds allocated to the 
states, $24,577,437 (41 percent) was passed through 
to support the planning and administrative activities 
of regional planning units and large localities. 

While this 11.5 percent figure gives some idea of 
the administrative cost, the formula excludes several 
items from consideration. Many states use some Part 
C funds to support criminal justice coordinating 
councils, regional planning councils, other local plan
ning efforts and evaluation activities. While Part C 
funds may also be used for coordination and t'\(alua
tion purposes, coordination and evaluation costs are 
considered to be administrative costs under most ac
counting methods. The match provided for Federal 
funds is also excluded here. In several states, the 
SP A receives state appropriations to administer the 
program, above and beyond the Federal funds and 
the required state match. Other state agencies, such 
as the treasurer's office or department of personnel, 

also provide services to SPAs that are considered to 
be administrative costs but are not included in these 
figures. Thus, the 1 1.5 percent figure could be viewed 
as a conservative estimate. 

Determination of the activities to be in.cluded in 
an administrative cost rate is a very complex mat
ter. Some SPAs believe the development of a com
prehensive plah ;>to be of intrinsic value and do not 
associate its formulation with the allocation and ad
ministration of funds. Other SPAs consider plan de
velopment costs to be necessary in order to receive 
and distribute action funds. Part B doIlars also often 
support SPA a~tivities, such as legislative initiatives, 
which are not related to Safe Streets funding. The 
difficulty in attributing various costs to administra
tion becomes even greater when subgrantee adminis
trative costs, both direct and indirect, are taken into 
acc(.lunt, but these of necessity are excluded for pur
poses of this analysis. 

In addition to the 11.5 percent of block grant 
funds used for administration of the program, LEAA 
spends an additional two percent of the total ap~ 
propriations for the Safe Streets Act as amended 
(see Table V-22). The administrative cost of the pro
gram has been increasing consistently at the national 
level even as the overall level of appropriations has 
stabilized. 

The administrative cost rate at the Federal level 
is of the same magnitude as that found in the Head
start program (2.0 percent) and the Federal-aid 
Highway program (2.3 percent), but more than that 
found for some others, such as Title I of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act (0.1 percent) and 
the National School Lunch program (0.2 percent).10 
However, caution should be exercised in directly 
comparing Safe Streets with these programs, since 
different definitions may be used in determining 
their administrative cost, and they are categorical 
rather than block grants. 

Matching Provisions 

Another recurrent issue in the administration of 
Safe Streets funds is matching. Under the 1968 Safe 
Streets Act, the Federal share for all action pro
grams (other than construction) could be up to 60 
percent of the total cost of each undertaking; the re
maining 40 percent had to be provided from non
Federal sources. However, the 40 percent "match," 
as the non-Federal share is termed, could be pro
vided either in dollars or by "in-kind" goods and 
services. The 1971 amendments changed the match-
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Table V-22 
"lL 

LEAA:!Adm~nistrative Costs 

(I n Thousands) 

Year 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

TOTAL 

Level of Total 
Appropriations 

63,000 
268,119 
529,000 
698,919 
841,166 
870,675 
887,171 

$4,158.050 

Appropriations 
for Administration 
and Management 

2,500 
4,487 
7,454 

1 ~ ,823 
15,568 
17,428 
21,500 

$80,760 
<J 

Percent for 
Administration 

and Management 

4.0 

1.4 
1 . .7 

~'~ ': h",9 
'2.0 
, 2.4 

1.9 

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 011l9.e l\lt~~ Comptroller, Budget qlvtslon. 

ing ratio to 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non~ 
Federal (once again, with the exception of construc~ 
lion) and also required that at least 40 percent of) 
the required 25 percent match (or 10 percent of the 
total project costs) be appropriated money (termed 
"hard match"), as opposed to goods and services. In 
1973, Congress once again changed the O1atching 
prOVisions of the act, so that at present up to 90 per
cent of total pl'oject costs may be supported by Fed
eral funds, and at least 10 percent must be provided 
in cash from non~Federal s'ources. "Soft" or in-kind 
match was completely eliminated. The 1973 amend
ments also provided that states "buy in" to local 
projects by providing in the aggregate on~-half of 
the required non-Federal match (or five percent of 
the total project costs). Construction"projects require 
a 50-50 matching ratio, with the non-Federal share 
also to be in cash and with the same buy-in require
ments. Under these provisions, a state generally must 
provide in cash 25 percent of the total costs of a 
local construction project (one half,of the non-Fed-

project costs. Most SPAs thoughtthat there were no 
such differences. However, those that did perceive 
. a change commented that the provision of a cash 
i match caused lOCal officials to be more cautious in 
:iinitiating project~\ with Safe Streets funds and to re-
view proposed projects more carefully. This, they 
believed, resulted in,. greater local commitment to 
the projects and, more willingness to assume costs 
later. They claimed that the cash match was easier 
to administer compared with the in-kind match, 
which posed problems of definition, administ(ation 
and audit. Almost 90 percent of the 1,318 city and 
county respondents to this question also' expressed 
satisfaction with the current matching requiremen,ts. 

,~ eral share). 

Thirty states reported no difficulty in obtaining 
legislative approval of the state buy-in and match
ing funds, while 14 had experienced some difficulty 
and seven (Alabama, Illinois, Louisiana, Missouri, 
Pennsylvania, Vermont and Guam) indicated great 
difficulty. Most problems appear to stem"from in- . 
creasingly tight state budgJ~ts, as well as a lack of un
derstanding by the legislature of the consequences of 
a' cutback in buy-in or matching funds. One state 
(MiSSOUri) attributed its difficulties to legislators' 
resentment of the Safe Streets program. 

I 
! : 
f 
1 
l ~ 
\ ! 
± 

ACIR asked the SPAs to describe any differences 
. they have noticed between the 25 percent irt-kind 
matching requirements in effect prior to 1973 and 
the current 10 percent cash matching requirements, 
particularly in terms of applicants' willingness to 
provide matching funds and ultimately to' assume 

Several states, on the other hand, reported that, 
declining state revenues also are causing legislators 
to take more intei'est in the long-term consequences 
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of starting programs with Safe Streets funds. Four 
(Illinois, New Hampshire, Missouri and North Da
kota) noted that their legislatures have sought greater 
control over Safe Streets funds, often through line
item approval of grants. . 

The change to cash matching requirements ap
pears to have had some effect on the number of re
quests fo-ppart C funds for construction. When asked 
whether this change had curtailed the number of re
quests for this purpose, more than half of the SPAs 
responded affirmatively: five SPAs said if,hftcl elim
inated all requests; 11 stated it had reduced'thcm 
sharply; four indicated a moderate reduction; seven 
believed the decline h~:d been only slight; and t9' 

" said there had been no change. 

Fund Flow 

The comparatii'l(: analysis of th\} 10 case study 
states and the qui~~tionnaire responses both indicate 
that most SPAs \~, believe effective planning in the 
early years of thelj program was hindered by the ini
tial rapid influx of Part C funds. Thirty SPAs rated 
this growth as OItoo rapid;" six as "not rapid 
enough;" and 15 as "about right." One SPA com
mented: "The rapid gNwth in availability of funds 
negated much of the need to develop rational plan
ningand allocation processes. It encouraged the 
spending of money for the sake of moving it, created 
serious carryover problems and reinforced the SPA 
as a money giving agency rather than a criminal 
justice planning agency concerned with the improve
ment of the crimillal justice system . . ." Another 
stated: "The development of a planning process at. 
state and local levels was too complex a function to 
be done quickly and the rapid increase in action 
funds and the pressure to get them out complicated 
the' situation." Still another said: "The program 
didn't allow enough time to develop statistical pro
cedure~~ etc. Worst of~al1, absolutely no groundwork 
was laid for evaluation." 

The extraordinary growth of Federal funds, par
ticularly over the first three years of the program, 
also made it. difficult for a number of states to absorb 
and expend the rapidly increasing grant monies. As 
was mentioned earlier, fund flow has been an issue 
in the Safe Streets program almost since its incep-
tion. . 

Responses from 43 SPAs indicated that in FY 
1972 they reverted almost $4 million in Part C funds 
(about. two percent of the total) back to the Federal 
governme~t. ACIR's survey data, while not com
plete, suggest that the reiative proportion of reverted 

II, 

(or "Iapsed") funds to the total Part C block gl"ant "". 
award has remained fairly stable from FY 1969 to 
FY 1972. Yet, it appears that there is a great deal 
of discrepancy among the states in their ability to 
fUlly utilize Safe Streets monies, in that certain states 
aCCO.unt for a disproportionate share of th~ total 
afho/lnt reverted. Moveover, a few state~em to 

. expe~i~pce more difficulty expending Pa~E COf
rections monies than Part C action funds, perhaps 

'< because of the special requirements placed on use of » the former. These include a requirement that all COf-
;:: rections facilities constructed with Safe Streets funds 

separate juvenile from adult offenders, provide fOf 
treatment of drug and alcohol offenders and con
sult with the National Clearinghouse for Criminal 
Justice Planning and Architecture. 

In order to determine the reasons for fund rever
sion, the SPAs were asked to indicate the factors 
contributing to the problem of lapsed (')r unused 
monies. As can be seen in Table V-23, the primary 
factor in the opinion of the SPA directors is project 
underspending, fOllowed closely by the two-year life 
of block grant funds. Few SPAs thought that a lack 
of applicants or delays,in the application or award 
processes significantly affected the reversion rate. 

Continuation Funding 

Based on responses to the ACIR survey, it ap
pears that almost all (45) SPAs have now established 
policies regarding the number- of years a project /TIay 
be eligible to receive Safe Streets support. Three 
SPAs (Hawaii, Iowa and New Jersey) do not .have 
specific continuation policies (the latter two indicated 
that continuation decisions are handled on'u case
by-case basis), and eight did not respond. Th~e pol-
icies generally range from two to five years, with the ' 
majority (30) calling for a maximum of three,.'years n 
fun,ding with applicants assuming an increasing 'por- II 
tion of the total costs over this period. The ratioi\ale Ii 

,for increasing the required match is to encOluage fI 
state' and local governments to graQ\laUy tlSSlu1\,e II 

·,.~I" greater and greater financial contmitnltmt~~ 5<?", tha~, I! 

when Federal funding terminates, pJ;,6Je~ts' Cf}J\' be'::, Ii 
fully sustained by general revenues. SP~ continua-'::." ;1 
tion policies, however, v~ry greatly in t?eir details. '~\') ~~" 
Many SPAs have prOVided for exceptions to the t~ 11 

policy; for example, in a number of states, technical.:~\ . 
assistance and training activities are not coverecl,'i' h: 
In at least one state, community corrections pr6~,i/' , 
grams may be funded for a longer period than other 
types of activities. Some states also apply mo~e re~ 

il 
Table V-23 

1) 

SPA Directors' Views on Reasons for Reverted Funds 

October 1975 

Two-year ilfe of 
block grant funds 

Slow stariofmany 
projects 

Underspendlng by 
projects 

Lack of applicants 
for funds 

Slow development 
of applications 
by applicants 

Delays in the award 
process 

Primary 
Factor 

No. 0/0 

i£ 30.6 

13 26.0 

15 30.6 

2 4.2 

4 8.2 

1 2.0 

• North Dakota has three-year life of block grant funds. 
Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Strel3ts survey. 

strictive policies to certain program areas, such as 
police-community relations. Two SPAs (Arkansas 
and North Carolina) have adopted different policies 
for state and local projects and one (Arizona) has 
limited Part C funding to a maximum of three years 
While restricting Part E to only two years. 

Although there is a great variation in the nature 
and applicability of these policies, they share a basic 
intent to wean projects from their dependence on 
Federal aid and to insure that the SPA has an ad
equate amount of funds in each fiscal year for initi
ating new program activity. One of the major faotors 
causing. SPAs to adopt specific funding limits and in 
SOme cases to revise earlier, more generous poliCies, 
was the increasing portion of their Part C funds 
implicitly committed to continue projects initiated 
with prior-year Safe Streets funds. For exanlple, in 
FY 1974 four st:\ttes were fac~d with 80 percent or 
more of their biock grant committed to continuation 
grants. Eight SPAs estimated their continuation 
funding to equal or exceed this level for FY 1975. 

The mean percentage of fiscal year funds com
mitted to continuation projects has steadily in-

Contributes Not a Contrl-
0 Somewhat butlng Factor 

No. 0/0 No. % 

23" 46.9 11 \' 22.4 

32 64.0 5 10.0 

31 63.3 3 ,6.1 

/;, 

10 20.8 36 75.0 

,27 55.1 18 36.7 

8 16.S 40 81.6 

creased, from 40.6 percent in FY 1971 to 58.3 per~ 
cent in FY 1974. It tapered off only slightly (56.4 
percent) in FY 1975. In FY 1971, 13 of' the SPA's 
surveyed had 50 percent or more of their block grant 
funds committed to continuation activities. By FY 
1975, this had increased to 30 states. 
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The congressional cutback in FY 1976 Part C 
formula allocations will probably cause the percent
age once again to climb, since most SPAs give prior
ity to continuing projects already initiated. Forty
three °of the SPA directors responding to ACIR's 
stlrvey said that the cutback would affect continua
tion. funding and the initiation of new programJl by 
the SPA. Typical of the directors' comments was 
the following: "Since it is the SPA's policy to sup
port programs for the length of time necessary for 
reasonabfe hopes of success, the projected cutback 
in Part C, funds will limit new programs." Another 
SPA official, citing the impact of inflation, stated: 
"Since mo~~ of our progralDs are alre~dy at or n~ar'" 
minimum etrective funding levels, we 'will need to y 

terminate at;l~ast 30 percent of dUr'i!5'kisting projects ". " 
this year even if we iniHl}t.pno new programs." 

!., 
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Assumption of Cost 

One of the indicators used to assess the impact of 
activities supported by Safe Streets Act funds is the 
extent to which they have been institutionalized and 
their costs assumed by state and local governments. 
ACIR asked the SPAs to rate their success in en
couraging cost assumption. The responses can be 
seen in Table V-24. As this table shows, few SPAs 
believed they had experienced no or very little suc
cess. The majority rated their success as moderate j 

at both the stale and local level. However, it appears 
that, in general, the SPAs believe that greater cost 
assumption is taking place at the state level. 

Each SPA also was asked to estimate the percent-. 
age of projects that has been assumed by state and 
local governments. The mean percentage estimate 
was 64.3 percent, indicating that a fairly high num
ber of long-term projects are continuing to operate 
with !Itate or local government support after Safe 
Streets funding terminates. The percentage of as
sumption ranges from a low of to percent to a high 
of 99 percent. It shoUld be remembered that these 
figures are the estimates of the SPA directors. Gen
erally, however, they are substantiated by the find
ings of the grant sample analysis conducted by 
ACIR in the 10 case study states. 

Moreover, these figures agree with those provided 
by city and county respond(JOts. The mean assump
tion rate of projects initiated with Safe Streets funds 
was quite high. Eighty-three percent of the city pro
jects and 78 percent oCthe county projects were re
ported as continuing with local government support. 

Table V-25 reflects the SPA directors' assessment 

, I 

of the relative importance of various factors in de- 1/ ' 
termining whether or not a project will be assumed 
by a state or local government. As these data show, 
the two most important factors affecting assumption 
are the financial capacity of the governmental unit L; 
and the demonstrated merit of the project. These !r,",::~',_, 
two factors were also by far the most important ones • 
cited by city and county respondents. 

A study of the assumption-of-cost problem by the 1',1 
General Accounting Office (GAO) revealed findings ~ 
similar to those resulting from the ACIR survey of 
SP As. II The continuation policies and practices of 
six states (Alabama, California, Michigan, Ohio, 
Oregon and Washington) were examined and 33 
other states and the District of Columbia were sur
veyed to determine their assumption-of-cost record. 
GAO found that, of 440 long-term projects that were 
initiated with Safe Streets dollars but were no longer 
receiving block grants prior to July I, 1973, 64 per
cent were continuing to operate at expanded or at 
about the same levels. Of these 281 ,projects, 253 
were being supported with state or local funds, While 
28 were being continued with general revenue shar
ing monies or Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare assistance. 

Of the 159 long-term projects that had either 
stopped or significantly reduced operations, 95 mer
ited continuation in the eyes of state and project of
ficials. Lack of state or local funds, due primarily to 
poor cost-assumption planning, was seen as the fac-
tor responsible for non-continuation of 81 percent 
of these projects. 

While GAO considered these findings as evidence 
of "limited success in continuing projects," they 

'I 

Table V-24 

SPA Directors' Views on Assumption-of-Cost Record 

Extent of Success 

Glreat 
Moderate 
V4~ry UWe 
Nlone 

TOTAL 

Source: ACI R 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

October 1975 

State 
No. % 

15 30 
29 58 

5 10 
1 2 

50 100 

p 

yrt 

Local (1 
No,~'-%'~' ri 
{s 20 Ii 

"" 26 59 
9 20 

\ 0 0 
44 99 ,1 

:J 
\ 

II 
) 

·i 

I 
i 

7" - 1 

-------:----------------~T 
!} " 

/1: 
, . 
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Table V-25 

SPA, Directors' Assessment of Factors InfluenCing 
State/Local Assuml,tion of Project Cost 

October 1975 

Ver'l Moderately 
Factor Important Irl1portant 

No. % No. % 

Proven success of 
the project 33 66.0 16 32,0 

Ability of the 
governmental unit 
to support the 
pro/ect 45 90.0 4 8.0 

Functlon~1 area 
of the project 
(police, courts, 
corrections, etc.) 2 4.1 23 46.9 

Innovallveness 
of the project 2 4,0 17 34.0 

Non-contrO'ier-
sial nature of 
tho project 7 14.0 28 56.0 

Polillcal appeal 
or support of 
the prolect :12 44.0 16 32.0 

Source: ACIR 1975 Safe Streets survey. 

could also be interpreted as evidence of surprising 
success, given state and local revenue problems. 

,') 
However, the GAO study also found that the real 
test concerning the assumption of costs will COnie 
in the near future when an increasing number of 
long-term projects receive the last aW!lrd of Safe 
Streets funds under new SPA continuation funding 
policies. 

SUMMARY 

Despite the limitations of the available data, many 
of the more controversial issues involved in the Safe 
Streets program may bf~ seen more clearly in this 
section. The following are some of the more signif
icant findings: 

• COllectively, the larger cities and counties, 
experiencing more serious crime prob
lems, have received a percentage of Safe 
Streets block grant funds in, excess of 
their percentage of population and slight
ly below their percentage of all reported 
crimes. 

Of Utile 
Importance Uillmportant Total 

No. % No. % No. % 

2.0 0 50 100.0 

2.0 0 50 100.0 

CJ 

21 "42.9 3 6.1 49 100.0 

29 58.0 2 4.0 50 100.0 

11 22.0 4 8.0 e50 100.0' 

11 22.0 2.0 50 100.0 

• S,\lfe Streets block grant funding for dif- . 
fe,rent functional areas (police, courts, 
correcti,9ns, etc.) has stabilized over the 
years. Of particular note, the percentage 
of funds awarded to police;activities has 
declined from more than 66 percent in 
1969 to 36 percent in 1974. 

• For the most part, Safe Streets block 
grant funds have been used to support ac
tivities thl.\t are new to the jurisdictions 
receiving the funds, rather than for rou~ 
tine undertakings or as a substitute for 
normal local expenditures. 

• A smull proportion of Safe Streets funds 
has been used to purchase equipment or 
construct facilities, while the overwhelm
ing majority of the tunds hus been used 
to provide law enforcement and criminal 
justice services. .f.J "r'<~ 

• A greater proportion of LEAA discr~,~~(:: .. , 
ary, funds than ~Qlock grant funds ~as 
been directed to ~\ge urban jurisdi{;:tiOhS -, 
and private agencies, with most of;>these 
dollars being used for "innovative projects 
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or research and demonstration activities. 
., A greater percentage of Safe Streets funds 

has been awarded to comlctional activ
ities and a smaller percentage to police 
and courts relative to the di~tribution of 
state and local revenues to these function
al areas. 

• One of the most serious problems facing 
the Safe Streets program is the large 
number of activities continued year after 
vear with Safe Streets funds. While there 
is some evidence to indicate a rather high 
assumption rate, in light of recent eco
nomic trends it is unclear whether state 
and local governments will be able or 
willing to assume the cost of activities af
ter Safe Streets funding term1tiates. 

• With respect to grant administrailon, the 
90-day rul.e app,ears to have an effect on 
expediting processing time, althou&h 

FOOTNOTES 

IThe source of much or the datu presented in this chapter was 
the Grants Management Information System of the Law En
forcement Assistance AdminiStration. An analysis of the GMlS 
data is presented in Appendix V-I, p. 153. 

2The reader should npte that these crime figures arc based only 
on crimes ruported tp the pon".;. Evidence sugge·sts that this 
may represent only tI small percentage of all crimes committed. 
Moreover, some jurisdictions do not report crimes regularly or 
nt all to the FB 1. /1 

3U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Subcom
mittee on Cflmin~J Laws and Procedures, Hearings on the 
Crime Control Act, statement of Chief Justice Howell Hemn, 
Alabama, Chnirman, Federal Funding C\;lmmittce of the Con
ference of Chief Justices, October 22, 1975, p. 9. 

"Richard P. Nathan, Allen D. Manuel, Susannah E. Calkins, 
and Associates, Monitorillg Revellue Sharing (Washington, 
D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1975), pp. 234·260. 

. 5 Ibid •• pp. 244-260. 

some major delays have been reported as 
a result of the A-95 review process, the 
timing of supervisory board meetings and 
different interpretations as !o whether 
this period may be extended by the 
SPA's return of poorly developed aplica
tions. At the same time, several slates 
corttinue to experience fund 110w prob-
~lem~\ and revert monies to the Federal 
government. 

But perhaps the most significant 'jssues regarding 
the ultimate effects of Safe Streets funding remain 
only partly settled: Will the activities initiated with 
Safe Streets funds continue with state and iocal sup
port after SarI} Streets funding ends? Will these pro
grams and project5 have a material effect 01\ pre
venting and reducing crime? Even though the SPAs 
are optimistic, the results to date provide few defini
tive answers to these pivotal questions. 

6Richard P. Nllthan, Dan Crippen, and Andre Jueau, Where 
Have A/( the Dol/ars Gone? (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings 
Institution, 1975). 

7Although data for FY 1%9 and FY 1970 tIre available, differ
ent buses for calculating state und local expenditures wcrll used, 
thus muking the compuris\~n with data from subsequent years 
difficult. 

8Edward J, Epstein, "The Krogh File-The Politics of 'Law 
und Order'." The Pllb/ic Interest. no. 39 (New York: National 
Affairs,lnc.,1975l,pp.IIO-III. 

9 National Journal 7 (Washington, D.C.: Governmenl Research 
Corpomtion, 1975): 1334. ' 

IOU.s. General Services Administration, Office of Fe\lcral Man
agement Policy, Office or Financial Management, Adminis
trative Costs in Federally-Aided Doml!.Wc Progrart/I~' January 
1975. 

lIU.S. General Accounting Office, Compl.roller Gent:~'ul. Report 
to the COllgress: Long-term Impact of Law Enfor~em(!1It ;lj

sistance Grants Can be Improved (WashingtQn, D:C.: Govt:rn
mcnt Printing Office, 1974).' 

APPENDIX V·1 

Source and Limitations of Data From the 
LEA A Grants Management Information 

System (GMIS) 

GMIS was used us a source of datu since it rep
resents the only aggregated data availuble that pro
vide information on the kinds of activities supported 
with Safe Streets funds. Although the GMIS data 
represent the best information avaHable, the follow
ing limitations should be kept in mind when using 
the analyses based upon the data. 

Source of the Data 

As each SPA awards subgrants, it is asked by 
LEAA to send a list and description of the subgrants 
to LEAA to be included in the GMIS system. On 
the basis of this information, LEAA c1assil1es the 
project among various categories and include8 th~ 
information in the GMIS computerized data base. 

Completene~B ot the Data 

Due to incomplete reporting from the states, the 
GMIS system does not contain information on all 
subgrants awarded by the states. Furthermore, not 
all block grant funds received by the 'States have 
been subgranted, particularly FY 75 block grant 
funds. In addition, because of low reporting rates 
and different classification procedures, LEAA does 
not have great confidence in the accuracy or com
pleteness of the GMIS data collected prior to FY 
1972. Information on the degree of completeness of 
the GMIS data prior to FY 1972 is not available. 

Since 1972, records have been mainfained show
ing the degree 'of completeness of the GMIS data. 
As Table V-I A*' indicates, slightly more than 70 
percent of total Part C block grant funds (FY 1972-
1975) has been subgranted. Of this 70 percent, more 
than 92 percent is included in the GMIS system, as 
shown in Table V-lB. TaQles V-1C through V-IF 
indicate the percentage of each state's Part C sub
grant in GMIS for each year from 1972 to 1975. 

As Table V-IG indicates, GMIS data is less com. 
plete for ~art E formula grant funds than for Part 
C, with 66 percent of the funds having been sub
granted from 1972 through 1975. or the 66 percent, 

* Appcndb, Tnbles V.IA to V-I L follow below. 

76 percent has been included in the GMIS system, 
as indicated in Table V-1H. Tables V-II lhroug:'j' 
V-IL show the percentage of each state's Part E 
subgrants in GMIS for each year from 1972 through 
1975. 

The most complete data available relale to' the 
LEAA discretionary grant awards. According to 
GMIS officials, all discretionary grant awards have 
been included in the GMIS system through June 30, 
1975. 

In the tables referred to above the reader will no
tice that occasionally the percentage of funds in 
GMIS for a state will exceed 100 percent of the 
funds subgranted by the state. this may result from 
two different situations. Sometimes a state may 
award a grant, only to have the project falter or un
derspend its awata funds. When this happens, the 
funds are de-obligated and returned to the SPA 
where they are re-awarded t9 another project.. The 
SPA may report to GMIS the total funds awarded 
to both grants but only record the actual fl!nds'Spent 
by each project. This failure to relleet de-obligated 
funds accounts for mO$.t of the excess of fundS">(e
ported in GMIS. A se~c)\i:1possibility, less likely, is 
that an SPA will report grants that they anticipate 
awarding, but which, for some reason, are never 
awarded. 

In classifying projects receiving Safe Streets funds 
among the functional areas, police, courts and cor
rections, there are some activities that are not im
mediately recognizable as falling into one of the 
three major areas. These have been placed in anoth
er category labeled as "combinations of criminal 
justice agencies.'" 

While it is clear that the GMIS data are not com
plete, there is no evidence to indicate that there is 
a systematic error in reporting that would affect the 
analyses presented in this report. However, because 
of the importance of the classification procedures in 
determining the categorization of funding according 
to different cl'iteria, the rear;ler is urged to contact 
GMIS officials at the Law Enforcement~ssistance 
Administration if specific queslions arise concetning 
the co Ilecthm , classification and interpretation of 
GMIS data. 
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APPENDIX TABLE V-1 

Part CAliocatio/;is to States 
FY 1969\11976 

(I n Thou~ands)' 

Slate 1969, 1970 1971 1972 1973 

Alabama $ 434 $ 3,175 $ 5,645 $ 6,915 $ 8,026 

Alaska 100" 249 493 607 7QO~ 

Arizona 201 1,503 2,933 3,559 4,127 

Arkansas 242 1,787 3,157 3,862 4,482 

California 2,352 17,287 32,999 40,060 46,495 

Colorado 243 1,863 3,646 4,432 5,143 

Connecticut 360 2,669 5,001 6,088 7,064 

Delaware 100' • 480 909 1,100 1,277 

Florida 737 5,597 11,166 13,631 15,821 

Georgia 555 4,127 7,518 
, 

9,215 10,695 

HawaII 100' , 699 1,253 1,546 1,791 

Idaho 100' , 639 1,169 1,431 1,660 

Illinois 1,339 9,877 18,366 22,314 25,898 

Indiana }\ __ 614 4,565 8,609 10,428 12,102 

Iowa '~':/--\'1:38 2,501 4,670 5,672 6,581 

Kansas 279 2,065 3,712 4,516 5,235 

Kentucky 392 2,906 5,290 6,464 7.500 

LouisIana 449 3,344 5,966 7,315 8,485 

MaIne 120 ' 882 1,636 1,995 2.312 

Maryland 451 3,349 6,485 7,875 9,140 

Massachusetts 666 4,902 9,424 11,422 13,257 

Michigan 1,055 7,817 14,692 17,819 20,681 

Minnesota 439 3,302 6,307 7,639 I:, """"- 8,866 

MissIssippi 289 2,117 3,614 4,451 5,166 
Missouri 565 4.155 7,760 9,391 10,897 
Montana 100" 627 1 ,162 1,394 1.618 
Nebraska 176 1,310 2,457 2,979 ,3,457 

Nevada 100" 406 807 981 1,139 
New HampshIre 100" 634 1,210 1 ,481 1,719 
New Jersey 860 6,372 11,870 14,388 16,703 

New Mexico 123 896 1,671 2,040 2,367 
New York 2.251 16,392 30,093 36,522 42,496 
North Carolina' 619 4,625 8.305 10,203 11,842 
North Dakota 100' , 562 1,022 1,240 1,439 
OhIo 1.284 9,563 17,645 21,386 24,821 
Oklahoma 306 2,291 4.182 5,138 5,964 
Oregon 246 1,806 3,442 4,199 4,873 
PennsylvanIa 1,427 10,591 19,532 23,679 27,482 
Rhode Island 111 819 1,544 1,907 2.206 
South Carolina 318 2,406 4,223 5,201 6,036 
South Dakota 100" 599 1.107 1,337 ;2'~ ,551 
Tennessee 478 3,562 6.425 7.878 "'-9,143 
Texl'ls 1,334 9,926 18,393 22,480 26,091 
Utah 126 929 1,775 2,127 2,468 

, Vermont 100' • 387 733 893 1,035 
Vlrglnlll 557 4,150 7,604 9,333 10,832 
WashIngton 380 2,971 5,612 6,845 7,944 
West Virginia 221 1,640 2,849 3,502 4,064 
Wisconsin 515 3,795 7,309 8,870 10,294 
WyomIng 1~O· • 290 556 667 775 
District of Columbia 100" 723 1,249 1.519 1,763 
American Samoa 28 47 56 63 
Guam 40" 90 146 175 198 
Puerto Rico 330 2.454 4,502 5,401 6,320 
VirgIn Islands 40" 50 106 127 146 

TOTAL $25,062 $182,750 $340,000 $413,695 $480,250 

'These figures were obtained from comprehensive planning gUidelines published annually by LEAA. 

" Includes small state supplements. 

1974 1975 

$ 8,026 $ 8,007 
700 739 

4,127 4,464 
4,482 4,566 

46,495 46,414 
5,143 5,376 
7,064 7,004 
1,277 1,298 

15,821 16,707 
10,695 10:.763 

1,791 1,856 
1,660 1,717 

25,898 25,569 
12,102 12,020 

6,S81 . " 6,558 
5,235 5,157 
7,500 7,518 
8,485 8,500 
2,312 2,333 
9,140 9,205 

13,257 13,180 
20,681 20,498 

8,866 8,816 
5,166 5,130 

10,897 10,795 
1 ,618 1,628 
3.457 3.4;5 
1;139 1 ,212 
1,719 1,760 

16,703 16,711 
2,367 2,447 

42,496 4i,766 
11,842 11,872 

1.439 1,442 
24,821 24.382 

5,964 5,987 
4,873 4,969 

27,482 27,072 
2,206 2.204 
6,036 6,112 
1,551 1,546 
9.143 9,260 

26,091 26,387 
2,468 2,563 
1.035 1,046 

10,832 10,836 
7,944 7,772 
4,064 4,082 

10,294 10,292 
775 787 

1,763 1,710 
63 61 

198 191 
6,320 6,347 

146 141 
$480,250 $480,250 

1,(, 

1976 

$ 6,890 
641 

4,028 
3,955 

40,133 
4,796 
5,985 
1,114 

15,051 
9,363 
1,634 
1,508 

21,718 
10,307 

5,564 
4,400 
6,467 
7,280 
2,019 
7,917 

" 11.269 
17,608 

7,559 
4,503 
9,266 
1,419 
2.979 
1 ,071 
1,543 

14,235 
2.136 

35,395 
10,303 

1,234 
20,877 

5,187 
4,312 

23,051 
1,879 
5.294 
1,325 
7,958 

0 22,985 
2,235 e, 

906 
9,413 
6,667 
3,475 
8,821 

686 
1,426 

58 
181 

5,498 
142 

$413,666 

.~~ , rJ 
1\ 
~ j 

! 
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, , 
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Stale 
Planning 
Agency 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
HawaII 
Idaho 
illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
LouiSIana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusells 
MichIgan 

, Minnesota 
MississippI 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
Norlh Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
'1ermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West VirgInIa 
Wisconsin 
WYoming 

SUBTOTAL 
Guam 
Puerto Rico 
Samoa 
Virgin Islands' 

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

\~ 

II 

APPENDIX TABLE V-1 A 

Status of Part C Subgrant Funds for States in GMIS 
FY 197'2-1975 

Total Total 
Block Award SUbgranted as of 

Available 03/31175 

$3q,,~70,OOO $24,053,786 
4,475,000 3,280,158 

16,275,000 11,635,530 
17,390,000 11,611,419 

179,440,000 116.951,406 
20,091,000 13,729,019 
27,216,000 19,539,816 

5,448,000 1.171,761 
7,671,000 6,858,757 

61,971,000 37.435.189 
41,362,000 29,859,584 

7,701,000 3,373,462 
7,115,000 5,119,874 

99,665,000 65,059,926 
46,646,000 1,639,540 
25,389.000 18,977.413 
20,141,000 15,438,781 
28,978,000 . 24,462,711 
32,781,000 29,261,253 

8,951,000 7,852.214 
35,355,000 25.153,746 
51,109,000 45,324.026 
79,668,000 80,182.031 
34,188,000 24,736,550 
19,910.000 13,605,257 
41,974,000 37,531,406 

6,664,000 5,067,909 
13,3136,000 11,150,136 

4,9i\1,ooO 
7,63'0,000 

3,365,004 
5,700,875 

64,497,000 44.370.541 
9,220,000 

Ii 163,258,000 /~j 

8,749.385 
112.010,766 

45,753,000 29,493,895 
6,115,000 4,088,306 

95,397.000 67,882,730 
23;050,000 18.579,208 
18,91,;000 13,253,166 

105,701.000 72,103,333 
~~ 

8,614,000 00 
23,382,000 12,355,429 

6,586,000 4,549,537 
35,419,000 27,320,016 

101,036,000 79,931,950 
9,624,000 7,376,132 
4,475,000 2.82'6.819 

41,827,000 27,537,621 
30,501,000 22,181,523 
15,710,000 10,459,900 
39,745,000 28,315,843 

4,475,000 3,272,024 
1,837,969.000 1',295,786,679 

1,385,000 541,812 
24,384,000 19,758,587. 

567,000 6; 63,406 
1,385,000 854,225 

27,721,000 
_///i $1,865,690,000 

21,218.030 
$1,317,004,709 

/~ . 
.-

/"/ 

.:;-.d'/ 

'll~\ 

Total 
Percentage 
Subgranted 

77.67 
73.30 
71.49 
66.77 
65.18 
68.33 
71.'80 
21.51 
89.41 
60.41 
72.19 
43.81 
71.96 
65.28 
3.51 

74.75 155 
76.65 
84.42 
89,26 
87.72 
71.15 
88.68 

100.65 
72.37 
68.33 
89.42 
73.62 
83.42 
68.42 
74.72 
68.79 

' 'I 94.90 
68.61 
64.46 
66.86 
71.16 
80.60 
70.08 
68.21 

0.00 
52.84 
69.08 
77.13 
79.11 
76.64 
63,,1,/:' 
65.84 
72.72 
66.58 
71.24 
73.12 
70.50 
39.12 
81.03 
11.18 

~.) 

~~':y8 
76.54 
70.59 
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Slate 
Planning 
Agency 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District 01 Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii . ' 
Idaho 
Imnols 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
OrElgon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Soutll Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

SUBTOTAL 
GUam 
Puerto Rico 
Samoa 
Virgin tslands 

SUBTOTAL 
TOT~l 

Q 

APPENDIX TABLE V-1 B 

~tatus of Part C Subgrant Funds in G,MIS FY 1972-1975 

Funds Subgranted Funds Subgranted 
as 01 03/3117S as 01 03/31/7S 

Hi Report In GMIS 

$24,053,786 $22,321,486 
'3,280,158 3,392,771 

11,0:;15,530 11,284,058 
11,611,419 10,659,716 

116,951,406 95,044,030 
13.729,019 13.669,979 
19,539.816 17,488,873 
3,983,312 3,558,975 
6,858,757 6,896,618 

37,435,189 32,028,412 
29,859,584 30,520,282 
3,373,462 3,476,191 
5,119,874 4,641,368 

85,059,926. 50,322,126 
43,021,235 42,561,229 
18,977,413 18,145,853 
15,438,787 13,916,498 
24,462,711 22,937,850 
29,261,253 29,768,385 

7,852,214 2,965,864 
25,153,746 16,459,537 
45,324,026 35,221,768 
80,182,037 65,102,960 
24,736,550 25,227,551 
13,605,257 14,065,313 
37,531,406 37,910,894 

5,067,909 2,475,241 
11,150,136 9,253,798 

3,365,004 3,861,059 
5,700,875 4,558,650 

44,370,541 46,066,380 
8,749,385 6,520,832 

112,010,766 106,945,734 
29,493,895 27,698,269 

4,088,306 4,053,258 
67,882,730 59,070,000 
18,579,208 19,230,769 
13,253,165 11,367,998 
72,103,333 66,471,556 

0 6,392,105 
12,355,429 19,474,454 

4,549,537 4,042,645 
27,320,016 17,355,679 
79,931,950 76,262,230 

7,376,132 5,433,157 
2,826,819 2,675,245 

27,537,621 28,986,593 
22,181,523 18,162,195 
10,459,900 10,884,886 
28,315,848 23,251,897 
3,272,024 3,318,651 

1,339,989,925 1,213,401,868 
541,812 346,098 

19,758,587 14,751,613 
63,406 0 

854,225 296,200 
21,218,030 15,393,911 

$1,361,207,955 $1,22!!, 795, 779 

Percent 01 Funds 
Subgranted 

InGMIS 

92,7 
103.4 
96,9 
91.8 
81,2 
99,5 
89,5 
89,3 

100,$ 
85,q 

102.2 
103.0 
90,6 
77.3 
98.9 
95,6 
90.1 
93,7 

101.7 
37,7 
65.4 
77.7 
81.1 

101.9 
103.3 
101.0 

48.8 
82,9 

114,7 
79.9 

103,8 
74,5 
95.4 
93.9 
99,1 
87,0 

103.5 
85.7 
92.1 

157.6 
88.8 
63,5 
95.4 
73,6 
94.6 

105.2 
81.8 

104.0 
82.1 

101.4 
90.5 
63.8 
74.6 

34,6 
72.5 
90,3 

I' 

State 
planning 
Agency 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Calilornia 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District 01 Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
HawaII 
Idaho 
illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
lo.ulslana 
Maine 

", Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

SUBTOTAL 
Guam 
Puerto Rico 
Samoa 
Virgin Islands 

SUBTOTAL 
n TOTAL 
" 'Report date. Aug. 12. 1975, 

',I 

, APPENDIX\TABlE V-1 C 

Status of Part C Subgrantfunds in GMIS*' FY 1972 

\ funds Subgranted ' 
as 01 03/31/7S 

H1 Report 

$6,576,788 
998,059 

3,550,804 
$,742,939 

41,700,037 
4,409,617 
5,840,137 
3,983,312 
1,670,269 

13,357,131 
9,152,000 
1,345,000 
1,567,000 

20,884,326 
.Not Reported 

5,671,985 
4,745,144 
6,463,673 
7,252,701 
1,986,798 
7,671,300 

11,372,517 
18,159.981 
7,639,000 
4,378,255 
9,389,433 
1,486,224 
2,900,096 
1,0.18,00.0 
1,539,490 

14,051,032 
1,958,438 

36,522,000 
9,94.9,724 
1,349,000 

21,198,229. 
., 5,080,205 

4,141,176 
23,58.7,446 

N'ot Reported 
3,852,165 
1,471,000 
7,855,878 

21,832,544 
2,112,000 
1,005,727 
9,318,411 
6,752,619 
3,435,402 
8,869,ObO 

982,000 
392,964,463 

300,000 
5,400,821 

Not Reported 
294,000 

5,994,821 
$398,959,284 

~ 
Funds Subgranted 

as 01 03/3i/7S 
In GMtS 

$6,152,545 
969,436 

3,237,948 
3,822,007 

40,641,603 
4,321,943 
5,276,779 
1,175,139 
1,140,567 

13,622,7.22 
8,613,369 
',625,461 

' 1,096,657 
20,337,931~y 

8,999,795 
5,305,601 
4,611,190 
5,923,,896 
7,001.547 
1,701',287 
6,511t,055 
8,990.155 

16,8981;180 
7,774,613 
4,339,475 
8,974,736 
1,349,201 
2,763,247 
1.071,417 
1,lj75,811 

14,547,321 
1,9'\5,174 

30,694,014 
9,476,317 
1,409.076 

20,144,375 
5,353,158 
4,479,9~9 

20,967,436 
1,953,346 
5,350,942 
1,173,565 

11,790,553 
,23,418,339 

2,100,846 
865,479 

10,005,707 
\,),603,435 
3,859,532 
6;825,574 
1,0.15,988 

391,581,42,1 
302,250 

4,862,600 
0 

296,200" 
5,461,050 

$397,042,471 

~'i 

' ~"-. 

\\ 

Percent 01 Funds, 
Subgranted 

InGMIS 

93,5 
97.1 
91.1 

102,1, 
97.4 
98,0 

\ 90,3 
100,2 
104,2 
101,9 
94,1 
120,~ 
101,8 

97,$ 
0,0 

93,5 
97.1 
91,6 

106.0 
., 85,9 

84,9 
79.0 
93,0 

101.7 
99,1 
95,5 
90,7 

157 

(f) 
r! (~ 

95,2 
105,2 
102,3 
103,5 
97,7 
84,0 
95,2 

10..4,4 
95,0 

105.3 
108,1 
88,8 
0,0 

130.9 
79,7 

150.0 
107.2 

99.4 
86,0 

107,3 
97.7 

112.3 
76,9 

103.4 
99.6 

100,7 
90,0 

100.7 
91.0 
99.5 
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'APPENDIX 'TABLE V-1 E 

Status of Part C Subgrant Funds in GMIS* FY 1973 Status'of Part C Subgrant Funds in GMls* FY 1974 

State' 
Plannhig 
Agency \', 

Funds Subgra nted Funds Subgra nted Percent 01 Funds 

as 01 03/31/75 as 01 03/31/75 Subgranted 

Hi Report In GMIS In GM.IS 

,"I] 

State Funds Subgranted Funds Subgranted I Percent 01 Funds 
Planning as 01 03/31175 as 01 03/31175 SUbgr~!lI~d 
Agency Hi Report In GMIS InGMIS 

Alllbama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
HawaII 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
IoWa 
Kansas 

158 Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma' 
Oregon '. 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

i" 
" Vermont 

Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

SUBTOTAL 
GUam 
Puerto Rico 
Sanioa 
Virgin Islands 

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

$7,880,163 $7,437,740 94.3 

1,143,692 1,293,261 113.0 

4,101,111 4.243,118 103.4 

4.280,56~ 4,253,602 (;\13.3 

44,327,804 32;567.443 73.4 

5,029.333 5,004,876 99.5 

7,059,369 6,711,289 95.0 

Not Reported 1,486.958 .0.0 

2,000,000 2,009,129 100.4 

15,613.914 10,217.404 65.4 

10,380.121 11,165.080 107 .. 5 

1,576,381 1,466,609 93.0 

1,772,376 1.378,492 77.7 

2~,838,655 18,157,918 76.1 

Not R~ported 5,471.092 0.0 

6,50'8.477 5,821,980 89.4 

5,462,326 4,015,987 73.'5 

7,310,220 6.400,435 87.5 

8.424,412 7,964,819 94.5 

2,311,982 1,016,273 43.9 

8,936,381 3,273,554 36.6 

12,984,087 13,002,163 100.1 

17.315.044 18,642.805 107.6 

8,708,173 8,882,376 102.0 

4,703,376 5,090,541 108.2 

10,695,404 10,775,060 100,7 

1,779,987 725,545 40.7 

3,666,741 2,095,754 57~1tf 
1,217,438 1,710,351 140.4 

1,970,849 1,549,627 78.6 

16,647,156 16,578,409 99,5 

2,360,841 2,403,650 101.8 

40,699,249 44,319,809 108.8 

11,790,398 10,451,356 88.6 

1,570,508 1,460,052 92.9 

24,379,510 22,760,414 93.3 

5,655,839 5,601,205 99.0 

4,854,396 4,443:171 91.5 

27,257,133 25,Q4'7,688 91,8 

Not Reporteq 2,061,239 0,0 

3,970,926 6,139,936 154.6 

1,682,841 1,534,498 91.1 

9,297,045 5,565,126 59.8 
'" 

25,657.608 27,027,115 105,3 

2,467.999 598,278 24.2 

1,144,992 985,126 86.0 
10,814,570 10,929,172 101.0 

7,901,224 7,142,920 90.4 

4,059,280 4,0'28,467 99.2 

9,863,633 9,193,887 93.2 

1,148,559 1,159,545 100.9 

444,222,081 413,262,944 93.0 

241,812 30,348 12.5 

6,257,296
i 

5,007,'149 80.0 

51,575 0 
324,500 0 

6,875,177 5,037,497 73.2 

$451,097,258 $418,300.441 92.7 

Alabama $7,451,915 $6,367,400 85.4 
Alaska 1,138,407 1,130,074 99.2 
Arizona 3,983,615 3,802,992 95.4 
Arkansas 3,285,900 2,458,424 74,8 
California 30,167,281 21,834,984 72,3 
Colorado 3.500.674 3,553,765 101.5 
Connecticut 6,640.310 5,500,805' 82,8 
Delaware Not Reported 896,878. 0.0 
DIstrict of Columbia 1,966,093 2.037,417 103.13 
Florida 8,464,144 8,188,2813 96.7 
Georgia 10,327,463 10,741,83~ 104.0 
Hewall 452,081 384,12.'1 ,:;:",: 84.9 
Idaho ",167,443 1,247,946 106.8 
illinois 19,699,641 11,747,527 59,6 
Indiana Not Reported 8,609,707 0.0 
Iowa 5,736,544 5,950,131 103.7 
Kansas 5,136,817 5,199,321 101.2 
Kentucky 5,945,992 5,696,488 95.8 
Louisiana 7,896,257 8,298,031 105.0 ., 
Maine 2,306,377 242,304 10.5 '\ 

Maryland 8,546,065 6,670,928 78,0 
Massachusetts 12,496,572 13,224,450 105.8 
Michigan 19,717,475 18,980,087 96.2 
Minnesota 8.389,377 8,570,562 102.1 
Mississippi 4,523,626 4,635,297 102.4 
Missouri 10,398,502 1'1,073,078 106.4 
Montana 1,614.520 400,495 24.8 
Nebraska 3,130,592 2.798,751 89.4 
Nevada 1,129,566 1,079,291 95.5 
New HampshIre t) 

1,632,842 1,246,582., 76.3 
New Jersey 13,672,353 13,941,089 102.0 
Now Mexico 2,324,061 2.202.008 94.7 
New York 34,789,517 31.031,911 91.7 
North Carolina 7,753,773 7,770,596 100.2 
North Dakota 1,155,766 1,171,098 101.3 
Ohio 21,790,845 16,165,211 74.1 
Oklahoma 5,422,771 5,680,291 104.7 
Oregon 3,560,029 2,444,298 68.6 ' 
PennsylvanIa 21,258,754 20,456,432 96.2 
Rhode Island Not Reported 1,951,208 0.0 
South Carolina 2,996,436 5,30$,011 177.0 
South Dakota 1,395,696 1,334.582 95.6 
Tennessee 10.167,093 0 
Texas 22,723,632 15,098,610 ' 70.8 
Utah 2,447,496 2,385,396 97.4 
Vermont 676,100 824,640 121.9 
VirgInia 7,404,640 8,051,714 10a.7 
Washington 6,665,146 3,767,047 S6.5 
West Virginia 2,965,218 2,996,887 101.0 
Wisconsin 8,356,049 7,150,466 85.5 
Wyoming 1,141,465 1,143,118 100.1 

SUBTOTAL 375,512,931 ';335,345,568 89.3 
Guam Not Reported ;! 13,500 0.0 
Puerto Rico 5,898,295 Ii 3,995,864 67.7 I' 
SlImoa 11,8:>1 I! 0 
VirgIn Islands 235,725 0 

SUBTOTAL 6,145,851 .' 4,009,364 65.2 
TOTAL $381,658.782 $339.,354,932 88,9 

'Report date, Aug. 12, 1975. 'Report date, Aug. 12, 1975 

,!! 

II 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1 F 

Status of Part C Subgrant Funds in GMI.5* FY 1975 

state Funds Subgranted Fun~s Subgrahted Percenl III Funds 
Planning as of 0~/31 /75 as of 03/31/75 Subgranted 
Agency Hl Report InGMIS InGMIS 

Alabama $2,144,920 $2,363,801 110.2 
Alaska 0 0 
Arizona Not Reported 0 
Arkansas 302,016 125,683 41.6 
California 766,284 0 
Colorado 789,395 789,395 100.0 
Connecticut Not Reported 0 
Delaware Not Reported 0 
District of Columblll 1,222,395 1 ,1 09,50~ 90,7 
Florida Not Reported 0 
Georgia Not Reported 0 
HawaII 0 0 
Idaho 613,055 418,273 68.2 
illinois 637.304 78,750 12.3 

, 

I~ 
Indiana 1.639,540 3,794.296 231.4 
Iowa 1,060,407 1,068.141 100.7 
Kansas 94.500 90.000 95.2 

160 Kenlucky 4,742.826 4,917,031 103.6 
LouIsiana 5,687.883 5.813,\)88 102.2 
Maine 1,247,057 0 
Maryland Not Reported 0 
Mil.ssachuselts 8,470.850 0 
Michigan 24,989,537 10.580,8a8 42.3 
Minnesota 0 0 
Mississippi Not Reported 0 
Missouri 7,048,067 7,088,020 100.5 
Montana 187,178 0 
Nebraska 1.452,707 1,596,046 109.8 
Nevada 0 0 
l'lew Hampshire 557,694 186,630 33.4 
New Jersey Not Reported 993.561 0.0 
New Mexico 2,106,045 0 
N~w York Not Reported 0 
North Carolina 0 0 
North Dakota 13,032 13,032 100.0 
Ohio 514,146 0 
Oklahoma 2.420,393 2,596,115 107.2 
Oregon 697,562 0 
Penn,sylvanla Not Reported 0 
Rhode Island Not Reported 

(l 
426.:310 0.0 

South Carolina 1.535.906 2,678,565 174.3 
South Dakota 0 0 '~ 
Tennessee 0 \\ 

0 II 
'texas 9,718,16(1 9,718,166 100.0 
Utah 348,637 348,637 100.0 
Vermont Not Reported 0 
Virginia Not Heported 6 
Washington 862,534 648.793 75.2 
West Virginia '\ 0 0 
Wisconsin \\ 1,227.166 81,970 f3.6 ' 
Wyoming Not Reported 0 

SUBTOTAL 83.087,204 57,525,596 69.2 
Guam Not Reported 0 
Puerto Rico 2,202,181 886,000 40.f1 
Samoa Not Reported 0 
Virgin Islands Not Reported 0 

i) SUBTOTAL 2,202,181 886,000 40.2 
TOTAL $85,289,385 $58,411,596 68.4 

• Report date, Aug. 12, 1975. 
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APPENDIX TABLE V-1G 

Status of Part E Subgrarit Funds for States in Alphabetical Sequence* FY 1972-1975 

State 
Planning 
Agency 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Conne~licut 

Delaware, 
District 01 Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
HawaII 
Idaho 
IlIInolll 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
KentUCkY 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massa\:husel\s 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New'(ork 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
S,outh Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah ... ! 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

SUBTOTAL 
Guam 
Puerto Rico 
Samoa 
Virgin Islands 

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

• Report date, Aug. 12, 1975, 

Total 
Block Award 

Available 

$3,645,000 
322.000 

1,916.000 
2,046,000 

,21,121,000 
2,364,000 
3,203.000 

583,000 
794,000 

7.294,OQO 
4,86B,OOI) 

822,QOO' 
761,000 

11.731,000 
5,491,000 
2,988,000 
2,371,000 
3,410.000 
3,858,000 
1,053,000 
4,161,000 
e.017,000 

.9,377,000 
4,023,000 
2,344.000 
4.941,000 

736,000 
1,574,000 

527,000 
786,000 

7,592,000 
1,086,000 

19.218,000 
5,385,000 

654,000 
11.228,000 

2,713,000 
2,226.000 

12,441,000 
1,004,000 
2,752,000 

706,000 
4,169,000 

11,893.000 
1,133,000 

472,000 
\\ 

4.923,000 
3,591,000 
1.849,000 
4.678,000 

354,000 
215,194,000 

89,000 
2.871,000 

30,000 
66,000 

3,056,000 
$218.250,000 , 

Total 
Subgranted as of 

03/3117S Hl-Report 

$3,007,939 
235,000 

1,376,399 
975,027 

11,019,494 
1,533,835 
2,375,429 

128.412 
59B,229 

5.471,731 
3,473.457 ' 

187,'737 
637,855 

6.558,442 
60 

1,747.451 
1,679.780 
3,396,313 
3,250,113 

979.427 
1,6.61.441 
5,9~'8,785 
5,518,167 
2,931,032 
1.275,585 
4;055,017 

506,742 
1.192,565 

377,268 
555,74'" 

4,733,927' 
1,028,840 

12,607,916 
2,902,827 

646,014 
8,044,210 
2,593,160 
1,791,762 
8,870,919 

00 
2,472.806 

374.611. 
3;'017,218 
8,604,045 

893,193 
331,912 

:!',680,249 
1.833.079 

902,217 
3.354,806 

197,985 
140,692,175 

21.000 
2,463,800 

16,000 
32,000 

g,532,800 
$1~43,224,975 

Total 
Percentage 
Subgranted 

82.52 
72.98 
71.84 
47.66 
52.17 
64.86 
74.16 
22,03 
75.34 
75.02 
71.35 
22.84 
83.82 
55.91 

0.00' 
58.48 

'70.a5
c 

99.~0 
84.24 
93.01 

"39.93 
98.10 
59.49 
73.01 
54.42 
82.07 
68.85 
75.77 
71.59 
70.71 
62.35 
94,74 
65.60 
53,91 
98.78 
71.64 
95.58 
80.49 
71.30 
0.00 

89.85 
53;06 
72.31 
73.10 
78.83 
70.32 
54,44 
51.05 
48.79 
71.93 
55.93 

{'65,37 
23,60 

':85.82 
1\53,33 
'\48.48 
1
11
82.87 
,~5,62 

\', 
': 

161 

n .-

~ 
) 

}I 
" 
'\ 



APPENDIX TABLE V-1 H 

yf 
('// 

Status of P,art E Subgrant Funds inGMIS* FY 1972-1975 

Siale Funds Subgranted Funds Subgranled 
pjannl!1g as 0' 03/31175 af; 0103/31175 
Agency H1 Report In GMIS 

Alabama $3.007,939 $2.5581604 
Alaska 235,000 235,000 
Arizona 1,376,399 1,223,501 
Arkansas 975.027 932,268 
,Caillornia 11,019,494 8,921,039 
COlorado 1.533,835 317,169 
Coonectlcut 2.375,429 2.358.329 
Delaware 128,412 225,354 
Dlslrlct 01 Columbia 598,229 386,000 
Florida 5,471,731 4,943,793 
Georgia 3,473,457 2.962.871 
HawaII 187,737 0 
Idaho 637,855 233,517 
IllinoIs 6,558,442 5,810,959 
Indiana 0 1.338,647 
Iowa 1.747,451 963,606 

162 Kansas 1.679,780 1,498,869 
Kentucky 3,396,313 1,636,734 
Louisiana 3,250,113 2,950,140 
Maine 979,427 317,684 
Maryland 1.661.441 1,083.958 
Massachusetts 5,938,785 4.416.876 
Michigan 5.578,167 3,123.082 
Minnesota 2,937.032 2,654,470 
Mississippi 1.275,585 720,854 
Missouri 4.055,017 ~,386.48a 
Montana 506,742 65.464 
Nebraska 1,192,565 814,723 
Nevada 377,268 314.965 
New Hampshire 555,747 460.788 
NeW Jersey 4,733,927 4.847,583 
New Mexico 1,028,840 475,083 
New York 12,607.916 7,436,417 
North Carolina 2.902,827 2.317,599 
No'{'l/h Dakota 646,014 702,103 
Ohio 8,044.270 7,285,639 
Oklahoma 2,593,160 1.146.000 
Oregon ',791,762 1.485.463 

. Pennsylvania 8,870,919 8.309.135 
Rhode Island 0 405,506 
SOUth Carolina 2,472,806 2,155.236 
Soulh Dakota 374,611 93,135 
Tennessee 3,017,218 504,975 
Texas 8,694,045 6,396,880 
Ulah 893.193 493,388 
Vermont 331,912 125.240 
Virginia 2,680,249 2.532,024 
Washington 1,833.079 2,310,955 
West Virginia 902.~17 638.285 
Wisconsin ". 3,364,806 2.766,901 
Wyoming 197,985 194.291 

SUBTOTAL 140,692,175 1 09,4 77.598 
Guam 21,000 0 
PUerto Rico 2,463,800 140,540 
Samoa 16.000 0 
Virgin Islands 32,000 0 

SUBTOTAL 2,532.800 140,540 
TOTAL 

'Report date. Aug. 12. 1975" 
$143,224.975 $109.618.138 

I~' 

(), 

Percent 01 FU~\ds 
Subgranted 

InGMIS 

85.0 
100.0 

88.8 
95.6 
80.9 
20.6 
99.2 

17M 
64.5" 
90.3 
85.3 

36.6 
88.6 

55.1 
89.2 
48.1 
90.7 
32.4 
65.2 
74.3 
55.9 
90.3 
56.5 
83.5 
12.9 
68.3 
83.4 
82.9 

102.4 
46.1 
58.9 
79.8 

108.6 
90.5 
44.1 
82.9 
93.6 

87.1 
24.8 
16.7 
73.5 
55.2 
37.7 
94.4 
126~, 
70.7 
82.2 
98.1 
77.8 

5.7 

5.5 
76.5 

APPENDIX TABLE V-11 

Status of Part E Subgrant Funds in G;I\IIIS* FY 1972 

[ I 
t I 

Percent 01 Funds 
Subgranled 

InGMIS 

62.9 
100.0 

83.9 
90.5 

114.4 
1.3 

100.0 
101.2 
100.0 

96.8 
93.5 

94.4 
0.0 

33.0 
85.4 
67.2 
53.7 
85.7 
48.7 
94,1 
31.1 
64.2 
52.1 
17.5 

5.1 
81.2 

101.3 
98.7 

101.8 
57.9 
55.0 

,104.6 
69.2 

103.5 
33.0 
72.4 
77.8 
0.0 

100.7 
30.6 
4~)1 

103.7 
98.6 
92.8 
48.3 

166.7 
42.9 
61.4 
95.0 
81.2 

80.0 

1.) 
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APPENDIX TABLE V-1J 

Status of Part E Subgrant Funds in GMIS* FY 1973 

-:/' ,..,; 

Percent of Funds State Funds Suogranted Funds SUbgranted 
PlannIng as of 03/31175 as 01 03/31/75 Subgrantefl 
Agency H1 Report In GMIS () In GMIS 

Alabama $696,410 $693,742' 99.7 
Alaska 82,000 82.000 100.0 
Arizona 485,985 485,497 99.8 
Arkansas. 521,671 521,671 100.0 
CalifornIa 5,731.500 3,507,620 61.1 
Colorado 603,132 14,986 2.4 
ConnectIcut 831,000 831,000 100.0 
Delaware Not Reported t,' 95,354. 0.0 
District of Columbia 203,211 207,000 101.8 
Florida 2.010,990 1,533,490 76.2 
Georgia 1,135,457 1,268,2£l6 11 t.6 
HawaII , 5,737 0 
Idaho 177,954 88.616 49.7 
illinois 2,866.922 2.900,260 101.1 
Indiana Not Reported 109,630 0.0 
Iowa 737,047 385,294 52.2 

164 Kansas 619,554 521,491 84.1 
Kentucky 882,000 0 
LouisIana 982,663 1,088,722 110.7 
Maine 271,989 116.284 42.7 
Maryland 708,980 669,039 90.5 
Massachusetts '1,560,000 1,560,000 100.0 
Michigan 2.109.202 1,386.945 65.7 
Minnesota 1,009,134 1,043,000 103.3 
Mississippi 420,748 333,185 79.1 
Missouri 1,278,548 1,245,581 97.4 
Montana 154,985 57,104 36.8 
Nebraska 397,945 163,007 40.9 

i:Nevada 132,225 115,050 87.0 
New Hamps1;;lre 201,035 156,956 78.0 
New Jersey 1,938,205 2,015,528 103.9 
New MexIco 276,036 216,812 78.5 
New York 4,988,704 3.615,270 72.4 
North caronna 1,332,156 904.656 67.9 
North Dakota "'65,014 169,072 102.4 
OhIo 2,864,748 2,330,165 B1.3 
Oklahoma 682,000 702,000 102.9 
Oregon 573,000 572,820 99.9 
PennsylvanIa 3,161,977 5,253,952 102.9 {:) 

o . Rhode Island Not Reported 161,137 0:0, ,j 

South CaroUna 710,000 689,724 97.1 
Soulh Dakota 173,166 45,079 26.0 
Tennessee 1,025,143 50;'tlOO 4,8 
Texas 2,980,189 c' 1,011,713 33.9 Q 

Utah 286,403 9,387 3.2 
Vermont 126,912 26,74?, 21.0 
VIrgInIa 1,247,899 1,319,179 105.7 
Washington 803,373 7i!3,005 92,4 " West Virginia 478,000 467,147 9',.7 
WisconsIn 1,173,443 ' 978,899 83.4 
WyomIng 62,392 62,392 100.0 

SUBTOTAL 52,096,790 , 40,725,479 -"76.1 
Guam 0 0 
Puerto Rico 744,000 M,!,j\)() '10.7 
Somoa 8,000 ,'g.:' ;::, ..... 
Virgin Islands 17,000 

SUBTOTAL 769,000 80,POO. 10,4 
TOTAL $52,865,790 ' '-$40,805,479 77.1 
'.:\ " (, 

I Report ~ate, Aug. 12, 1975. 
1,':" r4-;; 1O'l. .... I.< .!:.r" \.,~ 
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State 
Planning 
Agency 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
CalifornIa 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of ColumbIa 
Florida 
GeorgIa 
HawaII 
tdaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
KantuckY 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
fJlassachusolls 
MIchigan 
MInnesota 
Mlsslssl~pl 
MissourI 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New HampshIre 
New Jersey 
New MexIco 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
PennsylvanIa 
Rhode ',sland 
South earollna 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Ulah 
Vermont 
VirgInia 
Washington 
West VIrgInIa 
WisconsIn 
Wyoming 

SUBTOTAL 
Guam 
Puerto Rico 
Samoa 
Virgin Islands 

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

• Report date, Aug. 12, 1975. 

APPENDIX TABLE V·1 K 

Status of Part E Subgrant Funds in GMIS* FY 1974 

Funds Subgranted Fund.!l Subgranted Percent of Funds 
as of 03/31175 as of 03/31175 Subgranted 

Hi Report inGMIS InGMIS 

$826,629 $751,512 87.2 
82,000 82,000 100.0 

480,746 394,005 81.9 
0 a 

640,078 ' 94,979 14,8 
410,477 294,994 71.8 
881,000 813,900 97.9 

Not Reported 0 
160,518 0 

1,859,070 1,859,070 100.0 
1,258,000 684,144 54.3 - I 

0 0 
195,000 49,000 25.1 

1,102,917 465,700 42.2 > ' 

Not Reported 724,931 0.0 
364,585 364,585 100.0 
524,906 520,148 ,99.0 l65 ':"";::F4,397 740,000 84.6 

"'996,511 986,242 99.1 
272,020 0 

70,606 0 
1,522,500 1,590,876 104.4 

519,667 537,655 103.4 
1,043,013 1,043,013 100.0 

339,000 118,647 34.9 
1,100,373 479,887 -" 43.6 

190,000 0 
398,653 321,038 80,5 
129,043 82,355 63.8 
175,701 146,505 83.3 

1,158,468 1,164,172 100.4 
260,999 121,785 66.6 

3,315,212 1.450,201 43.7 
679,487 480,672 70.7 
169,000 264,766 

~;:/ 
156.6 

2,481,109 2,393,944 96.4 
644,196 244,000 

;-:;:;.---
37.8 

524,107 554,107 105,1 
2,993,163 2,940,688 ~ 98.2 

Not Reported 189,374 0.0 
560,000 256,096 45.7 

44,445 0 
1,065,502 0 
2,447,069 2,143,137 87.5 

279,000 159,598 57.2 
100,000 0 
418,828 722,845 112.5 
222,817 222,817 100.0 
25,845 0 

1,146,363 1,146,288 99.9 
60,593 60,593 100.0 

34,963,6'13 27,632,269 79.0 
Not Reported 0 

744,000 60,540 8.1 
ll,OOO 0 

t,l 0 
752,000 60,540 8.0 

$35,715,813 $27,692,809 77.5 

l~" 
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APPENDIX V-2A 
'<~)" ' APPENDIX TABLE V-1 L 

status of Part E Subgrant FUhds in GMIS· FY 1975 

State 
Planning ~ 
AgencV'--

Alabama 
Alaska, 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Calilornia 
Colorado 
Connecllcut 
Delaware 
District 01 Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
HawaII 
,Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachuse\ls 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
MissIssippI 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Corollna 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wls~!!nsln 

Wyomlno 
SUBTOTAL 

Guam 
Puerto Rico 
Samoa 
VIrgIn Islands 

SUBTOTAL 
TOTAL 

'Report date, Aug. 12, 1975. 

Funds SUbgranted 
as 01 03/:11/75 

H1 Report 

$503.531 
o 

Not Reported 
o 
o 
o /./~~ 

Not Reporte~ 
Not Report~d 

55,5 0 
Not Report I d 
N6i Reported 

o 
95,901 
o 
o 
o 
o 

884,000 
41,1,176 
200,418 

Not Reported 
1,511,"175 

759,8"1 
o 

Not Reported 
575,627 

Not Reported 
48,385 
o 
19,647 

Not Reported 
256,163 

Not Reported 
o 

170,000 
225,000 
662,000 

'199,655 
Not Reported 
Not Reported 

594,418 
o 
a 

1,072,672 
76,790 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 

o 
':0, 
o 

Nol Reported 
8,322,529 

Not Reported 
340,000 

Not Reported 
Not Reported 

340,000 
$8,662,529 

Funds Subgranted 
as 01 03/31/75 

In GMIS 

$451,466 
o 
a 
o 
o 
o 
a 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
95,901 
o 
o 
o 
o 

388,350 
411,176 
o 
a" 0' 

517,428 
a 
o 

587.846 
o 
48,385 
a 
o 
o 
o 
a 
o 

170,'000 
o 
o 
o 
a 
a 

596,418 
o 
o 

964,540 
76,790 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

4,308,300 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

$4,308.300 

() 

Percent 01 Funds 
Subgranted 

InGMIS 

< " 

89.6 

100.0 

~~ 
43,9 

100.0 

68.0 

102.1 

100.0 

100.0 

10D.3 

89.9 
100.0 

51.7 

49.7 

'Ii 
" 

,0 

I) 

~!§tribution ()f Part C Funds to Cities of 100,000 - 250;000 Population FY 1972-1974 

Slale 

Alabama 
"Alaska 

Arizona 
Arka.l1sas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecllcut 
Delaware 
Olstrlct of Coillmbia 
Florida 
Ge,?rgla 
HawaII 
Idaho 
1I11110ls 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachuilells 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Mlssollrl 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North t',akota 

Ohio 1\' Oklaho!, a 
Oregon 
pennSYltnla 
Rhode I~\and 
South Cal'ollna 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Numbe\\ 01 
CIties of 
100,000. 
250,000 

3 
o 
o 
1 

13 
2 
5 
o 
o 
5 
3 
o 
o 
2 
4 
2 
2 
1 
1 
o 
o 
2 
7 
o 
1 
2 
o 
1 
1 
o 
4 
o 
3 
4 
o 
3 
o 
o 
2 
1 
1 
o 

Percent 01 State 
Population In Clllas 

01100,000· 
250,000 

13.54 

6.98 
8.58 

11.43 
20.92 

9.60 
8.10 

2.40 
'/1.69 
10.64 
13.~6 
3.24 
4.89 

5.69 
11.04 

7.19 
,5.'10 

10.60 
26.34 

6.22 

2.69 
10.06 

3.19 

2.01 
17.47 
4.12 

Porcent of CrIme 
In CIties 

of 100,000· 
250,000 

25.0 

23.8 
9.8 

13.2 
38.6 

12.4 
11.5 

3.8 
21.1 
20.7 
23.3 
11.8 

6.4 

11.1 
13.2 

14.3 
49.0 

12.1 

2.7 
19.1 

4.1 

3.3 
30.1 

7.1 

r:' 

Percent 01 Part C 
Block Grant 

" Funds Awarded 
In CIties of 

100,000- 250,000 

,'!~ (. 11.00 

6.7~1 
1.0'1' 

11.32 
55.3~, 

5.54 
12.36 

Q.68 
14.37 
8.00 

11.10 
0.95 
8.45 

18.92 
9.07 

(1.73 
4.20 

12.92 
7.38 

11.42 

6.46 
35.39 

1.82 

2.39 
22.22 
2.80 

Percent of Part C 
DIscretionary 

FUnds Awarded 
to CMles of 

100,000· 250,000 

. 38.10 

80.04 
7.06 

o 
92.92 

6.15 
2.36 

6.22 
16.84 

o 
35.34 
14.96 
6.69 

4.81 
11.34 

49.98 
o 

10.96 
0.65 

o 

,,0 
7.01 

o 
100.0, 

1'7A4 

2 '"" 7.'76 15.2 17.21' 0 
6 6.89 9.9 4.03 0.4 7 
1 14.63 31.4 20.89 23.33 

Vermont 0 ~\\ 
Virginia 6 19.16 31.6 n 23.70 28.01 
Washington 2 9.43 12:54.20 9.50 
West Virginia 0 "., 

Utah 

Wisconsin 1 3.72 1>,7 2.88 0 'I 
Wyoming 0 

• Available for 1972 and 1973 only. ' " J 
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, B'ureau 01 the censusi~ City Government Finances In, 1973-74,' U.S. DepartmeQ! 01 Justlce, Crl e 

In the United States, 1973: Uniform Crime Fftports (Washln\Jlon. D.C.:.'lovernmenl Printing Office, 1974); GMIS dat~;lot FY 1972.19r' 
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Stale 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
~~rmeclicu! 
Delaware",,, " 
Dlstrllrl of Cc;~mbla 
Florida 
Georgia 
HawaII 
Idaho 
fllinols 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusells 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
MissisSippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
Nuw York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermonl 
V~rglnla 
Was.hlngton 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

APPENDIX V-2B 

Distributionof Part C Funds to Cities of Over 250,O~~Population 

Number of 
Cities 
Over 

250,000 

1 
o 
2 
o 
7 
1 
fj 
o 
1 
3 
1 

o 

o 
1 
1 
2 
o 

1 
1 
2 
o 
2 
o 
1 
o 
o 
2 
1 
3 
1 
o 
5 
2 
1 
2 
o 
o . 
o 
2 
6 
o 
o 
1 
1 
o 
1 
o 

\ p;::r'{ 1972-1974 
,7</ - \..' 

Percent of State 
Populalion 
In CIties 

Over 
250,000 

8.9 
o 

45.9 
o 

24.1 
o 

21.1 
o 

100.0 
14.9 
9.4 

82.4 
o 

28.2 
13.7 

o 
11.4 
10.0 
22.9 

o 
21.5 
10.6 
15.3 
17.1 

o 
21.9 

o 
24.'1 

o 
o 

8.4 
24.7 
45.7 

5.3 
o 

21.2, 
26.6 
16.8 
19.6 

o 
o 
o 

26.~ 

33.0 
o 
o 

5.8 
14.6 

o 
15.1 

o 

Percent of Crime 
In Cities 

Over 
250,000 

22.4 
o 

59.9 
o 

33.6 
32.9 

o 
o 

100.0 
19.6 
27.4 
85.4 

o 
44.1 
15.8 

o 
20.8 
22.5 
40.1 

o 
33.6 
19.9 
23.8 
38.2 

o 
48.8 

o 
49.0 

o 
o 

14.7 
43.5 
65.7 
10.9 

o 
38.3 
45.7 
30.8 
33.6 

o 
o 
o 

53.5 
53.2 

o 
0., 

11.0 
23.1 

o 
21.0 

o 

Percent of Part C 
Block Granl 

Funds Award
ed 10 CIties 

Over 
250,000 

11,08 
o 

30.22 
o 

14.73 
4.05 

100.0 
11.89 

6.98 
2.38 

4.76 
10.44 

13.78 
7.01 

32.90 

33.89 
18.57 
13.06 
28.05 

28.88 

12.18 

13.02 
17.87 
67.13 

o 

18.76 
28.77 
14.12 
24.36 

14.13 
13.34 

15.99 
16.95 

16.19 

Percent of Part C 
Discretionary' 

Funds Awarded 
to CIties 

OVer 
250,000 

38.26 
o 

25.34 
o 

20.03 
92.05 

100.0 
8.66 

80.35 

53.07 

o 
48.64 
76.07 

90.79 
60.95 
11.19 
53.26 

21.11 

17.41 

83.6S 
o 

23.43 
o 

88.35 
o 

81.79 
94.85 

79.44 
96.74 

43.44 
12.55 

56.36 

) 

: 
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APPENDIX V-3 

Distribution of Part C Safe Streets Funds (SSA) by State and by Criminal Justice Component 
(FYJ~69-1975) and State and Local (S/L) Cri,minal Justice Expenditures (FY 1973) 

I Non-Criminal 
Police Courts Corrections Combinations JUstice Agencies 

State / SSA' S/L" SSA' S/L" SSA' S/L" SSA' S/L" SSA' S/L" 

Alabama I ~ ~ 1°~ ~ 1°~ 1°~ ~ ~ o~ ~ " 

Alaska I 43 43 15 33 20 ,23 ".16 1 3 
Arlzo!)9:. 53 63 16 18 ',' 18 19 5 6 
Ar,kansas 54 ?,(i3 11 17 21 19 8 4 

. California 48 (\ 53 8 19 16 28 15 10 
Colorado 55 53 8 25 23 21 8 1 4 
Connecticut 38 59 9 21 II 32 20 8 2 11 
Oelaware 39 47 24 24 21 27 3 1 (~,~\ 
District of ~ ,\\ 

Columbia 15 59 22 15 26 25 17 ' 17 
Florida 38 52 7 23 28 24 16 8 

51 50 13 19 18 31 c::, C~""~2 (', 3 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
MichIgan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New Yorlc 
North CamUna 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Guam 

38'62 1'3 24 30 1~ """ 8 9 
50 50 16 21 19 23 10 6 2 
50 67 9 17 19 16 14 1 5 
47 60 14 11 22 20 "' 6 2 9 
58 '58 1 :i,\ 20 16 IJ 21 \\ 8 1 2 
39 49 If 18 19 22 30 14 2 6 
46 59 12 19 23 22 10 1 5 
40 62 20 20 27 18 5 0 5 
5,/; 55 12 17 18 ' 26 4 2 5 
35 55 21 10 27 28 6 2 8 
28 59 21 15 29 24 12 2 8 
55 60 11 20 22 20 6 1 5 
40 56 8 19 ~3 24 "15 2 11 
59 64 12 16 21 18 2 2 2 
M 64 22 19 23 18 18 0 5 
53 53 6 ' 20 21 25 10 3 7 
46 57 13 22 27 19 8 2 4 
65 56 16 17 14 26; 2 
61 64 9 17 18 17 6 4 
31 60 14 20 25 19 18 10 
52 59 10 18 19 22 10 2 7 
22 61 16 18 36 20 12 2 12 
60 51 8 17 17 30 8 2 5 
55 58 14 25 19 15 1 2 9 
40 55 11 19 23, 25 14 0 9 
38 58 13 21 25 20 7 1 . 14 
48 53 11 21 15 ~5 17 1, 6 
28 58 16 21 '30 21 14 1\~ 10 

H H ~~ i~ H H ~~ ~ \\ : 
51 53 11 19 22 27 10 1 \\ 3 
43 S 1 17 20 18 18 13 1 1.1 7 
51 ' 57 17 19 20 22 8 2 3 
39 44 14 22 35 33 5 1 4 
42 57 8 17 31 26 7 1 9 
33 52 11 18 32 29 13 1 9 
48 56, 8 18 27 25 6 ' t 8 
34 59 15 15 24 24 13 2 12 
45 55 , 15 19 11 24 15 1 12 ' 
39 NA 3 NA 39 NA ~ 7 NA 10 
41 NA 6 NA 23 NA 10 NA 17 
31 NA 0 NA,37 NA 20 (NA 10 
42 58 13 19 24 23 11 1 's 

''1' 

Puerto Rico 
Virgin Islands 

TOTAL 
'GMIS data. 

"U.S. Department of Justice and U.S., Department of Commerce. Expenditure and Employment Dala for the cri~~~al Justice System: 
1972-73,},washington, D.C.:Governmenl Printing Office. 1975), Table 7, pp. 30-37. " ' 
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APPENDIX V-4 

~. 

-.J 
o 

_c 

Percentage Distribution of Discretionary Funds (FY 1969-i 975), Population (1970), and Crime (1973) 
by State 

State 

Percent of 
population' 

Amount of 
Part C 

Discretionary Fundst 

Alabama 1.7 4,217 
Alaska 0.2 3,947 
Arizona 1.0 6,687 
Arkansas 1.0 1,060 
California 9.7 32,537 
Colorado 1.2 20,352" 
Connecticut 1.4 2,644 
Deilaware 0.3 2,450' 
District of Columbia 0.3 20,491 ' 
Florida 3.6 14,280 
Georgia 2.3 16,581" 

Percent of Part C 
Discretionary Funds2 

1.1 
1.0 
1.7 
0.3 
8.1 
5.1 
0.7 
0.6 
5.0 
3.6 
4.1 
0.4 

Discretionary 
Funds 

Per Capita 

1.22 
13.16 
3.78 
0.55 
1.63 
9.22 
0.87 
4.47 

27.10 
2.10 
3.61 
2.33 

Percentage 
Difference 
Between 

Discretionary 
Funding and 
Population 

-0.6 
+0.8 
+0.7 
-0.7 
-1.6 
+3.9 
-0.7 
+0.3 
+4.7 

+1.8 

Hawaii 0.4 1,787' 
Indiana 0.4 1.986' 0.5 2.79 +0.1 
Illinois 5.3 14,307 3.6 1.29 -1.7 
Indiana 2.5 4,055 1.0 0.78 -1.5 

Percent of 
Crime 
Index' 

1.0 
0.2 
1.6 
0.6 

15.0 
1.6 
1.3 
0.3 
NA 
5.3 
1.9 
0.5 
0.3 
5.6 
2.2 
0.9 

Iowa 1.3,~ 2.804 0.7 0.99 -0.6 
Kansas 1.1 2,250 0.6 1.00 -0.5 0.9 
Kentucky 1.2 7,040 1.8 2.19 +0.6 0.9 
Louisiana, 1.8 7,651 1.9 2.10 +0.1 1.5 
Maine 0.5 2,801 0.7 2.82 +0.2 0.3 
Maryland 1.9 10,499" 2.6 2.68 +0.7 2.3 
Massachusetts 2.7 9,074 2.3 ;1..60 -0.4 3.0 
Michigan 4.3 14,258 3.6 1.61 -0.7 5.7 
Minnesota 1.8 4,627 1.2 1.22 -0.6 1.6 
Mississippi 1.1 1,905 0.5 0.86 -0.6 0.5 
Missouri 2.2 13,952" 3.5 2.98 +1.3 2.3 
Moniana 0.3 3.095' 0.8 4.46 +0.5 0.3 

Percentage 
Difference 
Between 

Discretionary 
Funding and 
population 

+0.1 
+0.8 
+0.1 
-0.3 
-7.9 
+3.5 
-0.6 
+0.3 

NA 
-1.7 
+2.2 
-0.1 
+0.2 
-2.0 
-1.2 
-0.2 
-0.3 
+0.9 
+0.4 
+0.4 
+0.3 
-0.7 
-2.1 

c -0.4 

+1.2 
+0.5 

Nebraska 0.7 1,851 0.5 1.25 -0.2 0.5 
Nevada 0.3 4.773' 1.2 9.78 +0.9 0.4 +6.8 
New Hampshire 0.4 1.925' 0.5 2.61 +0.1 0.2 +0.3 
New Jersey 3.4 19,169" 4.8 2.67 +1.4 ~~ 3.5 +1.3 
New Mexico 0.5 4,252 1.1 4.19 +0.6J/~ 0.6 +0.5.~""'~ 

.. New York 8.6 30.911 7.7 1.70 -0.9
f 

9,1 c ,.>=1.4 
.::;-:;:/ North Carolina 2.5 4,657 1.2 0.92 =:~l -{ ~ ,c//" -0.5 

OhiO 5.0 21,319 5.3 2.00 +O,..,../~ "'~ 4.3 +1.0 
Oklahoma 1.3 2,933 0.7 1.15 .-'l-'lf.£" 1.1 -0.4 

~~ 

\ 

No~h Dakota 0.3 2,024:. 0.5 3.28 +0'~ .. -5~ .•.... ~.2 +0.3 

~ . . Oregon 1.0 9,611 • • 2.4 4.60 .•.. +1.4 1.4 +1.0 

i:!:I"" ~.: .' "."~' " .4:;;;:/·" .~:c=~~...;;c. -·····_·'-'-'--=-1 

I 
Pennsylvania 5.6 14 .. 562 36 Rhode Island 0.5 1773 0'4 1.24 -2.0 3.4 +0.2 . 

.~ 

South Carolina 1.3 3'471 0'9 1.87 -0.1 0.5 -0.1 , • 134 04 
South Dakota 0.3 3 066' I} " • - • 1.1 -0.2 , ",0 461 +05 
Tennessee 1.9 1 468 0 4 . . 0.2 +0.6 , . 37 15 
Texas 5.6 21530" 5 4 . - . 1.5 -0.9 

U 

" 1.92 -0 2 5 ~ 
tah 0.5 2,168 0.5 2 0.5 . .Q -0.1 

Vermont 0.2 1,324 a 3' 0.6 -0.1 
Virginia 2 3 5 306 1'3 2.98 +0.1 0.1 +0.2. 

. ' , . 1.14 -1 a 1 
Washmgton 1.6 3,945 1.0 ..8 -0.5 
West Virginia 0.8 2518 06 1.16. -0.6 2.0 -1.0 

W
. . ' . 144 02 03 Isco~sm 2.1 4,347 1.1 (' 0'98 - . - +0.3 

Wyommg 0.2 2,115' 0.5 6'3 -1.0 1.7 -0.6 
American Samoa 0.01 360' 007 . 7 +0.3 0.1 +0.4 
Guem . 4.03 +0.06 NA NA 

:...q,23 
-i.1 
+0.15 

NA 
0.8 
NA 

NA 
-0.6 

NA 

0.04 
1.3 
0.03 

721' 
978 

.1,827' 

0.17 
0.2 
0.45 

1.56 
0.28 

13.74 
Puertv Rico 
Virgin Isiands 

• Includes small state supplements • 

• 'Contains an 1(l);Jact City. 
lU.S. Departm~~t of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population {Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office Office, 1972). Table 14. p. '-58.} 

2GMIS data. 
0U.S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Grime in the United States, 1973: Uniform Grim(/. Reports. (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 

Office, 1974). Table 4, pp. 66-76. 

Size 01 
Population 

O~er 1,000,000 
50il,000-1,000,000 
250,000-500,000 
100,000-250,000 
50,000-100,000 
25,000-50,000 
10,000-25,000 
1-10,000 
Unknown 

Appendix V ~5 

Distribution of Part C Discretionary and r:;Uock Gran! Funds to Local 
Governments by Crime Rate and Population of ReCipient JUJisdiction 

FY 1969-1975 () 

Muncipalities"' • 
Muncipalilies'" Counties'" 

Percell!. Percent 

Counties~·· 

Total City/County"· 
Percent Percent 

Percent of 
Population" 

Percent of 
Crime" 

Block Grant Discretionary 
Funds Funds 

Block Grant 
Funds 

Discretionary 
Funds 

13 
9 
7 

10 
12 
12 
15 
22 

18 
14 
11 
14 
14 
12 
11 

7 

20 
11 
10 
16 
12 

9 
8 
8 
6 

13 
35 
.30 

8 
5 
2 
i 
1 
7 

7 
11 
'13 
·14 
11 

9 
13-
19 

4 

11 
,,~, 15 

19 
16 
1G 

3 
6 
8 

13 

Total City/County""" 

Percent 
Block Grant 

Funds 

14 
11 
11 
15 
11 

9 
10 
13 

5 

Percent. 
Discretionary 

Funds 

12 
29 
27 
10 

6 
2 
2 
3 
8 

·U.S. Department of Commerc'1 .• Bureau of the Census, Census ofPopl!/ation H!70, Val. t (Washington. D.C.: Governm;fltPfinting Office. 1972). Table 6, p. 1-
~ . . . 

•• Of total 1973 index crimes reported by cities, th:se .gercentages were reported for cities in the population pategories s~own~\bY U.S, Department of Justice. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United states, 1973; Uniform Crime Reports, (Washington, !;l.C.: Government Printir19 Office, 1973). pp. 104-105 . 
••• GMIS data. . ., " 
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APPENDIX V-6 

Distribution of ~art E Discretionary Funds by State FY 1969-1975 

Percentage 
Amount of Difference Between 

Percent of Pari E Percent of Pari E Discretionary Funding 
Slate Population' Discretionary Funds" Discretionary Funds" and Population 

1 Alabama 1.7 3,120 1,5 -O:z 
'<--:;" 

f 

Alaska 0,2 905 0.4 +0,2 
Arizona 1.0 2,992 1.4 +0.4 
Arkansas 1,0 6.895 3.3 +2.3 
California 9.7 12,232 5.8 -3.9 
Colorado 1.2 8,444 4.0 +2,8 
Connectlcut 1.4 2,002 1.0 -0.4 
Delaware 0.3 795 0.4 -0.1 
Dlstrlc'l of Columbia 0.3 2,062 1.0 -0.7 
Florida 3.6 2.530 1.2 -2.4 
,!3eorgla 2.3 9.070 4.3 +2.0 
HawaII 0.4 5,583 2.7 +2.3 
Idaho 0,4 1.326 0,6 +0.2 
Illinois 5,3 'ii,512 4,5 -0.8 
Indiana 2,5 1;486 0.7 -1.8 

172 
Iowa 1.3 904 0.4 -0.9 
Xansas 1.1 795 0,4 -0.7 
Kentucky 1.2 2,416 1.1 -0.1 
Louisiana 1.8 9.8'19 4,7 +2,9 
Maine 0,5 905 0.4 -0.1 
Maryland 1,9 11,004 5,2 +3.3 
Massachusell!i 2.7 7,400 3.5 +0.8 

\;. Michigan 4.3 4,637 2.2 -2.1 
Mlnneso)ta 1.8 2,668 1.3 -0.5 
Mississippi 1.1 3,615 1.7 +0.6 
Missouri 2.2 15,329 7.3 +5.1 
Montana 0,3 631 M 
Nebraska 0.7 3,093 1.5 +0.8 
Nevadll, 0.3 2,235 1.1 +0.8 
New Hampshire 0.4 1,233 0.6 +0.2 
New Jersey 3.4 8,079 3,8 +0.4 
New Mexico 0,5 1,578 0.8 +0.3 
New York 8.6 5,082 2.4 -6.2 
North Carolina 2.5 891 0.4 -2.1 
NOrlh Dakota 0.3 528 0.3 
Ohio 5.0 12,587 6.0 +1,0 

\ Oklahoma 1,3 5,921 2.8 +1.5 .il, 
Oregon 1.0 11,563 5.5 +4.5 
Penn~ylvanla 5,6 2,841 1.6 -4.0 
Rhoa":lsland 0.5 728 0.3 -0.2 
South Carolina 1.3 5,354 2.5 +1.2 
South Dakota 0.3 634 0.3 
Tennessee 1.9 1,157 0,$ -1.3 
Toxas 5.6 9,100 4.3 -1.3 
Utah 0.5 1,272 0.6 +0.1 
Vermont 0,2 938 0.4 +0.2 
Virginia 2.3 1,608 0.8 -1,5 
Washington 1,6 667 0.3 -1.3 
West Virginia 0.8 591 0.3 -0.5 
Wisconsin 2.1 1,713 0.8 -1.3 
Wyoming 0.2. 810 0.4 +0.2 
American Samoa 0.01 42 0.01 
Guam 0,04 50 0.02 -0.02 
Puerlo Rico 1.3 220 0.1 -1.2 
Virgin Islands 0.03 576 0.3 -0.27 

'U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census 01 Populiition, (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
t . 1972), fable 14, p. I-58. 

"GMIS data. 
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. Chapter VI 

Safe Streets and the Block 
Grant EXperiment: 

Issues and P~rspectives 
<.;1 

"1, . 

In its 1970 report, "l)flaking the Safe Streets 'Act 
Work: An Intergovernrt1ental Chal1,~nge," thl}" Ad~ 
visory Commission on r\\tergover~lriental Relations 
(ACIR) observed that the ~afe Str{iets Act repflesent
eq an experiment in Fede\al-sta(.6-local admi Hstra
tive and fisc~\1 relations. THr,' ac,J; embodies th t Fed
eral government's first comp~eh:~hsive grant pr ~gral11 
for ~ssisting state an~ .iocal!lejt~,rt~ to. reduceiitdme. 
and l~prove the admll11strat1wn .dE Justice. More'9ve5' 
the II1strument chosen toy dlsp\ense Federal \Iald 
sharply contrasted with thel/categorical grant orfu.n
tation of congressional legislation ~nacted during t1~e 

1/ , " 
1960'5. In the Safe Streei's Act the Congress estab\, 
li.$hed a major Federal program that embodied the\. 
block grant instrument trom the outset and departed \, 
from its traditional al?~roach by relyillg heavily on 
the states as planners: administrators~ coordinators 
and innovator(( in th~/f:riminal justice ar~a. :: 

More than seven ,years have pt1ssed sll1ce the Pres
ident signed th~, adinto law. Dudng that time, a new 
profession - crimidal justice planning - has emerged. 
Relationships ha};e: beenJostereia between previously 
separate and ig.aependent components of the state~ 
.local cdmin~r justice system. Organizations have 
beencrehted'at the state, subsf.ate regional and local 
levels\to ·~;.;irform pla~ning ,an;d administrative activ
ities under the program. And more than $4 billion 
has been spent by the Fedel'al governmenl to as~ist 
states and localities in the fight against crime. 

o 
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What has been accomplished under this highly 
touted crime reduction program? How well has the 
block grant experiment worked? What lessons can be 
learned? This section addresses these and other basic 
intergovernmental issues raised by the Safe Streets 
record. 

WHAT ARE WE TRYING TO DO? 

The legislative history of the Safe Streets Act 
since 1967 reve'ills a multitude of objectives reflect
ing changes oVler the years in congressional under
standing of the' nature of the crime problem, re· 
sponses to pressures from vadDus functional interr 
ests, and the need on the part of both the Congress' 
and the Chief Executive to convince the public that 
the Federal Government was concerned about and 
dealing with crime. Although unav1oidable, the po
Iiticization of the crime issue has caused some con
fusion over what the Safe Streets Act was intended 
to do, and what it realistically can accomplish, 

Conceived in the wake of political assassination, 
urban civil disorders and campus unrest, the early 
legislative history of the Safe Streets Act is replete 
with .reference''> to the need forbelter law enforce
ment at the state and local levels, The congressional 
emphasis on curbing domestic violence through 
more effective police protection at the time was 
not usually accompanied by recognition that the 
prosecutorial, judicial and correctional components 
of the criminal justice system also needed upgrading, 
The early in~ent of Congress is perh~lps best revealed 
in the variable matching ratio embodied in the 1968 
legislation, under which the Federal government 
would pay 75 percent of the costs. of riot and civil 
disorder control activities, 60 percent of non
construction action programs and 50 percent of 
construction projects, The predominance of the po
lice in both state planning agency (SPA) policy
making and funding during the initial years of the 
program, then, came as no surprise, 

Although Congress in subsequent amendments 
to the act revealed a growing awareness of the needs 
of the criminal justice system and of the desirability 
of achieving greater balance among the functional 
components, the basic legIslative goals of reducing 
crime and improving the administration of justice 
have remained intact. These objectives were tein
forced by the executive branch, As crime rates began 
to level off and decline during the early 1970's, 
LEAA became the showpiece of the Nixon Adminis
tration "law and order" program. 

By the mid 1970's, however, crime rates had be
gun to escalate, In the Ford Administration and in 
the newly elected Congress, questions wer'e raised as 
to why the Federal government's anticrime prograri1 
had appar.ently failed, Some blamed the states, ques
tkming the optimistic assumptions of the framers of 
the act that these units eould be entrusted with re
sponsibility for improving the state-local criminal 
Justice system. Several asserted that the problem was 
simply a matter of insufficient Federal funds. Others 
believed that LEAA had failed to exert strong lead
ership in finding and communic?ting solutions to 
crime, in ensuring that the SPA~:lprepared compre
hensive plans of high quality ~;nd in providing ef
fective technical assistance. StH! others argued that 
crime was so rooted in the basic fabric of society that 
reliance for remedial ~\ction on the criminal justice 
system alone was naive and quite possibly counter
productive, And some concluded that, given ,these 
limitations, crime reduction should not be the over
riding purpose of the act. 

All of the above views have a certain amount of 
validity, This chapter begins with an analysis of the 
expectations underlying the act and an assessment of 
how well they have been achiuved. The various 
charges that have been made against the program 
will then be examined in light of the implementa
tion record as well as the issues and problems that 
have arisen in block gra~t admini~traticr:, , 

As pointed out earher, reducmg cnme and ll~-
proving the administration of justice were, basIc 
purposes of the Safe Streets Act. Several pomts, of 
clarification need to be made, however, regardmg 
how this objective would be realized, First, Congress 
determined that crime is essentially a state and local 
problem that could be dealt with most effectively by 
these jurisdictions, Hence, direct national action was 
not intended. Second, Congress designed the act to 
be. facilitative rather ~han preemptive. Federal aid 
was to be used to "improve and strengthen" law en
forcement and criminal justice at the state and local 
levels, Third, the act reflects the realization that, 
although greater attention should be given to addres
sing crime problems through a well-integrated crim
inal justice system, decisions concerning the type of 
remedial action to be taken should not be confined to 
the police, prosecutors, judges or corrections profes
sionals, Instead, elected state and local chief exec
utives and legislators, administrative generalists and 
representatives of the general public also shOUld be 
involved in such decisions through the comprehen
sive planning, fund allocation and project approval 
processes. Fourth, the Congress viewed the use of 

Federal funds ror fostering innovation, undertaking 
demonstration projects, and supporting research 
and development as desirable ways of developing 
and testing new remedial approaches to, crime. Fi
nally, despite these ambitious objectives. the Con-
gress initially considered crime. reduction within the 
relatively narrow.context of improving the capacity 
of the criminal justice system to process offenders. 
This limited view of deterrence or prevention ig-

,0 nored other basic causes of or influences on crime 
rates -such as lack of education, unemployment, 
and public attitudes - that go beyond the scope of a 

I single statute and perhaps beyond theintergovern-
, mental partnership itself. ' 

To sum ~p, then, the Safe Streets Act attempted 
to direct Federal funds toward crime reduction in 
three ways: 

• Stimulation of new activity that other
wise would not or could not have been 
undertaken by recipients, including in
novative and demonstration efforts; 

• System building through setting in mo
tion a process for planning and decision
making relating to the uses of Safe 
Streets dollars that would produce as by
prodUcts greater understanding and bet
ter coordination among police, prosecu
tion and defense, court and correction:; 
interests and between the functional com
p:~ti)."ents of the criminal justice system, 
other crinir.nal justice officials and the 
general pUblic; and 

• System support by providing funds to 
upgrading existing law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies at the state and 
local levels, 

All three of the above approaches have been 
employed in administering the program since its in
ception, Their relative priority, however, has 

" changed in response to shifting congressional senti
ment. turnover in LEAA's top management and 
the maturation of SPAs. In many respects, the de
bate over specific aspects of the Safe Streets record 
subsumes these basic questions regarding the use 
of the stimulation, system building and system sup
port strategies to achieve national objectives while 
maximizing the flexibility and discretion of state 

.l' and local governments, Keeping in mind the con- . 
cerns about the proper grant instrument, five broad 
issue areas need to be addressed: funds, discretion, 

system building, the generalist vs. specialist ques~ 
tion and planning. 

HOW MUCH MONEY MAKES A 
DIFFERl;NCE? 

A key assumption underlying the Safe Streets 
program is ~hat money makes a difference. That is, 
the more funds mafle availabl~, the greater the 
possibility of redudri~ crime, This view, which 
characterized much ofihe social legislation enncted 
by Congress during the 1960's, has occasionally been 
questioned by critics who argue that crime is a deep
rooted community social problem. Hence, govern~ 
mental financial intervention to improve criil1inal 
justice system structure and personnel; even when 
accompanied by expenditures on education, housing 
and other community needs, can at best h&ve a· 
limited impact on crime, ;, . 

To some, the 17 percent increlo\se in reported 
crimes in 1974 reflects the failllre of the Safe Stcre.ets' 
program to achie~e one or i,ts basic objec;tiv,es. For 
that matter, it underscores the lack of success of 
other Federal, state and local criminal justice agen
cies in crime reduction, and pe\thaps reinforces the 
critics' point of view. Others, nowever, reach the 
opposite conclusion, In light of the problems asso~ 
dated with obtaining reliuhle information on ,crime 
incidence, a rise in rates may really indicate better 
reporting and data collection capabilities. 

With respect to Safe Streets, then, a major ques
tion is: would more money have produced different 
outcomes? Even with the benefit of hindsight this 
question is difficult, if not impossible, to answer. 
Two observations, however, can be made that help 
to put the program in perspective, First, the $4 bil
lion spent by LEAA since 1968 is a small fraction
about five percent annually - of the total criminal 
justice outlays of state and local governments, Sec~ 
ond, relative to the amounts of funds available, the 
program has been oversold in terms of both the ob
jectives to be achieved and thl~ capacity of the biock 
grant instrument. 

What results, then, can be reasonably expected 
from thel(xpenditure of Safe Streets dollars? It seems 
clear that, despite the system support objective of 
the act, state and local governments will continue 
to make approximately 95 percent of the crime re
duction outlays from their own sources, Moreover, 
a substantial amount of these funds will be used for 
basic equipment, personnel and services. 

An analysis of criminal justice spending patterns 
reveals few significant differences betw'een state 
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and local direct outlays and their use of Safe Streets 
assistance in terms of major functional components. 
[n comparison with their own outlays, these Jurisdic
tions tend to devote slightly mor(', Safe St(,eds mon
ies to corrections and slightly less to police and 
courts. Despite the planning and funding flexibility 
inherent in the block gl'ant instrument, the financial 
threshold c10es not seem high enough to produce 
mltjor functionaf shifts. At the same time, it is quite 
possible that w)\thin each principal component of 
the criminal justice system, changes could well occur 
as a result of the Safe Streets program. 

Given these constraints, many observers contend 
that the five percent of the total state-local criminal 
justice budget accounted I'M by Safe Streets assis- • 
tance should be considered seed money. ! n line with 
public finance theory, Federal aid would he used to 
stimulate recioients to attempt approaches to crime 
reduction thalthey otherwise would be unwilling or 
unable to undertake, to test innovative concepts or 
ideas and to carry out demonstration projects. After 
Federal funding ended, recipionts would be expected 
to assume the costs of successful activities. 

Despite early criticisms of the program that too 
much of the funds was spent on routine purposes, 
pa;oticularly in the law enforcement area, the avail
able evidence indicates that over time the majority 
(If Safe Streets dollars have been used to initiate new 
programs and projects that would not have been 
iaunched in the absence or Federal aid. Whether or 
not these are truly new undertakings remains a 
major Sflurce of contention. rl 

Proponents argue that the Safe Streets At't has" 
triggered innovative efforts at both the state an.d 
10Cit! levels. EVen though the amount of support lS 

relatively small; they stress that its marginal utility 
is great, because the funds are unencumbered by 
commitments to underwrite the operations ()[ police, 
court and corrections agencies except in some rural 
states. In addition, they note that many SPAs have 
adopted policies excluding from Federal funding 
basic equipment, routine personnel additions and 
other activities t.hat should be covered by direct 
state or local outlays. 

On the other hand, skeptics point out that it is 
nearly impossible to determinet:he extent to which 
innovations have been fostered by the program. 
They concede that, if nothing else, the multifunc
tional and intergovernmentall process for arriving at 
planning and funding decisions at thr. SPA and 
n~gional planning unit (RPU) levels has acceler
ated the diffusion of ideas and experiences. Yet 

, , 

new activity and innovative activity are n9t neces~ 
sarily the same. tn many rural states and in sma~l 
local jurisdictions, for instance, programs and proJ
ects considered to be Df,!W and innovative I11ight well 
be viewed as routine and l,lnimaginativein more 
urban settings. Moreover, it is claimed, regardless 
of the degree of newness or innovativeness, recip
ients have used too much Safe Streets money for 
short-term, nc:,n-instrumental endeavors. For these 
critics the rductance to commit Federal, local, and . . . 
in some cases, state dollars to long-term efforts that 
might well produce significant results implies that 
Safe Streets funds are being wasted. This is exacer· 
bated by LEAA'!> unwillingness or inability to exer
cise leadership 'in developing and enforcing· per
formance standarns in connection with comprehen
sive plans and funding policies. 

The above views on funding as they relate to 
innovation go directly to the type of instrument 
selected to dispense federal a~d. The block grant 
approach taken \ in the, Safe Streets Act is designed 
to enhance funding flexibility within the broad range 
of activities encompassed by the crimilial justice 
system. The relatively smull amount of funds avail
able, coupled with the growing difficulty some 
recipients are having in assuming costs, me-arlS that 
Safe Streets aid cannot ,be expected to produce sig
nificant changes in the ongoing operations of police, '\ 
courts and corrections agencies., If, then, Safe 
Streets funds ure seed money, the degree to which 
they can have a stimulative eff~ct depends on the 
Willingness of the reuipient,o undertake new, mtd 
possibly innovative, activity and to integrate suc
cessful experiences into the jurisdiction's criminal 
justice budget. .. On the other hand, if recipients view 
Federal aid as an entitlement, prospects for innova
tive behavior are reduced. 

In summary, when stimulation is the basic purpose 
of outside assistance, a block grUl\t may not be an 
appropriate mechanism, particui::lrly if recipients 
believe that they have a "right" to receiv(;) aid. Under 
these conditiuns~ the block grant functions much like 
a foreign aid treaty - it i:l a vehicle for conveying 
dollars so that grantees may engage in activities with 
a minimal amount of intrusion by the grantor. In 
addition, as in the international area, the block grant 
represents ail intergovernmental commitment, rro~ 
which it is difficult for the Federal partner to extrt
cate itself unless egregious problems occur. Although 
the available evidence shows that a substantial 
amount of new activity has been generated at the 
state and local levels. by the Safe Streets Act, 

the discret.it)n accorded recipients by the block grant 
means that Congress and LEAA can do little to in
fluence grantees' behavior. It is difficult for Federal 
decision-makers, for el;ample, to prevent recipients 
from spending Sar;:} Streets monies on basic equip
rtli;nt and other routine needs, if they so desire, 
and practically .. impossible to ensure that such ex~ 
pe,/ditures supplement and do not supplant normal 
state and local criminaijustice outlays, 

. v If Congress concludes that innovation is the 
primary purpose of the act and that greater certnin
ty is needed to assure that appropriations will be 
used for this pllrPose, then the proJ~ct-based cate
gorical grant would seem to be the most effective 
in&trument. Attempts to achieve this goal within a 
block grant lead inevitably to greater Federal in
trusion into the state-local r;lecision-making process, 
thus compromising the integrity of the mechanism. 
If ongoing support is the goOal, then the block grant 
device is obviously appropriate, If both goals are 
sought, then a hybrid appro~(c~ is needed. 

DISCRETION: PLAYING THE OLD SHELL 
GAME? 

The preceding discussion of Safe Streets objec
tives assumes that under a block grant, recipients will 
have .greater discretion in identifying and prioritiz .. 
ing their problems and using fUllds accordingly, 
than under a categorical grant. By definition, the 
revenue sharing approach offers ev~n more latitude 
and flexibility than a block grant. 

[t has already been noted that Congress hus cate
gorized the Safe Streets Act by earmarking funds for 
corrections institutions and facilities and for juvenile 
justice and has requin~d SPAs to use special plan
ning and administrative procedures in these areas. 
These actions were taken basically to increase ac
I~ountabil ity and to achieve greater certainty that 
grantees would use monies in specWc ways. Most 
authorities concur that, however undesirable in light 
of the "ideal" block grant, the political rationale 

.' for such categorization is understandable. Moreover, 
. as yet it has not had major adverse effects on state 

administration of the program. Hence, Safe Streets 
supporters conclude, even a hybrid block grant still 

,:) provides far greater discretion than the project- or 
formula-based categorical alternatives. 

Some local elected and criminal justice officials 
str(1ngly believe that this discretionary feature is il
lusory and that to argue its existence is naive, border
ing on nonsenskal. In the real world of administra
tion, they point out, a block grant is a Federal-state, 

not a Federal-state-local partnership. Undcr this nr~ 
rangement, the state-not local government-is the 
beneficiary of the discretion, because it becomes the 
senior partner in determining the uses or funds. The 
Federal government merely sets n few rules of the 
game, only occasionally stepping in to overrule thc 
state or d irect~t to take specif'ic a~~tions. 

In the case of Safe Streets, the "realists" contend, 
the states nrc given wide latitude by both Congress 
and LEAA. Block grant funds are allocated among 
the states in accordance with a statutory formula, 
and the SPAs are required to pass through an umount 
proportionate to the local share of total, ~:tnte-local 
criminal justice expenditures during 11 specified 
pe,riod. Which jurisdictions receive aid, how much, 
and for what purpose are a\1 questions decided by 
SPAs, and' by RPUs in states having decentr~l1ized 
planning structures, not by LEAA or local govern
ment~> Local governmental and fu~ctioIHlI· inter
ests are represented all the SPA supervisol'y board, 
which is supposed to reach balffncerl.und equitable 
decisions. In fact, it is argued, either SPA profession
al staff dominate the proceedings and influence the 
outcome or the decision-making process amounts to 
little more than logrolling aOl0ng ti1efunctionalists. 

Furthermore, the "realists" point out. congression~ 
al behavior is only part of the categorization issue. 
Almost since the inception of the progrmn! LEAA 
has encouraged the use at functionnl c;utegories to t~S~ 
sure itself,and Congress, that the states arc ade
quately addressing all components or the criminal 
justice system. Although SPAs may develop their 
own categorized structure, they are re'quired to)::ros5-.:. 
reference the program and funding hformation in 
their pillns to LEAA's sta'hdard functional dategor
ies, as contained in the annual planning guidelines. 
Through a variety of methods, SPAs divide their 
block grantappropridlions among the programs that 
constitute their category structure, resulting in a. 
number of functionf~1 "pots." tlliAA requires that 
all SPA expenditure information be reportedundl!r 
the adopted SPA category stflJcture aild ~hat,1n (1r-' 
del' to ensure plan impleme:IHation, no n1me thHIl 15 
percent of the funds planned for expenditure in one 
category may be transfCHed It) any other category 
without prior LEAA approval. ApplidUions are 
funded from these "put';" u.ntU the money has been 
expended. If more ·ml!ritorious applications are sub
mitted in a particular area than CUll be covered by 
available funds. the SPA will either have to deny 
funding to some proposals or it will have to transfer 
funds from undcrutilized "pots" to cover the deficit. 
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If this transfer involves more than 15 percent of the 
funds, the SPA must request LEAA approval of a 
plan amendment, which is almost always granted. 

The categorization of the block grant within a 
state emanates from the LEAA's need for organized 
and standardized information about planned and 
actual use of Safe Street~ funds. In operation, it is 
asserted, the 'requirements resulting frum this infor
maJi,onal need have resulted in limiting the nexi
bility of both the SPA and potential applicants. In 
some states, the programs to which funds are allo
cated are so specifically defined as to exclude 
numerous activities and/or eligible recipients. City 
and county applicants o[t~nfind that such categori
zation ignores local f~edS'\\Und is unresponsive to 
local initiatives or dmerge~bies. Although the ap
proval of plan amendments I/s routine, the amount of 
paper work and admini~;trative hoc.us-pocus in
volved in securing most ,1!location changes leaves 
many local offl;::iJll~feelfng that Safe Streets plan
ning and funding allocation decisions are at best a 
ritu at. 

Another line of criticism on the discretionary front 
involves the absence, until recently, of SPA policies 
gradually phasing out the Federal share of project 
funding after a three- or four-year period. Many 
SPAs have been reluctant to adopt and enforce con
tinuation funding policies because, of the need to 
give long-term support to particular activities that 
otherwise might be terminated because a grantee's 
resources are inadequate. As a re~ult of these de
cisions, on the average about half of a state's annual 
block grant appropriation is committed to continuing 
ongoing programs and projects, making it difficult 
for SPAs to respond readily to changing needs and 
conditions. 

Block grant proponents claim that neither statu
tory nor administrative categorization has unduly 
limited the discretion of recipients. They point out 
that these actions are necessary to ensure both that 
public funds are being spent as intended and that 
LEAA witl have a basis for determining whether 
state comprehensive plans meet the needs of the 
entire criminal justice system. 

Although these contentions may be valid, many 
local officials believe that the 'Safe Streets program 
has become a shell game as far as discretion is con
cerned. The states, not localities, have had their 
flexibility increased, despite the rhetoric of block 
grant advocates. The local recipient perceives the 
program as being too much like a categorical grant 
in terms of the constraints on the uses of funds and 

.~ 

the red tape associated with the, receipt of aid. The 
only major difference is that the state, rather than 
the Federal government, is making and enforcing 
the requirements. In light of these facts of life, sev
eral city and county chief executives, legislators and 
criminal justice offici,alscprefer a revenue sharing ap
proach t.o a perpetuation of the block grant myth 
and to continuatiotl of the discretionary shell game. 

Others contend, however, that wide state discre~ 
tion is entirely appropriate in light of the pivotal role 
the states occupy vis-a-vis the state-local criminal 
justice system. Moreover, they note, despite com
plaints about red tape, local officials still prefer 0' 

continuation of the hybrid block grant arrangement . 
"to adoption of a completely categorical approach. 
"',' 

THE SEARCH FOR A SYSTEM 

A major reason why Congress adopted the 
block grant instrument for dispensing Safe Streets 
funds was the wide array of agencies responsible 
for performing law enforcement and criminal justice 
functions. Although during the early history of the 
program, police-related activities commanded the 
bulk of the attention and resources, gradually the 
emphasis shifted to a more systemwide perspective. 
It was recognized that crime reduction is more than 
a matter of detection and apprehension, that the ef
ficiency with which offenders are processed and the 
effectiveness with which they are rehabilitated are 
vital to enhancing respect for the law, reducing 
recidivism and possibly deterring criminal behavior. 
To many, the block grant was the devke best suited 
to facilitating communication and coordination 
among police departments, prosecutors, judges and 
corrections officials. It was anticipated that these 
functional component relationships within the block 
grant framework would eventually foster a genuine 
criminal justice system. "System," then, applied to 
police-court-corrections cooperation within indivi
dual jurisdictions as well as between cities, counties 
and the state. A categorical approach, in the judg
ment of the arcbjtects 91 the Safe Streets Act, would 
only accentuati{ the fbr6.~s of separatism and frag
mentation in the"'~d(rfinaliljustice field. 

After seven years, sup~\orters of the Sare Streets 
program believe that consIderable progress has been 
made in the search for a criminal justice system. 
They point out that law enforcement and criminal 
justice agencies have operated in virtu'al isolation 
from one another practically since colonial times. 
The courts still assert their independence under the , 
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separation of powers doctrine, and sheriffs and other 
law enforcement officials are protected by the con
stitutions of many states. In light of this state 01 
affairs, obtaining participation of police, court and 
corrections spokesmen in SPA and RPU super
visory board planning and decision-making is no 
small feat. Proponents claim that in 1968 the block 
grant was heralded as the principal means for in
stilling a system perspective in dealing with crime. 
While they concede that more needs to be done to 
strengthen the linkages between the various func
tional components, they contend that th~~ mechanism 
is in place and that it is beginning to work welL A 
mere seven years of effort to achieve system integra
tion cannot, after all, modify drastically the separa.:
tist habits of nearly 200 years. /~/!,\ 

To these observers, the block grant is signififant 
for reasons other than the flexible framework that 
its broad functional scope provides. Safe Streets as
sistance, they stress, should be viewed as "glue 
money," which helps hold together the components 
of the criminal justice system in at least two' major 
ways. First, action funds are planned for and dis
tributed within a state by an intergovernmental, 
multi-functional body-the SPA supervisory board. 
Through these processes, the various functional and 
jurisdictional interests gain a greater appreciation of 
the problems and needs of the others, and this key 
consciousness-raising experience must precede co
operation in day-to-day operations. In many states, 
this exercise is duplicated or carried out entirely at 
the substate regional level, with similarly positive 
results. Secondly, substantial amounts of Safe Streets 
aid have been used to support joint undertakings of 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, such 
as communications and information systems, diver
sion projects for youths; victim and witness pro
grams, and community-based treatment alternatives. 
Neither of these basic lines of cooperation would be 
likely to occur within a categorical grant structure, 
they contend. 

For the above reasons, program supporters feel 
that although the overall amount of Federal dollars 
is relatively small, the marginal utility)s great. Like 
the seed money function, using Safe Streets 'assis
tance as "glue money" can produce significant results 
that would not otherwise occur because th~ vasi 
majority of state and local criminal justice resources 
are committed to ongoing personnel, service or other 
fixed costs. The major functional components and 
jurisdictional interests of criminal justice tend to go 
their own separate ways in the absence of a 90mpel-

ling cohesive force-like the availability of outside 
funds. 

Critics" of the block grant approach argue that 
the Safe Streets Act has produced "a very superficial 
and fragile criminal justice "syst~m." With respect 
to the chief functional d6mpon;~ts,they note the 
continuing capacity of.1he police to command the 
lion's share of available resources. Although the 
average proportion of aid awarded ,,"cto police de
partments has declined from two~thjrds t~ two-fifths, 
they argue, this is still a substanlial share, especially 
when the remainder must be divided among prose
cution and defense, courts,correct'ions, juv~nile 
justice and other functions. IfLEAA and the SPAs 
purport to be concerned about fostering a system, 
they ask, then' why has so much been spent on hnly 
the detection and apprehension of suspected offend
ers? 

Another chink in the armor of block grant advo
cates has been the periodic, but persistent, congres- .. 
sional and LEAA Willingness to flirt with categoriza
tion. If the block grant works so well in providing a 
climate conducive to lTlultifunctional and intergov
ernmental cooperation, skeptics inquire, the.n wtw 
was a separate corrections category added in tfi~ 
1971 amendments? And why was the Juvenile Justige 
and Delinquency Prevention' Act tacked on in 19747 
And why, in 1975-1976, have the Conference of 
Chief Justices and National Center for State COLlrts 
claimed that the judiciary has not received a, fair 
share of available funds and urged Congress to set 
aside an amount for this purpose'? Separation of 
powers and need considerations aside, it is argued, 
these developments reveal the instability of the crim
inal justice alliance. Although the various functional 
interests appear to be willing to meet together, to dis
cuss common problems and to identify ways of 
addressing them, the question of "who gets how 
much" tends to be resolved in favor of those who are 
best organized and most skilled in the art of grants
manship. The tendency of the losers or nonpartici
pants in this contest - first corrections, then juvenile 
delinquency and now courts - to turn to Congress to 
redress what they perceive to be an imbalance of 
power as well as in money reveals the soft underbelly 
of the block grant-congressional willingness to 
categorize or earmark and to substitute national pri
orities for state and local ones. 

A related point involves the lack of genuine 
intergo;zernmental comity under the block grant. 
Althou'~h the Safe Streets Act calls upon the states 
to deal with local needs in an effective and equit?,ble 
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manner, there are few statutory guarantees that this 
will occur. Almost since the inception of the pro
gram, spokesmen for large cities in particular have 
criticized SPA allocation decisions and bureaucratic 
layering and delays at the state and regional levels. 
The National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of 
Mayors has recently called for the establishment of 
a separate block grant program for cities or county
city combinations, over 100,000 in population. Their 
basic concerns have been echoed by the National 
Association of Counties, which has urged Congress 
to authorize block grants through the state to local 
planning regions or to individual urban counties. 
Hence, block grant opponents note, in addition to 
functional categorization, an attempt is being made 
to effect jurisdictional categorization of the block 
grant. 

Another indicator of the un'responsiveness of the 
block grant mechanism, critics contend, is the LEAA 
administrator's discretionary fund. This fund, which 
amounts to 15 percent of the annual congressional 
appropriation for Part C action programs, has 
served a variety of purposes. For the most part, 
LEAA's five administrators have used these dol
lars to stimulate innovative activity, accelerate the 
implementation of projects, initiate national pri
ority programs, and undertake research and demon
stration efforts. Some observers believe that the 
presence of these monies has been largely responsible 
for the survival of the Safe Streets block grant. They 
charge that, unlike "glue money," -it has been used 
as "putty" to fill the functional and jurisdictional 
gaps remaining after SPAs have made their alloca
tional decisions. A few contend that these dollars 
also have been useful in buying political support 
for the program. 

LEAA itself describes the discretionary fund as 
its categorical program. In terms of the latitude 
given Federal officials in determining priorities, ap
plying and enforcing conditions, and targeting 
awards to particular recipients, there are close 
similarities between discretionary funds and project 
grants. In the judgment of some, were it not for 
these funds, the act would have been even more 
categorized than it already is, owing to the states' 
inability to convince the Congress that national ob
jectives were being met. The Ford Administration's 
proposed amendments to the act underscore this 
basic point, in that they call for increased discre
tionary funding for court improvements, juvenile 
delinquency and high-impact crime. Ironically, 
then, discretionary fund categorization appears to 

be necessary to prevent further, statutory categori-
zation of the block grant. . 

To summarize, if t~e ~are Streeyi~~ls expected 
to have a system-bUlldi~~g effe~ major obstacles 
must be surmounted. A~h2y~h the block grant 
covers a sufficiently broad scope of activities and 
provides ample policy latitude to deal with the 
functional and jurisdictional int(lrestS involved in 
crime reduction, nevertheless, it is extremely diffi· 
cult to overcome the traditions of state-central city 
distrust and hostility, police-court-corrections 
fragmentation and general functional feudalism. The 
search for a system, then, will take a good deal of 
time-arid considerable patience on the part 9f the 
congressional decision-makers. . 

THE MYTH OF THE GENERALIST 

Like other block grants, the Safe Streets Act was 
designed to enhance the power ~;psition of generalists 
in planning and managing Fed~~.rtll aid. In part, the 
act was a reaction against some of the excesses that 
had occurred in many of the categorical grants enac
ted during the 1960's. Particularly disturbing to some 
observers were two tendencies associated with proj
ect-based categorical grants: (1) the considerable 
leeway accorded to Federal middle managers in 
determining which jurisdictions would receive as
sistance and which would be excluded from fund
ing eligibility or bypassed in program management, 
how much money would be provided, what activi
ties would be undertaken. and their relative priq~1ty 
and what conditions would relate to applying,. ad
ministering and accounting for Federal dollars; and 
(2) the tendency of program specialists to deal di
rectly with their counterparts at other levels of 
government, oftentimes making policy, program and 
funding commitments without consulting elected 
chief executive and legislative officials or top ad
ministrative generalists. The already feudalistic 
nature of criminal justice agencies at the state and 
local level, coupled with fears that the attorney gen
eral of the United States would gain too much 
authority under the Johnson Administration's initial 
"direct federalism" proposal, set the stage in the late 
1960's for putting the specialist "on tap, but not on 
top" through the block grant device. 

Safe Streets is generally perceived ,as a governor's 
program, in that the state's chief executive sets up 
the state planning agency, appoints all or most of the 
members of the supervisory boards, directs other 
state agencies to cooperate with the SPA and often 
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designates regional planning units. Despite this 
major gubernatorial responsibility, o.ther generalists 
also have important roles in the program-the state 
legislature appropriates match and buy-in funds and 
makes decisions about assuming the costs of projects, 
while county executives and supervisors, mayors and 
council members, and chief administrative officers 
and city managers develop plans and applications for 
assistance. Normally, county and city chief exec
utive and legislative officials serve on RPU and 
SPA supervisory boards, especially since the 1973 
amendments to the act requiring at least 51 percent 
of the members of RPU boards to be local elected 
officials. 

Supporters of the Safe Streets program contend 
that this heavy generalist orientation is a positive 
sign that some of the problemsussociated with cate
gorical aids can be avoided, They point out that the 
participation of mayors and other key local elected 
officials in regional and state decision-making helps 
insure that the projects undertaken are responsive to 
citizen needs, reflect community prioritietl and are 
within city and county fiscal capabilities. Further", 
more, if top administrative generalists like citY,man~ 
agers are involved in developing applica~!(hfS and 
implementing funded activities, coordinatI0110f Safe 
Streets programs with locally funded cFiminal justice 
efforts will be facilitated. Moreover, propoHent~ as
sert, the prospects for eventual assumption of costs 
will be increased, because those responsible for bud
get preparation and taxation decisions will be knowl
edgeable about and l:ommitted to Safe.Streets-gen
erated projects practically from the outs(:t. 

Critics believe that enhancement of the general· 
ists' power position through the block 'grant has been 
a myth. This charge applies to bOql the state and 
local levels. They note that, while,; governors tech
nically have a substantial role in ,'the program, for 
the most part they are not very tJ1terested in, or do 
not have much time for, SPA afrairs. In the majority 
of states, after deciding where.to locate the SPA in 
the executive branch und appointing the supervisory 
board, for a variety of re~sons the governor has 
tended not to intervene in its policies or day-to
day operations. [n some cases, they concede, he has 
appointed a close staff associate as director and 
entrusted this person with responsibility for carrying 
oot his or her implidt wishes. [n others, a criminal 
justice specialist in the governor's office keeps in 
contact with the SPA. Yet, skeptics observe, many 
governors look fit the SPA primarily as an agency 
for planning for and dispensing Federal funds. Even 

the comprehensive plan is viewed more as a com
pliance instrument than as a device that, with suffi~ 
cient gubernatorial backing, could help make the 
SPA an integral part' of the state criminal justice 
system and lead to better coordination of state 
agency efforts 10 reduce crime. This, they note, may 
be partly due tq the small amount of Safe Streets 
monies compared with the state's criminal justice 
outlays from its own sources. Another factor cited by 
some critics is that, in light of the political volatility 
of the crime issue, sonte governors may be hesitant to 
become too closely identified with an agency that ,has 
a high-risk potentIal and may become h10re of a lia-
bility than an as§et. ' 

Opponents 'also note the failure of almost every 
state legislature to do more than appropriate the 
lump-sum mutch. The limited legislative aware
ness a,nd involvement, they claim, is due to the "gov
ernot's prugram" image and to the relatively limited 
number of Safe Streets dollars available. In addition, 
they usually cite the antiquated committee structures 
,'Iud procedures, high legislator turnover, inadequate 
professional slaff assistance and other problems 
endemic to state legislatures across the country that 
limit oversight capacity. In any event, as a result of 
these factors, most legislatures, they believe, have no 
real say in planning and policy decisions, yet are 
expected to routinely fund programs submitted by 
the governor and the SPA. This undermineS'lhe 
checks and balances concept, gives too muc4 power 
to the executive branch and makes it difficult to 
mesh Safe Streets with other state criminal justice 
outlays. 

At the local level, the critics find that even greater 
problems are encountered, by generalists. The vast 
majority of local elected chief executives and legis
lators are part-time officials and this fact is a major 
constraint on the frequency and effectiveness of their 
participation in ~he Safe Streets program. Contrary 
to what is imagirled, these observers argue, such offi
cials do not usually dominate supervisory board pro
ceedings. Partly this is due to the local elected offi· 
cial requirement being interpreted broadly to include 
criminal justice officials like sheriffs and district 
attorneys as well as non-criminal justice officials,. 
thus diluting the influence of mayors, county exec· 
utives and others. In addition, as a practical mattf:r, 
it must be realized that many of these parl-lfme 
officials have other public business to attend to in 
the limited time available. Even when they are able 
to participate in the Safe Streets matters, they may 
not have had an opportunity to become well· 
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acquainted with the issues. Hence, the tendency is to 
send a criminal justice functionary to represent the 
local jurisdiction in RPU and SPA deliberations. [n 
both cases, the skeptics emphasize, the potential for 
the generalist to become a captive of the specialist is 
high. 

To sum up, the block grant provides important 
incentives to generalist participation. Whether this 
instrument will ~nhance the power position of these 
officials in dealing with program specialists, how
ever, depends largely on factors beyond the innuence 
of the block grant itself. These include the nature 
and term of office, amount of stafr resources and pol
icy interests of the generalists, as well as the degree 
of fragmentation among local and subs tate regional 
units. 

THE PLANNING RITUAL 

Earlier, several criticisms of the Safe Streets plan
ning process were raised in connection with the fund
ing, discretionary and system-building areas. At this 
point, it is useful to summarize the principal issues 
involved here. 

Supporters of the program assert that the require
ment for states to prepare annually a comprehensive 
plan as a means of triggering their block grant award 
from LEAA is an extremely valuable component of 
the block grant instrument. Without comprehensive 
planning, they argue, no framework would be pro
vided for the interfunctional coordination and con
sciousness raising that is so vital if crime reduction 
at the state and local levels is to be addressed in a 
systematic, as opposed to a fractionated, manner. In 
addition, LEAA would lack a key indicator of recip
ients' performance, making effective monitoring and 
evaluation difficult. Although these observers con
cede that in many states, comprehensive criminal 
justice planning is still at a rudimentary stage and is 
addressed mainly to the projects to receive Safe 
Streets funding, they point out that prior to 1968 
little if any such activity was occurring. I n short, the 
act helped to develop n new profession - criminal 
justice planning-as well as a new way of dispensing 
Federal assistance-the block grant. Congressional 
amendments also have led to. the establishment of 
evaluation units in many SPAs. Considering the 
state of the planning art, as well as the state of the 
relationships initially between and among the 
principal criminal justice components, significant 
gains have been achieved with a nominal investment 
of Federul monies. These advocates believe that if 

more sophisticated system planning and evaluation 
are expected, then the funds available under the act 
for these purposes must be increased or the time per
iod for planning must be extended. In addition, gov
ernors anq legislatures must give SPAs greater au
thority to collect data. from and plan for other state 
criminal justice agencies and to influence their re
source allocation decisions. 

Some proponents point to regionalization as illus
trative of the potentialities of the planning process. 
Funded largely from Part B monies, more than 460 
R PUs for crim inal justice planning have been es
tablished across the nation. Because local elected of
ficials constitute a majority of the supervisory board 

• membership, there is assurance that RPU planning 
and technical assistance will be responsive to both 
single- and multi-jurisdictional crime problems. The 
availability of regional professional criminal justice 
planners also bolsters the capacity of cities and coun
ties to plan for their crime control needs. fn the 
absence of a Safe Streets program, such regional 
planning and cooperation very likely would not have 
developed. 

Although agreeing with the above positions, others 
point out that inadequate attention has been given 
to the unique position of the courts in the Safe Streets 
program. An executive-branch agency-the SPA
has planned for and awarded funds to the judicial 
branch. Judges and court administrators have served 
with prosecutors and public defenders on SPA and 
RPU supervisory boards as "courts" representatives. 
These actions, it is contended, have violated the 
seI,;.aration of powers doctrine and have compromised 
th~1 independence of the judiciary. Hence, separate 
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planning and funding processes for the courts need 
to be established, as was dore for corrections. 
Another suggestion is that court officials prepare the 
judicial component of the state comprehensive plan 
and make recommendations to the SPA regarding 
the funding of projects to implement the plan. In 
addition to recognizing the importance of separation 
of powers, this approach would have practical po
litical significance- it would very likely avoid the 
need for further categorization of the Safe Streets 
Act to earmark a separate planning and action grant 
program for the courts. 

Critics of the act reply that even though compre
hensive criminal justice planning is a relatively new 
field, much more should have been accomplished in 
the past seven years in light of the amount of Federal 
funds that has been made available to support plan
ning activity. They criticize the state plans as being 
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little more than glorified project lists and they argue 
that such plans should reflect careC:;,j analyses of 
crime reduction needs, should be based on hard data, 
should identify linkages between state/local police, 
prosecutorial, court and porrectional agency activi
ties, should contain multJyear projections and should 
incorporate a well-defined policy framework and 
other attributes of a sound planning process. They 
contend that Federal monies intended for profes
sional planners instead have been used to hire grant 
administrators since, owing to poor management 
practices, considerable starr time must be devoted 
to funding decisions! and related procedural matters. 
They assert that Sj'PA evaluation efforts are very 
limited and produce little impact on planning and 
funding decisions. As a result, too much paperwork 
and too little genuine planning occurs at the state 
level, they maintain, 

With respect to regions, Safe Streets opponents 
claim that in those states that have decentralized 
planning and administrative responsibilities but not 
resource allocation authority to regions, the RPUs 
tend to beyp1lper~tigers. Unfortunately, they note, 
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only a fewVSPAs have delegated substantial authority 
to regions. In the remainder, the RPUs tend to spend 
a large amount of staff time on grantsmanship activ
ities on behalf of their constituent localities, and 
regional "plans" are really shopping lists of local 
project proposals. [n both types of regions, competing 
city-county and central city-suburban-rural inter
ests may well undermine responsiveness. Another 
problem her~, critics contend, is that half of the 
RPUs in the contry are free-standing; their only rela
tionship to councils of governments. (COGs) and 
other generalist-oriented regional planning bodies is 
the A-95 review and comment process. Although 
providing a focal point for criminal justice activity 
at the regional level, as opposed to the loss 0(' identity 
that would occur through "piggybacking" a COG 
with criminal justice planning, thi~ agency separatism 
impedes functional and jurisdictional coordination 
and may contribute to the time burdens that par- ; 
ticipation in regional affairs imposes on local elected' 
chief executives and legislators. I 

Some attribute the weaknes$es of Safe 'Streetp 
planning to LEAA's failure to establish adequate 
standards or criteria against which to determine and 
enforce state plan comp(ehensiveness. A common 
complaint of state and some local officials is that the 
annual planning guidelines are oriented more to fi
nancial management and control than to planning. 
Until recently, they assert, LEAA has been primarily 

interested in ensuring that all comprehensive plan 
components specified in the act are incorporated, 
that action funds are put into appropriate functional 
categories and that various fiscql and procedural 
requirements are mel. SPA spokesmen assert that 
LEAA should exercise more positive leadership in 
setting national standards, assessing state perform
ance and communicating the results of succes:lful 
programs. Lacking such standards, effective monit6'r.. 
ing and ev?luation of SPA performance is difficult. 
Yet, it is noted, evaluation of Safe Streets-funded 
acti vities was recognized by Congress in the 197 3 
amendments to the act as quite impQrtant. It hp
pears, then, that LEAA - and many states - have 
given evaluation a low priority .. 

To sumrnarize, supporters of the Safe Streets 
Act believG that comprehensive planning has come a 
long waY', despite three basic constraints: (I) the 
relative newness of criminal justice planning, (2) lim
ited Fed.~ral resources, and (3) insufficient SPA au
thority )ro engage in genuine system planning. Crit
ics, on ,~'he other hand, believe that Safe Streets plan
ning i~l/a charade, or at best a ritual, geared mainly 
to lurr/ing on the Federal funding spigot and keeping 
the df!.lIars nowing, rather than an instrument for 
achie/ring the system-building objective of the block 
gran,r~ 
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!/LESSONS FROM THE SAFE STREETS 
if EXPERIENCE 

1/ 
I, 

iithe Safe Streets Act provides several important 
le~'sons about how national purposes can be achieved 
'~krough the block grant instrument, while at the 

. S'a:me time maximizing state and local discretion. It 
" a~so underscores the differences between the con-

cteptual and operational features of block grants and 
:r~veals the compromises and trade-orfs that appar
ently need to be made in order to ensure the effec
tiveness and perhaps survival of the instrument. At 
this point, it is useful to summarize OUr principal 
findings concerning the block grant experience under 
the Safe Streets Act and to indicate their signifi
cance to intergovernmental policy-makers. 

Purpose. The block grant means different things 
to different people. In part, this is attributable to 
the high expectuti,ons generated by consolidating a 
number uf I!l:x'isting, narrow categorical grants into a 
broad, visible assistance program covering a wide 
funct.ional territory or to launching a new, presum
ably integrated, Federal initiative (such as a War on 
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Crime) in an area that traditionally had been the 
~ almost exclusive domain of state and local jurisdic

tions. At least three major purposes of the block grant 
can be distilled: stimulation, system building and sys
tem support. Where a mix of these ~bjectives is 
sought, the block grant device appears most appro
priate. Taken individually, however, it seems that the 
project grant maximizes opportunities for innova
tion, formula-based categorical and/or revenue 
sharing is best suited to system support and the block 
grant enhances system-building prospects. 

Funding Threshold. When a block granl"Hccounts 
for a relatively small proportion of total public ex
penditures in a functional area, it is often difficult to . 
discern an impact resulting from the investment 0 f 
Federal funds. This is particularly the; case when 
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a mix of program objectives is sought- funds lend to 
be spread (sometimes thinly) umong innovative, sup
portive and systemic undertakings. If the block grant 
is expected to produce short-term changes in inter
governmental or functional· relationships and show 
progress in tackling problems it was designed to ad
dress, then the funding threshold must be increased 
substantially relative to state-local direct outlays to 
generate a "critical mass" for change or the basic 
objectives must be prioritized to avoid dilution of avail
able resources. 

Discretion. As can be seen from the Safe Streets 
record, the block grant gives wide discretion to recip
ients in planning for and allocating Federal funds. 
Yet, LEAA has often been accused of being too 
intrusive upon states and localities (as in guidelines) 
or not intrusive enough (in the case of ensuring plan 
comprehensiveness, enforcing standards and main
tarning fiscal accountability). The block grant forces 
liederal administrtltors to walk tl tightt'ope between 
congressional demands for accountability and :ltale 
demands for flexibility. While t6e two demands are 
not irreconcilable, il is a difficult balance to strike, 
especially in the absence of clear expressions of con
gressional intent. Although it affords recipients max
imum flexibility in determining the usc of funds, the 
block grant instrument docs not excuse the Federal 
administering agency from deyeloping and enforcing 
performllnce standards, conducting substantive re
views and evaluations of recipients' plans nnd activ
ities, and exer,"ising other oversight responsibilities
even if this leads to a withholding of funds. 

Categorizlltion. All ideal block grant does not 
exist. Partly in j'esponse to political pressures and 
partly due to gaps in block grant allocations, the ear
marking of assistance categories has been a fact of 
life with Which program administrators have had to 
reckon. As the block grant matures, two conOicting 
patterns emerge: Congress and interest gro~ps become 
more interested in categorizing, While states become 
better equipped to achieve functional and jurisdictional 
balance in funding. The presence of a discretionary 
fund seems to be an expeditious way of deflecting 
pressures fo.\' earmarking and increasing funding flex~ 
ibility at the Federal level. 

Generalists. The block grant approach carries with 
it a functional framework and decision-making pro
cess conducive to generalist participation. The Safe 
Streets experience, however, suggests that it is dif
ficult to harness the rather diverse political, program
matic and personal interests of elected chief exec
utives, legislators and top adminisJrators. U.nless the 
block grant provides substantial amounts of Federal 
funds, decentralizes authority to make resourc.e 
;"Iocation dedsions or fills a major program void, 
generalists will be reluctant to make the time and 
intellectual commitments necessary for effedive in
vohement. Otherwise, functional specialists and pro
fessional staff will dominate policy-making. 

Planning. State criminal justice planning under 
SPA auspices has been geared largely to the alloca
tion of Safe Streets funds. Too often planning has 
been eclipsed by grant administration, making the 
planning process an annual ritual. SPAs have, been 
generally unable, und occasionally unwilling, to plan 
comprehensively for the state criminal justice system 
and to seek to influence spending decisions on the 
part of related state agencies. If the planning process 
is considered instrumental to achieving the system
building objective of a block grant, then the state 
agency responsible for comprehensive planning must 
have sufficient authority and time to plan for all 
activities encompassed within the functional scope 
of the block grant, including those supported directly 
by state appropriations. 

In conclusion, the Safe Streets Act tells us much 
about how the block grant experience really works. 
Subsequently, the record of this program is assessed 
in light of various changes that might be made in the 
act, or its administration by LEAA and the states. 
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Chapter VII 
.\\ 

Future Directions 

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 was a bold experiment in inter
governmental relations. Like many of the initiatives 
taken on the domestic front during the Great Society 
years, the act embodied an ambitious attempt to 
tackle a deep-rooted problem of our society. 

The launching of a major comprehensiv~.Y Federal 
aid program in response to mounting public concerll 
about crime and civil disorder§ generated high expec
tations for accomplishments resulting from the infu
sion of Federal funds. The use of a block grant to 
dispense such assistance raised hopes that many of 
the administrative and policy problems associated 
with categorical grants could be avoided. In this 
atmosphere, certain fundamental features of inter
governmental relationships and Jhe state-local 
criminal justice system were de-emphasized or over
looked at the time of passage and during the early 
im plementation 'period. 

-The act underscored· theb~~ief that 
money could make a difference In the 
fight against crime, largely by improving 
the capacity of law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies to apprehend 
and process offenders. At the same time, 
it was recognized by some observers 
that the most significant influences on 
criminal behavior,including family struc
ture, Income, educational process, place 
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or residence and societal attitudes, could 
not be significantly affected by the crim
inal justice system. 

• The act was a major element of the War 
on Crime declared by the Johnson Ad
ministration and the "law and order" 
campaign of the Nixon Administration. 
Politicization of the crime issue by both 
the executive and legislative branches 
contributed to an ambitious and some
what ambiguous Federal role. While the 
act declared crime control to be a state 
and local reSPQns,ibility, national atten
tion was focused on the Safe Streets Act 
and the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration (LEAA) as spearheading 
this effort. Yet, the appropriations 
level remained at less than five percent of 
state and local direct expenditures for 
criminal justice purposes. 

• The act stated that a major purpose of 
Federal financial assistance was to 
reduce crime by strengthening and up
grading the capilcity of law enforcement 
and criminal justice agencies at the state 
and local levels. However, it also speci
fied the use of funds for research, devel
opment, training and other purposes not 
directly related to the day-to-day oper
ations of these agencies. 

~ 

• The act called upon representatives of 
state and local governments, police de
partments, judges, prosecutors, defenders, 
corrections and juvenile delinquency offi
cials, and the general public to cooperate 
in comprehensive planning, resource allo
cation, program coordination and other 
aspects of Safe Streets implementation. 
Yet, the fragmented nature of the crim
inal justice system had been deeply in
grained, and in many places conllict be
tween the state government and larger 
cities and counties had been longstand
ing. Moreover, prior to 1968 there had 
been little C!ImprehensLve planning in the 
criminal jusV~e area and few profes
sionals were skilled in this art. 

• The act relied upon the states to assume 
m~tjor responsibilities under the block 
grant arrangement as planners, coordi-

natol'S, innovator-.~, decision-makers and 
administrators. On the other hand, 
spok!esmen for the Johnson Administra
tion "and many congressmen were skep
tical, about the states' willingness and 
capij;city to perform these roles effective
ly, ;~ concern that has been voiced re
peatedly throughout the histoiY of the 
pro/pram. 

• Th~1 act .attempted to strike a delicate 
balance between the achievement of 
na60nal objectives with the enhance
m~int of recipient discretion and flexibil
ity. Yet, Congress initially attached sev
er:~1 statutory "strings" to '(he use of 
fl1:hds, including varia.ble matching, 
F:~deral plan approval and a personnel 
cl.'>mpensation ceiling. This practice has 
grown increasingly popular over the 
~'ears. Furthermore, Congress reserved 
I( 5 percent of the annual appropria
tions for "action" purposes under a 
discretionary fund to be used by LEAA's 
administrator much like a categorical 
grant. 

In light of the foregoing, it is not surprising that 
therel are sharply contrasting views of the basic 
pur~lose of the Safe Streets Act, the nature of the 
bloCik grant instrument, the states' planning and 
adri1inistrativeexperience, th.e appropriate role of 
LEAA vis-a-vis the state planning agencies (SPAs) 
and the statutory changes necessary to better align 
expectatior'/s with reality. To help clarify and re
solve these issues, and to discern lessons that might 
b/~ useful in future considerations of new block grant 
proposals or assessments of existing programs that 
r'ely upon this appr.oach, the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) conducted 
an evaluation of the Safe Streets block grant rec
ord. The major results of this research effort are 
summarized in the following findings and condu
sions. 

MAJOR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

After seven years, the Safe Streets program ap
pears to be neither as bad as its critics contend nor 
as good as its supporters maintain. While a mixed 
record has been registered as between states, on the 
whole the results are positive. This is not to say, 
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however, that changes are unnecessary. In brief, the 
ledger reads as follows: 

On the posit;ve side: 
1\ 

Elected chiet:"exccutive and legislative offi
cials, criminailJustice professionals and the 
general public ~~ve gained greater apprecia
tion of the complexity of the crime problem 
and of the needs "f the different components 
of the criminal jus'iice system . 

\\ 
During <the early iriwlementation of;, the Safe 

Streets Act, law enforcetrtent-related activities com
manded the bulk of the ai\ention and money. As the 
program matured, a more comprehensive !!and dis
cerning orientation emerged. It is now generally 
understood that crime· is a complex societal problem 
that cannot be solved met'ely by investing substan
tial amounts of funds in improving the apptehel1-
sion and processing of offenders. It is also recog, 
nized that the efficiency with \vhich offenders are 
apprehended and processed mnd, the effectiveness 
with which thley are rehabiliqlt~d are vital to en
hancing respect for the law and pos$ibly to deterring 
criminal behavior. Much of this consciousness raising 
was the result of the intergov(:rnmerital and multi
functional framework esta.bli'shed by the block 
grant and is a necessary pteco~.dition tC\ building an 
effective criminal justice system!, 

A process has been establisll1ed for coordina
tion of efforts to reduce crime and improve 
the administration of justiCE!. 

The Safe Streets Act has provided an incentive for 
elected officials, criminal justice professionals and 
the general public to work together in attempting to 
reduce crime. Representation of these interests6n 
state planning agency and regional planning unit 
(RPU) supervisory boards has been the chief vehicle 
for achieving greater cooperation in the day-to-day 
operations of criminal justice agencies and eru::our
aging more joint undertakings across functionaN~nd 
jurisdictional lines. . 

At the state level, for example, 40 percent of the 
SPA supervisory board members represent local 
government. Of these, 70 percent are law enforce
ment or criminal justice officials and 24 percent are 
elected chief executives or legislators. Thirty-seven 
percent of the membership is accounted for by state 
spokesmen, while 23 percent repl'esents the general 
pUblic. This varied representation,pattern has helped 

make activitie-A) supported with Safe Streets dollars 
'more responsive to community needs and priorities. 
In addition, these programs have been more realistic 
In light of state and local fiscal capacities, and mOl:e 
dosely linked with non-Federally funded crin\e 
,leduction activities than otherwise might have be,~n 
the case. While the goal of a well-integrated ahd 
smoothly functioning criminal justice system has Iyet 
to be realized, a solid fotindation has been esliab
Iished. 

Safe Streets funds have supported many 
law enfO,rcement and criminal justice actiy.., 
ities that recipients otherwise WOUld have 
been unable or unwilling to undertake. 

Although early critics of the program claimed 
that t('lO much money was spent on routine :\)'Ur
poses, particularly in the law enforcement areal the 
available evidence indicates that most ~;afe Streets 
dollars have been used for new programs'that \\(buld 
not have been launched without FederAl aid. ~:' For 
example, replies from 44 SPAs indi~ate:~ that inine 
percent of the activities supported' by Safe SI.reets 
f~l1ds over the years were considered to b<~ innoyative 
in' the sense that they were demonstratIons M ap
proaches that had never been attempted', and 
another 21 percent were classified as innovations that 
ha~, been lried elsewhere but not in their state. 
Twenty-nirte percent wete viewed as generally ac
cepted activities that had already been implemented 
widely in other .parts of the country but not in the 
responding state. Regardless of the degree of inno
vation involved, however, the program has estab
lished a mechanism for diffusing ideas and informa
tion about approaches to crime reduction and sys
tem improvement and has provided resources to 
enable states and localities to carry them out. 

Another indicator is the policy of several SPAs 
to prohibit the use of Safe Streets funds for equip
ment, construction and other routine activities. Other 
states have attempted to maximize the reform poten
tial of Federal assistance by setting certain eligibility 
standards for applicants, such as requildng tlOlice 
departments to meet the SPA's minimum standards 
for police services. Still others have given priority 
to multijurisdictional efforts, particularly in lhe 
areas of law enforcement communications, training 
and construction. 

'\) 

A generally balanced pattern has evolved in 
the distribution of Safe Streets funds tit) juris
dic.tions having srous crime problc~ms as 

f' 
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well as among the functional components of 
the criminal justice system. 

A persistent complaint since the program's incep
tion has been that not enough money goes to juris
dictions with the greatest needs and that too much 
goes to police departments. ACIR's 1970 report 
found that these charges were largely valid at that 
time. Since then, however, a more balanced funding 
pat.lern has emerged. An analysis of LEANs Grants 
Management Information System (GMIS) data 
reveals that since J 969 the 10 most heavily popu
lat,ed states'havc received more than half of the Part 
Callocations, compared' with a share of less tha~ 
three percent for the 10 least populous states. C'oi~ 
lectively, large cities and counties (more than 100,000 
population) experiencing more serious crime prob
lems have received a proportion of Safe Streets 
action funds in excess of their percentage of popula
tion and slightly below their percentage of crime. 

Although there are wide interstate differences 
with respect to the functional distribution, overall the 
police proportion has declined and stabilized from 
two-thirds in FY 1969, to approximately two-fifths by 
FY 1975. Funding for corrections and courts also 
appears to have leveled off, the former now ac
counting for about 24 percent of the funds and the 
latter, 13 percent. By way of comparison, of the 
total state-local direct outlays for criminal ju~tice 
purposes in FY 1973, 58 percent were for police; 
23 percent, for corrections; and 19 percent, for 
6ourts. 

State and local governments have assumed 
the costs of a substantial number of Safe 
Streets-initiated activities. 

A key barometer of the impact and importance of 
Safe Streets-supported activities is the extent to 
which they have b~.en institutionalized and their 
costs assumed by state agencies and local govern
ments. It appears that once Federal funding ends, a 
rather high percentage of programs or projects con
tinue to operate with state or local revenues. Although 
responses to ACIR's questionnaires varied widely 
from jurisdiction tp jurisdictiop, the mean estimate 
by SPAs for the 'percentage of Safe Streets-sup
ported activities assumed by state and local govern
ments was 64 percent. City and county estimates 
were even higher, with 83 percent of the former's 
and 78 percent of the latter's projects estimated as 
having been assumed. 

Many elected chief executives and legislators 
as well as criminal justice officials believe 
that the Federal government's role in provid
ing financial assistance through the block 
grant is appropriate and necessary, and that 
the availability of Safe Streets dollars, to 
some degree, has helped curb crime. 

Despite rising crime rates, many state and local 
officials believe that the Safe Streets program has 
had a positive impact. In part, this can be attributed 
to the amount of discretion and flexibility inherent in 
.the I~h)ock grant, which has helped make Federal 
funds more responsive to recipients' needs and prj-

, orities. In some jurisdictions, Safe Streets has been 
a source of seed money for crime reduction activities 
that they otherwise would not have undertaken. In 
others, particularly rural states and smaller locali
ties, block grant support has been used to upgrade 
the operations of police departments, the courts 
and corrections agencies. 

These officials also believe that actual o~;ine rates 
would have been somewhat higher without the pro
gram. Fifty-four percent of the SPAs reported that 
Safe Streets funds had achieved great or moderate 
success in reducing or slowing the growth in the rate 
of crime, while approximately half of 774 cities and 
424 counties surveyed indicated that their crime 
rates would have been substantially or moderately 
greater without Federal aid. 

On the negative side: 

Despite growing recognition that crime 
needs to be dealt with by a functionally and 
jurisdictionally integrated criminal justice 
system, the Safe Streets program has becn 
unable to develop strong ties among its 
component parts. 

\\ 

The impact of the Safe Stredh Act on developing 
a genuine criminal justice system has been limited, 
due largely to the historically fragmented rela
tionships among the police, judicial, and correctional 
functions, traditions of state-local conflict, and the 
relatively limited amounts of Federal funds involved. 
Replies from three-fourths of the SPAs surveyed, for 
instance, indicated that since 1969 the various 
functional components had only begun to view them
selves and operate in a "somewhat" interdependent 
fashion. Although two-thirds of the RPU respon
dents saw some signs of growing functional inter-

Ii 

dependence, most thought that little actual progress 
had occurred. 

Elected and cdminal justice officials appear to be 
willing to meet together, discuss common problems, , 
identify; . ways of addressing them and coordinate 
their activities at the state and regional levels. Yet, 
when the issue of "who gets how much?" is raised, 
the Safe Streets alliance often breaks down. Those 
who are best organized and most skilled in the art 
of grantsmanship have tended to prevail at the state 
level, while others have appealed to Congress for 
help. Congress has responded by categorizing the 
act and earmarking funds in three major areas: 

- [n 1971 Part E was adped to the act, 
creating a new source of aid specifically 
earmarked for \\correctional pUl'poses. 
Half of these m'0nies is distributed as 
block grants; the reml1inder is discre
tionary funding. In order to receive assis
tance under this parl, states have to 
maintain their level of correctional rund~ 
ing in Part C grants. Ii 

II 

- Also in 1971, big city spokesmen succeed
ed in getting two other amendments to 
the act. Local units of general govern
ment, or combinations of such units with 
a population of 250,000 or more, were 
deemed eligible to receive action funds to 
establish local criminal justice coordinat
ing councils. Language, was added to the 
planning grant provisions assuring that 
major cities and counties within a state 
would receive funds to develop compre
hensive plans and to coordinate action 
programs at the local level. Furthermore, 
language was added to the effect that 
states had to indicate in their plans that 
adequate assistance was being provided 
to areas of "high crime incidence and 
high law enforcement activity."1l 

-In 1974. a new statute, the Juvenile Jus
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act, 
required that action funding for juve
nile delinquency programs be maintained 
at the FY 1972 level in order to receive 
financial assistance under the Safe 
Streets Act. 

These steps were taken by Congress to increase 
accountability and achieve greater certainty that 

grantees would use monies in specific ways. Although 
as yet there have not been many major adverse ef. 
fects on state administration, the amendments have 
converted Safe Streets into a hybrid block grant 
and have raised questions about the extent of dis
cretion actually accorded to states and localities in 
tailoring Federal assistance to their own needs and 
priorities. 

Only a handful of SPAs have developed close 
working relations~ips with the governor and 
legislature in Safe Streets planning, policy 
formulation, budget-making and program 
imp,lementation, or have become an integral 
part of the state-local criminal justice sys
tem. 

The, Safe Streets Act is generally perceived as a 
governor's program because the states' chief exec
utives set up the SPA by executive order (35 states), 
appoint art or most of the tYJembers of the supervis
ory board (and in. six state~serves as chairman), di
rect other state .. agencies to cooperate with the SPA 
and often designate regional planning units. Most 
SPAs report that the governor displays an interest 
in Safe Streets but does not play an active role in the 
program. Only nine governors, for example, review 
the annual comprehensive criminal justice plan and 
SPA priorities before submission to LEAA. Sixteen 
SPAs surveyed characterized their supervisory 
board's relationships with the governor as very 
independe,nt, while 24 indicated that it involved 
mainly occasional communic~ltion and cOllsultation. 
Eleven SPAs reporyed having regular communIca
tion and consultation with tbe governpr. Typically, 
the governor's influence \s exercised indirectly 
through his selection of sup1ervisory board members 
and appointment of the SPA executive director. . 

The legislative role in the program is more re
moved. Although the legislf1ture appropriates match
ing and buy-in funds, makes decisions ab:put assum
ing the costs of projects and, in 20 states, sets up the 
SPA, its awareness of and substantive participation 
in Safe Streets planning and police matters has been 
quite limited. This lack of involvement makes it 
difficult to mesh Safe Streets funds with other state 
criminal justice outlays und to exercise effective leg
islative oversigh0. "0 

SPAs have devoted the vast majority of their 
efforts to distributing Safe Streets funds 
and complying with LEAA procedural 
requirements. 

I 
I 
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One effect of limited gubernatorial and legislative 
participation in the program has been the restriction 
of SPAs to Safe Streets-related activities, even 
tho'ugh the block grant instrument is designed to ad
dress criminal justice in a systemwide context. Gen
erally, SPAs have not been authorized to prepar~ 
comprehensive plans responsive to the overall needs 
and priorities of the entire criminal justice system, 
to collect relevant data or to scrutinize appropria
tions requests. Thirty-three SPAs surveyed indicated 
that they were not involved in planning and budg
eting for state criminal justice activities other than 
those supported by Safe Streets funds, wbile 14 re
viewed and commented on the budgets of these agen
cies. Nineteen SPAs provided planning assistance to 
state criminal justice agencies and II performed 
evaluations of certain state crime reduction pro
grams. 

As a result of these limitations, the quality of SPA 
plans varies widely, as does the extent of imp lemen-
::.ation. Lacking a genuine frame of reference, Safe 
Streets planning has been largely directed to the 
allocation of Federal dollars to particular projects. 
Because the planning and funding processes tend 
to be closely linked, many local officials complain 
that the program has become too immersed in red 
tape, and SPA officials often contend that too much 
staff time is devoted to grant administration. fn their 
view, the inadequacy of Part B funds further im
pedes plannin& at the state, regional and local levels. 

LEAA has not established meaningful stan
dards or criteria against which to determine 
and enforce state plan comprehensiveness 
and SPA effectiveness. 

Two common complaints of state and some local 
officials are that LEAA has not developed adequate 
performance standards for evaluating the quality of 
state plans and implementation efforts and that it 
has been spotty in enforcing special conditions 
attached to the state plan and other requirements. 
In addition, many SPAs claim that LEAA planning 
guidelines are oriented more to financial manage
ment and control than planning. Until recently, they 
assert, LEAA has been primarily interested in en
suring that all comprehensiv~ plan components 
specified in the act are incorporated, that action 
funds are put into appropriate functional categories 
and that various fiscal and procedural requirements 
are mel. Although these are important considera
tions, LEAA has been less concerned with develop
ing operational criteria for making qualitative 

determinations about plans and implementation 
strategies. Lacking such standards, effective eval
uation of SPA performance is difficult. 

Only It SPAs indicated that LEANs applica
tion and enforcement of guidelines were very help
ful in improving their performance. At least one
fourth of the SPAs reported five of the eight LEAA
mandated sections of the comprehensive plan to be 
of little or no use. 

LEANs relationship with the SPAs has changed 
over the years largely in accordance with the pro
gram priorities of differenF administrators and their 
views on the amount of Federal level supervision 
and guidance necessary to ensure achievement of 

• the act's objectives. The relationship also has been 
affected by congressional oversight activities. In gen
eral, SPAs would like to see more positive leader
ship eherted by LEAA in setting national standards, 
assessing state performance and communicating th~, 
results of successful progr'ilms. 

Excessive turnover in the top management 
level of LEAA and the SPAs has resulted in 
policy inconsistencies, instability in profes
sioilal staffing and confusion as to program 
goals. 

Turnover of top management has be(\n a fact of 
life in the Safe Stre~ets program. There have been 
four attorneys general and five LEAA ndministra
tors in seven years, and with each new administrator 
came an internal reorganization of LEAA. The 
agency was without a permanent adminisl\rator for 
periods which totaled more than one ye~\\r out of 
LEANs seven-year life. The SPAs also h~liVe expe
rienced high turnover. New directors were ap
pointed in 23 stales from October 1974 throngh Oc
tober L975. The median number of directors: SPAs 
have had since 1969 is three, with a range of One to 
IS. Assuming lhat' the attrition rates at the F~~deral 
and state levels will continue to be high, the' need 
for standards dealing with plan comprehensiveness, 
funding balance, monitoring and evaluation, and 
other key aspects of block gr,'lnt'lXdministrati(}n 
seems critical. Otherwise, the problems of inconsis
tency and uncertainty will persist. 

In summary, the block grant apprbach taken in 
the Safe Streets Act has helped reduce crime and 
improve the administration of justice in three ways: 
stimulation of new activity; coordinatiot~ of the 
functional components of the criminal justice system; 
and support for upgrading the operations of law en
forcement and criminal justice agencies. Much has 

'. 
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been accomplished after seven years. Yet, in the 
Commission's judgment, much more can be done to 
strike a better balance between national, state and 
local objectives. The following recommendations are 
intended to facilitate this process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission finds that crime reduction and 
the administration of justice have been and con
tinue to be mainly state and local responsibilities. 
Yet it is appropriate for the Federal government to 
provide financial assistance to initi'J,te innovative 
approaches to strengthening and improving state 
and local law enforcement and criminal justice capa
bilities and to disseminate the results of these ef
forts, to help support the crime reduction operations 
of slate and local agencies and to facilitate coor
dination and cooperation between the police, prose
cutorial, court al1d correctional components of the 
criminal justice system. The Commission concludes 
that the block grant approach contained in Title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended, generally has been effective in 
assuring that the national interest in crime preven
tion and control is being met while maximizing state 
and local nexibility in addressing their crime prob
lems. However. achievement of these objectives\pas 
been hindered by statutory and administrative cate
gorization and by Federal and state implementation 
constraints. 

Recommendation 1: Decategorization 

The Commission recommends that: 

(a) Congress'lrefrain from establishing ad
ditional c'iltegories of planning and ac
tion grant assistance to particular func
tional components of the criminal justice 
system, repeal the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and 
subsume its activities and appropria
tions within the Safe Streets Act, and 
amend the Safe Streets Act to remove 
the Part .E correctional- institutions 
and facilities authorization and allo
cate appropriations thereunder to Part C 
action block grants; 

(b) Congress refrain from amending the 
Safe Streets Ad ito establish a separate 
program of blode grant assistance to 

major cities and urbaQ counties for plan
ning and action purpo'~s; and 

(c) Congress amend the Sufe Streets Act to 
autborize major cities and urban coun
ties, or combinations thereof, as de
fined by the state planning agency for 
criminal justice (SPA), to submit to the 
SPA a plan for utiHzing Safe Streets 
funds during the next fiscaPyear. Upon 
approval of such plan, a "mini bltl>ck 
grant" award would be made ht the juris
diction, or combination of jurisdictions, 
with no further action on specific project 
applications required at the stat~ level. 

The major purpose of this recommendation is to 
give state and local governments ~aximum flexibil
ity, within the blOCk grant framew~\rk. in determin
ing the appropriate mix dlthe stimulative, supportive 
and system-building purposes of Safe Streets as-" 
sistance. It would do so by removing the Part E 
corrections and certain juvenile justice require
ments from the Safe Streets Act, by shifting the 
funds appropriated under these provisions to Part 
C action block grants and by urging Congress to 
refrain from furtherl!fforts to earmark funds or to 
establish separate program categories for particular 
functional or jurisdictional interests. However. 
local governments or combinations of such units 
designated by SPAs would be authorized to submit 
plans that would be the basis of "mini block grant" 
awards from the state. 

Functl~nal Categorization 

It -is now practically conventional wisdom that 
crime should be dealt with by a criminal justice sys
tem rather than by individual functional components 
operating in isolation from one another. State and 
local police, court and correctional agencies each 
need adequate personnel, facilities and equipment. 
Yet they must also be able to coordinate their effOrts 
in order to reduce crime and improve the adminis
tration l,lf justice. 

During the early years of the Safe Streets pro:: 
gram, the police received the majority of the block 
grant dollars. In 1971, Congress responded to this 
imbalance by establishing a separate category within 
the Safe Streets Act-Part E-for grants for cor· 
rectional institutions and facilities. Not less than 20 
percent of the Part C action appropriations was to 
be set aside each year for corrections, and states 
were to give satisfactory assl!rances in their compre-
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One'; effect of limited gubernatorial and legislative 
participation in the program has been the restriction 
of SPAs to Safe Streets-related activities, even 
tho·ugh. the block grant instrument is designed to ad
dress criminal justice in a systemwide context. Gen
erally, SPAs have not been authorized to prepare 
comprehensive plans responsive to the overall needs 
and priorities of the entire criN'inal justice system, 
Lo collect relevallt data or td'j 6rutinize appropria
tions requests. Thirty-three S1-'1<s surveyed indicated 
that they Were not involved in planning and budg
eting for state criminal jw;tice activities other than 
those supported by Safe Streets funds, while 14 re
viewed and commented on the budgets of these agen
cies'. Nineteen SPAs provided planning assistance to 
state criminal justice agencies and II performed 
evaluations of certain state crime reduction pro..; 
grams. 

As a result of these limitations, the quality of SPA 
192 plans varies widely, as does the extent of implemen

tation. Lacking a genuine frame of reference, Safe 
Streets planii1ng has been largely directed to the 
I1l10cation. of Federal dollars to particular projects. 
Because the planning and funding processes tend 
to be closely linked, many local officials complain 
that the program has become too immersed in red 
tape, a'i)d SPA officials often contend that too much 
staff time is devoted to grant administration. I n their 
view, the inadequacy of Part B funds further im
pedes planning at the: state, regional and lo('~ ~tevels. 
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LEAA has not established meaningM stan
dards or criteria against which to determine 
amI enforce state plan comprehensiveness 
and SPA effectiveness. 

Two common complaints of state and some local 
officials are that LEAA has not developed adequate 
performance standards for evaluating the quality of 
state plans and implementation efforts and that it 
has been spotty in enforcing special conditions 
attached to the state plan and other requirements. 
In addition, many SPAs claim that LEAA planning 
guidelines are oriented more to financial manage
ment and control than planning. Until recently, they 
assert, LEAA has been primarily interested in en
suring that all comprehensiv~ plan component~ 
specified in the act are incorporated, that action 
funds are put into appropriate functional categories 
and that various fiscal and pt'ocedural requirements 
are met. Althollgh these are important considera-

, tions, LEAA has been less concerned with develop
ing operational criteria for making qualitative 

determinations about plans and implementation 
strategies. Lacking such standards, effective eval
uation of SPA performance is difficult. 

Only II SPAs indicated that LEAA's applica
tion and enforcement of guidelines were very help
ful in improving their performance. At least one
fourth of the SPAs reported five of the eight LEAA
mandated sections of the comprehensive plan to be 
of little or no use. 

LEAA's relationship with the SPAs has changed 
over the years largely in accordance with the pro
gram priorities of different administrators and their 
views on the amount of Federal level supervision 
artd guidance necessary to ensure achievement of 

• the act's objectives. The relationship also has been 
affected by congressional oversight activities. In gen
eral, SPAs would like to see 'more positive leader
ship exerted by LEAA in setting nationat standards, 
assessing state performance and communicating the 
results of successful programs. 

Excessive turnover in the top mallagement 
level of LEAA and th1! SPAs has resulted in 
policy inconsistencies, instability in profes
sional staffing and confusion as to progrlUm 
goals. 

Turnover of top management has been a fact of 
life in the Safe Streets program. There have been 
four attorneys general and five LEAA administra
tors in seven years, and with each new administrator 
came an internal reorganization of LEAA. The 
agency was without a permanent administrator for 
periods which totaled more than one year out of 
L EAA's seven-year life. The SPAs al.so have expe
rienced high turnover. New directors were ap
pointed in 23 states from October 1974 through Oc
tober 1975. The median number of directors SPAs 
have had since 1969 is three, with a range of one to 
15. Assuming that' the attrition rates at the Fe(.ieraj 
and state levels will, '~\lntinue to be high, the need 
for standards dealing I:"'th plan comprehensiveness, 
funding balance, monitoring and evaluation, and 
other key aspects of block grant administration 
seems critical. Otherwise, the problems of inconsis
tency and uncertainty will persist. 

(n summary, the block grant approach taken in 
the Safe Streets Act has helped reduce crime and 
improve the administration of justice in three ways: 
stimulation of new activity; coordination of the 
functional components of the criminal justice system; 
and support for upgrading the operations of law en
forcement and criminal justice agencies. Much has 

" 

been accomplished after seven years. Yet, in the 
Commission's judgment, much more can be done to 
strike a better balance between national, state and 
local objectives. The following recommendations ure 
inte)ded to facilitate this process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission finds that crime reduction and 
the administration of justice haye been and con
tinue to be mainly state and local responsibilities. 
Yet it is a~propriate for the Federal government to 
provide financial assistance to initiate innovative 
approaches to strengthening and impro0ng state 
and local law enl'orcementand criminal just!~e capa
bilities and to disseminate the results of th'es(! ef
forts, to help support the crime teduction operations 
of state and local agencies and to facilitate coor
dination and cooperation b-etween the police, ~tbse., 
cutorial, court and correctional components of. the 
crimina! justice system. The Commission concludes 
that the Dlock grant approach contained in Title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended, generally has been effective in 
assuring that the national interest in crime preven
tion and control is being met while maximizing state 
and local flexibility in addressing their crime prob
lems. However, achievement of these objectives has 
beq:Jl hindered by statutory and administrative cate
gorization and by Federal anti state implementation 
constraints. 

Recommendation 1: Decategorization 

The Commission recommends that: 

(a) Congress refrain from establishing ad
ditional categories of planning and ac
tion grant assistance to particular func
tional components of the criminal justice 
system, repeal the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinque",cy Prevention Act of 1974 and 
subsume its activities and appr()pria
tions within the Safe Streets Ad, .~nd 
amend the Safe Streets Act to remove 
the Part E correctional institutions 
and facilities authorization and allo
cate appropriations thereunder to Part C 
action block grants; 

(b) Congress refrain from amending the 
Safe Streets Act to establish a separate 
program of block grant assistance to 

(c) 

.. major cities and urban counties for plan
ning and action purposes; and 
Congress amen!J)lJ_e Safe Streets Act to 
authorize majo~ cities and urban coun-
ties, or combinations thereof, as de
fined by the state planning agency for 
criminal justice (SPA)! to submit to the 
SPA a plan for utiliZing Safe Streets 
funds during the n~~{ fiscal year. Upon 
approval of su~b<'t>]~'1., a "mini block 
grant" award wo~i~;beomade to the juris
diction, or combination of jurisdictions; 
withl:JO further action on specific project 
appli~ations required at the stat~ level., 

The major purpOlje of this recommendation is to 
give state and local governments maximum flexibil
ity, within the block grant framework, in determin
ing the appropriate mix of the stimulative,supportive 
and system-building purposes of Safe Streets as
sistance. It would do so by removing the Part E 
corrections and certain juvenile justice require
ments from the Safe Streets Act, by shifting the 
funds appropriated under these provisions to Part 
C action block grants and by urgIng Congress to 
refrain from further efforts to earmark funds or to 
establish separate program categories for particular 
functional or jurisdictional interests. However, 
local governments or comhinations of such units 
designated by SPAs would be authoriz~cHo submit 
plans that would be the basis of "mini I:Sbck grant" 
awards from the state. 

Functional Categorization 

It is now practically conventional wisdom that 
crime should be dealt with by a criminaljustice sys
tem rather than by individual functional components 
operating in isolation from one another. State and 
local police, court and correctional agencies each 
need adequate personnel, facilities and equipment. 
Yet they must also be able to coordinate their efforts 
in order to reduce crime' and improve the adminis-
tration of justice. ';'; 

During the early years of the Safe Streets pro
gram, the police received the majority of the block 
grant dollars. In 1971, Congress responded to this 
imbalance by establishing a separate category within 
the Safe Streets Act - Part E - for grants for cor
rectional institutions and facilities. Not les~ than 20 
percent of the Part C action appropriations was to 
be set aside each year for corrections, and states 
were to give satisfactory assurances in their compre-
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hensive plans that Part E would not reduce the 
amount of action funds available for this purpose. 
In 1974, the Congress passed the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act and required that 
action funding for juvenile delinquency programs 
be maintained at the FY 1972 level in order to re
ceive financial assistance under that act. 

The courts have been the most recent functional 
component to come before the Congress seeking 
statutory recognition. Their case rests basically 
on three arguments. First, the separation of powers 
principle is violated by an executive-branch agency
the SPA - planning for and allocating Federal funds 
to court-related activities, and the independence of 
judges is compromised by their participation on 
SPA supervisory boards. Second, the judiciary has to 
compete for Federal funds with police, corrections, 
prosecution and defense and other functional inter
ests, instead of being removed and protected from 
the political arena. Third, compared with the 
amounts of Safe Streets monies awarded over the 
years to police and corrections, the courts' present 
16 percent national average is not considered a 
"fair share." Moreover, court spokesmen assert, the 
bulk of this amount goes to prosecution and public 
defender projects, leaving only about six percent of 
Safe Streets action funds for purely judicial under
takings. 

In the Commission's judgment, experience has 
proved that the block grant approach is the most 
feasible way to develop an effective-intergovernment
al criminal justice system. Functional categorization 
and the earmarking of funds undermine the block 
grant principle. They raise questions concerning the 
degree to which Congress is willing to give recipients 
real flexibility in arriving at, an appropriate func
tional and jurisdictional funding balance and in 
adapting Federal aid to their own needs. They gen
erate needless duplication of effort and increase 
administrative cost. Indeed, they strengthen the very 
functional fragmentation that Congress ostensibly is 
attempting to curb through the block grant mechan
ism. By reversing the categorization trend, the act 
can be a more effective catalyst for police, prose
cution and defense, judicial and correctional activ
ities within individual jurisdicti.ons as well as between 
cities, counties Ulid their state governments. 

With respect to the Part E and juvenile justice pro
visions of the Safe Streets Act, the Commission 
favors repeal. Although it can be argued that these 
provisions have had few major adverse effects on 
state plannfllg and administration, this is not to say 
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that individual states have not experienced or will 
not experience difficulty in the future. In the case of 
Part E, while earmarking and maintenance-of-effort 
requirements have helped make more Safe Streets 
funds available for correctional institutions and 
facilities, in some states a balanced funding pattern 
probably would have occurred in the absence of this 
amendment as corrections and other interests be
came better organized, better represented on SPA 
supervisory boards and more skilled in developing 
and defending project proposals. The decline and 

'stabilization of the police share over the years and 
:the corresponding increases in the proportion of 
block grant funds made available to other functional 

. components underscores this belief. In the Commis
sion's view, therefore, these statutory rest,rictions 
on states should be removed. " 

The appropriations levels under the 1974 Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act have been 
relatively low to ci'ate and the planning, organiza
tional and mainte,pance-of-effort requirements have 
not been burdensStbe in most cases. The Commission 
believes that the sections of Title I r of the act 
establishing national and state advisory commit
tees on juvenile justice matters, creating new units 
within LEAA, and encouraging greater representa
tion of juvenile interests on supervisory boards 
should be scrutinized to identify overlapping and 
redundancy with the Safe Streets Act. Removal of 
such unnecessary provisions could significantly 
streamline the juvenile justice components of the 
act. The provisions dealing with matching, pass
through, planning procedures and administrative 
requirements also need to be reviewed and any in
consistencies with the Safe Streets Act should be 
eliminated. The requirement flJl' SPAs to prepare 
and submit an additional functional plan, which 
mayor may not be incorporated into the state 
comprehensive criminal justice plan, appears to be 
especially duplicative, time consuming and costly. 
The 'maintenance-of-effort provisions also are un
desirable, and probably unnecessary. If, as the Com
mission believes, the problems of juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention are so great and the 
necessary remedial action encompasses both crim
inal justice and social service agencies, then in 
addition to eliminating or subsuming the above 
provisions, Congress should consider raising the 
authorization and appropriations levels for Part 
C of the Safe Streets Act to include the amounts pro
vided for under Title II of the 1974 legislation as 
well as such additional funds as Congress may deem 

"', $ 

necessary. However, the states should determine the 
degree of funding and program emphasis for 
juvenile justice and delinquency within the overall 
block grant framework. An arbitrary national level, 
such as the present maintenance-of-effort pro
vision, should be avoided since it ignores significant 
differences among the states in their needs, re
sources and priorities in this area. 

The Commission is fully aWare of the rensons why 
both functional areas received special attention in 
amendments to the Safe Streets Act. Moreover, it is 
sensitive to the need to invest substantially more 
resources in the rehabilitation of adult and juvenile 
offenders. Yet these objectives can be accomplished 
within the framework of the block grant. The states' 
record in distributing Federal funds, as well as 
utilizing their own resources, has been steadily 
improving as SPA planning, managerial and decis
ion-making capacities have increased over the years 
and as representation on supervisory boards has be
come more balanced. While there have been some 
gaps, the Commission is confident that SPAs are 
equipped to respond effectively to the needs of these 
and other functional al'eas. 

With respect to the courts, unless our system of 
justice can guarantee the swift, sure and fair dispo
sition of cases, the public will have little respect for 
the law, and potential offenders will nol be deterred 
from criminal activity. Court congestion and trial 
backlog, among other factors, have prevented reali
zation of these objectives. [tl view of increases in 
civil and criminal litigation, more resources need to 
be made available to state and local courts. 

The Commission agrees that the unique position 
of the judiciary warrants special attention in imple
mentation of the Safe Streets Act. The integrity, 
impartiality and independence of the judicial branch 
should not be unduly compromised, and the separa
tion of powers principle should not be violated. Yet 
it must be remembered that the act was designed, in 
part, to foster a criminal justice system. ProvIsions 
requiring comprehensive planning, balanced fund
ing and representation of diverse interests in SPA 
and regional supervisory board deliberations reflect 
this ambitious system-building intent. Not to be \\ 

\\ 
ovedooked also are the facts that Federal funds, 

\ 

account for only a smaIL fraction of total criminal ~. 
justice expenditures at the state and local levels and 
that the amount allocated to the courts varies from 
state to state, Although estimates range widely, at 
this time no reliable data exist on the allocation of 
these Federal dollars among the judJciary, prosecu-

tion and defense, and other functions subsumed with
in the broad court category. 

The Commission recognizes the view of some court 
s~okesmen that establishment of a category of ass is
tarlce fOl' the cotIrts for planning a'nd action purposes 
wOl;\ld give appropriate recognition to the separation 
of p~wers doctrine and remove the judiciary from the 
polit\~al pressures and entanglements presently as
sociated \vith the competition fOr Safe Streets funds, 
In the.Commission's judgment, hQwever, categoriza
tion isMt the only way to resolve the complex and 
sensitive\~\ issues involved here. A number of pro
cedural d~tions are set forth in Recorn.mendation 7. 

While c~tegorization" as was done for corrections, 
would und~,ly restrict the nexibility of state and 
local goverr~ments, the Commission believ,{isthat 
more financial assistance 'needs to be targeted on 
the judiciary if~ order to "catch up" ,with the funding 
levels of other\components of the criminal justice 
system. Using \\ the administrator's discretionary 
funds for this purpose is the approach most consist
ent with the block. grant concept. Each year, court
related needs and the SPAs' response to them could 
be reviewed by LEJ.\A and supplemental monies 
awarded on a state-by-state basis .. This would pro~ ii 
vide a flexible response to a short~term problem that 
should eventually be resolved through greater ju
dicial participation in the Safe Streets planning and 
funding processes at the state level., 

Jurisdictional Cate~orizatlon 

Practically since the inception of the Safe Streets 
program, there has been heatedldebate over Wht)ther 
SPAs are allocating a proportiilnate share offH~tion 
funds to large locah:,;wits havirlg the greatest crime 
reduction needs. Although Congress has stated that 
no state plan is to be approved by LEAA unless it 
provides for the allocation of iidequate assistance to 
areas having both "high crime incidence and high 
law enforcement and crimihal justice activity," 
representatives of the nation's cities and counties 
have argued' that both the states' response and 
LEAA's enfQrcement have been uneven. They assert 
that greater amounts of action monies need to oe 
targeted on high-crime areas on a continuing basis. C 

Such concentration of the relatively limited Federal 
resources, they maintain, is the only way to have 
an ),mpact on crime reduction. Of the several statu
~ry changes that~,have been suggested in this regard". 

~,two appear}Q~J?~the most p~~ular: establishment ~r 
a separate block grant progridl for major cities an!;! 

,,;urban counties, or combinations thereof, adminUi-
, ~ 
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a portion of their block grant allocation, as deter
mined by a formula emphasizing need factors, into 
a fund to be used by larger jurisdictions. 

The Commission notes the longstanding concern 
of those who argue that a proportionate amount of 
Safe Streets dollars should go to areas having the 
severest crime problems. It is aware that several 
large cities individually receive substantially fewer 

:funds than their share of state population or re
ported crimes would appear to warrant. Yet it also 
recognizes that in several states a jurisdictionally 
balanced funding pattern has been achieved. Given 
the fact that crime ignores the boundaries of local 
government and that interlocal action is often re
quired to detect, apprehend, process and rehabili- . 
tate offenders, it is reasonable to view these actions 
within the framework of a city-county criminal jus
tice system. Counties, after all, have been assigned 
sign ificant responsibilities in operating the courts 
and correctional institutions, as well as performing 
law enforcement functions in unincorporated areas 
and in some incorporated places. Cities, on the other 
hand, are heavily involved in providing police prQ
tection, and to a lesser degree perform certain pros
ecutorial and judicial activities. Analysis of the flow 
of block grant assistance over the years in terms of 
city-county criminal justice systems across the 
country reveals that larger jurisdictions have received 
a portion of action funds generally in accord with 
their share of population and slightly below their 
share of reported'crime. 

In short, the existing statutory provisions calling 
upon both LEAA and SPAs to give adequate at
tention to the needs of high-crime areas appear to 

. have had a positive effect. Although gaps still re
main in some states' effort, the Commission is 
confident that with careful LEA A review of state 
comprehensive plans, more effective monitoring and 
evaluation of action programs, and greater repre
sentation of elected local chief executives and 
legislators on SPA and RPU supervisory boards, 
the responsiveness of these states can be improved 
and further categorization of the act can be avoided. 

At the same time, the Commission is concerned 
about the need to give greater certainty to local 
governments that their efforts to identify and priori
tize I problems and to prepare plans and applica
tion~\ for remedial action will not be in vain. Offi
cials: of large counties and cities have contended, 
for example, that at the local level planning takes 
place in a vacuum because the amount of funds avail
able for new undertakings is difficult to determine 

~.If;;,~:~'_","""I;_"'h~""~""''''_ "~-"""""~''--' ·~·L';f'.:." ,~~,~ ,_,..., ..... _._.'.,..,"~ .• ~ •.• _" '~"'~M~. '~~~"_" _____ '~~" __ "~_A~" •. ~ 

and too much time must be spent developing and 
defining individual applications. To these observers, 
the costs associated with obtaining Safe Streets 
funds may outweigh the benefits derived from such 
aid. In the Commission's view; steps should be 
taken to remove the procedural bottlenecks in the 
program and to reduce administrative costs. 

The "mini block grant" arrangement, as practiced 
in Ohio, can be a significant tool for making Safe 
Streets implementation at the state and local levels 
more effective and efficient. Under this pro,~edure, 
larger local governments designated by the SPA 
would prepare plans for their crime reduction and 
criminal justice system improvement needs during 
the next fiscal year. In determining eligibility, 
SPAs should emphasize population size (particu
larly whether the locality exceeds 100,000), crime 
rates and other appropriate measures of need. The 
jurisdiction's direct criminal justice expendi
tures also could be considered in conneQtion with 
assessing its Willingness and capacity to deal with 
crime problems. Individual units, as \velJ as combina
tions thereof, meeting these criteria would submit 
their plans to the SPA for approval. These plans 
would have been previously reviewed by the A-95 
clearinghouse in the region encompassing the ap
plicant jurisdictions and comments would have been 
attached for SPA consideration. Such plans should 
be comprehensive, in the sense that they should 
contain data, analyses and projections similar to 
those called for in the act with respect to the state 
plan, and would not be merely shopping lists for 
projects. Following approval of the local plan, a 
"mini block grant" award would be made by the 
SPA to implement the contents. Further applica
tions for individual projects contained in the plan 
would not be required. It would be the responsibility 
of the recipient to implement the approved package 
of projects and to account to the SPA for results. 
The SPA, of course, would continue to perform mon
itoring, evaluation, auditing and ,reporting func
tions. This packaging procedure, then, could free 
SPA supervisory board and staff time to devote to 
planning and policy matters instead of' grant 
management, reduce administrative costs, expedite . 
execution of projects, and give local units a greater 
incentive to plan for both Safe Streets and non
Federal crimtnal justice resources. 

The Ccrilrri'ission is aware that a somewhat sim
ilar procedure is already contained in the Crime 
Control Act of 19"13 (the so-called Kennedy amend. 
ment). However, the "mini block grant" approach 

differs from this provision in two major respects: 
(I) the eligibility of local jurisdictions would be 
determined by the SPA rather than confined to a 
fixed statutory 4\50,000 popUlation floor for indi
vidual units or combinations thereof, thus enhancing 
state flexibility arid making it possible for smaller 
units having serious crime problems to participate 
in this arrangement; (2) the present act does not 
speiEify that, once a plan has been submitted and 

~; (I approved, no further state-level rev,iew and action 
on individual applications contained therein would 
be required, making expeditious local implementa
tion uncertain. Largely as a result of these limita
tions, for example, 71 percent of the 49 respon
dents to a 1975 survey of the nation's 55 largest 
cities conducted by the National League of Cities
U.S. Conference of Mayors indicated that the 
Kennedy amendment had produced no change in 
local administration of Safe Streets funds. 
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In the final analysis, the feasibility of the Commis
sion's recommendations for decategorizing the Safe 
Streets Act and avoiding future actions that would 
unduly restrict recip'ients' discretion depends heavily 
upon Feder~.1 and state efforts to ensure that the 
intent ofCd\1gress is being achieved. In particular, 
the oversighii and leadership roles of LEAA would 
have to be sU'efigthened but kept consistent with the 
block grant concept. At the same time, the authority 
and credibility of SPAs need to be increased. Subse
quent recommendations seek to achieve these objec
tives. 

Recommendation 2: 
Personnel Compensation Umits 

The Commission recommends that Congress 
amend the Safe Streets Act to remove the 
statutory ceiling on grants for personnel 
compensation. 

Salaries constitute a substantial portion of the 
expenditures of state and local programs to reduce 
crime and' improve the administration of justice. 
About 90 percent of overall local law enforcement 
outlays for example are for this purpose. Many juris-

~ dictions, however, still have inadequate numbers .of 
well-trained policemen, correctional officers, prose
cutors, judges and other crin'~inal justice profes
sionals. Recent efforts have g9ri~ far toward better
ing the pay and caliber.,of,.police departments, but 

, .. ,L~ 

correctional institutionS" and courts are still facing 
serious problems in attracting and retaining quali-

fied personnel. Specialized positions in criminal 
justice planning and administration, crime research 
and statistics, and training also are difC~.u1t to fill. 

In light of the foregoing, the act.'s provision that 
no more than one-third of an action grant may be 
used fol' personnel compensation has hindered the 
efforts of some jurisdictions to meet their most 
pressing need - acq uiring sufficient person nel to 
operate their law enforcement and criminal justice 
agencies. This requirement restricts the freedom 
of cities, counties ~nd state agencies to establish 
priorities and to develop programs to m~et their 
needs. In some cases, it may lead to, action gl'ant 
awards being used for projecto of secondary or even 
lower priority to the recipient. 

In calling for elimination of the personnel 
ceiling, the Commission is fully aware oJ the con
tinuing concerns of some observers that this action 
might tempt states and localities to apply for Fed
eral funds only for 'this purpose, rather than devel
oping innovative proposals for law enforcement .and 
criminal justice system improvements. To some, 
unlimited Federal funding of state and local per
sonnel might lead to a national police force. These 
attitudes were a major reason why the Commission 
recommended in its 1970 report that LEAA be 
authorized to waiv~ the ceiling on grants for per
sonnel compensation. At that time, it was thought 
that the personnel needs ot state and local gov
ernment could be considered on a case-by-case basis 
in conjunction with the broad program goals estab~ 
lished in the state comprehensive plan and the na
tional objectives specified in the Safe Streets Act. 
However, the five years since then have witnessed 
growing state and local sophistication in criminal 
justice planning and program development, and a 
lessening of the fears about a national police force. 
There has been a marked shift away from fun_ding 
routine equipment purchases and toward the pro~ 
vision of neW services. Partly as a result of these 
changes, personnel needs ha~e not abated; indeed, 
in many places they have risen. Hence, retention of 
the statutory ceiling increases the possibilities for 
skewing applicants' priorities. 

In light of these factors, the Commission believes 
that the SPAs and LEAA possess the capacity to 
effectively oversee the "use of Federal funds for 
personnel purposes, as well as the authority to inter
vene and modify such uses in instances where it is 
deemed appropriate to do so. This approach maxi
mizes flexibility and encourages decisions based on 
assessments of an applicant's overall needs rather 
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than the dictates of an arbitrary statutory pro· 
vision. It is consistent with both the block grant 
concept and implementation experience to date. 

Recomm~ndation 3: LEAA Oversight 

The \':'Dmmission recommends that LEAA 
develop meaningful standards and per
formance criteria against which to determine 
the extent. of comprehensiveness of state 
criminal justice planning and funding, 
and that it more effectively monitor and 
ev~luate state performance against these 
standards and criteria. 

This recommendation responds to the complaint 
of state and some local officials that LEAA bas not 
developed adequate performance standards for eval
uating the quality of state plans and SPA imple
mentation efforts. 

While LEAA has made an effort through planning 
guidelines to ensure that the states incorporate all 
of the components of a comprehensive plan specified 
in the act and put action funds int.o related function
al "pots," after seven years of experience greater 
attention needs to be given to more substantive 
matters. Lacking qualitative standards, effective 
monitoring and evaluation of SPA performance is 
difficult, and the bases for plan approval tend to 
be too subjective. 

The Commission believes that these standards 
and criteria should be process- and management
oriented. They should not address basic changes in 
the state-local criminal justice system or its function
al components, such as those devel9ped by the Na
tional Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. The following examples of 
possible performance standards relating to 
SPA planning and fiscal administration underscore 
this basic distinction. They are offered merely for 
illustrative purposes and would need refinement 
before they could become operational. 

Planning 

• All SPAs must identify .at least their top 
10 annual priorities for reducing crime 
and improving the criminal justicesys
tem, indicate the distribution of Safe 
Streets funds among these priOrIty areas 
and analyze the relationship with the ex
pendl~ures and activities of other state 

and/or local law enforcement and crim
inal justice agencies. 

• All SPAs must identify during the plan
ning process individual projects (includ. 
ing theol1ecipients and amounts of funds), 
totaling at least 50 percent of the action 
funds, and report on progress in .imple
menting such projects supported during 
the previous fiscal year. 

Local Participation 

• All units of local government eligible for 
Safe Streets funds must be informed in 
writing of existing or proposed SPA pol
icies and priorities and the annual avail
ability of Safe Streets funds. 

• All units of local government eligible for 
Safe Streets funds, or regional planning 
units representing such jurisdictions, 
must be given an opportunity to review 
and comment upon the SPA annual com
prehensive plan prior to its adoption by 
the SPA supervisory board and submis
sion to LEAA. 

Continuation Funding 

• All SPAs must have a formally adopted 
policy governing the length of time indi
vidual programs or projects may receive 
Safe Streets funds. In no case may indi
vidual projects or programs receive the 
equivalent of more than three years of 
full Federal funding at a 90-10 matching 
ratio. 

• The total amount of Safe Streets funds 
committed to funding continuation proj
ects in a given year must now exceed 50 
percent of the total state block grant allo
cation. 

Fund Flow 

• All SPAs must award at least 90 percent 
of their total block grant within one year 
after receipt of the block grant funds 
from LEAA. 

Tn the Commission's view, to be workable such stan
dards should be formulated by LEAA in conjunction 
with the National Conference of State Criminal 
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Justice Planning Administrators and other public 
interest groL\ps. 

The development of national standards should be 
accompanied by improvements in LEANs capacity 
to monitor, evaluate and audit state performance. 
While reliance on special conditions attached to 
annual plans by regional offices has been useful on 
a case· by-case basis, enforcement of state compli
ance has not be~n consistent. One result of inade
quate Federal administrative oversight has been 
the pressures for functional and jurisdictional 
categorization and earmarking described in Rec
ommendation 1. 

Despite the wide latitude accorded recipients 
under the block gtant approach, a review of the 
various provisions of the Safe Streets Act as amend
ed reveals considerable clarity as to both the sub
stance of state plans and action programs and the 
procedures by which decisions should be made on 
these matters. The authority of LEAA to generally 
oversee SPA operations and to specifically ascertain 
whether they adequately address the needs of high
crime areas, the problems of organized crime and 
civil disorders, and other congressional priorities 
is clear. This includes the authority, if not the obli· 
gation, to disapprove entire state comprehensive 
plans instead of their components-something that 
LEAA has been unwilling to do in a1l but a hand
ful of cases since 1969. In short, what has often 
been lacking is not a statutory basis for action but 
rather an LEAA commitment to enforce the letter 
as well as the spirit of the law. 

The Commission is aware of and encouraged by 
LEANs recent efforts, especially in the monitor
inti and evaluation areas. However, it believes that 
the pace and priority accorded to these activities - in 
terms of time, personnel and funds-need to be in
creased. Moreover, a closer reporting relationship 
between LEAA and the Congress needs to be estab
lished. In particular, organizational responsibility 
for monitoring, evaluation and auditing needs to be 
better focused.' Each year LEAA should provide de
tailed reports to the Congress on the status of state 
comprehensive planning, state-regiona.l-local imple
mentation efforts and LEAA central and regional 
office operations. The impact ,of the act on the re
duction and prevention of crime and deljp.quency 
and on the improvement of the ctimina~Justice 
system should be assessed. This information would 
provide a basis for more effective, and it is hoped 
more frequent, congressional oversight. 

The Commission realizes that the establishment 

of national standards and the upgrading of Federal 
monitoring, evaluation and auditing functions are 
difficult, time-consuming and potentially controver
sial undertakings for all concerned. The CommiMion 
is familiar .with the difficulties· ~ncountered i~F'the 
course of LEANs previous efforts to establish SPA 
performance criteria. The Commission is also sensi. 
tive to the constraints imposed by the block grant on 
the Federal administering agency. And the Commis- . 
sion is aware of the time demands on Congress. 
Still, at this point in the evolution of the Safe 
Streets program, it seems essential to begin a serious 
effort on these fronts if pressures for .further statu
tory categorization are to be abated and if Con
gress is to be given adequate assurance that the leg
islative intent of the act is being accomplished. 

Recommendation 4: State Planning 

The Commission recommends that in lieu of 
an annual comprehensive plan, SPAs be re
quired tQ prepare five-year comprehensive 
plans and submit annual statements relating 
to the implementation thereof to LEAA for 
review and approval. 

The scope and quality of the planning effort 
envisioned under the Safe Streets Act is difficult 
fOJ; many SPAs to attain. The limited authority of 
most SPAs, tight LEAA plan submission deadlines, 
inadequate Part B funds and substantial staff time 
devoted to compliance with Federal guiqelines and 
procedural requirements make compreheiJsive plan
ning difficult if not impossible. In som~:' states the 
SPA, RPUs, or local planning agencies !.lnay be in
volved in various phases of three coi~prehensive 
plans at the same time-evaluation ort1one, imple
mentation of anotHer, and data collecWlm and anal
ysis for a third. As a result of these .tractors, Safe 
Streets planning has been largely di'tected to the 
allocation of Federal dollars. ff 

This recommendation addresses tlj'e above prob
lems by modifying the requirementsptor preparation 
of an annual plan to more realistic/~lly reflect SPA 
staff capabilities, as well as the !~ime involved in 
establishing an effective planningi process and in 
producing a 'quality plan. !/ 

The pretense "of preparing a c/bmprehensive plan 
on art annual basis would be scr~/PJt,ed. In its stead, 
at a maximum, states would ha,'.ve to develop only 
one plan covering a multiyear period. Annual state-
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mcnts would be submitted to update the plan and 
report on implementation progress. The intent here 
would be to focus more attention on a truly compre
hensive planning effort involving thorough analyses, 
based on empirical data, of present and projected 
needs, and the capacity of existing state and local 
agencies to deal with them; standards and goals to 
be achieved; the relationship between Safe Streets
supported activities and direct state, regional and 
local undertakings; and other factors. This approach 
would encourage the development of well-integrated 
strategies to reduce. crime and improve the adminis
tration of justice. The complaint that "funding forces 
out planning" would no longer be justified, and the 
image of state comprehensive plans as glorified 
shopping lists for projects would be erased; more
over, spA planning and analytical capabilities would 
be enhanced. 

The Commission recognizes the view of many 
SP A and local ofncials that the level of Part B 
funding has been inadequate. Yet in light of the con
straints imposed by the nation's recent economic 
problems as well as the pressing needs' for action 
funds to help deal with rising crime rates, the Com
mission is reluctant to recommend increases in ap
propriations for planning purposes~ Instead, it be
lieves that available dollars should be utilized 
more effectively. A five-year time span for planning 
is a major way to accomplish this purpose. 

A more realistic approach to planning also would 
improve Federal oversight. LEAA would be able to 
assure itself, and the Congress, that nati9,nal priori
ties were being adequately addressed t~Hough review 
and approval of annual statements on "implementa
tion progress and cross-referencing them to the 
state's comprehensive. plan. The scrutiny of these 
statements and periodic revision of the plan would 
facilitate monitoring, evaluation and auditing of 
SPA performance. In short, more effective utiliza
tion of Federal, state, regional and local staff, some 
cost-savings, and a more usable planning document 
would occur. 

Recommendation 5: The Govemor's Role 

The Commission recomll,lends that gover
nors, and where necessary state legislatures, 
authorize the SPA to (a) collect data from 
other state agencies related to its respon
sibilities; (b) engage in systemwide compre
hensive criminal justice planning and eval
uation; and (c) review aed comment on the 

annual appropriations requests of state 
ci'iminal justice agencies. 

The state's chief executive normally establishes the 
state planning agency, names supervisory board 
members and directs other state agencies to coop
erate with the SPA. The governor also may desig
nate regional planning units. In the 35 states lacking 
a statutory basis for the SPA, these activities are 
accomplished by executive order and may be period
ically changed in response to gubernatorial turnover, 
executive-branch reorganizations ~nd other factors. 
Despite their formal responsibilities under the Safe 
Streets Act, on a day-ta-day basis most governors 
have not played an active role in the program. The 

. governor's influence is generally exercised through 
the selection of supervisory board members and 
appointment of the SPA executive director. In part, 
this level of participation reflects the heavy demands 
on the chief executive's time, as well as the relatively 
small amount of funci~ available under the act. 

One effect of limited gubernatorial involvement 
in the Safe Streets program in many states has been 
the restriction of the SPA to Safe Streets-related 
activities, even though the block grant instrument is 
supposed to address criminal justice in a system
wide context. With few exceptions, SPAs have not 
been authorized to collect criminal justice data from 
other state agencies, to develop comprehensive plans 
for the entire criminal justice system or to influence 
state resource nllocation decisions through the review 
and comment on the appropriation requests of its 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies. 
Neither the representation of these agencies on 
supervisory boards nor the provision of planning a~d 
technical 8<Gsistance to them have been successful In 

enabling SPAs to become a more integral part of the 
state criminal justice system. As a result, SP.As are 
still viewed largely as planners for and dispensers 
of Federal aid. 

This recommendation is designed to enhance the 
SPA's authority ar:J credibility by making it re
sponsible for systemwide planning and providing 
access to the criminal justice information necessary 
to effectively discharge this function. While the 
Commission does not believe it appropriate to speci
fy the most desirable location of the SPA in the 
executive branch, it seems preferable that, in light 
of the review and comment role vis-a-vis appropri
ations requests for state criminal justice purposes, it 
be closely affiliated with an agency having respon
sibility for resource allocation decisions for the crim-
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inal justice area-such as a department of justice, 
budget office or the state's general planning agency 
-instead of being a freestanding unit or a subdivis
.IOn of a particular functional department such as 
public safety. 

Recommendation 6: The Legislature's Role 

The Commiss.ion recommends that, where 
lacking, state legislatures (a) give statutory 
recognition to the SPA, including designation 
of its location in the executive branch and the 
establishment of a supervisory board; (b) re
view and approve the state agency portion of 
the states' annual comprehensive criminal 
justice plan; (c) include Safe Streets-sup
ported programs in the annual appropriations 
requests considered by legislative fiscal com
mittees; and (d) encourage the public safety 
or other appropriate legislative committees 
to conduct periodic oversight hearings with 
respect to SPA activities. 

Although the legislature appropriates matching 
and buy-in funds, makes decisions about assuming 
the costs of projects and, in 20 of the states, sets up 
the SPA, its awareness of and substantive participa
tion in Safe Streets has been quite limited. This is 
due partly to the fact that the program is still viewed 
as the governor's, as well as to the relatively low 
funding level. In too many states, the legislature has 
no real say in planning and policy decisions, yet is 
expected routinely to fund programs submitted by 
the governor and the SPA. Lack of legislative in
volvement makes it difficult to mesh Safe Streets 
with other state criminal justice outlays, to exer· 
cise effective oversight, and to relate this program 
to any broader efforts to reform the criminal justice 
system. 

This recommendation is geared to increasing legis
lative participation and to moderating the governor's 
program image. Providing a statutory basis for the 
SPA would enhance its stability and would particu
larly help reduce the confusion occurrin,~ when a new 
governor assumes office and/or a new! SPA execu
tive director is appoInted. It is the commission's view 
that in designating the composition of the super
visory board, the legislature should include an appro
priate number of its own members appointed by the 
leadership. 

The review and approval of state agency portions 
of the state plan and consideration of Safe Streets
supported activities together with other annual 

appropriations would provide an opp,ortunity for 
the legislature to have a major input into both plan
ning and funding. With respect to the former, the 
legislature's approval of this document and its annual 
updates, W:~lUld give them official status as a policy 
framework for the development of a coordinated 
statewide strategy to deal with law enforcement 
and criminal justice needs. Each legislature should 

i decide.,:whether a general review or u program-by
program consideration of the plan is in order. If 
the latter, then the legislature would have an op
portunity to scrutinize, and possibly" modify, the 
policy decisions of the governor and. SPA super
visory board. 

Turning to finances, requests for Safe Streets 
matching and buy-in funds would be reviewed 
against the plan and either lump sum Or line item 
appropriations would be made. Under this arrange
ment, the policy-making process for Safe Streets 
would follow that used for non-federally f\lnded 
programs, under which the governbr would silbmit 
programs and a budget to the legislature ror its 
approval, mod ification or disapproval. The SPA 
would relate to the legislature in much the same 
manner as other state agencies. Coupled with the 
periodic oversight by substantive committees, this 
recommendation would substantially increase the 
legislature's role and responsibilities in priority 
setting for criminal justice, regardless of the 
source of funds. At this point, the State of Mich
igan has come closest to adopting this model; most 
It!gislatures, however, do not appropriate all Fed. 
eral funds prior to' their expenditure by state 
agencies. 

Not to be overlooked, of course, is the willing
ness and capacity of the legislature to enter the 
Safe Streets area. Some legislative bodies would 
not be equipped to do so, in light of the biennial 
nature of or limitation on the duration of sessions, 
high turnover, fragmented committee structure, in
sufficient staff assistan~e . .and other factors. Partic
ularly in states having biennial sessions, it would 
be necessary for the legislature to designate indi
vidual legislators or a committee to perform the 
functions called for in this recommendation during 
the interim period. But these are questions of overall 
legislative strength and authority. Their impact on 
the crimi(ml justice area generally and the Safe 
Streets program in particular only dramatizes how 
necessary it is to shed these shackles. Authoritative 
refur)·;vs in and adequate fiscal support for state-

1/ '.. • ., 
l(icaL~nmlllal JustIce systems, alter all, depend heav-
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ily on the posture of the legislative branch. 
The legislature, then, should not be precluded 

from participation if it so desir("s. This recommen
dation provides a channel for such involvement, with 
the net result being a pattern of shared authority 
between the executive and legislative branches and 
conceivably greater encouragement for the SPA's 
to focus more effort on systemic problems in the 
criminal justice area that concern the legislatures. 

Recommendation 7: The Courts 

The Commission recommends that SPAs 
give greater attention to needs of the courts, 
while recognizing their unique constitutional 
position, by (a) providing for greater partici
pation by representatives of the judiciary on 
the supervisory boards; (b) increasing the 
proportion of action grants awarded for the 
judiciary and for court-related purposes; and 
(c) establishing, where feasible, a planning 
group representing the courts to prepare 
plans for and "make recommendations on 
funding to the SPA. 

As indicated in Recommendation I, the Commis
sion agrees with those who urgue that greater atten
tion needs to be given to the courts in the Safe Streets 
program. At the same time, it believes that estab
lishment of a separate category of assistance as in 
the corrections case would be undesirable, since it 
would unduly restrict the flexibility of state and local 
governments and be contrary to the spirit of the 
block grant. Instead, the Commission considers the 
present SPA mechanism to be in need of certain 
modifications to increase its responsiveness to the 
courts. More judicial representation on the super
visory board is in order, and more encouragement 
to judges to participate in SPA affairs needs to be 
given. In part, the funding pattern for courts reflects 
this inadequate representation and reluctant in
vol vement, and efforts to reverse these tendencies 
ought to result in greater support for court activities. 
A t 975 study by the Special Study Team on LEAA 
Support of the State Courts, for example, found 
that in states having judicial participation in the 
SPA's planning process, generally a larger share of 
action funds was awarded to court programs. 

Turning to separation of powers, some viable 
procedural options are available here. Basically, 
court planning should be vested in the judiciary. 
The Commission supports the creation of a body 

composed of state and local judges, court adminis
trators and others to formulate plans for court 
needs, obtain local input, prioritize proposals and 
make recommendations for consideration by the 
SPA. This could be done by the legislature, the 
governor or the SPA. Although the SPA would 
scrutinize the court plan and the recommendations 
for implementation contained therein, the presump
tion would 'be that more often than not they would 
be approved and funded. While th(-1 Commission 
does not believe that a specific target funding level is 
appropriate, a minimal guide for SPAs to consider 
is the relationship between the proportion of Safe 
Streets funds allotted for judicial branch activ
ities and that of state-local direct criminal justice 
outlays for this purpose. 

This basic arrangement has been used successfully 
by California. It seems to be a desirable way to en
sure the independence of the judiciary without under~ 
mining the comprehensive criminal justice planning 
efforts of the SPA. 

Recommendation 8: Generalist Participation 

The Commission recommends that Congress 
amend the Safe Streets Act to (a) define 
"local elected officials" as elected chief 
executive and legislstive officials of general 
units of local government, for purposes of 
meeting the majority representation require
ments on regional planning unit supervisory 
boards, and (b) encourage SPAs that choose 
to establish regional planning units to make 
use of the umbrella multijurisdictional or
ganization within each subs tate district. 

A key feature of the block grant instrument is the 
enhancement of the power position of elected chief 
executives and legislators and top administrative 
generalists vis-a-vis functional specialists. For ex
ample, the Safe Streets Act calls for the creation 
of intergovernmental, multifunctional supervisory 
boards at the state, and where used, regional levels. 
In the 1973 amendments to the act, Congress af
firmed this position by requiring that a majority of 
the members of regional planning unit boards be 
local elected officials. However, some confusion 
has arisen over who qualifies as a "locaL elected 
official." In some states, sheriffs are considered 
in this category. This imprecision leads to incon
sistent representational policies and effectively 
thwarts the objective of Congress in mandating such 
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representation. For example, approximately one
third of the regional and local officials respond
ing to an ACI R survey indicated that the 1973 re
quirement had produced no effect on RPU super
visory board decision-making, Hence, in the Com
mission's judgment, the act should specify that 
"local elected official" refers to elected chief exec
utives and legislators - not elected law enforcement 
or criminal justice functionaries. 

Interstate diversity characterizes the designation 
and use of regional planning regions. About half 
still are freestanding multi-county or single-county 
entities and are linked to generalist-oriented multi
functional planning bodies such as councils of gov
ernments (COGs) only by the A-95 review and com
ment process. With the exception of the few states 
that have used a "mini block grant" approach, most 
regions prepare plans, help constituent localities 
develop applications, provide a forum for communi
cations, and furnish other technical assistance. Yet it 
appears that this plethora of single·function, Iimited
authority regional bodies is not an efficient or effec
tive way to pian for criminal justice needs. After 
all, crime reduction is related to many other con
cerns-environment, health, economic development, 
transportation and the like-that also have regional 
significance. Moreover, in view of the relatively 
limited amount of Part B planning funds available 
under the act, many RPUs are inadequately staffed 

and too subje4 to shifts in the fiscal winds at tne 
state and Federal levels. In the Commission's vie'w, 
integration of criminal justice planning 'I with COGs 
and other federally supported planning efforts 
embodying some of the components an umbrella 
multijuri!ldictional organization framework-such as 
that recommended by the Commission lin its 1973 
report, "Regional Decision-Making: New Strate
gies for Substate Districts" -would enhance func
tional coordination, bolster the credibility of the 
plan, improve the utilization of professional planning 
staff, and increase monitoring and evaluation efforts. 

* * * * * 
[n conclusion, the block grant approaph taken in 

the Safe Streets Act still is on tria\. The seven-year 
record is not unblemished. However, considering the 
complexity of the crime problem, the relatively 
limited amounts of available Federal funds, the his-
toric separation of the functional cO'l.lpollents of 203 
the criminal justice system and the in0fncy~(j1'\;rim-
inal justice planning at the end of.1he 1960~f sig
nificant achievements have been attained by all lev~ 
els in implementing the act. The Commission urges 
the Congress to let the experiment continue, to re-
verse the categorization trend, and to give LEAA 
and the states the resources and guidance they need 
to tackle one of society's most pressing and per
plexing problems. 
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what is ACIR? 
The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re~ 
lations (ACIR) was created by the Congress in 1959 to 
mOllitor the operation of the American. federal sys
tem', .. :ld to recommend improvements; ACIR is a per
manent national bipartisan body representing the ex
ecutive and legislative branches of Federal, state, and 
local g(lvernmef)p't"d the public. ('co 

The Commission l§Jicomposed of 26 members - nine 
representing theffideralgovernment, 14 representing 
state and local government, and three repres.enting 
the public. The President appoints 20"-three private 
citiZens and three Federal executive officials directly 
and four governors, three state legislators; four may
ors, qnd three elected county officials from slates 
nominated by the National Governors' Conference, 
the Council of State Gcivernments, the National 
League of Cities/U.S. Conference of Mayors, and the 
National ;\ssociation of ·Counties. The three Senators 
are chosen by the Pre'sident of the Senate and the 
three Congrt:!ssmen by the Speaker of the House. 

Each Commission member serves a two year term and 
may be. reappointed. 

As a continuing body, the Commission approaches its 
work by addressing itself to specific issues and prob
lems, the resolution of which would produce im
proved cooperation among the levels of government 
and more effective functioning of the federal system. 
In addition to dealing with the all important functional 
and structural relationships among the various gov
ernments, the Commission has also extensively stud
ied critical stresses currently being placed on tradi
tional governmental taxing practices. One of the long 
range effortsl)of the Commission has been to seek ways 
to improve Federal/ state, and local governmental tax
ing practices and policies to achieve equitable alloca
tion of resources, increased efficiency in collection 
and administration, and reduced compliance burdens 
upon the taxpayers. 

Studies undertaken by the Commission have dealt 
with subjects as diverse as transportation and as spe
cific as state taxation of out-of-state depositories; as 
wide ranging as substate regionalism to the more spe
cialized issue of local revenue diversification. In select
ing items for the work program, the Commission con
siders the relative importance and urgency of the 
problem, its manageability from the point of view of 
finances and staff available to ACIR "and the extent to 
which the Commission can make a fruitful contribu
tion toward the solutio'n of the problem. 

After selecting specific intergovernmental issues for 
investigation, ACIR follows a multistep procedure that 
assures review and comment by representatives of all 
points of view, all affected levels of government, tech
nical experts, and interested groups. The Commission 
then debates each issue and formulates its policy po
sition. Commission findings and recommendations 
are published and draft bills and executive orders de
veloped to assist in implementing ACIR policies. 
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