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FOREWORD o

This study was undertaken in the summer of 1976 to illuminate
the Congressional and public debate on the reauthor1zat1on of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The National
Institute believed it would be helpful to look at the use of
general revenue sharing funds for law enforcement purposes. We
were‘pleasee that the Brookings Institution was willing to analyze
data from their ongoing monitoring of general revenue sharing -

from this perspective. Their findings are presented in this report.

Geraid M. Caplan

Director

National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice .

November 1976
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| ABSTRACT ‘ |
. The basic question of 'bhls paper is whether general revenue sharing
' “i\,‘_unds have ;-gg;_lx ‘been used for law ~e£ggrcemnt tQ “the extenfl:; v1nd1cated
o fby official Treasury Department statigtics. Tﬁis question goes to the
heart of the fﬁngibili'ﬁy issue which has been so central to the discussion
of general revenue shamng gince its enactment 1n 1972,

This study utlllzes data developed by the Brookings Institution in 1'bs
ongo;ng monitoring research on thé general revenue sharing program and .
Actual-Usé reports on revenue sharing submitted to the U.S, Office of
- Revenue @hering by ‘the recipient jui'isdi:ctions cf._these-funds, The basie
methodology is to comparewhat the sample jurisdictions reported to 'bhe"
Treasury Department as their uses of shared reve141ue' and our field research
- assessments of the net fiscal effects of shared revenue in the same jurisdiec-
‘tions. Data for 1973 and 1974 are used in this study for approximately

fifty local govermments in the Brookings sample, ‘The ‘analysis of differen-~
~ces is related to the demographic and fiscal charae:teristics of these

. jurkisdj'.ctions.k

In sum, the results of this analysis show: E)fficiallx reported expendi-
| tures of shared rei}enue on law enforcement compile:d by the Treasury De;gg rt-
mgnt's Office ofb Revenue Sharigg‘were six times greater then the new

spending for this gur %6"se‘ out_of revenue sharing identified in the Brookings

y fi‘eld research in 1 and four times reater in l h‘ Differences are

| CYGRE S 4 A RN
greatest for larger units, those ynder the preatest fiscal pressure, those
,'Located in 'the Northeast and for %unici pal governments generallx The

prlnc:.pal reason for this pa'btern of variation is the h:l.gh substltu'blon uses

5y

of shared revenue 1n the Brooklngs net-effects analysis
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. I. INTRODUCTION
In order t9 provide an understanfable treatment of this subject, i£

) s necéssary in Part I of this paper to review a considerable amount of
background {fiformation on: (1) the revenue sharing and LEAA programs,

(2) the issue of fungibility, (3) the system for:-collecting the officially-
reported data of the U.S@<Treasurchepartment on the uses of general
revenue sharing funds and (4) the purposes and design of the Brookings
.monitoring study of the general revenue sharing program. Part II presents
our analysis for public safety, law enforcement and police protection for

1973 and”197h A note on state uses of shared revenue for law enfércement

is preseﬁxed in Part III. Part IV contains conclusions and recommendations,

A, entral Qqestlon, The USe of General Revenue Sharing Funds for Law
Enforcement

In the course of the Brookings monitoring study of the general‘reYeﬁue
sharing program, we were told about the director of recreation of a small
Pennsylvania township who was requested by the chief officer of his town’
to use general revenue shé%ing funds for his departnent.k He.reﬁgged. He
said if the federal government ended the general revenué sharing program,

- this would prowide a rationale for a 20 or 30 percent cut in his budg;t.

The town fathers acceded to the director's wishes, They chose;'instead; to
\

assign all their shared revenue to the polgée departneht, evén though police

spenaing expanded only modestly as a result, This procedure, substit;ting

shared revenue for general funds, released these funds for.use elsewhere"

" in the budget, some of which was spent to ihcrease the size of the town's

| recreation program, The rationale of the decision to assign funds to

police was:,:"Itis not a big inecrement in the police budget; morebver, no
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amount o?bfiscal pressure could ever cause us to have to cut police spend-
‘ing*if revenue sharing disappeared from the scene;," .

The reasons for this special study are indicated by this incident,
A‘substanfial amount of genmeral revenue sharing funds have been officislly
attributed by recipient. governments to public safety--both law enforce-
ment andgﬁgfé protection, The question is raised; Is there a reason for
a separéﬁ9 b1ock grant for law enforcement if, giﬁen their own heads,
state aﬁd iocal officials use large . amounts of theirvgeneral revenue
sharing funds, for law enforcement activities?

The issue is very much an empirical one, We need to inquire aboﬁt the
extent to which these official "attributions" of the use of shared revenue
for publicwséfety involve new or additional spending fér public safety., Or
are they, as in the Pennsylvania tbwnship example above, essentially
aéboﬁnting decisions made for political or bookkeeping reasons? The find-
ings of the ongoing Brookings moniforing research on general revenue

sharing enable us to provide useful insights for examining these important

policy issues, for both the revenue sharing and LEAA block grant programs,




B. Qfficial Reporting Under The State and Iocal Assistance Act of 1972 g

The State”and Local Fiscal Assistande Act of 1972 appropriated

$30.2 billion to be distributed igj,senﬁ.-annual and quarterly paymentg o

over five years to mearly thirty-nine thousand state and local units 4
( 7

il

P

of general-purpose govemment The Act expl‘f‘*s December 31, 1976.*%

=

As of Aprll 1, 1976, $2k b:.ll:.on had been dlstrlbuted
Table 1

Total Shared Revenue by Entitlement Period

. January 1, 1972-June 30, 197%¢ueeeeesesss..$2,650,000,000
July 1, 1972-Decenmer 31 1972.......,.,._.$2 650 ooo 000
Jemuary 1, 1973-June 30, 1973....uvuesses.$2,987,500,000
July 1, 1973-June 30, 197h.en.nenrseuessss $6,050,000,000
July 1 1974 -June 30, 1975.0ueescasiscnsnas 6,200,000 ,000
July 1, 1975-Jume 30, 1976.0runnssnvsnnesrs.$6,350,000,000
July l 1976-December 31, 1976ccuennseceess$3,325, 000 ,000

-

.

o FwppE
*

.

Source: Office of Revenue Sharing

Major types of recipient jurisdictions and their percentage of

shared revenue in 1972 are shown in Table 2,

5

i

* President Ford on Aprll 25, 1975, proposed the extension of the
general revenue sharlng program for 5-3/4 years, As the final version

‘of this report was written, a new revenue-sharing bill was being -

marked up in the House Connnit‘bee on Covernment Operations, where it

) w:.ll originate, ) ; - _ @

i)
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Table:2  ;““h

"7 eciplent Jurisdiction, 1972 i ;
: Beclglent 2 . Shared revenﬁerfor 1972
: Ju£;§g;9i;92§ L Amount
: : Lo ‘ (millions of :
Type of jurisdiction Ngmber | Percenj : dollars) Percent
States S 50 0.1 1,7 335
 Counties. - 3,047 8,1 1,347 25,4
Municipalities 18, ,055 47.8 1,913 36.1
~ Townships ' 16 255 43,3 "261 k9
. Indian tribes and ‘
" Alaskan native ' S B \ B S
. villages 323 0.9 6 0.1
Total S 37,730 100.0 . 5,301 100,0

‘ Source: Nbgitorigg Reverue §haring, Brookings Institution, 1975, p.6

Although revenue sharing was origihally conceived as egsentially a

"no¥stfings" progrem, the final legislation included limitations on the

expehdifure of these funds. One of the controls imposed by the 92nd

Congress‘was‘the establishment of eight priority areas of expenditure in
ﬁﬁich‘local governments may use shared revenue for operating and mainten-
aﬁce”purpoSes.,‘Qhe eight priorif&-éxpenditure,categories are: public
Safgty,»ehvirbnmental protec#ion;'pubiic transportétion,,healih,v

v

recreaﬁion libraries, social services for the aged and the poor, and

‘,flnan01a1 admlnlstratlon. No‘program restrictions are placed 6nAcapita1,

12

uses of shared revenue by 1oca1 governnents nor. are there any program

_restrlctlons regardlng e1ther~operat1ng or capital uses of shared revenue




by state governments

1
; i

All governments that recelve shared revenue are requlred to submlt

‘to the Treasury Department's Offlce of Revenue Sharlng an Actual—USe

(See thevapbendlx for a copy of the Actual-Use Report used by local

governments for Entitlement Period 4.) Expenditures are broken imto
. ‘ i .

operating‘and gepitalﬁuSes~ and within theSe tw0'cetegories functional

areas must be iﬁentified With respect to the eight. prlorlty-expendlture,

categories, it is noteworthy that publlc safety is listed flrst in the
Actual-Use: report., | ’

In the Act itself public safety is also listed first among the
eight prlorlty expenditure categories, although the language of the Act
does not suggest that th:s ordering reflects a ranklng accordlng 1o
relative importance of the eight program areas,

Summary reports issued by the Treasury Depertment show that recipient
governments designated $2,2 billion in shared revenue for gnblic safety
purposes (for operations and maintenance) in the first 2e1/2 years of the

S5~year general revenue sharing program, This amounted to 23 percent of

all reported expenditures in this period, Overéll, public safety ranked

firgt among the reported uses; education (21.7 percent) was second;*

transportation was third (14,7 percent).

* Education spending is an allowable use for state governments as they
are not constrained by the priority expenditure categories. They must,
however, report their planned and actual uses of shared revenue, Local
units can designate their shared revenue for capital spending for educa-
tion; capital spending is not constrained by the pmlority exper%;ture
categories, B N /

1
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,lTable*3i _
B WMM
: Public Safety by Type of Unit,
January 1, 1972-June 30, 197h
'*é SR E ;,:',u‘ (in ﬁdilions of ddllaré)‘ _
B ' Total Egb}ig;§%£giz ~ Operations | ‘Cagita1‘ 
0 Type | ““‘Aggggg %~‘Per;ent, Amount  Percent ~— Amount Percent
 States - $'lkog 1% $37.9 o 84 $7.0  16%
Counties 505.9 23% et 65t 1785 35%
Municipalities 1491.6 459 | 1220.9 82% 270.7 18%
Townships 147.0 3 103.2 70% 43.8 309

Source: Derived from General Revenue Sharing - The First Actual Use
Reports and Ceneral Revenue Sharing; Reported Uses 1973-7h,
Department of the Treasury, Office of Revenue Sharing,
Washington, D,C, ‘

As cen be seen in Table 3, officially-reported operational expenditures
of shared revenue for public safety exceided capital outlays by about 3:1
in the aggregate., ‘Table L4 shows that th%jlargest jurisdict;ons téndedk
to report to the'Tregsury relatively mor%\expenditures for ﬁublic safety

for operations and maintenance, as opposed to capital spending. The

. ‘tendency to attribute revenue sharing expenditures for public safety to

operational‘eipenditures decreased with size--down to about 1:1 for the

LY o

éﬁallest populatibn class,ﬁ

: o ) L : B N o

&
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| Table Lo i ’
OfflClallx-Repgrt ed Expgndltures for Iocal
Covernments, for Public Safety by Population Size,
: Janua - 3k A :
in mllllons of .dollars ,
Total Egbllc Safetx \ ngratlons » 'Capital‘i
Pog;lation . AM : Percent A_&un_t_ Percentw Amo mount Percent Ty
More than 250,000 $292.% 487 $257.1 883 $ 35.3 129
25,000-250,000  211.3 33% 153.8 736 57_,5 2%
less than 25,000 131.0 ~  23% 69.8  53%  6L.2 W%

T

" Source: Derived from Cedleral Revenue Sharl_ng - The'F‘irst Actual Use

Beports, Department of the Treasury, Office of Revenue Sharlng, .
Washlng'bon D Co

B L3 b

Not only is publlc safety flI‘S't among the reported uses 1t also stands

out as a function that has over 'bhe years rece:.ved substantlal federal ald i

under a separate blgp“k grant program. 0 R el '”*

C.- The Block Grant'Pro'ra B

Since it was created in 1968, the Law Enforcement Ass:.stance Admlmstra-* -

tion has dlstrlbuted $’+ 2 b11110n to state and local law enforcenglen'b agencles. _

Most of these funds have been in the form of "actlon grants to be used ,- R

for law enforcement and cr1m1na1 Justlce programs dlrectly admlnistered by .

kstate and local governments, Present stetutes requ:.re that 85 percen

these action grants be distrituted as block grants allow:.ng recipient L

‘governments cons:.derable flex:Lblllty in decldlng speclflc pragram areas in x

e o )

published by the Off:.ce of Revenue Sharlng. e

g

: * Population groupings” were not prov:Lded in subsequent actual use suﬁmar;es




;progects

‘h‘Grant program..

i
(s

‘f*:iare to be used as d1scret10nary grants by LEAA to support and encourage B

]

jthe development of a varlety of speclflc state and local law enforcement vf

o

Unllke the general revenue sharlng program, LEAA block grants are

'%made only to state governments and not o, localltles Allocatlons aredy .
"based strlctly on populatlon and recelpt of these ’unds is dependent upon
ﬁ'approval of a comprehenS1ve acate plan for 1aw enforcement Allocatlonsc
j';,of actlon grants are subJect to0 a 90 percent match except for cap1ta1

”~uses which are subJe ct to a 50 percent match

A'mandator" pass-through prov1s1on currently requlres that states

allocatp to local governments a portlon of the block grant equal to the
“h”pplocel proportlon of total state-local law enforcement expendltures in the
bgprecedlng year. However SpElelC grants to local unlts are not based on
Vh‘a d1str1butlon formula contalned in the Act- rather they are approved
lllnd1v1dua11y, generally by the state plannlng authority. States are
.<requ1red tojprcv1de approx1mate1y 1/2 of the non-federal funding of local
':ﬂgprOJects | o

gD;, §gmmarv Comment on Revenue Sharing and Block Grants -

- Altogether, one can th;nk of general revenue sharing and Dblock

- grants as'new forms of broader and less conditional federal aid programs
:“v for States_and localities, - Block grants are currently provided:in.four

‘areas;?communit& development ,* manpower (the CETA program), social services

o Underﬁa contract'w1th HUD‘ the Brooklngs Institution is currently

engaged in a 62-unit monltorlng study of the Communlty Development Block

<

_which to use the funds, - The remalnlng 15 percent of the actlon grants O

)
/



(Titlo XX),* and‘law énfo}oementu ‘The " 1atter 1s the only block grant -

“that pre-dates Nixon s'"New Federallsm LR P ’," 'l*n‘”« =

-The general reVenue'sharing and LEAA“progréms nave already been
described,  Looking at the others, ohlyoTitle XX for social services is o

administered exclusively through the;Sﬁates-as in the case of the LEAA-

X blockygrant; The ofher'tWO block grant,programs (for community dévelopéf

- ment and CETA) are administered'mainly%%ﬁio%gh 1ocal‘units.f In both oaséo,

the 1egis1ation defines eligibléﬁiedipient units by size and £ype ‘and o
formula is preacrlbed for,allocatlons to these units, It is interesting
that these two direct federal-local blook grants are the ones for which
the Nixon Adminiétration, oé part of its "New Federalism" program, was
most responsible, ‘Both go against the traditional concept of American
federallsm and deal directly w1th local unlts Efforts ‘are currently .
being made by organizations of local governments,to have the LEAA progfam
also provide direct grants to. large local govérnﬁénts.
E. Brookings Monitoring Study of Gemeral Revenue Sharing

| The continuing reséarch project of the Brookings Institution, funded
5y the Ford Foundation,‘to_monitor:the general revenue shariné;program '

was initiated in December 1972,  Its purpose is to study three principall

 questions about the effects of this program: (1) What haslbeen“iﬁs

distributional impact? (2) What has been the fiscal.impoct of general

revenue sharing funds?"(s) ﬂow hés'revenue’sharing affected the political

% The Ford Administration does hot classify the Title XX program as a

. block grant, However, in meny respects the existing Title XX 'program is

similar to the other three block grants llsted here and is thus. includéd

" in this category.. = *

t States receive some CETA funds for the "balance of state" (out81de of local
prime sponsor areas), Thelr relatlve pmoportion 1s about one-third,

s ; ‘9

[s} N )




a'recelved 13 percent

K ”\"\.,

[

processes and t;gptyres of reclplent governments? Major sources‘of

Jdata are fleld research observatlons natlonal statlstlcs on state and
‘ ~‘°100a1 flnances and employment»~and reports from the'Offlce of Revenue
'-‘MSharlng, the General Accountlng Office (GAO) and ‘yarious non-govern-

vhmental research groups Prlmary reliance in analy21ng the f1sca1 and :

X

| polltlcal effects of revenue sharlngihas been}placed on‘f;eld research
a@afa.‘benitOrihg in the~fie1d7%s-done‘by‘hweniy—three‘BroOkings;
'“.Associates for,a~samp1e'of.siXty-five jﬁriSdictions. The sample includes
;gighﬁvsﬁate governments, twenty-nine'municipalities, twenty-one county
ngovernments;,sirytownships, and one Indian tribe,* :These jurisdictions‘
‘;received $1;1 hillion of shared revenue for 1972, or 2L percent of the
a fnationwide %oﬁal -The.eight,state governments reCeiVed 36 percent of

: the total for all fifty states; the flfty-seven local jurisdictions

e

The sample jurisdictions weré¢ chosen to be representative on a

geographical basis and in terms of their economic condition, size, and

" type of governnent‘ The sample was also designed to give emphasis to

1arger jurisdictions, Associates were selected for their knowledge of

1oca1 ‘public flnances, polltlcal 1ssues and governmental processes, as

bvwell as their famlllarlty with natlonal 1ssues in the field of inter-:

T 'y

‘goverémental f1sca1 relatlons

Field research data on the fiscal and gglltlcal effects of general

o reVenue‘sharlngbhave been collected for two tlme perlods,‘ The first ran

% See Monitoring Revenue. Sharing, Appendix A,. "Fleld Research thhodology,
. for- information on characterlstlcs of the sample units and the selectlon ‘
‘process.k : : , :

e
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, M s
through June 30 1973 ; Durlng th1s perlod ellglble governments recemved pjf{fg

“two semlannual payments and one quarterly paynent--altogether shared | t} 'ﬁq
revenue for flfteen months—-and knew of their prospectlve payment level

| afor one addltlonal quarter. Assoclates were asked t04assess~the flscal 0,‘:

 effects of allocations made by the sample units and the major political .
consequences ofvthese (mainly retroactive) allocations. Data for thisi
perlod are presented in Monltorln Revenue Shar1 , Brooklngs 1975. »
second perlod of fleld research was July 1 1973 through June 30, 197h ‘ ,m:;
these data.w1ll be presented 1n,a,second volume on thls study,.now 1n ‘

.process A thlrdaset of field data, and third volume, will cover the

per:Lod July 1, 1974 through December 31 1975.

F./ Funglbllltz--All anex id Green -

In this special report the focus 1s on the f1sca1 effects of general

_revenue ‘sharing,  The challenge for research in thls area is "fEnglblllty?
o a subject.which’requires both generalfdiScussion‘and spéEiflcrillustration.‘

‘ Revenuefsharing funds are not radioactive;'they can»be.extremely*‘vhyv‘l“:A’
difficult to trace,’ The first report onstheABrookings monitoring’project

summarizes this problem spe01f1cally in: relatlon to law enforcement "»/»9
J
The attempt o follow the trall of these revenue-sharlng iﬂx “’f_g,,%?f
" funds to identify. the net fiscal effects is complicated by their ' CERRRP
fungibility: that is, the eage with which they can be. trensferred
‘within and emong state and local budgetary accounts, Conolder,/ '
for example, City X, 1n ‘which the mayor and the COLnCll are . /.
. keenly aware- of publlc ‘concern for improved police protectlon In
planning their budget, they increase approprlatlon for; police |
O protectlon by ‘the full amount of the. city's shared\revenue, and
L oin prieparingthe planned-use and actual-use reportsnthat are
‘,requlred ‘under the revenue-sharlng law, they show all of the
city's revenue sharlng going for: this. purpose But these publlc
reports may well overstate the effect of "revenue sharlng on - i
CCity X's. spend1ng for pollce protectlon Assume that the. mayor ,nr»w~
'kﬁand councll, 1n the absence of ‘revenue sharlng, would have EORE N

N ;115‘:fu




- increased appropriations:for this purpose in any cése~-by cutting
- “other programs, by obtaining additional revenue, or by drawing
~ down fund.bélances, -Under these circumstances, the. neu\effects
of revenue. sharlng involve a smaller increase 1n police spending .
than:is. reflected in" the publicly reported data from local officials,
and budgetary changes in other areas actually account for some
,lpart or even all, of the city's shared revenue,
"The measurement of net effects therefore involves determlnlng
- the difference between what actually happened and what would have
‘happened in the absence of the revenue-sharing program. If in
the case of City X, police approprlatlons would have been ralsed
just as much in the absence of shared revenue, but with the
increase financed from a higher tax rate, then the ‘entire difference
attributable to the program would 1lie in the area of tax stablllzatlon
~with no spendlng 1mpact 1nvolved *

As “the above quotatlon 1llustrates the most important reason for
‘the:discrepancy between reported— and actual-uses of shared revenue

1s that the funglblllty of these funds provides public officials with

a 31mp1e and 1nexpen31ve way ‘o demonstrate their. support for favored
(\\\

‘\programs That considerable support is thus 1ndlcated for publlc
\ .

?‘ safety is not surpr1s1ng

: Another possible reason for reporting large public safety spending

“‘out of shared revenue involves the "strings" placed on the use of‘these

' funds : SharednreVenue cannot ‘be used to matech federal grants; the:

Dav1s—Baeon Act app11e “$o capital projects with more than 25 percent

a of the total cost supplled by revenue sharing; these funds must be used .

1n.a non-dlscrlmlnatoryamanner Off1c1als may report the usesrof shared
revenue 1n one large program category--or in a s1ng1e department--because
they feel that in thls way they are’ least llkely to raige questlons whlch

federal off1c1als mlght see flt 1o 1nvest1gate or, if there is a Federal

Y
S

* lonitoring Revenue Sharing, page 7.
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‘audit,.it will be made simpler by this tactic,*
'Fbeusiné oﬁ*fhese‘diéplacement‘or substitution effects, a specific
example from the fieid fesearch is useful here. Newark, New Jérsey
was found in the Brookings field research to have used all of the shared
revenue which it allocated ih fiséal years:1973 and 1974 for tax stabili-
zation and tax reduction, The Act requires that functional désignatipns,
according to the priority expenditure categories, be prdvided even in
these cases, Newark, therefore, reported that all of the shared revenne’
which it allocated in the two periods of the Brbokings field research
went to publie safety, although, according to our analysis, no pew or
additional expenditures for public safety were undertsken out of or
because of the availability of generél revenue sharing funds from the
federal government,t
Similarly, the Associate for New York State reported that the
. figures in the Actual-Use report were "comtrived" to f£ill out “the
required forms, ' ' ,
"I don't feel the AdtualLUSe report is at all useful excepﬁ\
to spell out how much revenue sharing the state received for
a period that related to a federal, not state, fiscal year,
The way the sums are divided into categorles and the per-
centage attributed to maintenance of ex1st1ng services and

- expangion are purely arbitrary, arithmetic calculations that -
don't tell you anythlng about the 1mpact of the federal money."#

* Tt should be noted in this conmection that the biggest and most im-
portant. suit holding up the’ payment of revenue sharlng funds involved
the Chicago police department, ;

+ It should be noted that the Actual—USe and Planned-Use reports include
 check-off boxes for reporting the effetis of shared revenue on taxes -
(See forms in Appendix),. Newark did report that the effect of revemie
sharing in 1973 had been to prevent an increase in the rate of a major
tax, Newark officials have always been candid about their use of shared
revenue for tax relief,

¥ Tield Research report, ;
: ; . 13




© GAO repbr%s ﬁhat New York Sﬁate budget offlcials considered thekk
eﬁtire_exefoise to be academic.* One Néw‘Ybrk‘offipial is quoted in
| ihe Brookings field reséarch report for 1973 as sayiﬁg, "Accounting for
. revenue sharing is like asking what‘would you héve done if you hadn't
marrieé your wife?" New Ybrk State for the most part has officially
éﬁ allocated shared revenue oh a pro-rated basis according.to the propor-
tion of spehding in the state budget by major functional area,
This problem of fungibility for the analyst is not uniqﬁe to
© revenue sharing.wklf applies to all fiscal subventions, both federal and
state., This éubject was discussed at an April 17, 1975 hearing of”the
Senate Finance Committee on general revenue sharing in reference to the

Brookings study. The Chairman of the Subcommittee on Revenue Sharing,

Sena‘tor Williém D, Hathaway of Maine, asked specifically about education “

I
W

grants,

Senator Hathaway. Well, pursuing this question of fungibility
seems to be one of the problems of the entire act, You indicate
that a lot of categorical programs are fungible also; are you
advocating that we take all strings off categorical revenue
sharing as well, unless we can find some way to juggle the
amounts? It does not make that much difference, although I should

) .footnote that by saying that in many of the acts, such as the

. Elementary and Secondary Education Act, there is a requirement
) ‘ that the State and local efforis be malntalned in order to get
the Federal funds,

Mr, Nathan, The Elementary and Secondary Ecfucation Act is a
good illustration, The NAACP several years ago did a study in

which they found that despite the maintenance of effort requirement,

many governments used Title I money to replace money that other-
wise would have been provided by the States as part of its

- foundation aid to local school districts. This is a complex area,
and the reason I made the point is, there has been a tendency to
look at data about revenue sharing, particularly the kinds of

* General Accountlng Office, ngeggg Sharing; Its Use bx and Impact on
Mmmgmﬂ (August 2, 1973)
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fiscal effects data that has been generated by our study, and

eriticize these high substitution effects,

«..Revenue sharing is not the only program that has these kinds
of substltutlon effects, Many categorical grants involve the
same opportunltles for State and local budget officials, among
the most innovative and sagacious of men, to develop their
budgets in a way that puts Federal grants at the bottom in
their budget, if they so choose,

substitution effects, per se, were discussed. b

Mr, Nathan., Substitution effects can be good. Mayor

Gibson [of Newark, New Jersey] would say that the substi-
tution effects of revenue sharing are highly desirable,

. and so would a lot of other people who are very concerne d
’... about the pressure on local property taxes in this \\x

current perlod Our research really is designed to ampllfy\\
and try to give intellectual content to these very hard e
policy questions,

The final part of the discussion on this subject focused on the relative

fungibility of different kinds of federal grants.

Senator Hathaway. So we really have to go over each of these
categorical programs one at a time to detérmine just whether
it should be mede general or whether it is going to be
cerried on the way it has been carried on and whether the
substitution effect is a good effect or a bad effect,

Mr, Nathan, .,.Generally speaking, I think we can say that
new programs have more new spending effects than old programs.
As programs get established, they have a lower stimulation
effect, One of the ideas now current in intergovernmental
fiscal affairs is that as programs age, we should move toward
special revenue sharing, giving more discretion to local and
State units in these areas for preclsely this klnd of reason,

I also think that project grants are ‘the most stlmulatlve
that, a grant with & high matching ratio--if you require RO
percent matching, for example~~that would be most stimulative,

We need to recognize in addition that over the years as grants
become less stimulative and functions more established, people
who are particularly concerned about giving a significant
measure of discretion to State and local governments mey feel
that these grants can be changed into more general kinds of
grant instruments, such as block grants, special revenue
sharing, or ultimately perhaps also general revenue sharing,

NS
o

The literature on’ this subject is extensive, The discussion

o

here simply sets the scene for the consideration of the Brookings data

R
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on the fiscal effects of reventie sharlng in. relatlon to off101a1 reports

'Kabout the uses of ‘these fUnds for pdbllc safety and- law enforcement, In,

short the bas1c question pertalnlng to flscal effects is "What dld
révenue sharang allqw a government 1o dO'that it would not have done

otherwise?"

"G, Net-Effect Catwgprles in the Brookings Study

In an effor#'to answer this question for the Brookings field
reséarch j@risdicﬁions, each Associste has been asked to assess the uses
of shared revehud*for each sample unit dccording to nine categories

of net fiscal ef ects These effects are significantly different from

the priority-exﬁénditure categories in the Act which pertain to functional

- areas of spendlng by local governments, Of the Brooklngs\het-effect

(
categories,. theee are "New Spending" effects, and sik ure “"Substitution

Effects "

New Spendlng

New cepital expenditures: Spending for capital purposes (fac111ty
construction and land acquisition) or the purchase of major equip-
ment that, without shared revenue, would not have occurred at all,
or would hayg oceurred at least one year later,

New or expanded operations: Operating expenditures begun or

expanded with shared revenue (excluding pay and benefit incressas).

oo Increased pay and benefits: Using shared revenue for pay and
frlnge benefit increases that otherwise would not have been
autharlzed either at all or at the levels approved,

Substlgutlon Effects

Pro#ram maintenance: Allocating shared revenue to ongoing programs
for|which the alternative course,, withoit revenue sharing, would
havﬁ been to eliminate programs or cut their scope,

&

r
i
N
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‘revenue-sharing~dollars.' For example, if a city of 100,000 population :

AN 2 . i B o s

‘Tax cut: Using shared revenue to finance ongoing programs,
with a consequent freeing of the Jurlsdlctlon's own resources
to permm@ a reduction in tax rates. \

Tax stabilization: Using shared revenue to flnance ongomng
programs, with a consequent avoidance of an increase in tax
rates that otherwise would have been approved.

Avoidance of borrowing: Substituting shared revenue for
borrowing that otherwise would have been undertaken,

- = . B
Increased fund balances: A4llocating shared revenue to oﬁg01ng
programs, “with a oonsequent net effect of increasing fund |
balances,

Restoration of federal aid: Using shared revenue to offset
actual or aqﬁicip&ted”reductions in federal grants-in-aid,

Tt should be emphasized that the findings according to these net- .

effect categories represent the "best‘jgggments" of informed,’on—the#scene
obeervers (none of them officials of the govefnments sfudied). Since the
Brookings sample is a.stratified, and not a randem sample, the aim of . ™ /
the research has been to identify, not precise, but major and general |
tendencies regarding the real uses of shared revenue, and to proyide
an understanding of the behavior of state and 1ocel officials witﬂ*\m
respect to this new form of fiscal subvention from the federal governﬁep@b h
to states and localities, ”” |

The data from the field reports have been anal&zed‘in teriis of
unweighted means i,e, unweighted>f0r differences in the size of sample
units. Thls measure compensates for the skeéwing effect that a few
very large jurisdictions can have for a sample of the- s;>e used, It ‘ )

Y &

. . . . . sl
canlbe regarded as accountlng for revenue-éharlng dec1810nS, rather than

17
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~ng~ reported to ORS- and data on new Spendlng out of shared revenue as

‘gused 20 percent of the: shared revenue that’lt had allocated as of a
j;certaln cut-off date for what the Assoclate cla331f1ed as- new capltal
‘ufppuf“ases and a 01ty of 1 mllllon used lO percent in thls way, the
'-;pformer counts tW1ce as heavlly in the unwelghted mean even though the

fdcdamount anvolved for the 1arger clty 1s several times greater

' Aq8001ates were also asked to cla331fy (u81ng a set of uniform

‘:Ldeflnltlons)zthe flscal pressurevon thelr‘Jurlsdlctlons as--extreme,
"fa'moderate relatlvely llttle, ‘or none,

o, Comparatlve Da’oa i

Thls paper concentrates on. dlfferences between data offlclallx-

S

reported_ln the Brooklngs fleld data Since local governments d1reotly

'f_] expend approx1mately 84 percent of the state—local total for police

protectlon (and 2% of pollce plus correctlons),the focus of this

3

report is on local governments

One problem in worklng w1th ORS data is that the definition of "Public

Safety" used 1ncludes pollce protectlon and other law enforcement act1v1t1es
’as yell as flre protectlon and code enforcement. This has required certain
—a;adjuStments in ORS data in order to cOmpare‘these data'With findings from

i the Brooklngs fleld research on new Spendlng for law enlorcement out of S

- K_

- general revenue:sharlng funds, The nubllcly—reported data on the Actual .
%'1Uses of shared revenhe for flscal yeaxs l973 and 191; have been d1v1ded

‘h;v'among‘(lgftotalllaw enforcement, (2) pollce'protectlon,-and (3) five

o
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protection using a system of approximate weights developed from national
expenaitureiﬁetals reported ithensus data,* Table 5 shows the weights used;.
| Table 5

(Applied as a percentage of total ORS Actual-
" Use data for "Public Safety")

Laﬂ_Eaigzggmsgi Eire
Total Police .
, Counties : ﬁ/90% 55% : egssia%
Cities 659, 609 35%
Towns 65% X 6@% - 35%

Sevefal qualifications need to be added here’about compariSOns of
ORS and Breokings~£ield data, oﬁs Aptual-Use~reports cover "expenditures";
Brookings data deals with "allocations.," In the first case, the aim
(although not clearly defined in the regulations) is to repoft;how funds

have been expended.,t In the second case the data indicate how funds have

* These weights were developed from 1972 Census of Goveruments data

(Volume 4, Numbers 3 and 4), FEach weight represents the approximate naticnal.
percentage of direct expenditure by each type of government for-each function,
Public Safety is defined as police and fire protection and correctlons law
enforcement as police protection and corrections. | L

~ Other weighting schemes are obv1ously possible, For example 1tem1ght‘bez
desirable to divide each type of govermment into several populatlon classes
(although this cannot be directly done with Cdneus of Governments data}, or,‘
alternatively, it would be possible to use otnﬁr revenue sharing studies,
particularly those involving lerge surveys of government officials, where

greater detail of reported data is requested, as the b831s for the welghtlng

of ORS Actual-Use report amounts for "Publlc Safety."

+ Treasury regulations coifuse’ thé: dexlnltlon of "expenditure" because these .
data can include "amounts spent,,.or otherwide transferred from the trust

fund" {Section 5%, 11) The 1nclus1on of the words, Motherwige transferred e
. from the 4rust fund," means that these data 1ncl*de some 1ndeterm1nate amount o
- of unpald obllgatlons or commltments 5 : ’

& NI : o
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Lbeen allocetedkoriapprppriated, although hot riecessarily expended,
Time horizons ﬁay véry;ge a result. 'Foriexample,‘it is not uncommon
for a jur&sdicfioe to allé)ate during a fiépal yeara(using the é

" Brookings definition) more fhan twelve-months-worth of shared revende;
‘whereae the Actual-Use reports eannot include amounts not yet received

N v
or'amounts allocated but not yet expendeé. Further, it should be
emphasized that the time periods in ﬁhe Brookings' research are "study"

| periods which do not necessarily conform to jurisdictional fiscal years,

and within these periods, the data collected is not restricted o a

made . concerning the uses of shared revenue in fiscal 3? r 1975 are

included,
In & number of cases, the Brookings féﬁlﬁ‘research reports for
I ' Whe first period of the field research (Deeember 1972 through June 1973)

7 pollce and fire, It was

i / did not divide publlc safety uses betmﬁ
3 necessary therefore to re-code gh se” eports In doing this, four sample

Jurlsdlctlons in Oregon hnd to be ellmlnated In several other cases,

thegentlre amount oﬁ pri;c safety spending--all fairly small magnltudes--

was attribute aw enforcement even though it was clear that some

- spending for 1re protectidn was.involved ‘because ‘a breakdown was not

possi fhus, new Spendlng for law enforcement may be sllghtly
A,stlmated in the Brooklngs data for f1scal year 1973 in Sectlon C

5 of P&r‘b II. : ‘ »\ o \{\
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II. ANALYSIS OF THE USES OF GENERAL REVENUE
SHARING FUNDS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT

- Part II, comparlng "ORS and Brooklngs data, is d1v1ded 1nto o
two sections: (4) Public Safety and (B) Iaw Enforcement, The flrst
‘sectlon on publlc safety is presented in less detail than/the analysis
for law enforcement Spendlng in Section B. We have included comparlsons‘
for publlc safety because so much of the analy81s of the 1mpact.of the
~'genera1 revenue sharing program which has appeared in newspapers and
various public reports and documents is presented on this bas1s.

A, Public Safety

" In Table 6,,p&égs 23-25, public safety expenditures on the Actual- o
Use forms submitted to ORS by the local units in the Brookings sample
for fiscal year 197l are compared with decisions on theig;g uses of
shared revenue for publiec safefy aeéording to the field research data |
for these same local governments in fiscal year 1974. Column (l)‘displaysﬂ
public safety expenditures reported to ORS for FY 7h; Column (2) ﬁhe
corresponding percent of the toﬁal reported. The amounts of Shared-revenue 5
allocated to new public safety uses in the Brookings'field research data
are shown in Column (3) with the percent of the total allocated 1n
fColumn (4), The final entry is the percentage p01nt difference between ORS-
reported and Brookings new uses, Unweighted means are used in both’cases.
| The reader is reminded in con81der1ng Table 6, whlch is the data
format used consistently in the remainder of this report, that the two-

geries of data are not strictly comparable, the totals upon Whlch the

proportions are based are not‘equal.‘ Time horizons can;be significantkyv
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Est

Jurigdiction
(alphabetical by state)

Maricopa County, Arizona
Pheenix, Arizona
Scottsdale, Arizona
Tempe, Arizona

Lititle Rock, Arkansas

No, Little Rock, Arkansas
Pulaski County, Arkansas
Seiine County, Arkenses
Carson, California |

Los Angeles, California

1A County, California

Longmont, Colorado
Orange County, Florida -
Seminole County, Florida

‘Baton Rouge, Louisiana

Bangor, Maine

(1) b e

Table 6

Comparison of Proportions of RS Funds Devoted to Public Safety,

nts ' Actual -
es_of New S ndi

e reports and (2) by Fleld Research
Allocations for the Sample J 1sdlct10ns 1974

(Unweighted Mean Percenxages)

RS expenditures for Public
Safety, as indicated by

al-use re s
Percent of
total RS ex-

Amount & - penditures

(1) (2)

6,342,668 67.1
3,433,093 33.6
0 0.0
6,49 0,6
889,368 43.L
469,01h 39.7

661,46k 29.7
0 0.0

~ 240,273- 80 1 :
'h9,3éo,ooo 82,7
14,855,348 30.8
’ 0 0,0
1,100,261 34,9
102,144 28,8
2,032,373, 24,7
. 325,278 28.2

Difference in per-
centage (Colum 2

RS allocations for new éublic
Safety, according to field

researchwggzémates \min olumn
Percent of ‘
total RS
“Amount allocations
(3) () (5)
308,423 1.7 65.4
5,760,213 29.9 3.7
3,730 0.2 -0.2
o 0.0 0.6
1,288,971 31,k 12,0
21,172 -1,2 38,6
874,956 44,8 -15,1
o 0.0 0.0
112,000 21,k 58,7
72,726 0.2 82,5
3,065,600 1.k 29,4
1hk,689 11.7 AT
o 0.0 34.9
50,000 647 22,0
1,434,397 8.9 158
45,000 T34 25,1




Table 6 (contlnued)

Differencé 1n Pejr-Q
centage (Colum 2

RS expendltures for publlc
safety, as indicated by

RS alloca‘t:l.ons for new publlc
safety, according to field

6

€2

actual-yse reports regearch estimates minys Column b4)
Percrzken'vb of Percent of
: total RS ex- , total RS- ,
Amount ‘penditures - - Amount allocations ‘
| (v (2) (3) () (5).
Baltimore, Marylend 31,282,325  89.0 0 0.0 89,0
~ Baltlmore Co., Maryland 16,385,206 95.3 0 0.0 95.3
 Harford Co., Maryland 987,729 - 61.6 . 0 0.0 61.6
Holden Township, Mass. 33,999 25.9 17,51k io.7 15,2
Worcester, Mass. 6,010,173 75.3 128,690 1.8 /7 73.5
St, Louis, Missouri 2,055,644 23.9 0o 0. 0/ S 23,9
Essex County, N.J, o 0.0 0 0.9 0.0
‘Livingston Township, N.J. o 0,0 o 0. o‘, © 0,0
Newark, New Jersey 15,087,144  100.0 0 0.0 ' 100,0
West Orange, New Tevsey 349 09 0. 0.0 09
‘ Greece Town, New York 100,000 29.7 0" 0.0 . 29.7 o
Ircndequorb Town, N Y, 23,958 7,0 '15,00‘0 4‘:2,3 .  1;.7 :
Monroe Cownty, New York 875,158 = 16,5 500,000 4.8 11.7
New York City 214,310,695 734 0 0.0 3.4
Rochester, New York 2,996,594 - 100.0 .0 10,0 100,0
Orange County, N.C, 100,000 - k2,2 . 25,500 7.2 - 35.0
Butler County, Chio 9,70L - 0.9 o 0.0 o
Cineinnati, Ghio 14,883,053 9.0 * 0 0.0 90
Hamil'bon;, bhio - k23,ol3 k43,6 160,000 16 5 27.1 o




e

<
Table 6 (concluded)

RS expenditures for"public RS allocations for new public  Difference in Per-

safety, as indicated by gafety, according to fileld centage (Colum 2

actyal-yse reports research egtimates riﬂ.n;;g Columm 1&)

Percent of Percent of
total RS ex- total RS al-

Amount penditures Amount locations

(1) (2) (3) (k) (5)
Hamilton County, Ohio 1,562,950 26.5 1,562,950 26.5 / -0,0
Cottage Grove, Oregon 101,544 56.9 3,415 1.8 55,2
Eugene, Oregon 50l , 862 27.9 353,452 13.9 14.0
Lane County, Oregon 0 0.0 0 /0.0 0.0
Springfield, Oregon 519,956 49,6 76,800 ‘ 12.3 37.3
Camden, South Carolina 203,313 49,5 191,554 43.9 5.6
Fairfield County, S.C. 85,798 361 ‘ 204,167 31.2 5.2
Kershaw County, S.C. 180,237 40,6 93,700 10.0 . 30.6
Winnsboro, South Carolina 7,505 7.k 21,500 10.0 -2,6
Minnehaha Cownty, S.D. 53,501  50.2 209,740 39.9 - 10.4
Sioux Falls, S.D. 145,861 12,6 102,000 8.1 L.
Tripp County, S.D, 0 0,0 900 0.7 -0.7
Turner County, S.D. 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Beaver Dam, Wisconsin 48,983 52,0 0 0.0 52,0
Dodge County, Wisconsin 41,460 5.6 0 0.0 - 0.0 "
Lowell Td“m,-Wiseoﬂsin ; o 0.0 0° 0.0 0.0
Theresa Town, Wisconsin - 0 0.0 0

0.0 - 0.0

_ Unweighted Means ‘ 34,1 7.9 26,2







different for particular jurisdictions for the reporting period for ORS
purposes, and the study periods for the Brookings monitoring research,
The officially-reported data are for éxpenditures whereas Brookings' data
are on decisions or allocations, - Neverthele s, the cons:Lstency observed
in the data and the substantial dlvergence between these two data sets
give us a high degree of confidence in the prineipal finding of this study.
Ihis a:nalxéis reveals significant differemces, On the average, in
1974, the fifty-two jurisdictions "officially"” attributed 3%.1 percent of
revenﬁe}“‘slﬁiaring to public safety. in con'b:gast, Associates .feported that
7.9 percent of shared revenue was used for npew public safeﬁy purposes.
Looked at in another way, the Brookings' associates concluded that in the
absence of general revenue shax:ing, spending on public safety on the
average for the sample units would have been ohly 7.9 percent less than
what it was with the generai revenue sharing program in effec’c,;,(. Thus, new'
spending for public safety, according to the Brookings ne"c-effects analysis,
was less than one-guarter of the officially-reported expenditures of the,sg
funds for public safety., There is nothlng improper or 111ega1 about thege
variances, They show different things. Nevertheless, this dlfference
between official reports on the expendlture of revenue sharing funds and
their net effects has produced congiderable confusmon. While it is under-

standable that many observers of the revenue sharing scene have drawn the

e

econclusion from the available official Treasury data that revenue sharing
funds have bteen used in significant measure fof law enforcement‘(éspeciaily
police spending), our analysis, as shown in Table 6, strongly :Lndlcates
that mogt of these attributlons do not involve new and add:l.tlonal pol:.cé\)

spending that jtook place becayse of the general revenue sharing program.
" " 1 B
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With these discrepancies in mind, the first report on the Brookings -
1 monitoring study of gemeral revenue sharing warnsaagainst misinterpreta-
»tion of‘official Treasury Department data on the uses of revenue sharing
- funds, |

An appropriate admonition t¢ introduce a review of the
available sources of data on the fiscal effects of revenue
sharing might be: "Caution: owverreliance on publicly
réported data on the uses of shared revenue can be dangerous
to your health," Unfortunately--and, perhaps, inevitably--
certain features of the program are quite conducive to mis-
interpretation, This is especially true of data that result
from the reporting requirements, which were built into the
law to promote official and public awareness of the uses of
shared revenue, In a strictly accounting sense, they serve
this purpose--by providing data on those amounts of shared : :
revenue which state and local public officials report to be )
officially allocated for various expenditure purposes permit- 7
ted wnder the act, ‘ 7

Such data, however, may fail to reflect real, or net, g‘
fiscal effects,* ' !

Using the same approach as shown in Table 6, the corresponqihg data
for fiscal 1973 are very similar, with velues of 29,1 pereent for ORS-
reported public safety spending and 7.2 percent for néw pubiic safety

spending according to .the BroOkings field researép data, a ratio of k:1,

 In essence, these comparisons show that newvﬁgblic safeti spending
ggﬁ of shared revenue is significantly overstated if ORS‘ActualaUSQ;ggig
- gre relied upon for an analysis of the net or real fiscal effects of general
‘xeyenge sharing, Five types of cases can be identified in the 1974 data,
‘The first three include all 6f the Gnits for which some public safety

expenditure was officially reported to ORS. The three sub-groups are:

* Monitoring Revenue Sharing, p. 23k, o
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(1)
(2)

(3)

i

&

o

mox: re shared revenue allocated to public safety in the mnet-
effects analysis for the field research sample than was
reported to ORS (five cases); W

lesg shared revenue allocated to public safety inh the net-
effects analysls for-the fleld sample than was reported ‘o
ORS (2k cases), and

-
no pubilc safety allocations in the net-effects ana1y61s
for the field sample (14 cases) although public safety
expenditures were reported to ORS,

There are two other categories. The fourth includes one unit for which

ORS-reportgﬁkpses and new uses according to the Brookings data are the

same, Group five includes eight units for which no public safety uses

are shown in either data set.
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‘ Table 7

Elve Ca‘begomes of Local Unlts Accordgng

TR e and Net Uses of Shared Revenue
L B - For mbllc §a;§:etx, 1974 ‘ ' _
S | » | Percentage Poimt ‘Populati.on ~ Fiscal
)i fference ©(1970) Pressure
o + [Same as Column 5, R e
L ' Table 6] :
2 ategorx 1——1-\)br<; 15 Net Effects for Publlc Safetv than in ORS Data (5 cases)
| Puleski Cownty, Arkemsas . -15,0 (287,18 . Com
<" Longmomt, Colorado- ~  -11,7 23,209 RL
. Wimnsboro, South Carolina ~  =2.6 - 3 RL
i  Tripp County, S.D. R E 8,171 AL
oy - ASc'ci)“:otis&Viale,_-Arizona" B -.2 ‘ ' 67,839 N
L\\ o Categorv 2--More in ORS Data for- Publlc Safe'bv than in Net Effects Data
i QEh cases).
1;';' |+ Los Angeles, c‘alifo'rnia- ' . 82.5 - 2,809,813 M
S O Worcester, Mess. - Vi E T3.5 - 176,603 E
ngarlcopa County, Arizona . 65.4 » : 967,522 M
, Oarson,_CaJ.:Lforma‘ . 58,7 71,150 RL
=\, Cottage Grove, nOregoy ‘ 55.2 ~ 6 00’+ .M
‘No, Little Rock, Arkensas v 38.6 60 OMO RL
: Spﬁihgfield Oregon . 37.3 ; ‘ 27,130 M
_ Orange Counmty, N.C. .~ 35,0 57,707 M
Kershaw County, S.C,  30.6 | 34,727 RL
- LA County, Callfornla ‘ 294 L 7,040,697 M ‘
‘wHamllton Ohio 27,1 67,617 i
. Bangor, Maine ' 251 33,168 BL
L Semlnole County, Florlda 22,0 ’v 83,692 E BL |
Baton Rouge, Louls:.ana . 15.8 271,922 RL ‘
Holden Townshlp, Mass, - ' 15.2 S 1l2,56h.. RL
- “_"‘ugene Oregon. . . . ko o 76,341 M «
. Little Rock, Arkensas 12,0 132,482 Mo
L :»‘N[onr‘oe: County, New York. .~ ; .L17 ' . 711,917 N
T - : “kv  ‘ :25 ‘ . s

&
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. Phoenix, Arizona -

‘Minnehaha County, S.D

Camden, South Carolina
Fairfield County, S.C
Irondequoit Town, N,Y,
Sioux Falls, So. Dak

ster, New York'

: Béitimore‘Co,, Maryland
z;Baltlmore Maryland
’ New Ybrk City

Harford ‘County, Md.

7 Beaver Dam, Wisconsin

Cincinnati, Chio
Orange‘County, Flerida
Greece. Town, N,Y,

St Louis; Missouri

Dodge County, Wisconsin

. West Orange, New Jersey'

Butler'County,‘Ohio :

Table 7 (cont:.m;.xef-‘v}::\-~

Population Fiscal

(1970)

Percentage P01nt

- Difference =
[Same asg Column“5,
Table 6]

95,209
8,532
19,999
63,675
72,488
581,600

HE=cgd

382,377
296,233
621,077
905,759
7,894,851
115,378
1,265
452,550
3h4k,311
29.7 75,136
23.9 , . 622,236
.5.6 © 69,004
9 h3,7e7
9 226,207

100.,0
100.0
-95.3

89.0
3.4
61.6
52,0
49.0
349

B Moo= B R H zﬂ'ny‘m

Category h--ORS Reported and Net Effecte the Same for Publlc SafeLY'f*]

Hamllton-ﬁountow Ohle\

ategogx 5-—No Pu\llc Safet Uses

./

Tempe, Arlzona

~ .Saline County, Arkansas
- Essex Co., N.J/
‘Livingston Townshlp, N.J.

Lane County, O*egon

y Turner- County, So Lmkota f
‘ Lowell Town, Wiscon31n
'Theresa Town, W1SconS1n o

5

0.0 e 92& 018 _" N

0.0 e2,86
0.0 . 36107
7 929,986
S0,0 . 30,87
0.0  213,3%8
e 98
0.0 T 254 . T RL-
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‘.”Thefmost~interesting group in Table 7 is category number three, the

'Jluhcases fer which nd‘allocatiohshfer'hew public safety purposes were

' 1dent1f1ed by the Brooklngs associates, but where expendltures for~
i publlc safety were Off101a11y reported to ORS Over half the Jurlsdlc-
tlons in thls group were classmfled in the Brooklngs field data for flscal‘
‘197h as faclng "extreme" or moderate fiscal pressure, Field ass001ates

i for eleven of ‘these fourteen units reported no new allocations for any.

:program;,that is‘to,say, ‘these jurisdictions‘were found to have used all

: hefjtherrevenue sharing allocated in 197k for substitution purpbses.

The“difference between the officially—reported uses and net effects

-exceeded 75'pereentage points for six jurisdictionsrin categories two and
- three in Table 7e-Los Angeles, Béltimore, Newark, Rochester, Baltimore
" County, and Orangeprunty,'North‘Carolina;, The 'four cities were found in

- the Brookings analysis to have used the shared revenue allocated in 197h"

almost exclusively for substituﬁion purposes, On the average T4 percent

~went to taxsstabilization; that is 3/4 of shared revenue was used to

finance ongoing programs, with a consequent avoidance of an increase.in

’4

N

tax retes’that otherwise WOuld have been'approved'

Table 8 shows’ that as a general p01nt the more flscal pressure

the greater the dlfference ‘tends to be between offlclally-reported and
fleld research data. The hlgh—flscal pressure unlts tended also to be
the 1argest substltutlon—users of shared revenue in the fleld analys1s

As noted in anltorln Revenue Sharln , "An analysis of the data reveals

a strong tendency on the part of relatlvely hard-pressed 1oca1 Jurlsdlc- o

i'.‘;thns.to devotera.great portlon of thelr’revenue sharing funds to suhstlpuf' 3
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'biOn--as opposed to new uses,"* ~Suech fiscal constraints do not. al‘].ow"

major new expenditures for publlc safety--or for that matter any other :

program. Jurisdictions experiencing no fiscal pressure tended to 1nvest

in new capital goods.‘ These generally smaller governments expressed a

fear that revenue sharing would not be contlnued beyond the or1g1na1

‘\\

five-year per:Loa; N\'I'hus they were 1nc11ned to flnauce capl'tal construc- ‘

tion and "one~shot" items rather than new programs the cost of which
S . I L
would have to be born locally should the Congress fail to continue

revenue sharing,: o d

Table 8 o B

Comparison of Proportions of Revenye Sharing Funds Devoted to
blic Safety, (1) by CGovernments' Actual-Use reports and (2
by _Field Research Estimates of New Spending Allocations for -
the Sample Juyrisdictions, by Fiscal Pressure, 197k,

: (Unwelghted Mean Percén‘bagess c

RS expendltures for RS aJ.loca'blons for - Difference

Fiscal Pressure - Public Safety, as ~ new Public Safety, percentage

3

in

of Local GCovern- indicated by actual- according to field  (Col, 1 minus

ments _ use re%ms research e‘s‘tlmgtes i Col 2) ;

* Mon g‘tbr;‘vgg Bevenue Sharj.g"g 5 D, _229."" :

I
c

' Nome (12) 175 S 2.8 - 11+.7j H
Little  (22) 231 | S 0 R RN | B RN
oderste (12) M3 1o 32 |
Bxtreme  (6) - 769 3 166

7
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The analys1s so far. ‘brings us to the po:.nt where we .can generalize
b | further abou'b the Actual-Use data. I'b can be seen from Tables 8 and 9

o ;'bhat 'bhe Ac’tual—Use data for “bhe smaller flscally 1ess-s1;ra1ned JUI'J_S—
. Bl
i dlctlons' tend o be ‘a much better indication of the r.ealvuses of shared

NS e

‘revenue tha.n is the cage for la‘rger“ more ‘hard-pressed units, - Differen—
. ces. between -bhe two da‘ba sets (ORS and Brooklngs) are largest for the
'flscally most hard-pressed and most populous um.‘bs

Table 9

’». - Cgmp_grlson of Promrtlons of the Revenue Sharing Funds Devoted to Public
' Safety, (1) by Covernments' Actual-Use reports and (2) by Field Research
: Eg_ﬁ;g_ates of New Snendm_g Allocations for the Sample Jurlsdlctlons, by

Population Groups, 197h
(Unwelghmed Mean Percentages)

: RS allocatlons
BS, e_xpenditures for new Public

, /ff'f"'l' : for Public Safe- . Safety accord- 'Differe‘nce :
- e ty, as indicated ing to field  in percent-
- Population of .~ - by actual-use - research esti- " age; (Col.l
- " Local Covermments - reports SE mattes -~ minus Col,2)
o e )
Less than 10 booe« (- 1163 80 - 82
1 000-50,000 © (10) 23k 7.9 155
T s0, ooo-1oo 000 @) 83 90 19,3
| 100 ooo—soo 000 ~(11)e R - Y- 389
‘;,~1‘500 ooo-1 ,000 ,000 ) Mo o 79364
":5;fbmbre than,l ,000,000 (3)‘.', 63 .5 6.8




The City of Los Angeles offers a. good . 1llustrat10n of what can :.‘
happen in. larger 01t1es° In 1973 (an electlon year), Mayor. Samuel Yorty
attrlbuted 8L percent of shared revenue to publlc safety. In turnz,:‘
Thomas-Bradley, who won thls electlon later h1ghlighted~this same - func—’;x‘
tional area in relatlon to revenue sharlng, reportlng that 83 percent of -
N theyshared revenue expended in l97h was used. for publlc safety. Never—,'

theless the prlmary net effect for both years, accordlng to the net
effects analy81s in the Brookings fleld research was- substltutlon,
roughly split between program maintenance and tax stabilization, ;

The Los Angeles-ass001ate reported "the fact that 1t was an elect-} :
ion year, the fact that law and order was an issue, and the fact that the
Nhyor and City Council Members ‘were runnlng for offlce, surely suggest

: that the disproportionate [re;orted] expendltures for publlc safety were

1

1nfluenced by polltlcs, He concludes, " .othis [Actual-Uee]=report

:ktvthat a~majority of revenue sharing funds are being allocated for public
ksafety is quite misleading." ‘ : o |

‘The case of Orange County, North Carolina is alSO’interesting.k‘All

but 3 percent of the 1974 entitlement was aSS1gned in the f1eld research
fOr new operatlons and new capltal purposes (2h percent and 73 percent
respectlvely) However the assoclate reported ~that very llttle (7. 3 per-

: cent), of this ‘new spendlng was for public safety. Nevertheless Orange

‘ County offlclals chose to report that h2 percent of these funds Went for ,x»;
publlc safety. : R
B; Law Engorcemgn,

The analys1s in Sectlon B 1s 51m11ar to that in Sectlon A but heref'\

the focus is speclflcally on 1aw enforcement Bes1des pollce protectlon




i

.filaW*ehfe?dement as defined-bere iﬁclﬁdes pmosecution,scourtsi and
'e;rreefidns.,‘The big diffefence between,publicFsafety_andtlaw enforce-
e ﬁEnf is‘that fhe‘formerrincludes fire protectioh“ Brookiﬁgsvassociates
“were asked to dlstlngulsh between pollce flre and other public safety
’purposes in analyS1ng allocatlons/of shared revenue for new spendlng
bpurp03es;' USing the weights descrlbed in Table 5 on page 21 for the
‘;~ORS data .1t dis possible to compare ORS offlclally-reported expendltures
for 1aw enforcement w1th new spendlng out of shared revenue based on the
‘ Brooklngs field research analysis.
| (1) Summary Anelysis
Turnlng first to the field research data, eighteen local govern~

o ments in the sample were found to have allocated shared revenue for new law =

enforcement opefational and capital sPending in fisecal 1973. There were

' _f£wenty—seven sample localities in this category in 1974, Of these

‘ jurisdicﬁions almost all ineluded some police spendlng (fifteen in 1973
and,twenty-flve in 1974),

| As shown in Table 10, new allocations for law enforcement in the
net-effects analys1s constituted less than. one-half of total public

fsafety alloeatlons of shared revenue in 197?,

)
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Table 10.

) Proportion of RS Funds Devoted to law Enforcement.Adcordlng to -
4 Fleld Research Estimates of New Spending Allocations for the

Sample Jurisdictions, 1973 and 197k

(Unweighted Mean Percentages )¥

Public Safety" | o 7.2 7.9
Total Law Enfordémeﬁt' 3.4 6.3
Police 2.3 b7

Fire 3.8 _ 1.6

* Applles in all cases w1th net-effect allocations and reported
ex penditures; 46 localities in 1973, 52 in 197L,

A review of £he field reports ;ndicateé that new fire pro-
tection ?pending out of shared revenue in 1973 ﬁas}almost entirely for
equipment, that is, "one-shot", non-recurrihg‘expenditures that officials
in many caseéyindiéated should’be stressed under revenue.sharing.} Total
public safety incrgased slightly in‘1974, and fire was noklonger

predominant,

Officially-reported expenditures for 1aw enforcement and police

were considerably greater in both years, as shown in Table 11,

35
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Table 11 = ‘ !

Lion of devoted to Iaw Enforcement According to Governments'
Actual- Use Reports for the Sample Jurisdictions, 1973 and 1974
(Unwelghted Mean Percentages)* ‘

S

1913 197k
Public Safety . 29.1 3h.1
Total Iaw Epforcément ~ 20.8 2k.9
Police 17.2 20.0
Fire | ‘ 8.3 9~1

* Applles To all cases W1th net-effect allocatlons and reported
expenditures; 46 localities in 1973, 52 in 197k,

Analysis of these data reveals patterns similar to those indicated
sfor public safety. Sample jurisdictions under the greatest fiscal pressure
tended to show the largest differences, Thay frequently reported
substantial law enforcement spending out of shared revenue but were
found in the field analysis to heye allocated much smaller amounts for
new or expendedvlaw enforcement.activities——50.7 percent and 0,3 percent
respeétively in 197h'for the six local jurisdictions classified as under
extreme fiscal pressure.

The same holds true for the three largest jurisdictisns in the
sanple, 'GOVernments§with a population exceedingyl,OO0,000 officially
~ jreporteg 1éwkenforcement expenditufes that accounted for 43,1 percen%
of all reported expenditures out of shared revenue, This compares to
~only 0.5 percent of shared revenue allocations found to have been devoted

“to new-spend1ng purposes in the net effects analysis of the Brookings'

- fiield data,
‘ ' 36




Table 12

c rison of Proportions of Revenue Sharing Funds Devoted 1o
Laﬁ Enforcenenm; i?i bi Covernments' Actual-Use reports and

2) by Field Regsearch Estimates of New Spendi Allocations
r_the Sample Jurisdietions, by Region,. 1I97h
Unweighted Mean Percentages)

“RS allocations for Difference:

RS expenditures for new Law Enforce- in percen-

Law Enforcement, as ment, according to tage (Col.
Local Units indicated by actual- field research es- 1 minus
By _Region use reports tipates Col.2)

‘ Percent of total RS Percent of total
expenditures RS allocations
(1) (2) (3)
North Central (13) 14,8 5.7 2.1
Northeast (12) 25.1 " 1.6 23.5
1~{ e

South (15) 33.1 105k 22.7
West (12) 2,9 6.6 18.3

Jurisdictions in the Northeast exhibit the greatest spread between
officially-reported and new uses for law enforcement--not because they
reported the most to ORS, but because they allocated the least, This
result is due in part to the make-up of the sampie; of the eleven juris-
dictions in the northeast, six have a population of over 100,000 with three
in excess of 500,000, Larger cities, as already noted, tended to have the-
\greatest differences between these two sets of data. Of the three types
.of local governments, municipalities tended in both years to report more
expenditures for 1as enforcement to ORS and allocate -the least according
to the field analys1s. As shown in Table 13, the: percentage point

differences are large for ‘all three classes slightly less +than S-to-l

for munielpalltles, and "about 3—to-1,for countles agd townshlps. .

fa)
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Table 13

v _the Sample Jurisdictions, b of Unit N
(Unweighted Mean Percentagesj

: RS allocations Difference
- RS expenditures for for new Law En- in percen-
: Law Enforcement, as forcement, ac- tage (Col.
Type of indicated by actual- cording to field 1 minus
Local Unit yse reports research estimates (01,2)
-/ Percent of total RS Percent of total
- expenditures RS allocations
(1) (2) (3)
Counties (20) 25,1 8.2 17.2
Municipalities (26) - 28,6 5.8 22,8
Townships (6) . 6.8 2.2 4.6

In sum, officially-reported expendifures for law snforcement amounted
to more than gix times the Brookings' new allocations in 1973, and approx-
imately four times as mich in 197&. Differences are greatest for thé

"\“1arger&un1ts those under the greatest fiscal pressure, those located in
the Nba?heast and for mun1c1pa1 governments generally. The principal
reason for this is that these types of units tend to have especially high
’snbsiixgxigg uses of shared revenue in the net-effects analysis, Although

these data cammot be projected to the nation in specific terms, the

_general point is clear: much less shared revenue is being used for new

or expanded law egfgxcemgnt activities than much of thé public discussion

based on Ixeggg;x data would have one believe, \k ] )
B ' ° i

Table 14 shows a comparlson for the individual sample Jurlsdlctlons ‘ (o

of offic;ally—reported expendltures and allocations for new spending
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purposes on law ehforcement‘in 1974, This table has the g%ﬁeAformat a§f7/ﬂ

¥
gt

Table 6, which shows similar data by individual sample uﬁiﬁs according
to their use of shared revenue for public safety purposes in 1974, In
comparing the two tables, ‘the reader should be reminded that the prinei-

pal differences are attributable to the treatment of fire protection,

~Expenditures for fire protection have been removed from the ORS Actual-

Use data by the weighting process described earlier, and are not inclu-
ded in the Brookings net-effects data, which in this case only show new

spending for law enforcement purposes.
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Estimates of New Spending Allocations for the Sample Juri saictions

Jurigdiction
(alphabetical by state)

Maricopa County, Arizona

Phoenix, Arizona
Scottsdale, Arizona
Tempe, Arizona

Little Rock, Arkansas
No. Little Rock, Ark,
Pulaski County, Arkansas
Saline County, Arkansas

~ Carson, California

Los Angeles, California
LA County, California
Longmont, Colorado
Orange County; Florida
Seminole County, Fla,
Baton Rougé, Loulsiana
Bangor, Maine
Baltimore, Maryland

Table 14

W

)
arison of Proportions of RS Funds Devoted to law Enforg@ ment ,

‘1) by Covernments' Actual-Use reports and (£} x F%eld Resegrch

RS expendltures for Law
Enforcement, as indicated
al-use reports

by ac

Amount
(1)

5,708,401
2,231,510
0o 0
L, 224
578,089
304,859
595,318
0
156,177
32,058,000
13,369,813
0
990,235
91,930
1,321,042
§§211 431

20 3.).,,511G

(Unweighted Mean Percentages)

Percent of

total RS ex-

nditures
e

60.3
21.8
0.0
b
28,2
25.8
26.7
0.0
52,1
53.7
27.8
0.0
3Lk

25,9
16.0
18,3
57.8

RS allocations for new
Law Enforcement, according

to field resegrch estipdtes minygs Columm U4)

Amount

(3)

308,k23

4,920,213
3,750

0

0
21,172
874,956

0

112,000
72,726
3,065,600
106,089
0

0
1,278,597
45,000

0

Percéent of
total RS al-
locations
COR (5)
L 58,7
85,6 . - 3.8
~.2' | - .2
0.0 , L
“ 0,0 28,2
1.2 =
hh.8 -18.1
0.0 0.0
214 30.6
0.2 53.5
1.k 26.4
8.6 - 8,6
0.0 31.4
0.0 25.9
7.9 8.1
3.1 15,2
0.0 57.8

e

Difference in per-
centage (Column 2
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Table 1% (continie a)

Comparison of Proportions of Fﬁ Funds Devotnd to Law Enforcemenj
(1) by (_‘gxernments' Actual-Use remr‘bs and (2) bx ﬁ 1d ReSeargh
N t1

Baltimore County, Md,
Harford County, Md.

Holden Township, Mass,

Worcester, Mass,
St\. Louis, Missouri
Escex County, NiJT,

Iivingston Townstip, N,J,
Newark, New Jersey
West Orange, New Jersey

Greece Town, New York

- Irondequoit Town, N,Y,
‘Monroe County, New York

New York City
Rochester, New York

- Orange County, N,C.

Butler County, Chio
Cincinnati , Chio
Hamilton, Chio
Hemilton County, Ohio

Unweighted Mean Percen‘bages)

RS expenditures for Law

Enforcement, as indicated

RS allocations

px;gsiualzgas reports
Percent of
" total RS ex-
Ancunt penditures Amount
(2 (3)
14,786,685 85.8 0
888,956 55.k 0
22,099 16,8 17,514
3,906,612 49,0 128,690
1,336,169 15.5 | '
0. 0,0 0
0 0.0 o}
9,806,644 65,0 0
2,274 . 0.6 0
65,000 19.3 o
15,339 L.5 15,000
787,642 1.9 100,000°
139,301,952 47,7 0.
1,947, 786 65,0 0
90,060 N, 380 25,500
8 ,731 0.8 o
3 173,98h 31.9 u85 000
. eth,978. 28,3 uo 000
1,506,655 « 23,8+ . 1 56=,950 :

for new

Law Enforcement, according
1o field research estimateg

Percent of
total RS al-
locations

()

. 0.0

0.0

10.7

1.8
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

JV7,2

26,5

Difference in per-
‘centage (Colum 2

1)

(5)

55.4

6.1
47,2
- 15,5
.0,0
0.0
65.0
0.6

19,3

) 2-3

139

bt

65.0 .

- 30.8

0.8

28,7
24,2

.

. -2.6




Table lh (concluded)

‘ Qmpgrison of Propgr ions: of RS Funds Devoted to Law Enforgemen§
' -~ {1) by Covernments' Actual-Use reports and (2) by Field Regearch
i Egtimates of New Spending Allocations for the Semple Jurisdictio ons, 1974 -
N ' (Tmmelghted Mean Percentages)
RS expenditures for Law - RS allocations tor new Differehce in per- - -
Enforcement,; as indicated . Law Enforcement, according centage (Colum 2
‘ by actgal—use reports. to field gpsearch estimates  minys Col L
‘Percent of o Percent of ~
total RS ex- . ~ total RS al~
Amount penditures Amountt : locations
. : 1y (@) - (3) (GO (5)
Cottage.Grove,‘Qregon ‘ 66,004 37.0 %: ' 3;415 ’ 1.8 35.2
Eugene, Oregon 328,160 | 18,2 | 195,598 T - 10,5
Lane County, Oregon ' 0 0 B 0 ‘ 0.0 ‘ 0.0
Springfield, Oregon - 337,971 32,2 - 66,h00 10.6 - ~ 21,6
& Camden; South Carolina- 132,153 32,2 © - 191,554 , 43,9 | -11,7
‘Falrfleld County, S.C, - 77,218- 32.8 ‘ 204,167 S 312 1.6
Kershaw Q0un$y, S.00 162?213- 36,5 , 93,700 10,00 26,5
Winnsboro, 8.0, 4,878 L.8 | 21,500 0.0 _5.2
: M%nnehaha County, S:D. 48f151 y L2 | 299,740‘ | : ,39.9:‘ . 5.3 
- Slowx Falls, §.D, ~ . 9480 82 o 0.0 8.2
~Tripp Comty, S.D.‘ - 0 0,0 . - 900 ’ ‘ . 0.7 20 7
Turner Cownty, S.D, "o 0.0 o oo oo
Beaver Dam, Wisconsin 31,83 33.8 7 0'  0.0 L ‘1‘33;8  
-Dodge County, Wisconsin 37,314 5,0 . o ‘0.0 . 5.0
Lowell Town, Wisconsin =~ .0 0.0 o 00 0.0
- Theresa Town, Wisconsin 0 o 0;0.;;)¢f:5 0 ‘: 0;6 ':fi?}v'gﬁjﬁ'“"d 6"
;)theighted Nbgns' o _  - \ | oh.g : e 2 ,f° -fV '6.3 ‘:N “f“ ‘5', 18;5 ~
v 0
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2) uew Alloca'blons ﬁor Law Em:t‘orcey_g nt , ‘ |
The - next questlons we need to cons1der are: Wnaf ~sre theﬂ;grincifp_gl o
uges of the revenue sharlng ‘funds for new allocatlons for 1awenforce- )
ment? What govem n‘Es,' and txpgs of governments, chose to expand %hese‘,
" gervices? What did thex. buy? | b
| In this a:naleis 5 new spending for law enforcement out” of shared» -
revenue‘ according to fbhe field research data ‘is examined ’cWo ways,
’Consideration is first given to the demographic characferistics of “bhe'
Jurlsdlctlons wfch hew allocat:.ons of shared revenue for law enforcement
second, the type of allocatlon is examned Th:Ls analysis is presented
separately for fiscal 197‘3 end 1974. ‘ ’A | |
.Flscal 19:23, Recall that on the ‘average jlaw enforcement rece‘i.ved
only 3.4 percent of shared revenue for'new purposes in ‘fiscal 1973

Counties are the biggest new spenders of shared revenue for 1aw enforce- -

ment,
Table 15 ‘
Promrtlon of Revenue Sharlgg Funds Devoted to Law En-

o i:orcegent According to Field Research Estimates of New .

J locati or the Sample Jurlsdlcﬁb:.ons,i

; by Type of Unit, 1973 - '

(Unwelgh'bed Mean Percen'tages)
L - L e an F‘nf‘nroemen‘t e - s
Type of Local Unit S © Total . - " Police
- Counties - (16) R o by 3.3 ,

Municipalities (24) 3,0 27
Tomships  (6) L3 L3

* Applles to all oases with net effects allocatlons and reported expendl- o ‘
) *bures H forty-suc 1oca11t1es in 1973. o E S i

)




Law enforcement functlons other than police recelved a 81gn1f1cant

":amount of. shared revenue for new spendlng only at the eounty 1eve1f(1‘h

‘ percent) ThlS is not surpr1s1ng. As'a general rule only nountles have

ma,Jor law enforcement respons:Lblllt:Les outs1de of the provision of police.
prot’ec'bion,' e.g. cérrections and cour'ts.

Capital items clearly predominated in 1973 among new uses of shared

revenue for law enforcement purposes.

Table 16

‘Proportion of Revenue Sharing Funds Devoted to Law En-
- forcement for New Capital and New Operations According
1o Field Research Estimates of New Spending Allocations
~ for the Sample Jurisdictions, 1973 ‘
(Unweighted Mean Percentages)¥* |

- Law Enforcement

Total  Police
Capital ~ : 2.2 1.5
Operations . 1. .8

* Applies to all cases with net. effects alloca‘tlons and reported expendi-

. tures; forty—s:Lx 1oca11'b1es in 1973

' Capital spending is defined .here: to include vehicles and equipment,

»' ‘cons‘hruetion and renovation of buildings and facilities, and land acquisi-

-“!;;ﬂ'fc « By -far the most common i"aem of ‘expendl bu_re out of shared revenue

was vehlcles espec:.ally pollce cars. The City of Los Angeles purchased

elght hellcop'ters Small equipment 1'bems were also common, prlmarllyA

| for,pollce operatlons (radio, radar, bomb disposal, ete,), but some

B alloeations were. also made for office items and non-police programs in

k‘"t\h‘e Law enforcement field, Even though police vehicles were. frequently

W
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mEntioned, in dollar terms construction and removation dominated new

" capital uses of shared revenue for law enforéenént for the local govern-

ments in the Brookings sample, Among major‘new‘cbnstruction.projects

were a police headquarters'buiiding and two new juvenile detention facili-
. . 5 ‘ ‘ . » e . ‘

ties., Revenue sharing was also used for the renovation of courthouses

and one city jail, Baton Rouge reported land purchases thrdugh ‘the

:sheriff's office for the future construction of law enforcement facili-

ties,
 Table 17 shows new spending forfléwlenforcement for the eighteen

units in this group in 1973, listed in order of their proportionai magni-

tude of new allocations for law enforcement . Seven jurisdictions‘ﬁsed

more thén 10 percent of the revenue sharing which they allocated in 1973

for new law enforcement activities, In eleven of the eighteen jurisdic-

tions, the entire amount of new 1aw'enforcemen£ spending was allocated to

‘police activities, while in three cases, none of thevspending_occurred in

this area. Fach of these units is discussed individually in the text

sections which follow.




Table 17

Semple Jurisdictions with New Law Enforcement Allocations out of RS
. Aocording to the Field Research Estimates, 1973

Law Enforcement

Iy
’

Police
Jurisdictions
(Descending Propor=- Capital as  Operations
tion of New Spend- - : a percent as a per-
ing Allocations, Percent of Percent of - of ‘total cent of
for Law Enforcement, total RS total RS RS alloca- total RS al-
1973) : Amount allocations - allocations tioms locations Population
: (1) (2) (3) (L) (5) (6)
North ILittle Rock,/ |
Ark, ! 96,274 22,2 . 22,2 22,2 0.0 60,040
= Monroe County, N.Y, 1,562,000 19.9 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 711,917
Los Angeles, :

Calif, 10,001,000 13,2 13,2 2.k 10,8 2,809,813
IA County, Calif,. 1k,800,000 12,8 .0.0 0.0 - 0.0 7,040,697
Orenge County, N.C. 50,000 11,6 .6 0.0 11.6 57,707
Fairfield County, o :

S.C. - 37,000 10.7 3.5 3.5 0.0 19,999
Baton Rouge, La.g/ 1,086,804 10.3 - 8.3 4,5 3.8 271,922
Tripp County, S.D. 15,000 7.0 7.0 - 7.0 0.0 8,171
Pulaski County, , | . oy \ ~ ?

Ark, 95,000 6,9 69 0,0 6.9 287,189
Seminole Coumty; » : _ o

Fla, , 68,537 6.8 -h.3 4.3 0.0 83,692
Little Rock, Ark,2 143,512 6.3 6.3 6.3 0.0 132,482
Tempe, Arizona 55,000 6.2 6.2 6.2 0.0 62,876

Fisecal

Pregsur

(7)

= g}.

g & &

=

2 B mas
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Jurisdictions

(Descending Propor-

tion of New Spend-
ing Allocations,

for Law Enforcement
1973)

Cincinnati, Ohio
Phoenix, Ariz,2

Irondequolt Town

Holden ToWnship;
Mass,

St. Louis, Mo,
Worcester, Mass,

Amount
(1)

565,810

545,300

17(96&

6,000
510,000
135,000

Table 17 -(gentinued)

\\; #7 Law Enforcement
~  Police
Capital as  Operations
a percent as a per-
Percent of Percent of of total cent of
total RS total RS RS alloca- ‘total RS al-
allocations allocafions %o
(2) (3) () (5)
5.9 5.1 0.0 5.1
hL L4 3.9 .5
L1 b1 h,1 0.0
306 306 : 306 oao
2,0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.5 1.5 1.5 0.0

0

\ggglsdlctions withi New Law Enforc ment Allocations oy& of RS
&\Acoordlgg to_the Tield Research Estimates, 1973

a
- (6)

452,550
581,600

63,675

12,564

622,236

176,603

Fiscal
I‘eF‘., ‘ﬂg; '/
(7)

M
N

RL

=

g/ Includes some. public safety allocations that were not distinguishable between law enforcement and fire

protection,

b/ N-None; RL-Relatively Little; M-Moderate;

-EX'tI‘eme .

S

A




Q

North Little Rock ranks first in Tableﬂl7 with 22,2 percent of the °
amount of shared revenue it allocated iﬁ 1973 being ueed for new lew
enforcement purposes., It allocated the entire amount ($96,a7h) for more
poliee cars, According to the associate, "the greatest beneficiaries of
revemie sharing Will be public safety.(Police cafs) aﬁg public transporta-
tion, The eity would have done without these expenditures now had

revenue sharing not been available,'

Monroe County authorized $1,090 thousand in new expenditures for

operation of the county jail and $72,000 for new jail equipment., The

associate indicated that-the use of, shared revenue for public safety
involved the acceleration of spending based on recommendations by the
county manager to implement his prioritiesyfor public safety programs,
The City of Los Angeles chose to increase spending for its police
department by;$8.2 million, allocating $1,8 million of this amount for °

capital purposes (helicopters), Aside from vehicles, the associate sald

- increased police spending was department-wide; no specific- expenditures

were indicatea. There are strong indications that much of the remainder
was used for eXpaneion of the polic¢ force, Los Angeles County, on the
other han&idedicated $14.8 million to new juvenile detention facilities--
none to police, This wasgin keeping with a policy established by the
County Board of Superviso%$ to "use the funds for one-time expenditures
to improve the County's oﬁ%rational and financial (by avoiding long-term
costs) capability," Ju&enile detention facilitie; were part of the
county's five-year construction plan, put, prior to revenue sharing,

funds were not available for this pﬁriose.

L8




" The cormissioners of Orange Cbunty, North Carolina elected to
expand the sheriff's office, adding eight deputies with $50,000 in
shared revenue, Orange County was classified as facing “rélatively
little" fiscal.iﬂessﬂxe in 1973, The county used 95 percent of the
shared revenue it allocated in 1973 for mew spending, most of it for
a sanitary landfill,

Revenue sharing helped to fund a new detention cemter ($25,000) for
Fairfield County, South Carolina, as well as to ﬁrovide additional
patrolkcars ($12,000), Most of Féirfield's shared revenue (78 percent)
was allocated to new capital uses,conforming ‘to the general plan of
county officials to invegt their shared revenue.in non-recurring
expenditures.

For Baton Rouge, new cap%tal items for the police department
included office renovation ($5’o,ooo), mierofilm equipment ($35,000),
radio equipment ($17,000), and radar ($15,000), The sheriff's QE}ice
also received $155 thousand fo? ‘he acquisition of land and buildingé
and the judicial system receivéd $i40,000 for courthouse repaifs and
renovations as well as $50,000 for a new "family court" detention center,

Of the eleven remaining jurisdictions listed in Table 17, whj‘.c;x
used less than 10 percent of their 1973 allocations of shared revenue
for new law enforcement purposes according to the Brookings nét-effects
analysis, cniy“thgee ﬁsed these funds for non-police functions, Police
allocations were devoted to new capital spending to an even greater
extent fér this group than the séVen units just discussed. The eleven

units in the under 10 percent group in Table 17 are:

c

g
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©v s Tpipp County, South Dakota 1 ’A1though Trlpp County used all of its
R S S T e T " shared ‘revénue for new capital progects
SR R T . ) in 1973, only $15,000 (for radio equip-
B R ment) was allocated to law enforcement, -
Most revenue sharing funds were used to

purchase additional road equipment, The _ L=

Actual-Use report clos 1y conforms to the
field research f1nd1ngs~ o ,
- Pylaski County, Avrkansas . Pulaski County chose to allocate much of
S ey o  its revenue sharing funds to new operat-
PR : ions in 1973. However, the lion's share
v S S - went to transporﬁatlon and new social
G programs with the sheriff's department
. : receiving 6.9 percent for expanded
operations,

Seminole County, Florida The County Comm1831on of Seminole County,
IR v : Florida attributed one-fourth of its
shared revenue to law enforcement, report-
St } ing funding for items such as furnlture
‘ ' for a new juvenile detention home, However
the associate for Seminole County found
that most of these expenditurec hiad been
Planned, with revenues to come from city
funds before the final passage of revenue
e sharing, The only new opendln’ °ffects of
shared revenue for law enforcémx - was the
purchase of new equipment for a bomb dispo-
sal unit ($43,500) and fuxds for the
. e ~operation of a new emergency phone number
" ($25,000).

[T

‘ Tempe, Arigona - Capital projects for publlc trahsportatlon
: L T received the most attention from Tempe's
city council, 9L percent of the. $888 thou-<

“\:n""‘~“ S  , L : sand of shared revenue was allocated for

. o o B that purpose, Of the remainder, public

R P , ; T - safety received the only grant funds for
P : o ‘new or‘expanded operations, S
o Little Rock, Arkansas o The 01ty of Tittle Rock depends on mon-tax

sources for appr0x1mate1y 50 percent, .of
ite revenues, Slow growth in both tax and
non-tax revenues left Little Rock in a
R : . fiscal condition characterized by the
e e R .Brooklngs' associate as extreme, Revenue
a : B ' ~ sharing, constituting 20 percent of the
1973 budget allowed the city to meet
deficits in the operating budget as well
~'ag finance delayed capital projects, Of
s S o ‘the shared revenue used for capital ($1.5
D R e L ~million or approximately two-thirds of the

e . 50
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Gincinnati, Ohio

Phoenix, Arigona

Ifbndequoit. New York

<)

total), $143 thousand was allocated for
‘new police and fire vehicles, As the
associate noted, revenue sharing
promoted a 1arge annexation 'as thege
funds- allowed the capital expansion
‘necessary to offer major public services
to the .regidents of the annexed territory.

"The primary accomplishments attributable
to revenue sharing are improvements at the
workhouse ($81,000) and the addition of
72 policemen ($h85,000). Otherwise, the
money was used primarily to maintain
present programs; for personnel already on
the payroll," Although Cineinnati was
‘experiencing comsiderable fiscal pressure

at the time, thereby restricting the amount -

of shared revenue available for new pro-
grams, expansion of the police force was
viewed as egsential by city officials,
"Cincinnati has long been low in its

, ratio of police to population,"

: Phoenlx used much of its shared revenue
in 1973 for new capital projects which,
according. to the Associate, "had been
identified but not accpmplished due to
financial limitations." City officials
also concentrated on capitel items in -
order to provide ",..a safeguard againet
the'p0851b111ty of the program's‘termina—
tion in:1976-77." Included in those
capital projects was $489,000 for police
and fire vehicle replacement, TIn addit- -
ion, $56,000 was allocated for a mew
recruitment program to train 50 minority
recruits to qualify for the Pollce Academy .
entrance examination, ,

Irondequ01t, gimilar to other New York -
townships, has special districts for fire
protectlon sewers, and street repeirs,
The only public safety function of the
township is the provision of police
protection; it is clearly the largest.
single program, consuming 41 percent of
the fiscal 1973 budget. Irondequoit’s
government used revenue .sharing prlmarlly
., for new capital purposes; town officials
said they "did not want to become dependent
on revenue gharing funds which may expire.

o

51
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| HdldenVToﬂgghipj‘Mass.

St Touis, Missouri

%

| Worcester,~MhsSachg§etté

52,

 after five years"b The‘ﬁollce departmént 
 was allocated $17 000. for new pollce cars,

Road constructldn and malntenance was the _-”

primary area of new uses of Holden's

shared revenue, The Town Manager recommen-
ded this allocation so as ".,.not to
disturb the allocation of expenditures for
the more conilnuous functions." The only
new law enforcement expenditure was the
purchase ‘of an additional police car. -

St. Louis originally intended to spend

‘revenue sharing "...as nmch as possible

for capital 1mprovements This was done
with most of the first year funds (those
for calendar 1972), ‘but the eity's
"dwindling" revenue forced the use of the
second year funding under revenue sharing
for regular budget purposes (program

.malntenance) In the first year new capital

expenditures for law enforcement included
$486,000 for renovation of the city jail
and $24,000 for a workhouse fence.

Program maintenance and federal aid
restoration was found to have consumed
over 80 percent of Worcester's shared
revenue in the first round of the field

research, "The greatest benefit will

accrue to existing police, fire, and
health services which might well have been
cut back without revenue sharing," The
few allocations for new purposes included -
a new police building ($100,000) and
addl'blonal police ambulances ($35,000).

S
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To\summarlze new allocatlons of shared revenue for law enforcement

n1n 1973 con51sted prlmarlxy of* eapltel spendlng - This outcome was not

unique to public safety. As noted ;n Mnnitorlng Revenue Sharing, "of

new spending in aggregate‘terme by'loeal‘governments in the sample, by

far the major share was for capital'projecﬁs "¥ Several reasons were

offered for this finding. The revenue sharlng Act was not s1gned until

October 20, 1972 retroactlve to January 1, 1972, Thus, when the first
checks were malled in December 1972,5§anuary 1973, and April 1973,
recipient junisdictiens‘neceived,fifneen months of shared revenue in
five months. Both the timing of the payments (mailed after most governments'
had approvedkﬁheif budget for 1973) and the relatively large smounts |
involved were said to be a stimnlus to using shared revenue‘to fund capitai
expenditures "on the shelf” as a nethod of getting underway immedietexy and
spreading these funds oven several budgets. In addition, because many

local offidials indicated uncertainty about the eontinuation of'the general -

-

~revenueksharing'prbgram, they were“(at least this is what theyrsaid)v

reluctan- to fund new programs that mlght require 1ncreas1ng own-source
revenue to pay for the contlnuatlon of these programs and act1v1t1es at
the completlon of the flveayear revenue sharlng program . HoWever,

this 1nterpretat10n that the flve-year@llmlt of shared revenue was: a major,

reason for the predomlnance of. capltal progects can be questloned

//
i

* Mbnltorlng Revenue Sharin g, 232 ‘The period covered in thle_volume
1s the same as’ for the - 1973 fleld research data dlscussed in fhl report..

a
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~‘Many observers of the revenﬁe-sharlng have -

- questioned whether the five<year limit is the real

. reason for an emphasis on capital expenditures. To.
the extent that state and local officials have an
‘edifice complex ‘the five-year limit offers a
convenient rationale for allocating shared revenue
for new capltal purposes, Even under normal
conditions, capital projects can be difficult to
finaxce, “Bond issues of ten are defeated in
referendums, and capltal items tend to be treated
as a residual category in state and local budgets,
But when shared revenue is used for capital purposes,
officials need not go to the voters for approval of
& bond issue. Although the associates reported &
relatively high level of impact for the five-year
limitation, a systematic ‘probe by the field researchers
into questions of motivation obviously was not possible,*

~In ény eveﬁt, the law enforcement projects funded with shared revenue
in‘1973 éppéér;ﬁg‘havé been "one-shot items-~renovation, equipment,‘small
‘; constructlon progects
Flscal lgih;~ Brookings' field associates reported that allocahwons
- of shared revenue for new law enforcement spending in fiscal 197k were “
almost twice those of the previous year on an unweighted mean basis (6.3%
k.in FY 74 versus 3.5% in FY 73). Use of these funds for police protection
. more than doubled (from 2,3% to 4.7%), non-police allocations increased slightly.

Table 18

;L'»'E;opgxilon of RS Funds Devited to Law Pnforcement
- Aeeording to Field Research FEstimates of New Spending
&e tlons for the Sample Jurisdictions, by T: of Unit, 1

Unweighted Mean Percantages T

i

Type of local Unit +  law Enforcement

e | Total Police

Counties (e0) - 8.2 - L4,9
 Municipalities (26) 5.9 5.3
'~Townships B (6) 2.2 . 2.2

t Applles to all cases with net effects allocations and reported expendltures,,
fifty-two 1ocalit1es in 197k, .




Table 20
: Allocatlons of Shared Reveﬁﬁe for ‘New Cagltal
and Operational Spgndlgg for Law Enforcement
o bx Local Units in the Sample,. 197h
(thelghted Mean Percentages)*_

Law. Enforce'ent
Iotal  Rolice
Capi%al . 3.5 _ 2.0

VOperétions’ "k 28 ag

* Applles to all cases w1th net effects allocatlons and reported
- expenditures; fifty-two localities in 197h

55
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Jurisdictions
(Descending Propor-
tion of New Spend-
ing Allocations,

for Law Enforcement,

197k4)

qulaski.Counmy, Ark,
Camden, S.C.

Minnehaha County,
. S.D.

Fairfield County,
S.C.

Hamilton County,
Chio

Phoenix, Arizona

Carson, California

Holden Townshlp,
Mass,

Q\gprlngfleld Ore,
&ershaw County, S.C.
Winnsboro s S.C.
Longmont, Colorado
Baton Rouge, la,
Eugene, Oregon
Orange County, N.C.

[N

Amount
1

874,956
191,554

209,740
20k ,167

1,562,950

4,920,213

112,000

17,514
66,490
93,700
21,500
106,089
1,278,597
194,898
25,500

| o Table 21 .
Sample Jurisdictions with New Law Enforcement Allocations out of RS

ccording to the Field Research Estimates, 1

Law _Enforcement

Police
Capital as &
) a percent Operations
Percent of ' Percent of of total as a percent
total RS total RS RS alloca- of total RS
allocations = gllocations &i - allocations
ey BN E) T (5)
44,8 4L .8 7.4 27.4
k3.9 43,9 24,3 19.5
39.9 - - -
31.2 31.2 8.8/ 224
26.5 - - Y ‘!\ 7\1\ ‘
2506 25.6 - 25.6 ‘
To1Lh 21,4 2.9. 18.5
10,7 10.7 9.3 1.4
10.6 10.3 10.3 -
10.0 10.0 2.2 7.8
10,0 5.6 5.6 -

8.6 3.1 - 3.1
7.9 7.6 k.0 3.6
7 6.0 - 6.0

7.2 -

7.2

g e T X i

7.2

v . I

Populﬁtlon
(6

287,189
8,532

95,209

19,999

924,018
581,600
71,150 .

12,564

27,130

34,727

3,bh11 :

- 23,204
271,922
76,341

57,707

=ER@pEpEEsg @@=

Fiscal -
Pressure”

(7)

BB

=

o

&/




Amount,
(1)
Hamilton, Ohio 40,000
Cincinnati, Ohio 485,000
Bangor, Maine it5,000
Irondequoit Town, '

N,Y, 15,000
Worcester, Mass, 128,690
Cottage Grove, Ore, 3,415
Maricopa County,

Arizona 308,423
LA County, Calif, 3,065,600
No. Little Rock,

. Ark, ~ 21,172
Monroe County, N,Y, 100,000
Tripp County, S,.D, 900
Scottsdale, Ariz, 3,750 “
Los Angeles, Calif, 72,756

* Table 21 (continued)

Law FEnforcement

Percent of
total RS

allocations .

a
(2)
b1
3.2
3.1

2.3
1.8
1.8

1.7
| 1.4

1.2
1.0
T

Police
Capital as ,
a percent Operations
Percent of  of total as a percent
total RS RS alloca- of total RS
allocations iions allocations Population
(3) (k) (5) (6)
L1 L1 - 67,617
3.2 - - 452,550
- - - 33,168
2.3 2.3 - 63,675
1.8 1.8 - 176,603
1.1 1.1 - - 6,004 ’
1.1 1.1 - 967,522
1. 1.4 - 7,040,697
; B
1.2 1.2 - 60,040
lco - 1.0 711,917
o7 07 - ' ) 8,171
2 - - 67,839
2 .2

- 2,809,813

Fiscal
Pregsgreg/
(7)

M
M
RL

= = o=

s =

2= =g

a/ N-Nome; RL-Relatively Little; M-Moderate; E-Extreme,

7
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In fiscal 197k, twenty-eight sample govéinments as shown in Table 21
‘allocated shared revenue for new law enforcement purposes,“compared to
eighteeh in 1973. Sevén Jurisdictions were found to have used over 20 per-
cent of the shared revenue which they allocated in‘l97h for law enforceﬁent;x
compared to only one such case reported in 1973, |

or thé seven jurisdictions with the largest allocations, two used the
entire amount for non-police, capital projects, New or expanded operations
for police were favored 2-1 over mnew capital for the other five units,
reflecting a gereral reduction in the importance of4new capital spending out

of shared revemue in 197k,

The eleven sample units with ten percent or more of their shared reve-

nue éllocated in 1974 used for new law enforcement spending are discussed
below listed essentially in ihe order shown in Table 21,

Pulaskl County adopted a policy of not initiating any program which
could not be easily terminated in the event that revenue shéring is dis-
continued, Officials of Pulaski County, however, did use some revenue
sharing funds foiﬁadministrative sérvices for law enforcement in”197h.

The sheriff's department received $340,000 for capltal items, and additional
funds for po}lee admlnlstratlon amounting to $535 000,

The Soﬁth Carolina sample Jurlsdlctlons were among the largest users

of shared revenue for new law enforcement in 1974, Camden and Fairfield

County used more than 30 percent for this function. Camden used a magorlty gt

of these furids for new capital expenditures for the police ($262 000)
| Falrfleld County, South Carolina, OfflClalS said they "didn't W¢Jh 6 R
be ﬂaugbt holding the bag if revenue sharing ended and that they had also o

o been extremely careful tO‘spend these funds in areas where thsg@ are nQ .

o ? &
% : B
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federal‘grants“ (so .as not to Violate antiamgtchiné requirements). law en-
forcement is one of the p?imary responsibilities of South Carolina counties.‘
Revenue shariﬁg funds in 1974 were usged for additional deputies and the
attendant égpital support, County commissioners apparently do not feel

an obligation to continue this expanded police service shoﬁld revenue
sharing be terminated,

Essentially the same situation was found in Kershaw Coﬁnﬁy, South
Carolina in 1974, Although funding wes at a lower 1eve1; the same
approéch was used of adding deputies and police cars,

A general fiscal conservatism of South Cearolina local governments
is algo reflected in Winnsboro's use of shared revenue in 1974, Possible
termination of the revenue sharing program led to alfécations for
"one-shot" items. The city of Winnsboro purchased police cars in 197h
out of shared revenue, One councilman said he thought revenue sharing
resembled the "Roosevelt dayé, ... the effects should be visible to the
people ahd provide jobs, Buying tractors and police cars is good; because

_ people can see them, As long &s we have the money, there are more Jobs
for people. If we run out of money andlthere is no federal money, we
can parﬁfthem." :

Minnehaha County, South Dakota used most of its ;evenue sharing.
funds in 1973 and l97ﬁifor a new‘public’safety building, This project had

E “ N . . \ . ) ) . -. o
been plénned previous ‘o revenue sharing, with the city of SiouxyFells
sharing the costs of construction, County financing was to be “through
. i :
a combination of borrowing, increased taxes, and LEAA funding, However,

revenue sharing elimingted the necessity for borrowing or taxing, and,
> . ) ’

L Il
4 .
v
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" as & result, the net effects for part of this allocation were .reported as

. for new and expénded programs, They opted for capital, rather than

7

borrowing avoidance and tax stabilization. In additfgn, because revenﬁe

sharing funds md;e‘ihan covered anticipated;revenues,Athe buildgng plans

were expanded, with $210,000 of shared revenue used for new capital purposes.
Revenue shafing‘funds prompted Hamilton County, Ohio

to establish a Sﬁyear’capital imporvement program, "Approximately -

%weive of the fifte%% capiltal projects would never have gotten off the

ground without revenue_sharingﬂ" Experienéing no fiscal pressure, the

county commissioners were able to use shared revenue almost exclusively

A
[

operational, expenditures'for essentially two reasons: (1) the
uncertainty of the contiﬁuation of funding, and (2) the relatively small
impact shared revenue would have on the County's major program area,
welfare, The major law enforcement item in the capitel program is a

new corrections facility. .

Although several city officials expressed concern for the possible
tquination of the revenue sharing*program, Phoenix allocated $9,8 million
(51%) of shared revenue to new operations and an additional $6.6 million
to new capitél. Thirty percent of these funds were for law enforcement,

‘Carson, California is a classic case of the fungibility issue, The
Associate reported: "Carson is piécing most of its 1973-74 and all of |

1

the 1974-75 shared revenue in public safety., It is then using the

extra money from the general fund caused by this budgeting procedure to

* cover other expenses of the city." Such a procédure was adopted in

Y

"...response to the reporting, auditing and accounting requirements of




i

-~

revenue sharing,,.and to save time in the required bookkeeping." Police

[

protection did however receive a substantial amount of shared revenue

Yo finance new spending: $15,000 for vehicles and $97,000 to increase

- c¢ontracted police protection from Los Angeles County.

f

Holden (township) Messachusetts, a middle-~income residential subgrb
of Worcester, has an éxpanding tax Base and does not face g&ception&l“é ’
pressures for new\services. New oéﬁital spending accounted for 83‘percent
of thegsﬁared revenue allocated by the town in 1974. Most of these B
fﬁndsvwere earmarked for a general-purpdse building with small amounts
for law enfgrcement and str§ets. v

Springfield, Oregon used mbst of the shared revenue which 1t
allocated in 1973 for new capital purpodes, In 1974, increasing budgetary
préssures were said to have caused a reversal of that policy, Budget
officials were faced with the choice of using more shared revenue for
operating expénses or reducing certain operations, New capital spending
out of shared revenue dropped from 60 percent in 1973 to just over 25
percen£ in 1974, The police department received 4O percent of these new
capital funds ($64,000),

The sample units briefly discussed below were found in the field
research to have allocatedfsbme amoggts*of shared revenue for new law
enforcement spending in 1974, but le;s than ten percent of the total

f

amount allocated, o

w0
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* \longmont, Colorado -

Ko e AT

- Baton“Rovge, Louigiana

o]

: 7 ) = R ‘,,::".
Eygene, Oregon // ©

@

Longmont Colorado under relatively little
- fiscal pmessure in l97h and concerned with

o the continuation of revenue sharing, 1ged

~the majority of the revenue sharing funds
whick it allocated in 1974 for various new
capital purposes, Among these items was
$67,000 for courthotse .equipment; “pollce
operations were expanded by $38 000

Pollce,protectlon‘was‘the primary tenefic-
iary of the relatively small amount of reve-
nue sharing funds allocated for new opera-

- ‘tions by Baton Rouge, Louisiana in 197k,

Most of these funds were allocated to
operate sheriff substations, In addition

to the capital requirements of these sub-
-stations, shared revenue was used for the

- purchase of computer terminals to tie-in
with statewide criminal justice information
systems ($100,000),
($45,000) consisted mostly of equipment
for the district attormey's office,

Police allocations out of shared revenue

* by Eugene, Oregon in 197k ($151,700) were

almost exclu31vely for operational
purposas. These funds were: dsed to
establich a "Major G¥ime Team," According

- 1o the clty offici thic unit has been

so sucdessfullthet ice courtroom appear-

ances now e addiiional manpower, S
AuuLbLOu&L\\: ‘nue sharing ($41,000) was » ©
therefore ﬁ“@Vlaed for the minicipal court: = &

and the 01ty attorney.

%\

Fiscal cond1t10ns Eor Orange County, North ’ s
= Carolina changed mmrkedly "from fiscal - ;

flexibiiity in 1973\+o 1ncreased fiscal ' g ‘
constraint in 1974." .The ali. =4 fiseal- A
. conditions apparently promptea\vne county o
--executive and Board of Supervisors to _ /
adop¢ a new policy, "...not to finance ‘
health and sheriff departmeﬁﬁ aut1v1t1es
&t of generaJ venue sharlng, as was done
previously.”" € 'Cﬁﬁ“ty executive commen- -
.téd thet the future of revenue sharlng was
"tot at all clear;" as a r w';bhe county
allocated ail ‘of these fimds to non-recurring
“items, Among these capital allocatlons was
$25 000 for 1aw enforcement ‘

Non-police capital




kik Hamilton, Ohio - The City of Hamllton Ohlo is anotheg spsse where

the stated pollcy'has ‘peen to use shared revenue -
for "non-recurring® items, but where the funds ‘
“~have been increasingly relled Upon for maintenance -
of existing uperations and meetlng public demands
: ~ for new or expended operations." If it were not = ,
e ' S for revemie sharlng funds the county would be i
in a considerable jam,' One ‘such "maintenence" '
effect has been the ass1gnment of these funds to
police and fire pension funds, ¢learly, am - . - =
expenditure that would hawe occurréd sans revenue
sharing, Qf the shared revenue that was still
available for new expenditures, pollce and flre
protection received 45 percent all in the ‘
form of new capital spending, As the
associate noted, "The police and fire
departments contlnue 1o be very influent-
‘ ial, not only in the allocation of revenue
o sharlng money but in the normal budget
: process itself,"

[

Cincinnati contlnuedsthe flrst-year support .

of additional police Jﬁh—$485 000 (3.2 per- N

cent)," Although the [d8sociate recalled the -

pressure to‘expand the ‘police force in the

previous year, fiscal conditions were such

that an expansion still would not have ,
. ; ~taken place in the.absence oferevenue SIRRE o
o w0 , o sharlng.'

Cineinnati, Ohio

4] 45
Bangor, Maine : . ‘Bangor, Maine used 1ts‘shared revenue .
B o primarily £OF program fiainténance and" tax T
stabilization in 1974, Officisls have:
tended not to fund néw programs out of .
shared revenue and as one councilman put it,
"we want to have our house in order and be
~in good shape by the time the program runs
K B SN ~ out," The only law enforcemgnt allocation
s o I in 197h was for the operation of the Youth
‘ ' [ ‘ o Aid Bureau within the pollce departmept

. drondequoit Township, - Townshlp officials of .[rondequorb New York _ .
nyY. ~  exypressed a frequently-heard preference for = -
~ ; -+ using ghared revenue for tax stabilization PR
- and "one-shot" items. = Tnteregt was @lso -~ -, 4
expmessed in funding projects that could be =~ . .
, » s " ..pointed at to say revenue sharing was ~ -
o IR I ~respomsible," As a result of hoth views, = o
o ' : ~,;;’Q;«Ir0ndequolt adopted a 1ong-re?ée capltal :
A S S @;f L6 TR REE P T R
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Worcester, Massl,

i

i

Yoo Vo

~ Cottage Grove,

QOregon

N

. ‘\:\\

I Maricopa County,
Arigzona

\F: ;

'-'development ;ﬂan w1th undertaklngs prOJected

. to be completely capltallzed in the event
that revenue sharlng is not renewed, " Included
in the plan ars, publlc“safety capltal equipment
expendltures de81gned to result in a modern

- equipment inventory by the end of 1976," The

amount used for this purpose in 1974 was $15 000..

1;Worcester Mass is a4 case of an old, North-

eastern 01ty experiencing fiscal pressure - Much

~of this government's shared revenue has been used

to forestall major tax increases, Allocations
for new capital or new operations were small
relative to the total, ‘Law enforcement's
share of these two categories amounted to $128 OOO
for pollce capital 1tems

7;// o
Although OfflClal of Cottage Grove, Oregon. were
reluctant to fund continuing expendltures out of
revenue sharing, it served as a partial replace~
ment for a proposed mill levy increase, rejected
earlier by the voters, Opponents of the increase

in the mill levy criticized, among other thlngs

the size of the pclice department In res ultlng

‘;rbudget cuts, several police clerical positions
“ere ellmlnated only a small amount of revenue

sharing was allocated to new law enforcement

capital spendlng—-pollee equlpmént and courthouse

furnlture PR

() }
Marlcopa County, Ariiéna 1s one of the few juris- -
dictions in the sample exnerlenclng congiderable

 fiscal pressure that allocated a significant
ramoqnt of shared revenue to new capital uses.

The? prlmary cause for-Maricopa's financial
‘constralnts is summarized by the Associate:
"County revenues are ‘limited by state law, both

with regard to sources and rates, At the same =~ [
_time, the state continues to mandate increased

county services without providing additional
funding." Approximately 60 percent of the
county's expendltures are "mandated"--primarily

. for social services, For example a recent (1974)

B state statute requires more frequent review of all

P v
TN /

b

t

Juvenile ‘cases--the cost to Maricopa County,

# $100,000 a year. Because of tight finances, the
. county has “...substanilal unmet needs in
. eriminal justice," .The.Board of Superv1sors,

fearlng that revenue sharlng w111 not be

A

) ) ERV o
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Losg eles Counf

North Little Rock, o

Arkansas

e
;

¥
s

S

6.

reenacted operates under the self~1mposed

‘ reetrlctlon that shared revenue be treated as W
-earmarked monies for capital expenditures and/b
~ »debt retirement., Law enforcement allocations g
~ out of shared révenue were entirely for capital =

purposes, ‘police improvements, small amounts i

for the courts legal services, the public
~ defender, county prosecutlon. and adult proba-
“tion, , , ,

"The county phllosophy is to use ‘these funds for :
one~time progects rather than be dependent '

“upon them as a source of general revenue,,.and

to avoid 1nterestwcosts on long-term financing,
Although in theory, this is the use criteria, in

- practice for the past six months the board has
- allocated funds to on-going programs, or programs'

1

they will have difficulty in dropping.” A prime
example is the allocations made to juvenile

“justice in 1974, "the ‘current hot issue,"

Substantial sums of shared revenue were used for

“both operations and capital in the field of

Juvenile Justlee. But, as the Assoelate notes

- there was so much publlc pressure to:improve
" Juvenile justice that, without revenue sharlng,

taxes would have been raised’ or other programs

- cut to offset increases in this area, Therefore
" revenue ‘sharing wdas classified by the Associate

not to have stimulated juvenile justice spending,

~but’rather to havé allowed Los Angeles County to
- maintain a: relatlvely stable level -of taxation..
‘The police did receive revenue sharing funds in

1974 for some new capital projects; $3,000,000
was allocated for land acquisition, bulldlng

construotlon and renovatlon, and equipment,

‘"As a pollcy, the city of Nbrth thtle Rock,

Arkansas initially announced its intention to use
revenue sharlng funds for non—recurrlng expendi- S
‘tures such as capltal expendltures This has not -
been the case in 1974 as substantial sums-have
been expended in operatlonal areas, North Little

" Rock is becomlng 1ncrea31ng1y dependent on- revenue.‘;

"

sharlng. As-a consequence new allocations for

law enforeement dropped from 22 percent ‘of shared I

revenue in 1973 t0o slightly more thanl peroent in
1974 The entire amount ($21, 172) was_used for -

addltlonalfnollce cars.‘e \ e F »£¥y‘k{n)
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 loaroe Cownty, MY

Tripp County,
" Secuth Dakota .

/]

&

s

Scottsdale, Arizona

&

Lg Aggeles, Ca11 ‘

Cgl;fgrnla

5 :ﬁi_‘g o

T

b

; anroe County's manager, although eXPreSslng o

concern for poss;ble termination, noted,
", ..the day of Jeckonlng is comlng, and the
federal governm%nt will want to see that

- revenue sharlng\as belng spent for high
- priority problems," This rationale, coupled

with inflationary pressures, reduced the
previous reluctance to fund-continuing

programs out of shared revenue, Police
operations received $100,000 for operational
expansion, Although not new spending, Monroe' 8
1974 budget included $100,000 for probation
services previously funded by a federal categor-
‘1cal grant

‘Although Tripp County, South Dakota had used
most of its 1973 shared revenue fors 'mon- .
recurrlng" items, 1974 allocations reflected

a. major shift to program maintenance, The
county conmissioners were reluctant to finance
new or expanded operations out of shared revenue,
including law enforcement, The county sheriff
was one of the few who appealed for more shared
revenue, specifically for operations, He was
told simply, "You can't have it." One percent
of the shared revenue allocated by Tripp County
in 1974 was used for new law enforcement
purposes, :

"As “a general policy, Scottsdale Arizona has

reserved revenue sharing ‘monies for capital
1mprovements The Assoc1ate(4escr1bes Scottsdale
as a. "wealthy suburb of Phoenix" under no fiscal
pressure, The majority of revenue sharing funds
have been committed to street and traffic
improvements, = The only new law enforcement .
‘allocation was’ the purchase of an additional &
pollce car, . ‘ . 7 _ ‘ ”

As the previous text noted officials of Los:
Angeles reported ‘that a 1arge portion of revenue

“sharlng funds was expended for-law enforcement,

However very 1little expansion actually took
place. . In 1973, $72,756 was allocated for new

vaollce vehlcles .

¢
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" Based on ‘the field research, the two significant points.that |

emerged 1n 1974 for the samplj units are that new spending for law en- |

forcemenn 1ncreased and thereiwas a shift in relatlve 1mportance in

ﬁ«favor of,operatlonal and ‘away from capltal 1tems. The 1argest new users

of shared revenue for this function conmlnued to be countles and unlts
whlch are. relatlvely well off fiscally, . The shlft to operatlng uses may
reflect a tendency in the early period of the revenue sharlng program to

concenmrate on capital items to the point where these units in ensuing

years did\not have as many unmet needs for law enforcement capital items,

NS

and therefore shifted to operational spending for this function. In many
instances, ‘apsociates noted a reluctance to undertake operational expen-

ditures out of shared revenue becausé of the conmpnly—referred to concern

| that 1f the program is not continued, they would have to fund these

<\ ‘
programs out of thelr own revenues In some cases, assoclates noted

that where new operatlonal spendlng for law enforcement was undertaken
out of shared revenue in 1974 it was done w1thvthecexpllcrt prov1sor

that these operations would have to be cut 1f the revenue sharlng programs

S , :

I

was not extended _ : _— e
A The field reports for many of the unlts covered in thls sectlon tell

quite 2 1ot about ‘the revenue sharlng program. The program was consclously

, de31gned to prov1de grants to all general-purpose unlts of state and local

governnent This, of gourse, 1ncludes a great neny suburban governmenns .

“and small ruréi unJ.ts° They typlcally do not face the klnds of flscal

problems confronnlng 1arge cltles and urban countles These unlts as a :
» ‘(

result have less pressure on them to use shared revenue for \ubstltutloni TR

@

purposes (to make ends meet and stave off tax 1ncreases) Wherelthey

_have 1aw enforceﬁent fumctlons new law enforcement spendlng tends to be

a strong clalmant for shared revenue, -

'67'.‘\K\>;\43 pfua;,
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ffgLou181ana allocated $2.3 mﬁlllon of shared revenue“to new law enforccment

§

(’("’, ! \\/

IIT. A NOTE ON STATE USES OF SHARED
" REVENUE FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT

Emphasis ‘in this paper is placed on the uses of shared revénue for

/new,law enforcement purposes on the part of local governments, State

governments also receive shared revenue, except in a few cases amounting

to one-third of the funds allocated for the particular state area, State

goVerhments as already noted, do not have to account for their shared

revenhe”according to the priority expenditure areas in the Act, although

they must repert on their uses of these fﬁnds. Compared to local units,

\\\
W

state governments iﬁﬁtpe Brookings sample were found in 1973 to have had

7
h I

‘ gggeiaily higher substitution uses of shared revenue and to have allocated

relatively more of these funds,fdf edpcational purposes,
, 2
Ihe eight states of thedﬁrooklngs sample repgrted little and appropria-

orcemgnt According to ORS

~Actual-USe reports, two states reported publlc safety expenditures in

1973e-Lou1s1ana and New York, The unwelghted mean of these reported

expeaditures for public safety was ,8 percent for 1973, In 1974, four

‘states--Colorado Massachusetts New York and North Carollna--reported

Ppubllc safety expenditures’ w1th only 1.9 percent attrlbuted to 1aw enforce-

ment on the average,

. -The assoclates.}egftﬁg other hand, reported that only two states
: i

-Lcu¢81ana and Nbrth\Carollha allocated shared revenue for new law

)

&enforcement in 1973. North Carollna was the only such' case in 1974

}

*‘voperatlons “u 1973 Of thls $1 nulllon was for expan31on “of the state

)pollce force $800 000 for new operatlons at four state correctlonal

/v fv, ’"f‘;“ s aB L o
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;1973, supplemented by an

i w\y 4 : . - ) . ;

¢

chose to invest $6 mlllﬁon in new capital progects for corrections in

\addltlonal $10 million in 197k,

|
One of the Ass001ates for the Brooklngs study, Professor Deil S.

erghi, has conducted a research_progect at«the Un1vers1ty of North -

' Carolina on this subgect,,namely the uses of shared revenue by gtate

governments for law enforoenenx purposes. A gtudy recently completed
for LEAA* reported that Wy criminal Justice agencies in twenty-one
states 3pe01flca11y requested allocatlons of GRS funds + Seven%een
agencies in fourteen states, some of whlch had not requested revenue -
sharing funds, reported a favorable ouﬁcome;w1th an addltlonal eleven‘
directors in nine states perceiving a positive influence on.agency

financing, even though no sharéd revenue was allocated directly to

their agencies, The author, upon comparing his findings with receht‘

ACIR results, conoluded that "There are sixteen'States inMWhich/it

appears highly 11ke1y that general revenue shar1ng d1d n\ve somg o
perceived and detectable 1mpact on crlmlnal Justlce flndnces

(Emphasms is given to the word 'some' to denote the qualltstlvewgather
v ) \ ; , B e P |
than quantitative character to the impact assessment)," In res%ect to

l

offlclally reported expendltures the outhor notes, "this poor corres-

pondence.,.conflrms our serlous reservatlons about the Actual—USe report

as a valid 1ndlcator of general revenue sharlng flscal 1mpact on state

P

criminal Justlce act1v1t1es

* De11 S, erght The E .ects of General Revenug)Sharlgg onfState'Crigf:

;nal Jgst;ce Agenc1es (Nhrch 15, 1976"
\ .

+ These results are based on a 5h percent response rate of 2,909 surveys
‘psent to state admﬂslstrators.

Q.

iﬁstitufions and $500,000 for motor vehicle safety. North Carolina -

I TR




ment, a considerable amount of the data collected can be used in this
~ study, the initial question raised by the National Institute of Law

reported expenditures of shared revenue on law enforcement compiled by o
the Treasury Department's Office of Revenue Sharing weré six times R

- are greatest for largen"{inits, those under the greatest fiscal pressure ,

;those lo *ated in_the Northeast, and for mumicipal govergments generally, |

| The principal reason for this pattern of variation is that the classes of | 1

units Jjust described tended to have especially high substitution uses of \
hared rezenue in the Brookln gs' net-effects analxsis

in anythlng like the amounts 1nd1cated by Treasury data, This does not

IV. CONCLUSION
A]_though the ’Brookings monitoring study of the general‘revenue : o

sharing program was not specif,‘ic‘ally designed to focus on law enforce-

way. Taking into account the methodology and aims of v_,.,the; Brookings ‘

Enforcement and Criminal-Justice can be answered as follows: Officially- | 4

greater than newng;{\élocations for this purpose identified in the Brook~
ings_field research in 1973; the ratio for 197k 'was 4:1, Differences

These ratlos a:r‘:S :mlustratlve and.not meant to be def:.nltlve But

\ 1

the dlscrepanc:Les are large enough that the point is clearly made,

Revenue shamng dollars have not gone for new law enforcement purposes

‘mean that the Treasury data are wrong (although they generally have not

) "y

been: well presented) , only that law enforcement is an area in whlcl{ the

K , official desa.gnatlons for general Trevenue sharlng funds reflect especlally
'hlgh subst:l.tutlon efi‘ects. This outcome is, of course, traceable 1o the

| i‘;mgg._lu of this//new form (at least new in the twentleth century) of

J 'j"flscal subventlon from the federal gevermnent to states and localltles

A



What are the impiications of these findings for theﬂLEAA block
grant program? So far we have only looked at one side of the equation,
We know something about the relationship between shared revenue and law
enforcement but the next question is, ¢ ompgred to what? We«need'data
on the extent to which LEAA block grants have similar substltutlon ;
effects in that these funds are used to replace funds that otherW1se
would have béén allocated for law enforcement purposes, Unfortunately
data on the net effects of LEAA block grant funds are not available, On

.. the whele, however, our expecnatlon is that these ‘block grant funds N
have less of a substitution effect than general revenue sharing funds.
They are provided essentially on a project-by-project basis to local
governments, Research done on the effects of different kinds of fiscal
subventidns suggests that project grants are generally more stimulative
than formula grants or revenue sharing., ACIR's forthcoming report on the
Safe Streets Act supports this contention, Conclusions, based on national
-surveys of LEAA officials and local governments and case studies of ten
"Stateg,.conclude: "SafevStreets funds have supported many law enfofce-
ment and criminal Justice aetivities that recipients otherwise would
héve Been unable or unwilling to undertake.,.the available evidence
indicates that most Safe Streets dollars have been used for new progﬁaﬁs

that would not have been launched without Federal aid, "¥

* Carl Stenberg, "The Safe Streets Act: Seven Years Later," Inte reovern
mental Perspective, Vol, 2, No, 1 (Winter 1976) pp. 6-10, "The ACIR
study, of mnecessity, is retrospectlve, i% fills an 1nmnr¢an$ gap in the
current llterature on federal grant studies,

fi =

n

[

P
AN




B

This general subject, variations in the stimulative effects of

it

different kinds of fiscal subventions, has been an area of extensive

study in public finance,* Such variations can be thought of as reflec-

~ ting the different aims of grant programs. Many of the original pro-

Y

‘the gréater useof -the more-progressive federal income tax as opposed

ponents of general revenue sharing, including President Nixon, argued
for this program‘as a means of reducing the pressure on state and
local taxes, particularly property taxes, Walter Heller, among others,

also advocated revenue sharing, partlally as a means of shifting towards

i * 1o
state and local taxes, generally regarded as less progressive, even
regressive., In this context, a substitution effect for general revenue
sharing is fully within the ambit of the law,

Other purposes of federal grants are: (1) to stimulate specific
kinds of activit;es, (2) to equalize se;vices levels on the basis of
need & fiscal capacity, and (3) to support functions with high spill-
ovenﬁeffecfs. ‘Often federal grants, once the political pulling and

hauling is completed, are unclear about their goals or reflect an amalgam

of goals, The LEAA block grent is a case in point. By its breadth, it

has the character of a support-type grant, with a shift to more reliance
or, nationally-raised taxes, At the same time its project-by-project
distribution to local units was no doubt envisioned to have a stimulative

effect (Type 1 above),

% See, for example Edward M. Gramlich, "Intergovernmmental Grants: A

Rev1ew of the Emp1r10a1 Literature," prepared for the International .
Seminar on Public Economics, Berlin, January 1976 (processed), also the

National Tax Journal, which has had a long-standing interest in this
subJect

72
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Revenue sharing also has a split personality., Proponents sought
several objectives-~to decenmtralize, or in Gther words to stimulate
efforts to meet public needs at the state-local level; to equelize on
the basis of need and capacity among\étates and cities; and importantly,
to reduce pressures on state and local taxes, Thisg set of purposes
suggests that the conclusion stated here, that in the law enforcement
area general revernue sharing has a higher substitutability than LEAA

block grants, is consonant with differences in aims of the two programs,

--The lack of cojiparable’ data on the LEAR BLOEK grant program leads

to the principal recommendation of this report, namely that a monitoring
study be initiated assuming the LEAA program, especially the block grant

portion, is extended, Several points should be madé"gbout the scope and

methodology of such a study, The Brookings monitorinp studies of the =

7

general revenue sharing and commmnity development block grant programs

cover three areas~--(1) distributionsl effects, (2) ¢lsca1 or program

effects, and (3) political effects. Ideally, all threefareas should be

o

covered 1n a similar monitoring study of a new LEAA ;moz;am.w' S N
With regard to the first of these three research areas-—dlstrlbuilonal
effects--onemof the most serious deficiencies of information about the @

R

present LEAA program is a lack of data as to the 1nmra~statﬂ istrlbutlon

of funds. What amounts are dlstrlbuted by the shates to local unlts?

What kinds of local units receive grants--cmt:es countles ﬁowns’ Are

these‘grants relatively larger for units wif ;oPr%ain cbaraﬂterlstlcs--hmgh

o E

o

crlme, low income, high density, large sazzy medium s1ae?

3 i

Under the heading of fisecal and progmam effects such a study should

examine both the net effects (new ve. substitutlon) and the types of uses

2 PR o




politdeal  oreanizotion dn.reletion to-the-use of these-

of LEAA block grant funds for‘new‘purposes--vehiqles, consfruction,
additibnal personﬁel-—and for various areas of exéenditure--the courts,
coffectidns, police,

Political effects are also important on this research agenda. How
do gstates ééﬁ up and carry out their LEAA plannin& role? What kinds of
officials are involvéd-—planners, managers, legislators? At the local
level, what are the different kinds of arrangements used by governments

that receive LEAA funds to undertake new projects? Do different types of

l-'?,

n the us mds correlate
with different patterns of use in terms of new versus substitution
effects or types of new uses?

Some of these questions are dealt with in the ACIR sfudy cited
above, Nevertheless, it is important to take steps to establish such
a monitoring capability at the beginning of the period for the next LEAA
program, Suéh a research program should also include the use of Census
of Governments data which can provide the basis for a more gemeral
analysis of the program effects, In addition, as this study has demons-
trated, there are important interprogram (\.g. LEAA and revenue sharing)
effects, which can only be undersbood w1th1n the context of a systematic
monitoring effort, Under various aegis, longitudinal monitoring research
is underway on all of the existing block grants, as well as, of course,

the generdl revenue sharihg program, These studies, in turning attention

to implementation research, are breaklng new ground in methodological

terms in a numberkof areas, It is 1mportan$ that these various studies

be coordinated and thals they consider not just individual programs, but

h






