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INTRODUCTION

i

’ﬁ During éhe past few weeks the Task Force has been addressing its three-

;é fold charge to:
(a) supply an accounting of LEAA "Courts" funding since 1972:
(b) develop criteria for classification of "Courts" funding; and
(c) suggest improvements in the present GMIS system. 7;Q¥~fgﬂ;i?“f;:ﬁ;;%
Following the development of a matrix method of analyzing court grants,
which was discussed with some members of the Advisory Board in Denver on Novem-
ber 11, the team has visited a number of states chosen on a convenience basis
| and worked with state planning agency personnel and some state court staff to
categorize the specific grant awards listed by the G!MIS as being in the courts
area.

In doing this work, we used the grant awards listed in the GMIS system as

our basic source of information. OQur initiaT attention was paid to awards of
par C and E funds and excluded discretionary awards at this stage. We examined
awards classified as follows:

) Judiciary Alone

8 Prosecution Alone

¢ Defense Aione
: ] Judiciary with Prosecution and/or Defense
fé ] Judiciary Combined with Any Other Component
;i | ] Probation Alone

We also attempted to recover any other related awards by requesting
"Grants Not Otherwise Listed". This, however, has presented practical difficul-

ties at this stage, as indicated in the findings below.




OQVERALL FINDINGS

1. We found a number of examples of completely erroneous allocations
of awards. These included misallocation of one state award to another state,
double entries due to clerical error, and extensive‘dup1ication of recording
especially in the "Grants Not Otherwice Listed" group. This latter problem
may be due to the way this section was queried from the computer, and this
problem is being re-examined.

2. Within‘narrow classifications within GMIS, e.g. Judiciary Alone,
we found that the actual projects were spread across a number of different
grantees and a number of different functional areas. The example from Texas
in 1973 illustrates this point* Although the amount of spread varies, with
Colorado showing the smallest amount, all states showed much greater diver-

sity in the Judiciary Alone area than in areas such as Prosecution Alone or

Defense Alone. In the latter areas the classification tends to be more hom-

ogeneous consisting, in the main, of awards to the direct grantee for that
function.

3. Appraisal of all awards which might have judicial impact in the
five states examined showed that activities were spread across a large number
of grantees and a large number of functional areas. This was universally true
for Arizona, Colorado, New York? Texas and Whoming, as can be seen from the
summaries for awards 1972-1975%**

&4, An assessment of ‘how much money went to courts depends upon the de-
finition chosen for a court project. The enclosed chart demonstrates some of
the possitle choices and how they would impact upon the five states*** It can
be seen that in some states, e.g. Texas and Arizona, the definition chosen
can result in a threefold difference in the amount of money attributed to the
*  Appendix A R

**  Appendix B
**% Appendix C



Court, i.e. §5,309,549 versus $15.303,206 and $543,705 versus $1,580,607.

5. All of these definitions attribute less money to ‘court projects
than the definitions used by LEAA for "Courts.” It is difficult to pin down
exactly how much LEAA would assian to "Courts” but in every instance the
amount of total funds considered was always twice the broadest Court pro-
ject definition we used. In some instances, the ratio was five or six to
one (i.e. 5:1 or 6:1)(e.g. New York and Wyoming).

6. In every instance the GMIS listing of Court projects differed
from the Tisting in the State records. This is illustrated by the results
from Wyoming and Colorado® In spite of this differential, we understand that
the GMIS system is substantially complete for the majority of States (espec-
ially the top 15 in population) and we anticipate that no substantial error
will arise from using the GMIS listing for our work in every state. We
will examine State listings only on a sample basis.

7. Expenditures will also have to be determined on a sample state
basis. There is also a time lag problem which will always leave us with am-
biguity about the exact amount of court expenditures especially for Tater
years, j.e. 1974 and 1975 (where information is incomplete).

8. Many of the allocation errors in GMIS can be attributed to the
process presently used to categorize grant awards. This process involves
a secondhand review of project summaries. Imiprovement in accuracy might re-
sult if the information were to be collected at an earlier stage in the pro-
cess. One might hope to save some of the one miliion dollar cost of the
present system at the same time.

9. The State Planning Agencies visited did not use the GMIS system for
their own internal management. It is perceived that considerable attention

will have to be paid to state planning agency needs if they are to intro-

% Appendix D ;



duce more valid and detailed grant information into the GMIS system.
10. It is not feasible to apply our matrix to State plans for courts

at the present time.

PROPOSED PLANS

1. The GMIS information reported for the States reported on here will
be re-examined when the figures for grants not otherwise 1isted are available
in an acceptable form. This will enable us to convert dollar figures to per-
centages of the State awards.

2. We propose to attempt to assess the present GMIS print-out of court
projects in every State and territory. We have scheduled 40 states for exam-
ination by the end of February and will cover as many of the remaining states

as possible prior to the Spring legislative hearings. The States presently

assigned are:

Peter Judge Ernest Harrv Lawson/ Joseph

Haynes Richards Short Tom Lehner Trotter
Arizona IMTinois California Idaho New York
New Mexico Indiana Texas Montana Connecticut
Washington New dJdersey Mississippi Utah Massachusetts
Oregon Georgia Wyoming Nevada
Wisconsin Virginia Colorado Vermont
Florida Delaware North Dakota New_Hampshire
Arkansas Pennsylvania South Dakota Maine
Louisiana Missouri Kansas Rhode Island
Alabama Maryland Oklahoma
Nebraska D. C.
Kentucky

3. Approximately 10 states' figures on awards and expenditures on courts

will also be analyzed.

3.

-4 -

An additional team member will appraise all of the National Office




discretionary grants according to our matrix. Some state planning agencies do
not have a record of those expenditures at present, so a central approach seems
most logical.

5. Recommendations for improvement of the present GMIS system will dov-
elop naturally from our field work. Any detailed proposals in this area will

be developed upon completion of the other tasks.



g APPENDIX A

Texas - Judiciary Only-FY 1973
Judiciary Combined-FY 1973
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APPENDIX B

State Summaries From GMIS Data
FY 1972 - 1973

B ‘ Arizona
3 Colarado
New York
Texas

Wyoming
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APPENDIX C

Chart I1lustrating Different Ways

4 Of Viewing Court Funding
i

X Arizona
| Colorado
: New York
, Texas

i Wyoming
;
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DIFFERENT WAYS OF VIEWING COURT FUNDING***

GMIS Data - 1972-1975

COURT NY
COURT ANY COURT GRANTEE - GRANTEE

STATE GRANTEE - GRANTEE GRANTEE JUDICIAL JUDICIAL TOTAL

ADJUDICATION ADJUDICATION ANY FUNCTION BRANCH BRANCH  ~ FUNDS
FUNCTION FUNCTION CONSIDERED
‘Arizona 543,705 736,245 1,580,582 1,489,480 1,698,615* 4,090,172
Colorado 1,313,933 1,313,933 2,008,647 2,008,647 2,038,647%*} 3,692,162
New York 4,701,251 5,391,326 5,984,021 4,701,251 5,391,326 41,652,186
Texas 5,309,540 8,632,258 15,308,206 34,826,422
Wyoming 340,924 429,472 240,924 340,924 429,472 2,068,466

*  Excludes diversion programs run by prosecution

** Excludes diversion programs run by prosecution and probation programs run by
Tocal government ' ‘

*** These figures should not be viewed as final as there is ambiguity about the
status of grants labeledas "not otherwise listed". Final figures will re-
flect this group on a consistent basis.

?
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APPENDIX D

Comparison of GMIS and State Records
for

Colorado and Wyoming



DIFFERENT WAYS OF VIEWING COURT FUNDING

Comparison of GMIS and State Data - 1972-1975

COURT ANY
COURT ANY COURT GRANTEE GRANTEE
STATE GRANTEE GRANTEE GRANTEE JUDICIAL JUDICIAL TOTAL
’ ADJUDICATION ADJUDICATION ANY AREA BRANCH BRANCH FUNDS
FUNCTION FUNCTION
tyoming
GMIS 340,924 429,472 340,924 340,924 429,472 1,034,233
Wyoming '
(state 243,850 349,673 243,850 243,850 349,673 1,318,421
figures)
Colorado
GMIS 1,313,933 1,313,933 2,008,647 | 2,008,647 | 2,038,047**| 3,692,162
Colorado ' |
(state 1,333,300 1,357,380 2,361,892 | 2,361,892 | 2,899,609** | 6,900,630
figures) ' '

** Excludes probation programs run by local and state government and diversion
programs run by prosecution, local and state government. Includes proba-
tion services supplied by private non-profit agencies. '

R
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