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LEAA’S COMMUNITY ANTICRIME PROGRAM

WEDNESDAY, MAY 11, 1977

U.S. House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBCOMMITTEE 0N CRIME
oF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met at 1 p.m. in room 2237, Rayburn House Office
Building, Hon. John Conyers, Jr. [chairman of the subcommittee],
presiding.

Present: Representatives Conyers, Holtzman, Gudger, Volkmer, and
Ashbrook.

Staff present: Hayden Gregory and Lesliec B. Freed, counsel; Gene
(tleason, investigator; Thomas M. Boyd, associate counsel; and
Martha Brown, clerk.

Mr. Conyers. The subcommittee will come to order.

Last September, after Jengthy hearings and much debate in both
the House and the Senate, the 94th Congress extended title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 for a period
of 38 yeaxs.

This title is the legislative authority for the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration program within the Department of Justice.

Section 101(c) of the LEAA reauthorization legislation, which is
entitled the Crime Control Act of 1976, establishes a new Office with-
in LEAA—the Office of Community Anticrime Programs.

Section 520(a) of the act authorized to be appropriated $15 million
per year for the next 3 fiscal years to provide grants to community
groups for specific community anticrime programs. It is this program.
which is the subject of our hearing today.

This subcommittee has oversight responsibility over LEAA, and,
thus, it is appropriate for us to examine the progress in implementing
this, the newest of the congressionally mandated grant programs of
LEAA.

We take a special interest in the community anticrime activity be-
cause the program originated within this subcommittee, and was, in
fact, the subject of the first hearing held by the Subcommittec on
Crime when it was established in 1978.

The purpose of the community anticrime program is to make finan-
cial and technical assistance available to grassroots, community
oriented anticrime efforts. ,

Although funding of such programs under the LEAA black grant
and discretionary grant programs is possible, testimony before the
subcommittee indicated that community groups find funds for such
efforts were very hard to come by.

(1)
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Among the impediments to fundings of community-based efforts are
reguirements of local matching funds, endorsement by the local law
-enforcement establishment, and the requirement that the applicant
.group be incorporated.

It was for the precise purpose of eliminating these kinds of road-
‘blocks that this program was passed—a program of direct, 100-per-
«cent funding of community anticrime efforts, which efforts would nob
he subject to the veto of law enforcement, and which could be under-
taken by unincorporated as well as corporated groups.

The legislative history of the Crime Control Act of 1976, and, in-
deed, the language of the act itself, clearly establishes these points of
legislative intent of the Congress in enacting this legislation.

On April 21 T introduced HL.R. 6474, which would clarify these
points should any ambiguity continue to be perceived. )

I hope, however, that one result of this hearing will be a meeting of
the minds between the subcommittee and the leadership of LEAA on
these points of legislative intent, hopefully making amendments
unnecessary.

The Crime Control Act of 1976 was approved by the President last
October 15. Since that time, the subcommittee has held numerous
communications and discussions with LEAA on progress in setting up
this small but important program to encourage and support citizen
and community participation in anticrime activities.

In addition to numerous staff discussions and exchanges of Jetters,
myself and the ranking minority member were briefed on March 16
by Acting Administrator Gregg and staff members on LEAA’s plans
for the program.

As could be expected, numerous changes were made over the course
of the 6 months planning for the implementation of the program.

We, frankly, are disturbed about the amount of time delay that has
oceurred in implementing this program and the fact that LEAA has
not, and apparently has little or no intention to, in the near future, set
up the Office of Community Anticrime Program as mandated by the
act.

However, there are also some positive developments, On April 21,
LEAA furnished the subcommittee draft guidelines for the program,
spelling out in considerable detail the administration’s plans for the
implementation of the community anticrime program.

- It is also our understanding that the guidelines have been widely
distributed to organizations, groups, and individuals with interest in
the program, and that invitation has been extended for comment on
the gnidelines. The exact amount of that is yet to be determined.

Subcommittee staff was directed to immediately review these guide-
lines, with a view not only to determine compliance with legislative
intent, but in order to respond to LEAA’s generous offer to consider
any comments the subcommittee might have for improvement; of the
program. ;

By letter of April 28, T directed detailed questions and comments
on those guidelines to the Acting Administrator of LEAA.

Those guidelines will serve as the focal point of this hearing, and
we have asked Mr. Gregg, the Acting Administrator, to address the
matters raised in the April 28 Jetter here today.
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Several provisions of those guidelines raise questions of whether

the spirit, if not the letter, of this new law is being ignored.

 The most elemental question raised by the guidelines is whether the
proposed funding mechanism will result in the delivery of the funds
to the recipients intended by the legislation—groups of citizens in
communities throughout the country who are interested in participat-
ing in anticrime activities.

There is no objection per se to the use of “umbrella” organizations
to funne]l funds to several smaller neighborhood groups, as LEAA
proposes; but the concern is that this is the only method by which
these smaller groups can be funded.

Perhaps, after reviewing the comments received on the guidelines—
and for that reason we're going to ask a couple of witnesses to per-
ceive that—LIEAA may wish to consider inclusion of some provision
for direct application for funding by neighborhood groups which
have been bypassed in the “umbrella” funding process.

The requirement that the neighborhood groups must, without ex-
ception, go hat in hand to a larger “umbrella” organization to receive
funds under the program raises the specter of precisely the sort of
“layering” and obstruction to funding of community groups that we
hoped the legislation was designed to cut through.

This potentiality is exacerbated by the fact that the communitywide
or umbrella organizatiors are, themselves, eligible—and appear to be
required—to operate action programs themselves. So, they will be
competing with neighborhood groups for the small amount of funds
that exist. '

We are also concerned about the provision of the guidelines for
funding of national organizations. Apart from the basic question
whether such organizations can qualify as community organizations
within the meaning of the act, serious questions exist about the wisdom
of this potential use of the grant funds in question.

We understand, for example, that national organizations might be
funded to go into a city where no qualified group is presently in
existence.

The level of community group interest in this program which has,
unsolicited, come to the attention of the subcommittee, suggests that
there is no paucity of qualified groups already in existence to utilize
this relatively small amount of money.

Why, it must then be asked, should they be denied funds so that a
nationa) organization might be funded to construct its conception of
what a community organization shovld look like?

It is also our understanding that LEAA intends to provide technical
assistance support to community groups in applying for and utilizing
funds under the program, an essential element of the program which
is specifically mandated by the act, through outside grants and con-
tracts, rather than developing in-house capabilities. -

While we have no blanket objection to use of grants and contraves
for such purposes, it seems that this is another example of LEAA
putting distance between itself and the workings of this program.

In this respect, LEAA seems to view the community anticrime pro-
gram as a pariah among programs. This impression unfortunately,
has been reinforced in a number of different ways, and is again
brought to my attention by the failure of LEAA to comply with the
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act and to implement the provision establishing the Gffice of Com-
munity Anticrime Programs under the Deputy Administrator for
Policy Development.

In some respects, there has even been a retrogression in this regard;
shortly after the act was approved, we understand that an Acting
Director of this program was named. Now it appears that this in-
dividual has additional duties and a different title, and this program
is only one of several for which he has responsibility.

These are some of the concerns the subcommittee has concerning
getting this potentially invaluable program in operation, and it is in
this spirit that we begin our oversight hearing today.

And, to assist us, we are going to have three witnesses today.

The first is going to be Martin Danziger, former Director of the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of
LEAA; and administrative coordinator for the Crime Task Force of
Chicago, the Chicago-based National People’s Action; and, finally,
the Acting Administrator of LEAA, Mr. James Gregg.

We welcome you, Mr. Danziger, and we understand that—briefly—
you are director of the United Mine Workers of America Health and
Retirement Funds, formerly Associate Deputy Attorney General and
Director of the Office of Criminal Justice.

Before joining Attorney General Richardson’s staff, you were di-
rector of the National Institute of Law Enforcerwent and Criminal
Justice, and before that a prosecuting attorney in New York—for
6 years.

We welcome you. If you have a prepared statement, it will be in-
corporated in its entirety into the record, which will give you a maxi-
mum time to malke the points that you wish to make, and any other
additional commentary.

Welcome to the subcommittee.

TESTIMONY OF MARTIN DANZIGER, DIRECTOR, UNITED MINE
WORKERS OF AMERICA FEALTH AND RETIREMENT FUNDS

My, Dawzieer. Thank you, Congressman and members of the
subcommittee.

Permit me to make a gratuitous observation; that is, though I ap-
plaud your vigorous oversight of LEAA, I find that that important
program needs such oversight, needs congressional involvement.

~ As T examine the legislation that is under review today, and the
guidelines, I cannot help but be depressed and dismayed.

Your eloquent statement, in introducing these hearings, sir, I feel,
in some degree, missed the point; and that is, that LEAA, over the
years since its creat’an, has been carved up and been made more and
more of a categorical grant program. What, in effect, it has been is a
mixed metaphor.

What happens is the aspirations of the Congress, the aspirations of
the Senate, the aspirations of the public, have been unrealized because
none of us—none of us have been able to come together and agree
exactly what we want that program to be. ,

In effect, your legislation, your changes, have added another nail in
the coflin of that program by cutting apart State and local initiative,
the location of where I think the action belong, where T think the
decisions should be made.




5

Now, in spite of my introductory remarks, I must add I very, very
strongly favor community action to’ control crime. I think that the
crimes of opportunity—the crimes of commission and omission—can-
not be attacked through criminal justice systems alone, but require

" vigorous, intelligent, thoughtful, supportive community groups if we
are going to be successful at all. ' - .

The legislation, unfortunately, I believe, falls into the same pitfalls
that LEAA has fallen into, and that is: centralizing bureaucracy, in-
troducing more redtape, interfering with State and local responsive-
ness and their ability to respond to their own problems, and creates
yet o larger Tederal bureaucracy when, in truth and fact, decision
making should be in the hands of the elected officials at that State and
local level. : .

Therefore, though I very strongly favor the concept of community
action, for few efforts at controlling organized crime or white-collar
crime, or crimes of opportunity, can succeed without that kind of
support, I do not support the decrease in the local initiative.

I’ve examined the proposed guidelines that LEAA has produced,
and a brochnre that they put out that your committee may or may not
be in possession of, and find them deficient—clearly deficient.

LEAA’s approach to the problem, I think, is in need of substantial

“reorientation. I'll turn the brochure over to the committee if you do
not have a copy.

I believe that the program as envisioned by LEAA is far too nar-
rowly defined. It is umimaginative, it is lacking in foregight, it is
oriented to police activities; and it’s a captive of existing or established
public or quasi-public agencies. '

The independent, eritical judgments that you believe would come
about as a result of your legislation—and that’s the heart of the legis-
lation—TI think is not possible under those guidelines.

Certainly some grants under the proposed guidelines would be suc-
cessful, and someone could always point to another successful grant
when you spew out enough money to enough different people because
people make things successful—not Federal bureaucracies.

I believe the scope of the program is, unfortunately, so narrow that
potential dramatic accomplishments are not possible at all.

I believe the agency views the program as escort service, auxiliary
police, and like activities which might-be important in a place and a
point in time to be determined by State and loeal officials—and when
I say officials, I mean the public at the State and local level.

But what is disappointing in that they miss many areas—areas
which appear to be systematically excluded from the program.

TFor example, citizens’ effort might be directed to the investigation

of corruption within law enforcement of a particular community, and -
those guidelines systematically preclude that; because the very agencies
or systems that you wish to investigate must sign off approval. ‘
. You know, it’s interesting that when you look at the National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, up-
ward of a $2 million effort by the Federal Government in dollars and
kind—an excellent effort during the years of 1972 and 1978—the com-
munity crime prevention program put together by that Commission,
I believe, was most enlightened.




By the way, parenthetically, you kmnow that Hayden Gregory of
your own staff was the Assistant Director for that effort, an effort
which, I believe, the public and you  subcommittee can applaud. ,

Now, that task force documented publi- responsibilities and found
them to include: responsiveness to the delivery of service, crime pre-
vention, integrity in government, organized crime, corruption control,
campaign financing, systems improvement, and assuring that the sys-
tem offers equity. )

Virtually none of those programs, documented by leaders in the
field, put together in eloquent fashion, are permitted under the pro-
posed guidelines. ; .

To the contrary, it would appeur to be systematically excluded. The
brochure does likewise: it does not appeal. It does not appeal to that
level of activity at all. )

I find that rationale, or the agency’s rationale, very questionable at
best.

T would like to illustrate my point. The Nation’s jails are considered
by most informed persons to be in disgraceful condition,

In 1974, over 140,000 persons awaiting trial or serving sentences,
were housed in those inadequate facilities—clearly inadequate: lack-
ing any services; housing people together in overcrowded conditions;
limited, if any, opportunity for recreation or learning—schools for
additional eriminal activity.

And recognize that those very persons are, by and large, under 21,
uimxpployed, school dropouts, truants, drug abusers, and, probably,
blaci-

__When you look at the numbers further you find that 40 percent were
black of 140,000 persons; 50 percent—and why does it go up —50
percent, of the 50,000 awaiting trial were black.

Consider, also, that over 50 percent—over 50 percent of the jail in-
mates charges with larvceny, rape, robbery or murder—were black.

Now, are those ratios—a function of unemplovment, underemploy-
ment education—I pose the rhetorical question: Would a closer analy-
sis of those numbers—by example by an independent citizens’ group—
of the arrest and detention, the sentencing patterns. and the particular
location, uncover, perhans, systematic racial discrimination? :

Or would such an analysis reveal community needs nd deficiencies?
The 140.000 people are a real problem—those guidelir . are addressing
notat all. )

Some vears ago there was a very intervesting co.aputer model de-
veloped at Carnegie Mellon, and the model which was developed would
show you in dramatic fashion that if you increased police, what impact
it has on the courts and on corrections, on the school systems. The
LEAA program is so oriented toward policelike activities that it ap-
pears to lack vision.

More than 200,000 persons are presently incarcerated in State and
Federal institutions; 180,000 of those have been charged with viola-
tions of State laws,

Forty percent of those are housed in Southern States. Forty percent
of the 180,000 persons are in institutions in the Southern States. That’s
128.4 per 100,000 population. That’s twice the rate in the Northeast
twice the rate in the north ceniral section of the country, and over 50-
percent higher than the rate in the Western States.
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And T think that the public may well ask why. Is that where all the
crimeis? ‘

Would this be an appropriate subject, since they are the taxpayers,
of a citizens’ investigation? Again, precluded under these regulations.

The Standards and Goals Commission report is a blueprint for ac-
tion. You don’t need any more study. You -don’t need any more
analysis.

It’s another document that was placed on the shelf. It’s not that that
is the final solution; but, from an action standpoint, we haveu’t even
caught up to this. '

There seems that thers hag been no attempt to take advantage of the
Standards and Goals effort—and, I might, add, whether it be the com-
munity crime prevention program or the corrections monographs, or
the other monographs presented by that Commission.

I know you probably ask the question: Why hasn’t the responsibil-
ity and authority for the expenditure of the community anticrime proj-
ect funds been placed in the appropriate officials and persons hands—
where the action is?

Has there been—and I only pose the question for you, if you deemed
justified to explore further. Has it, in effect, been rejected because we
sought—the Federal agency sought—to proliferate the Federal agency
—to create yet a larger Federal bureaucracy, attempting to make de-
cisions without information, without the ability, without the responsi-
hiliy, here, in Washington on the—as they say—the shores of the
Potomac. !

Now, truly, the Governors, and the mayors, and the county officials,
and the public itself, are the ones repsonsible for their own communi-
ties. Tht,a’y need support. Most people would suy, “We need dollar
sunnoxrt.

But do they really want the direct intervention, and do they need %
in the decisionmaking process on how their community should be run
by a Federal agency—and, certainly, by a Federal agency whose pro-
gram, whose efforts documented by your own committee, has been as
uncertain as TEAA’s.

If T may, and, certainly, without infrineement on time—if time
doesn’t permit, please stop me—T will take o few moments, if you wish,
and address the guidelines specifically.

Page 57, section (d) of the guidelines, under the section, “Eligibility
to Receive Grants.” I’m not sure whether theve was an attemnt to gys-
tematically exclude any governmental group at the mumicipal or
county level, but it does say, “State ¢r national agencies.”

T assume that they are excluding government groups, but are they
also excluding those groups ywhose nature of being, if you vill, is less
broad than statewide?

If they are—and I would suggest that you should pose those ques-
tiotl.ls——they have clearly excluded a very potent force in community
action.

I applaud your comments about national agencies: I think you are
right. Again, limiting the program to only national agencies would
be decidedly deficient, and it would defeat the essence of an effective
community action program.
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Page 57, subdivision (g) (t) under “Crime Analysis,”—one has to
support, Congressmen, the importance of data collection and analysis.
It’s an integral component of a successful project. )

But it’s also ludicrous—absolutely ludicrous—to impose that re-
spongibility on community action groups. Do you know that LEAA.
spends approximately $80 million a year at the Federal level on data
collection? I have no idea how many Federal dollars they spend at
the State and local levels collecting data.

Most of it goes to the Bureau of the Census—$30 million a year. And
I dare say most of the people in this room, including the LEAA of-
ficials, probably never read that data.

And if the Federal Government, spends $30 million a year at just the
Federal level, collecting data through the Bureau of the Census—
questioning thousands and thousands of people—it’s important data,
it’s important information—how they can impose upon a three-person
community action group in an urban center that’s trying to deal with
real problems of police brutality, or conditions in the jails, or integritv
in Government, or escort services, or help for the elderly, or juvenile
job programs—what have you—think that they are going to go ont
with no front money and spend money collecting data to document the
basis for their decision, I think it’s absolutely Judierous.

But instead, what would happen, it’s built in as an excuse not to
give a grant to those persons you don’t want to give a grant, because
you can always give that excuse—where’s the data.

‘Well, there’s no ability to gather the data, and there’s no money for
the data. Why not charge the Federal Government with the responsi-
bility—with the requirement—to capture the information necessary
to justify how not only the moneys under this program are spent, but
how the $600 million plus that goes to LIEAA now on an annual basis
18 spent.

They don’t use data to spend the other $600 million; why are they
requiring so much «data to justify the expenditure of $25,000 grants
to community action programs?

And it's not that the importance of data is not there; it is—it is
there. They mouth that responsibility in the other guidelines, too; but
if you louk at how the money is, in fact, spent in LEAA, you are hard
pressed to justify the expenditure of those funds based upon the
dollars as they should be drawn if you try to balance it off against
crimes of violence, rapes, robberies, the larcenies, the corruption, the
organized crimes—you are hard pressed to justify the expenditure of
those dollars.

Recently, I'm sure, you saw in the TWashington Post about the
SWAT teams that have spread over the country, some of them in
rural settings, that have never been used—these well trained police
officers with very, very expensive weapons and uniforms, chasing shad-
ows—mbut there are no shadows. )

Mzr. Asreroox. On that point, do you know where the next——

Mr. Daxzieer. No, sir, I don’t. And, I dare say, I don't helieve
LEAA docs, local or State police do, or the Federal ngencies. Because
there has been no evidence that those attacks have been forecasted by
law enforcement agencies, including the terrorist attack that recently
happened in Washington, D.C. '
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It was not in Washington, D.C., sir, that the trained SWAT teams
or their equivalent brought about the successful resolution of a very,
very dangerous civcumstance, but, rather, a well-trained police agency
and an excellent chief, and coordinated efforts by lots of people includ-
ing the public citizens of this country, and, other countries, working
together to resolve o problem in 4 way that did not require shot guns
and training of the type that the SWAT officers are gettinz.

No, I don’t have an answer to that, but T don’t think anybody else
does either. '

And I would, perhaps, be a little bit disturbed were they to have
an answer, because it would probably mean that they were using illegal
electronic surveillance to get the answer. And I think we all have to
measure our rights as citizens against the ability to protect ourselves.

On page 57, (g) (8) and {4), where they require endorsement by
local police departments, demonstrated coordination and involvement
of police in the program, those are, nerhaps, the most deadly and de-
structive portions of these guidelines, because it limits the activities of
this program go seriously that you may, in effect, make this effort ex~
clusively an auxiliary police or an escort service—a PAL and nothing
more.

I’'m not saying that those programs, if determined by the citizens of
that community, are bad. They’re good. They’re good, and they should
be supported. ,

But think of the VERA Foundation effort in New York—the citi-
zens’ effort funded, initially, privately—that brought about nation-
wide, and certainly in New York, a massive revision of the pretrial
detention programs of this country—massive revisions—and in a posi-
tive sort of way.

That program was—I was a prosecutor during the period—and it
was attacked during that period by ~very single public agency in the
city, the police included, as a destructive program.

'tADd now it’s been institutionalized; and now it’s supported by the
city.
New Orleans and Chicago erime commissions could not, in their

early days and, perhaps, still, get the support of local police depart~

ments. They have been in the vanguard—citizens groups in the van-
guard—dealing with corruption in those cities.

I think those two sections you should question the agency about and
determine if it fits the design of the program as you see it.

. Iwas curious by page 57, (g) (5), where it refers to specific qualifica-
tions of an applicant, Such general language is tailor made, gentle-
men—tailor made to deny a grant to anybody who doesn’t wear, per-
haps, your political stripe, your interest,

There’s no criteria for that. If you want to set forth specific quali-
fications, have them set forth—voice—the specific qualifications n ad-
vance. Let the public know what they are to contend with to secare
the moneys under this program.

I further point out that any newly created organization is also sys-
tematically excluded from this program,

It’s often that the emerging consciousness of a citizens’ group offers
the most imaginative and innovative approaches to solving problems.




10

That’s not to say that an old-line agency citizens’ group is not an ap-
propriate one to fund; but we should not, in introducing a program
like this, systematically exclude those that cannot point to some line-
age.

* It reminds me of some parts of the labor movement. It reminds me
of some unions that have successfully excluded some ethnic groups
from entering into those fields.

' Tt took the Supreme Ceurt to change those policies. It certainly
shouldn’t require court actions to get LEAA to recognize newly emerg-
ing groups that may innovative ways of dealing with problems in our
ecommunities.

Page 58, paragraph (25), section (a). I wonder, because it has been

the history of LEAA. to spend a substantial amount of money on tech-
pical assistance, conferences, and publication.
- If you were to add up all of the money at the State and local level
and the Federal level—the tripe to Jackson Hole, the trips to Europe,
the trips to lovely places to have conferences—if you were to add up
all of that money over the several years of that program, my gcuess
is that you would see many millions—far more tkan they are invest-
ing—in the community anticrime program.

You may pose that question : How much money, since the inception
of the program, has gone to: foreign travel, travel to resort areas, for
publications, for conferences?

- If you were to add all of that money together, my expeetations are
that it would be in many millions,

And when you read paragraph (25), subdivision (a), one strongly
expects—at least I strongly expect—that we have yet anether tech-
nical assistance and conference effort rather than an action program.

- And I would strongly recommend that any conferenee monery, o1
publication money, if you will—any neat trips to some of those resort
areas and swimming pools, especially in times when the taxpayer may
well be concerned—should be tied into an action effort, and the action
effort should be dragging along the other, not the conference or the
“technical assistance being the main agenda.

Mz, Conzmrs. Mr. Danziger, I notice you have comments on six
-more pages of these guidelines, and since they are not in your tes-
timony, we are very anxious to have them here.

So, perhaps, if you could telescope some of your diseussion just so
that the areas that you want to indicate are on the reeord, and then
we can go back and enlarge.

M. Danzieer. All right, sir.

Mz, Conxers. I don’t want you to he——

Mr. Danzierr. All right, I’ll move very quickly, sir. I’'m sorry for
-taking so much time. ,

I think that the essence of my comments, sir, are:

The program. is too narrowly defined. It excludes substantial areas
of criminal activity and conduct which should not be excluded—for
which the public 1s uniquely able to deal with: Integrity, various
forms of corruption, systems improvement—drawing together several
persons from the business community, for example, who try to assist
municipal or county officials in dealing with their systems problems to
bring forth more efficiency in the operations of the agencies. These
functions could be performed by citizen groups for which they appro-
priately conld be funded,
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" I find that the tie to public agencies is divisive for your program,
and will bring about serious limitations.

I think placing the burdens on the commuuity actions group for
inordinate degrees of coordination—those magic words of coordina-
tion and cooperation—are destructive to the program. . ,

Congressmen, it’s impossible to get the executive branch without the.
power of 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, to coordinate the various execu-
tive department or agencies activities. '

I once attended to get them to march together on a crime program.
Absolutely impossible—without the support of 1600 Pennsylvania
Avenue.

Yet, to impose that responsibility of coordination and cooperation
on community groups, I think, is a conflict in terms. L

Last, I would say that the amount of money set aside for the project
team for each discreet grant is so small that, though it’s lip service to
the program, I do not believe it is sufficient. Further the 30 percent
tunding reduction for continuation grants—is virtually a death blow
for the effort. : : ‘ ‘

If you deem appropriate, sir; I gladly will try to answer any ques-
tions that you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Danziger follows:]

STATEMENT OF MARTIN DANZIGER, DIRECTOR, UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA -
HEALTHE AND RETIREMENT FUNDS

Chairman Rodino, distinguished members of the subcommittee, my name is
Martin Danziger. I am director of the Unifted Mine Workers of America Health
and Betirement Funds. It is my responsibility to administer the day-to-day op-
erations of the funds and report to the board of trustees. I assure thut adminis-
trative policies are formulated, implemented, and evaluated in accordance with
applicable federal laws and regulations and that provisions set forth in the -
trusts themselves and the trustees’ policy statements are followed. Prior to join-
ing the funds. T spent over 10 years in law enforcement, of which over 5 years
were spent with LEAA. .

“Permit me a gratuitous observation. I applaud your vigorous oversight activi-
ties directed at LEAA. It is an important program which has potential to enlarge
our understanding and ability to deal with crime, criminal justice system, crimi-
nals and would be criminals,

. As I examine the enabling legislation, however, I cannot help-but be depressed
and dismayed. I observe a growing loss of local and State initiative aggravated
by the encroachment of the Tederal legislative process and the creation of 4
categorical grant program, ) . ) i .

I very strougly favor the concept of community action, for without it, few ef-
forts at controlling organized crime, white collar crime,“or the erimes of oppor-
tunity can succeed. By definition, our form of government reqgaires that in order to
reach real greatness, there be cotnitinuous; independent assessment and involve-
ment on the part of the nonaligned, interested, and concerned citizenry. ¥n my
-opinion, therefore, commmunity anticrime activity is an integral component of g
successful -eriminal justice and prevention system, a system successful in the
sense that it is both coordinated and effective.

I have examined the proposed LBAA Community Anti-Crime Discretionary
Grant guidelines and find them deficient, and LWAA’s approach to this program
in need of substantial reorientation. ¥ believe the community programs as er.:
visioned by TINAA are too narrowly defined, unimaginative, lacking in foresight, .
orientafed to police activities, and a captive of éxisting or established public
and - quasi-public agencies. Independent, critical judgments will not be possible,-
Though some grants under the proposed guidelines would certainly he successful, -
the scope of these programs is unfortunately so narrowed that potential and
dramatic accomplishments are probably impossible. o : PR

LEAA administration apparently views community anticrime efforts exclusively .
in terms of “crime watch,” “escort service,” “auxiliary police” and like activitios
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endorsed by local police departments. This is disglppointing. I_t is especia}ly dig-
appointing given that the very subject of the citizen et:fqr’r, might be an 1nvest%—
gation of corruption within the law enforcement or pohtxcal_ commumty: EX&IIIP
nation of LEAA’S own efforts and those of the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals during 1972 and 1973 reveals a far more
exciting and enlightened thought process. Parenthetxcall_y, it m_1g_ht be noted
that Hayden Gregory (of your committee’s staff) was assnst_apt director for the
community crime prevention effort, an effort which is my opinion was one of th‘e
major accomplishments of the Commission. The community crime prevention tas:{
force documented public responsibilities, and found thexp to 1{1c1udc-§ Goyernment s
responsiveness to delivery of services; crime pl'evex?tlon; mtqgnty in Gove.rn—
ment; organized crime; corruption control; campaign financing ; systems im-
provement; and assuring that the system affords equity. The proposed gra'nt
guidelines appear to systemically exclude these types of programs from consid-
eration for support, a stance whose rationale appears to be questionabl_e at best.

I illustrate my point by example: The nation’s jails, which are considered by
most informed persons to be in disgraceful condition, detained in 1974 over
140,000 persons awaiting trial or serving sentences. Of this number, .approxi-
mately 40 percent were black. Further, 50 percent of the 50,000 awaiting trial
were black. Also consider that over 50 percent of the jail inmates charged with
larceny, rape, robbery, or murder were black. Are these percentages a function
of npemployment, underemployment, and education? Would close analysis by an
independent citizens group of arrest, detention and sentencing patterns in a
particular location uncover systematic racial discrimination? Or would such an
analysis reveal community needs and deficiencies?

More than 200,000 persons are presently incarcerated in state and federal insti-
tutions. Of these, more than 180,000 have been charged with violations of state
laws, Of those detained in state institutions, over 40 percent are being held in
Southern States. That is 128.4 per 100,000 population. That percentage and rate is
far higher than in any other section of the country. It is twice the rates in the
Northeast and North Central sections of the country, and over 50 percent higher
than the rate in the Western States. Why? Wouldn’t this be an appropriate sub-
jeet for a nongovernmental investigation?

The Standards and Geals Commission report is a blueprint for action. The
guidelines should conform to those recommendations.

I will now, with your permission, address the guidelines specifically,

Mz. Cowymrs. I want to thank you very much. I think you’ve gotten
us off to a very good beginning, Mr. Danziger, and I really regret al-
ready that you didn’t have a chance to make more fully the detailed
comment. We're trying to figure out a way to do it—maybe with
counsel.

We can, perhaps, get some more notions of your specific feelings
about a number of the points that are in the guidelines that you
may not have been able to address specifically.

Now comes the best part.

Mr. Dawzieer. All right, sir.

Mr. Coxnyers. What I’'m trying to do here, and what the Crime
Subeommittee 1s trying to do is merely to let into this $5 billion opera-
tion the small groups, the neighborhood groups, block clubs, the un-
incorporated few citizens on the west side of town that may have
an idea how they can cooperate with a precinct, but they might need a
little funding and a little coordination.

_And what we find that we have here is a great number of restric-
tions that, in effect, would defeat that purpose and, perhaps, really
become just another part of a program in which that organization
with the best grant writer gets there first with the sharpest proposal
and will wallc off as the “umbrella” who will then become responsible
to divying out these little picces through the CAP program or some
national nonprofit organization.
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I think I hear you saying—first of all, discrimination, since how it
would be selected is not perfectly clear; or that there would be a mode
of selection in which you could select anybody you wanted, and that,
in general, the whole thrust of people—community groups relating to
the crime problem with their local law enforcement—vould be es-
sentially defeated.

If T’'m correct in just skimming off the top of your statement and
your additional comment to your prepared statement, how best might
you recornmend that this subcommittee, or, indeed, the Congress, inter-
vene at this point?

Mr. Danziger. I believe, Congressman, first, that your comments are
excellent. I think you have, far better than I did, summarized some of
the maj (1)1- deficiencies in those guidelines, so I applaud what you have
just saxd.

The specific answer to your question, sir, I would try to approach
this problem using a line that Congressman Rooney used when the
program was first adopted, and in retrospect—at the time I thought
he was wrong—he may have been right: “Perhaps LEAA should be
six people and a check writer.”

The essence of that comment, I believe, is that the program should
be directed and placed in the hands of the responsible, elected Govern-
ment official at the lowest level of Government—and I say lowest—
the closest to the people, so it would allow the decisionmaking process
to be in the hands of those appropriate officials.

And if the decisions are bad, as they undoubtedly will be in some
instances, they can be voted out of office. As the program is presently
designed the public has no one to question. No one is responsible to the
very public who is entitled to the benefits of the program.

The disadvantaged, refused, discriminated against, forgotten public,
that seeks to get support under this program—under these guide
lines—has no recourse.

Mzr. CoxyErs. Well, then, invoking the philosophy of one of our late
members,z are you referring to LEAA or the community anticrime
program?

Mr. Danzicer. I'm referring to LEAA. Community action program
Lagree with. I would have the decisionmaking in the hands of persons
who are knowledgeable about their community—truly knowledge-
able—ho would have to be responsive to the community because they
owe their jobs and salaries to it—their position to it—their ego to it.

In contrast, the way the total LEAA program is designed, includ-
ing these guidelines, there is no way for the public who feels dis-
advantages, whether they’ve been refused a grant or refused service,
to say, “Why #”—to object. :

Oh, certainly, they can write to you, sir, and you’ll do the best you
can; but you are a busy person. Congressmen are busy people.

I firmly believe that this program should be in the control of State
anfd: local government officials who's out there on the bricks where the
action is. :

The community action efforts to secure action moneys should be
through some local delivery system. Place the money in a block grant
form either in the mayor’s office—Dbased on the extent of criminal
activity—Detroits, New Yorks, the Newarks, the San Franciscos, the
Los Angeleses, the Chicagos, Miamis, the Atlantas—place the money
where the problem is.

93183~ T
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Make the distribution of that money decidely public. Make the
guidelines very fair. And make the decisionmaking as to who gets that
money in the hands of persons who have to be responsible to the very
people living in those communities, rather than placing it so many
thousands and thousands of miles away where there is no need to
answer for decisions that are made—none at all. o

Mr. Conyers. Well, we've been thinking about that one possibility.

Have you considered the fact that local political activity would be
such that some groups would not be related even to that kind of
political machinery and would also be excluded? .

Mr. Danziger. Absolutely so, and, undoubtedly, in some communi-
ties it would happen. And I think the history of the last 8 years has
indicated it can happen at the Federal level just as well.

Certainly, if you look behind each and every grant, not only ab
LEAA—we shouldn’t use only them as whipping boys—but at HIEW,
the National Institute of Health—prestigeous organizations like that
that seem to be subject to very little oversight—we would, certainly
observe grants that have gone out under “the political process.”

I dare say, if I was going to make a decision as to who I would
rather exercise the political process, I probably would rather have an
elected official at the State and local level who is closer to the people
than an unresponsible civil servant.

I know, in some instances, it would be abused, but it also is at the
Federal level, sir. And we certainly can audit just as well as we can
audit at the Federal level to control abuse.

Mr. Coxyers. Thank you.

"The gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Asmproox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I guess the more I look at it, the more I wonder how I’m ever going
to get out of this maze. I notice you were in there for a while. I
assume you don’t think you were able to accomplish that much while
you were there.

Mr. Dawzierr, If I may respond to that, sir. I think my single con-
tribution was the design—participation in the design—of the impact
program.

It certainly had its fair share of criticism—justified eriticism I
might say—but if T may just touch upon what I think was right about
it—and there was a devil of a lot wrong with it—the right part about
it was that it was limited to eight cities. Those cities were not selected
politically. They were selected based—where the crime was—violent
crime.

And the decisionmaking as to how the money was to be spent was
placed in local officials’ hands—directly in his hands—and they were
fully responsible for how that money was spent.

It succeeded in places like Denver, where the political system was
superb; it succeeded to some degree in Portland where the political
system was superb.

It failed in Cleveland, sir; and a lot of money went to Cleveland.
It failed in Newark, sir; and a lot of money went to Newark.

. And T think the responsibility for those failures is not, exclusively,
in the hands of the political official, because there are a lot of forces
that feed the problem of crime.
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But, certainly, the deficiencies of the political process in those two
cities, for example, contributed to that effect.

Mzr. Asmsroox. In listening to this I have the feeling that I've been
there before, because 6 or § years ago I was part of an oversight sub-
committee on the poverty program, and we tried to design the same
thing—make it local as much as possible—and yet we always had the
same arguments, that a great amount of money went to the poverty
lawyers and not the people who were really in the poverty class.

. The same problem in the community growth—the same problem of,
sooner or later, becoming enmeshed in the political operation, be it
democratic or republican, of the city or the region where the program
is involved-—and you see that. :

You see that it’s going down that track, time after time, and yet it
looks like we're going to take another pass in the same direction.

Now, I have the guidelines in front of me to refer to pages 56, 57,
and 58—just say something as simple as this. Could you write us 2
model guideline, from your point ot view—junk all of this and say if
you were in a position to implement a guideline, what would you do?

For example, you said you don’t like the endorsement proposal by
local police, that is, but could provide us, from your perspective, what
you think a good operating guideline would be in lieu of this?

Now, it’s easy for all of us just to take a pot shot at it, but could you
eome up with a guideline proposal that you think would work and im-
plement the objectives that you testified about today ? ’

My, Dawziger. If you accept the essential principle that I have tried
to pose, sir, because my guidelines would be—not more than three or
four reference because I would place the responsibility in the local
communities.

And I would not allow the Federal Government to set up a bureau-
cratic, redtape control mechanism. I would rather, if there’s going to
be one, have that out there where the people reside.

. And I would also make sure the money went out—not across the
country so that Westchester, N.Y. or Dearborn, Mich.—you
know, one of the more affluent communities would have a chance of
getting any of this money. I would put all of the money in, as I said,
New Yorks, Chicagos, the Newarks, New Jerseys, the Miamis, the At-
lantas, the Los Angeleses, the San Franciscos, the Denvers.

I would put all the money—every penny of the money—I, perhaps,
would put every penny of LEAA’s money—in those urban or rural
centers where the violent crime problem is the most serious.

And I would systematically exclude from receipt of funds under
this program those communities and/or States where the problem of
crime doesn’t reach the level of intensity and seriousness of some of
these other large cities. , i

Mr. Asusroox. Well, I think you recognize the legislative problem
there. I think all of us are the same: we see the problem, and then,
when it comes to implementing it legislatively, we want to make sure
that everybody gets some of it. ) )

Montgomery County, Md., would get just as much proportionately
as the areas that really need it, whether you’re talking about poverty,
edueation, or crime.
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But I think what I would like to see witnesses come up with—and,
again, I’'m not putting anything to you that I don’t put to myself. T
find myself quite often saying, “Oh, isn’t this terrible. It's awful. T
could a better job.” And if somebody ever looked at me and said, “Dos
the better job,” I'm not so sure I could sometimes.

But just for purposes of some bench marks and places to start,
would you submit to us what would be your guidelines to replace
these, were you in a position to implement.

1 think if we got a number of these, we might be in a little bit better
position to evaluate them. T don’t expect you to have them now, but if
you do, with a little bit of thought, just send them to the chairman
and members of the committee. Just say, “Here are guidelines that
I would implement. Maybe we’d have a little bit more objective place-
to start.

Mr. Danziger. Well, T think your requests are fair. T would just.
make one comment: the person who generally are asked to appear be-
fore you probably have other responsibilities.

I'm not an academic; I run an organization of 800 people. We serve
800,000 people. The energy crisis, the coal industry, the problems of
health care and pension reform—are our immediate problems. The.
time available to spend on this kind of effort is limited. Ask the people
in this room who are from LEAA to raise their hands. There are 12
Feople or 15 people from LEAA sitting in this room, listening to these-
hearings. One would assume they are over staffed when they have that.
number of persons available to come to listen to their own testify,

when you get printed statements? It’s interesting.

So, your request i1s perfectly reasonable but it’s not totally realistic-
because I will not spend much more time on this, sir.

Mzr. Asusroox. That’s OX to tell us. I think even Members of Con-
gress feel the same way.

I'm on another committee—Education and Labor Committee. And
I read a few months ago—it kind of shook me up—that the Commis-
sioner of Education indicated there were 1,000 people in HEW doing"
nothing but writing, reading, promulgating their regulations—1,000-
i111 one department. We have five or six on our stafl trying to look at
them.

X don’t expect you to do something I don’t think we can, but if it’s
possible, and you could reduce it to that five or six lines, I would like.
to see it.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Convyers. The gentleman from North Carolina.

M. Gupeer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

May I ask—yonr concerns are very real, of course, They are the-
concerns of the entire committee,

You mentioned Houston, Tex. I recall, some years ago, that in
ITouston a one-on-one volunteer probation system was developed. It .
became outstanding in the Nation, related to young, first offender-type
individuals, and seemed to afford one community’s very brilliant ap-
proach to juvenile crime,.

I recall a very outstanding district attorney, a little bit like you, up -
in Flint, Mich., who had some idea about developing a diversion, try-
ing to deal with the same age group in the society there, but whose .
success, I think, was less marked.
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What you are saying is that a community can develop a program
that can work if the community is dedicated to achieving that.

Now, has there ever been, under LEAA’s supervision, any clear pilot
program where it’s gone into a particular community and developed a
whole format of programs which would actually encourage the par-
ticipation of your churches, of your youth groups, your scouts, and
all of your various youth groups in getting existing elements of that
soclety to working together in harmony with the consortium concept
that is expressed in this report ?

Is there any clear place in this country where the community has
said, “We are going to get down to dealing effectively with this
problem.”?

Now, in my own communily in North Carolina, we have a com-
munity watch program. They have some problems. And we have o
lot of other departments that I think are wholesome and promise to
Jbe productive.

But when you get into the highly socially disturbed community of

‘a concentrated city, you're dealing with a different, complicated
Jproblem.
_ What do we have, by way of program analysis? What do we have
by way of any community that has said, “Iere, we're going to deal
with this, and we’re going to all get together and pray together, and
work together, and make it work.”?

My, Daxzieer. I would like to share with you two very brief ex-
amples if T may. There’s one community that I know of, and T'm sure
there are others.

There’s a wonderful, wonderful lady in Indianapolis—just a mag-
nificent person—whose name for the moment escapes me. But I will
et that name and send it to you, sir, if you wish.

This lady developed a court watch program in that city that has
become the model for the Nation. She’s developed a program for
dealing with juveniles who dropped out of school that’s a model for
the Nation.

She is absolutely tremendous, She is related to the publisher of the
Indianapolis newspaper, and that lady is just one of the most exciting,
imaginative, hard-working persons I have met in the community ac-
tion field.

I served on an advisory panel with her for many years. We all
were impressed by her activities, her vigorousness, her toughness, and
her motto is very interesting: “Don’t ask anything from the Federal
Government and do one thing at the time.”

And, by gosh, she does it; and she is just tremendous. She has
mobilized communities. Her programs have gone way beyond her
own city. .

She’s become nationally recognized. She’s written on the subject.

The second program, in New York was also very interesting. There
was a methadone program supported by LEAA that was quite 1magl-
native in terms of what they were trying to do. It was not necessarily
successful, but they were learning about drug abusers. .

The program was designed to include social service support seryices
in addition to the methadone. Very expensive services to every single
drug abuser that came in for methadone,
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Besides being on methadone, they would get counseling, psychiatric
treatment, and other social service support. It cost many, many dollars
per participant. :

They decided to try it a different way. They decided to take a group
of persons who needed methadone—the drug abusers—and let them
go in a different door of the rehab program and get none of the sup-
port services and see if it made any difference.

So, they did. They had a control group. And they found that after
many, many months, the group that was not receiving the support
services was doing better than the group that they were spending this
tremendous amount of money on.

They didn’t understand. It was mind boggling—absolutely mind
boggling. So they studied the data and delivery system.

And they found out why. The person sitting behind the desk dis-
tributing the methadone was a former drug abuser—an ex-con. He was
tremendous. ;

Forgive the language, if you will, but when somebdy came in he
would say, “Charlie,”—because he knew everybody by name because
he was there before—and he said, “Chaxrlie, did you go down and look
for that job?”

Charlie would say, “Well—" The guy said, “Listen, I'm going to
1*1.11) yo% };ight in the mouth. I told you to go down there and look for
that job.

If tlhe kid wasn’t going to school, he would want to see his school
records.

He intervened. He was the best form of social worker. He wasn’t
supposed to be; he was only supposed to hand out the orange juice
and methadone, but, instead, he got involved.

He didn’t have any of the training except that he had been there.
He was an ex-con who used to use drugs.

He was consistently concerned about the young people coming into
that methadone program, and he would threaten to kick them all over
the street if they didn’t followthrough and cure their habits.

And the kids understood that, and the kids loved him for it. And,
the program worked.

A tremhendous amount of monev that has been spent—Federal money
that has been spent through the LEAA program—has done wonderful

things.

‘What we surface in our discussions are always the things that fail,
and, yes, there have heen a devil of a lot of failures.

Have there been more failures than there should be? I don’t know.
Have there been less successes than there should be? I have no idea,
gir. There have been both.

And what youw’re hoping to do, and what I would like to see done—
and I’m sure the LA A officials would like to see done—and, certainly,
the public would like to see done is maximize successes and, somehow,
decrease the failures.

And Pm suggesting an alternative to do that, which I think is
preferable to the present alternative as posed in these guidelines, or as
posed in the LIEA A philosophy.

Yes; I think your comments are sound. There are 9 lot of excellent
things going on in the street. There are a lot of excellent things going
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on that we don’t know about, and some that we do know about, in
local communities.

Leaders make success, just the way that young man did in that
methadone program. You put another person in that program, a
person like me, and it would have been a dismal failure. You put
most of us in there and it would have been a dismal failure. But that
young man knew how to make it work.

And that’s what we have to find, and you don’t find that by setting
up a Federal bureaucracy and reviewing grant applications. You find’
that by having people out there who know who the leaders are, whether-
t%ley come from the church, or the boy scouts, or from ladies in tennis-
shoes.

Mor. Guperr. And what you are saying here 1s that this can only come-
about on a community level, v

Mr. Danzicer. Absolutely. ,

Mr. Gupeer. It cannot be handed down through a hierarchy of-——-

Mr. Dawziger. Absolutely. Absolutely.

Mr. Gupeer. Who was the judge in a little town in Michigan that
was so successful—Lindhouse? Something like that?

Mr, Daxziger. I don’t know, sir, I’m sorry. :

Mxr. Gupeer. He was a court judge who changed the whole social’
complex in a community.

Mr. Dawzrger. I agree with what you're—your comment.

Mr. Gooeer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mzr. Coxyers. Do you have any recommendations about the July 15-
deadline in terms of these guidelines—the submission of applications.
for the program ?

We've noticed LEAA. is supposed to cut off applications July 15,.
so that then is from May 21 to July 15 for application submission.
What do you think ¢

Mzr. Danzierr. Yes; I have noted that, sir, and T meant to comment
upon it. I’ve learned painfully, because I have been uniquely wrong:
in many instances, sir—many, many instances—that we clearly mis-
judge how long it takes to disseminate information, to get people-
interested, to gear people up, to collect the information to make us
knowledgeable and to make something a success, and I am the worst:
offender of that. :

And, in looking at someone else’s, I can say, “By gosh, that’s the same-
nistake I would have made.” :

This program will not be ready to fund, in my opinion, were LEAA
to approve these proposed guidelines today—this program would not
be ready to really fund in a successful, sophisticated way——drawing-
upon other than those persons ‘who have grant applications on the
shelf or establishment groups—this won’t be ready to fund until the-
‘turn of the calendar year, if then.

It then, because you have to get this information out. You have to-
get people to think about it. You have to get them to come to agreement..

How difficult it is at the community level, as you all well know, to get
people to accept an idea or a few ideas. :

And to force the money out this way, it would just be dumping it on.
establishinent groups who would go to their file room of proposed grant
applications and take one from column A, and one from column B,.
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throw it in and pick up to $25,000—and it would be, T believe, sir,
another failure, or less than the imaginative, innovative program that
it could be. ‘

So, yes, I’'m glad you pointed that out. I strongly suggest that these
guidelines, once made effective, either leave time that at least extend
over 6 months or more with very serious, very sophisticated dissemi-
nation of information, so the public has a sense of what they have to
deal with—how they may take part of that effort.

Mr. Conyers. Well, I thank you on behalf of the committee, and I
only hope that, out of your wealth of background, youw'll feel free to
vield small amounts of your time to this subcommittee as we continue
to try to move toward what I think is a common goal for all of us.

We're trying to make this part of the system work, and I find your
candor and your honesty in approaching the problem very refresh-
ing, and I think it will help us in our work a great deal.

Mr. Danzicer. Thank you very much, sir, and I appreciate the op-
portunity to give a report.

Mr. Cowyers. Onr next witness is Mr. Edward Shurna, who is the
director of the metropolitan anticrime coalition in Chicago, coor-
dinator of the crime task force, and he has been actively involved in
community organizing for close to 10 years.

We have your prepared statement, and it will be entered into the
record. And we're glad that you can come here and join us in our
oversight hearing today.

TESTIMONY OF EDWARD SHURNA, COORDINATOR, CRIME TABK
FORCE OF THE NATIONAL PEOPLES ACTION

Mr. Smorwa. I want to thank the committee for inviting me to
attend this hearing.

The legislation which produced the community anticrime program
has very good intent because it recognizes the need to involve com-
munity people in the fight against crime.

I think that’s the main goal—to actively involve the neighborhood
residents in fighting crime-and reducing the fear of crime. The guide-
lines we're talking about today should be geared toward that one goal.

And although I find it disconcerting that now we’re talking about,
possibly, January of mnext year as a target date, I honestly think
that if we’re serious about this—if we're serious about getting the
money to the neighborhoods, serious about getting the money to the
communities—that we could do it faster.

I think in your statement you called LEA A the pariah, and T think
it’s adequate. I think it’s an outcast among the LEAA programs. No
-one wants to touch it.

My, Conyers. How come?

Mr. Smorwa. I have my own opinion on that. I think when you're
talking about dealing with community groups, youw're talking about
the Government all of a sudden recognizing people that are different
than the elected officials or the bureaucrats, and having to deal with
common folk.

And they don’t know how to do it. They’re not the experts. People in
the bureaucracy like to think that they are the experts. They like to
feel that they know all of the answers, and all of a sudden, you have
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people who don’t dress the same way, or don’t act the same way, or
talk out of turn.

And they don’t like that. They feel uncomfortable with it.

And the other reason would be—which has happened, certainly, in
Chicago and other cities—is that they are afraid that it might show.
You know, I think they are afraid that things that are “under the
rug” might be exposed.

They are afraid they might be canght with their pants down. They
are afraid that there might be conflict—that there might be friction.

I happen to think that that is a good thing. You know, in physics
you learn that any movement, except in a vacuum, creates friction.
And, having gone through many city of Chicago council sessions, they
are great debates.

Even in sessions of Congress you see flaming debates, you see great
rhetoric, you see all of that stuff that happens on the street.

But when the citizens do it—when the citizens get mad about a
program—when citizens use the press to support their position, it's
wrong ; they’re agitators. They’re ridiculed. They’re ridiculous people.

But in the form of Congress, and in the form of the Senate, and in
the form of city administration, you have that debate.

And I think it’s a question of whether you want to deal with citizens’
groups as equals, or whether you want to deal with them as children.
If you want to deal with them as equals, then they have a right to
criticize.

Let me go on. Tt is the neighborhood people who are the victims of
crime, and often it is the same residents of the poor low- and moderate-
income communities who are most skeptical of governmental efforts to
fight erime.

These people daily experience crime and the fear of erime. They've
experienced police indifference and hostility. They see how easy it is
for the criminal to get back out on the street.

They’ve been to the courts and taken off from work countless days
only to receive another continuance. And I could go on for hours tell-
ing stories about that.

And it is to these communities and for these citizeng that this pro-
gram should be geared.

The involvement of the citizens must be maximized. Often fimes,
governmental agencies are more willing to give money to large founda-
tions or other governmental agencies to do the work of the citizens.
The only citizen involvement they are looking for is a rubber stamp.

And I think we should be talking about citizens stamping out
crime and not just rubber stamping some piece of paper.

Community involvement is the key to the survival of the neighbor-
hoods. But citizen participation is not always the most expedient

ToCess. :
P But in reading the Constitution, nowhere does it say that this is a
government that is of, for, and by the most expedient process. This is
government of, for, and by the people. ~

In the beginning, you know. you deal with community groups that
have development programs. It might take Jonger. The agency feels,
“Well, if we just went in there we could do it.” ‘

But we’ve seen that happen. An example—not in crime—Dbut the
example that pertains to it was: I was working on the west side of




22

Chicago in Austin. We had a bad school population problem; it went
down over a period of 214 years. We fought for some new schools.

It took us 3 years to win those schools, but after we won it—atter
the community won it—those schools, the people in the community
felt ownership of those schocls. They felt that that was their school.

Ifyou go in that area you see no grafliti, you see no broken windows,
you see 1o boarded up buildings.

And the same is true when you deal with a community group. If
they actually develop it—if they actually get in from the ground level,
have community meetings, hash it over—it takes a little longer, but,
likell said, are we looking for expediency, or are we looking for
Tesults.

I we're looking for results, let’s take that time to have the com-
munities develop their programs, Let’s have the results. :

I don’t want to go through the draft guidelines on a point-by-point
basis, but I do intend to be very specific about some of the problems
that I see in vhe guidelines. And these problems could really weaken
the program and make it ineffective.

The 1nitial area which I will discuss is the relationship of the com-
munity to the criminal justice system. I’'m certainly not convinced that
the underlying assumption on page 58-3—1I think letter (£)—in
LEAA’s guidelines that “the criminal justice system will actively
support community involvement in crime prevention and control” is
-a correct one, Rather, it’s usually the opposite.

Fromr our experience in Chicago, Philadelphia, and half a dozen
-other cities, usually you are at odds with the police department.
Usually you are at odds with the court system.

And you are at odds because all of the system—this is another
entity, this is another group, that is asking some questions—that is
“trying to do something, and you're looked upon as—you know—“get
out of here, get out of my office.”

We had a program that I directed in Chicago. All we wanted to
do was get crime information by beat from the police department. We
wanted to find out, you know, in a given area of about five blocks
what was the crime situation.

The police department said, “Well, it’s classified information,” So,
we have to fight for 2 months and get a lawyer and all of that, just
“to get that piece of information.

So, if you’re asking for that systemr to endorse a program that, in
-effect, may expose their program, they’re not going to do 1it.

And the previous speaker—the biggest concern I had when he said
“the money should be taken out of Washington and given to the local
municipalities, or the ones closest to the scene—the ones who are most
aware—the ones who get elected by the local people: I think that, at
Jeast in some of the major cities that we have contact with it is a
mistake. '

They will do what they did in Chicago, which is the city of Chi-
cago sponsored—the police department sponsored——a program for
'$1.5 million—$1.5 million of LEAA money—administered by the
city.

The beat watch program is probably the most ineffective program
-that exists, The people that are on it are policemen’s wives, the people

“that are politicians’ daughters.
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The program doesn’t work; it isn’t effective. And the reason is be-
cause they hand picked it. They didn’t let the citizens do the job.

There are other examples that I could name; if you want I could
go into it. And although we note that the LEAA guidelines do not
require approval by the local criminal justice agencies, there is ref-
erence to consultation with them.

And I would really question how LEAA could be influenced by the
reactions of the local agencies. Will these consultations serve as an
informal approval process even though they don’t have final approval.

In the legislation which created the community anti-crime pro-
gram, Congressman Conyers was trying to address a very real prob-
Tem—the fact that individual citizens are 1 bothering to report
crime to the police or not bothering to go to court as a victim and
witness in record numbers.

Clearly, the present criminal justice system which has featured
-abusive police and isolated and uncaring judges, States attorneys, and
public defenders, is not going to bring citizens back. That system is
‘too locked into “business as usual” at the expense of the average citizen.

The citizens, I think, will only participate again if they are recog-
mized as an equal partner and not as a stepchild. The existing system
‘has denied them that role.

But the organized community can provide citizens with a partner-
ship role. Such a role will place the community in conflict with the
criminal justice system which has shown itself unwilling to change.

There 1s going to be friction; we've talked about it. Yet this is the
‘price that must be paid if citizens are going to be involved. This price
1s a small one considering the potential for more efficient and effec-
‘tive law enforcement.

For LEAA to allow local criminal justice agencies to exert undue
‘influence over which programs are funded and which are not, will
-only perpetuate the failure of that system to recognize and support the
individual citizens and the overall community.

Allowing such would cause the well-intentioned community anti-
.crime program to only further alienate the citizens from the system.
And if this program is going to work, that can’t happen.

Integrating anticrime programs—LEAA’s draft guidelines con-
‘tain many references to “coordinated approaches,” page 58-5, letter

(j), and “integration with appropriate community development ac-
“tivities,” page 58-1, No. (4). ' ,

The guidelines further propose that community development dagen-
«cles are fundable, which seems to conflict with the proposal that State
-and local units of government or their agencies are not fundable.

Because cooptation of citizen programs is not limited to the criminal
“justice sector, we have grave reservations about the possibility of local
agencies controlling anticrime funds.

It has been our experience that, in many cities, the funding of com-
munity development agencies would be the political equivalent of
placing the money in the hands of the local police departments.

Such a proposition seems to run counter to the letter and intent of
the law and should be reviewed to determine if it should be struck
from the guidelines.



24

A similar situation involves the funding of CAP agencies. They are
branches of the Federal Government and are not representative of the
community nor equipped to function as community organizations.

This is not to say that we disagree with the concept of anticrime
programs being integrated with community revitalization efforts, but
T think we're talking about the programs that are sponsored and run
by the community as opposed to those areas in the cities like the
Lineoln Parks of Chicago that the city has designated as urban
renewal, or they want to bring upper- and middle-income families
back.

So, in Chicago they will take certain neighborhoods which they’ve
designated as areas that they're really going to renovate. And if you
give them the money, they’ll put all this money into those areas.

There’s a new program to spend billions of dollars bringing whites
back to the cities, called the Dearborn Park program, in Chicago. The
banks that have been redlining are not going to redline that program.

The city that refuses to provide crime prevention or provides on a
helter-skelter basis in other neighborhoods will plunk this money into
their program. )

And I don’ think, when yon talk about combining resources with
existing programs, I don’t think you want to just limit it to what the
city designates as community development areas. I think they have
to be areas that the communities designate as community development
areas.

Let me go on, Clearly, incidents of crime in abandoned buildings or
drug dealing in the schools are not isolated crime issues. What I object
to is the possibility that local government agencies will be used as a
vehicle for integration.

We propose that multi-issue community organizations and their net-
works, where these exist, are best suited to integrate anticrime pro-
grams with other community sponsored revitalization efforts. Such a
strategy would insure the independence which is necessary for suc-
cessful community anticrime effoxrts.

In regard to the section on program strategy, we are favorable to
the concept of a “collective response to crime” as opposed to “private
minded efforts.”

Given the problem of the fear of crime, as well as the fear of intimi-
dation and retaliation, it is extremely important that the whole com-
munity become involved. Only then can the problem of crime and its
negative impact on the community be adequately confronted.

We also support the proposition that activities should be multiple
as opposed to single programs. This will allow for a broader avenue
for involvement by community residents as well as provide for a more
realistic approach to the problem.

For example, it is not enough just to report crime to the police, but
if you want to see it through you have to go to court—ryou have to do
court work, you have to provide witnesses with transportation, you
have to meet with the judges, you have to go to the State’s attorney—
you have to do all of those things. '

Xf you have a problem in the cities which is abandonment, basically,
it's not good enough to call the police and get the police to stop a
crime that’s taking place in an abandoned building. You have to go to
the building department to knock that building ‘down—or FHA. to
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vehab the building, or some tyype of program that exists, so that that
problem’s taken care of. ' -

That’s the type of integration that has to take place with other
neighborhood efforts that I would like to see happen.

THE ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTION

Qur final aren of discussion is the question of how the community

anticrime program will be administered. : :

Throughout the proposed guidelines there are references to com-
munity, community organization network, and neighborhood groups
as possible recipients of funds. Yet these terms are not defined.

‘We propose that these terms be broadly interpreted to fit the needs
of cities of various organization and size.

From our experience with groups in our national network in large
and small cities across the country, we have learned that some cities
have citywide community organization networks while other citles
have only a few organized communities. L

Thus, 2 proper strategy would be flexible enough to meet the indi-
vidual needs of an individual eity. You have to be flexible to meet both.
needs. ~ :

The other question is who is going to provide the technical assistance.
It is reasonable to assume that areas which had previously no organiza-
tion and/or anticrime effort are going to be reached by this program,
ongoing technical assistance has to be supplied. ,

I don’t think it should be LEAA. that supplies that technical assist-
ance. I think existing networks, or existing community organizations
that have expertise, and in research that have expertise in technical
assistance and in movies and films, and dealing with communities, and
who have a lot more eredibility than LA A does on the local level.

And T think that it’s these networks, that it’s these operations that
should provide-—and that will be more effective, , ,

The guidelines also state that a major portion of the grants should
be made available to neighborhood-level organizations. Of course we
agree. '

hI.m*ger organizations. should only be utilized for the benefits of
administration and technical assistance. Thus, their portion of the
funding should be.used for overhead and techmical assistance which
directly contributes to the efforts of neighborhood-level organizations.

In conclusion, I wish ‘to reemphasize that if this legislation is to
have its full effect, then the guidelines should be written so that the
community organizations are treated as equal and independent part-
ners in the criminal justice network and not as stepchildren. -

The organizations which receive funds should be legitimate repre-
sentatives of the community. They should not be governmental agen-
cies, or large foundations, or CAP agencies, or CD agencies.

Anticrime programs should have more than on focus and work in

- conjunction with community-sponsored revitalization efforts. And,

finally, the effectiveness of the program shouldn’t be judged, neces-
sarily, only on whether the ¢rime is cut down, o A

I think crime has built up over the past number :of years, and it's
impossible that in 1, 2, or 8 years we're going to see that drastic a
reduction. SR ' : o
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I think if we’re talking about community participation, one of the

chief things to judge is: Is there community participation? Are local
- folks, are people in from the block clubs, are neighborhood people
involved in the program? , )

You will need to develop some type of model that would judge that,
because I think that our premise 1s that if you want to reduce crime
to fewer crimes, you have to involve the people. You don’t get it from
the top down ; you get it from the bottom up. )

And to judge the program you have to judge how effectively you
have involved all the people in that area.

I think that that, basically concludes my comment. I'll be open for
any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Shurna follows:]

STATEMENT BY EDWARD SHURNA, COORDINATOR, CRIME TASKE FORCE OF THE
NATIONAL PEOPLES ACTION

My name is Bdward Shurna and I am the coordinator for the crime task force
of National Peoples Action (NPA) and director of the Metropolitan Anti-Crime
Coalition (MACQC) in Chicago. I come before you today to speak on the draft
guidelines for LEAA’s Community Anti-Crime Program.

I want to thank this committee for inviting me to attend this hearing.

The legislation which produced the Community Anti Crime Program has very
good intent because it recognizes the need to involve community people in the
fight against crime. Thig is our goal-—to actively involve the neighborhood res-
idents in fighting ecrime and reducing fear of crime. The guidelines we are
discussing today should be geared toward this goal. If we're serious about this,
then we'll struggle to set up the best possible framework for the communities to
receive the necessary funds.

It is the neighborhood people who are the victims of crime and often it is
the same residents of the poor, low, and moderate income and working class
communities who are most skeptical of governmental efforts to fight erime. These
people daily experience crime and the fear of crime. They’'ve experienced police
indifference and hostility. They see how easy it is for the criminal to get back
out on the street. They've been to the courts and taken off from work countless
days only to receive another continuance. It is to these communities and for
these citizens that this program should be geared.

The involvement of the citizens must be maximized. Often times, govern-
mental agencies are more willing to give money to large foundations or other
governmental agencies to do the work of the citizens. The only citizen involve-
ment; is 4 meaningless rubber stamp of approval.

This program if effectively implemented should work to stamp out crime,

Community involvement is the key to the survival of our neighborhoods.
Programs which originate from the top and then are filtered down to people
are doomed to failure.

Citizen participation may not always be the most expedient process but no-
where in the constitution does it mention that the government is of, for and by
the zinost expedient process. We talk about the government of, for, and by the
people.

I do not wish to discuss LHAA’s draft guidelines on the Community Anti Crime
Program on a point by point basis but I do intend to be very specific about the
possible problems in those guidelines. These problems could conceivably weaken
the intent of the law and the program objective (p. 58-1) which reads:

‘.‘To assist community orvganizations, neighborhood groups, and individual
citizens in becoming actively involved in activities designed to prevent crime,
reduce the fear of crime, and improve the administration of justice.”

Tl_xisA is a worthy objective which ought to be given a fair chance to be
Aattained. I will now discuss some of the problem areas which could block the
attainment of this objective. .

THE COMMUNITY AND THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEH

The.in_itial area which I will discuss is the relationship of the community to
the criminal justice system. We certainly are not convinced that the underlying
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assumption (p. 58-3) in LEAA's draft guidelines that “the criminal justice sys-
tem will actively support community involvement in crime prevention and con-
irol”—is a correct one. Rather, we have serious questions about that assumpmon
There are two examples in Clucago which demonstrate that this assumption is
not justified. In both cases, genuine citizen efforts to get involved were coopted
by the local admlmstratmn. This cooptation has vesulted in the failure of these
projeects to get off the ground with the end result that many of the citizens who
served as catlysts for the programs are now being further alienated from the
criminal justice systei.

Although we note that LEAA’s guidelines do nof require approval by the local
criminal justice agencies, there is reference to consultation with them. We ques-
tion how LIAA will be influenced by the reactions of these local agencies, Will
these consultations serve as an informal approval process?

In the Legislation which created the Community Anti-Crime Program Con-
gressman Counyer’s is trying to address a very real problem—the fact that in-
dividual citizens are not bothering to report crime to the police or not hothering
to go to court as a victim and witness in record numbers. Clearly, the present
criminal justice system which has featured abusive police and isolated and un-
caring judges, states attorneys, and public defenders is not going to bring citizens
back. That system is too locked into “business as usual” at the expense of the
average citizen.

These citizens will only participate again if they are recognized as an equal
partner in the criminal justice system. The existing system has denied them
that role. But the organized community can provide citizens with a partnership
role. Such a role will place the community in confiict with the criminal justice
system which has shown itself unwilling to change. There will be friction. Yet
this is the price that must be paid if citizens are going to be involved. Phis
price is a small one considering the potential for more efficient and effective law
enforecement as well as justice in our criminal courts.

For LEBAA to allow local criminal justice agencies to.exert undue influence
over which programs are funded and which are not will only perpetuate the
failure of that system to recognize and support the individual citizens and the
overall community. Allowing such would cause the well intentioned Community
Anti Crime Program to only further alienate the citizens from the criminal
justice system. This ecannot be allowed to happen.

INTEGRATING ANTICRIME PROGRAMS

LBAA’s draft guidelines contain many references to “coordinated approaches”
(p. 58-5) and “integration . . . with appropriate community development ac-
tivities.” (p. 58-1). The guidelines further propose that community develop-
ment agencies are fundable (58-7) which seemsg to confliet with the proposal
that state or local units of government or their agencies are not fundable (p.
58-6) Because cooperation of citizen programs is mot limited to the criminal
justice sector, we have grave reservations about the possibility of local agencies

-controlling antl-cumn funds.

It has been our experience that, in many cities, the funding of Community
Development Agenecies would be the political equivalent of placing the money in
the hands of the local police departments, Such a proposition seems to run
counter to the letter and intent of the law and should be reviewed to determine

‘if it should be struck from the guidelines.

A similar situation involves the funding of Commuinity Action Agencies. They
are branches of the federal government and are not representative of the com-
munity nor equipped to function as community organizations.

This is not to say that we disagree with the concept of anti-crime programs
being integrated with community revitalization efforts. Clearly incidents of

-erime in abandoned buildings or drug dealing in our schools are not isolated crime

issues. What we do object to is the possibility that local government agencies
will be used as a vehicle for integration, Rather, we propose that multi-issue
community organizations and their networks (where these exist) are best suited
to integrate anh—cume programs with other community sponsored revitalization
efforts. Such a strategy would insure the independence which is necessary for
successful community anti-crime efforts.
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THE PROPOSED PROGRAM

In regard to the section-on program strategy, we are favorable to the concept
of a “collective response fo crime” as opposed to “private minded efforts.” Given
the problem of the fear of crime as well as the fear of intimidation and retalia-
tion, it is extremely important that the whole community become involved. Only
then can the problem of crime and its negative impact on the community be
adequately confronted. :

We algo support the proposition that activities should be multiple as opposed
to single programs. This will allow for a Lroader avenue for involvement by
community residents as well as provide for a more realistic appreach to the
problem. For example, it is not enough just to report crime to the police, It is
not enough just to repori that eriminal activity is taking place in abandoned
buildings but you must also take action to see that the building is properly se-
cured or demolished. The organized community needs this flexibility if neighbor-
hoods are to be revitalized.

In regard to the section on program elements (58-4) we note that the sug-
gested programs arve somewhiat limited and that same could be defined as “pri-
vate minded”. But we also note that these programs are listed only as examples
and that innovalive crime preventation proiects are encouraged. We propose
that this latter point receive greater emphasis in the final gunidelines.

THE ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTION

Our final area of discussion is the question of how the Community Anti-Crime
Program will be administered. Throughout the proposed guidelines there are
references to community, community organization network, and neighborhood
groups as possible recipients of funds. Yet these terms are not defined. We pro-
pose that these terms be broadly interpreted to fit the needs of cities of various
organization and size.

From our experience with groups in our national network in large and small
cities across the country, we have learned that some cities have city-wide com-
munity organization networks while other cities have only a few organized com-
munities. Thus, a proper strategy would be fiexible enough to meet the individual
needs of an individual city.

The question of who will provide technical assistance is also an important one.
It is reasonable to assume that if areas which previously had no organization
and/or anti-ecrime effort are going to be reached by this program, on-going
technical assistance will be necessary to deal with this problem. We propose
that existing community organization networks with experience in this area be
utilized. These would be more effective than national organizations which have
10 community base,

The guidelines also state that a major portion of the grants should be made
available to neighborhood-level organizations. We agree. Larger organizations
should only be utilized for the benefits of administration and technical assistance.
Thus their portion of the funding should be used for overhead and technical
assistance whieh directly contributes to the efforts of meighborhood-level orga-
nizations; i.e.,, research, legal services, video and film productions.

Conclusion

In eonclusion, I wish to re-emphasize that if this legislation is to have its fuill
effect, then the guidelines should be written so that community organizations are
treated as equal, independent partners in the criminal justice network.

The organizations which receive funds should be legitimate representatives
of the community not governmental agencies or large foundations. Anti-crime
programs should have more than one focus and work in conjunction with com-
munity sponsored revitilization efforts; and finally the effectiveness of the pro-
gram should be based on the active involvement of the citizens in combating
crime and the fear of crime. .

Mr. Coxvrrs. Well, I think it’s a very helpful statement.
If we don’t deal with CAP’s and “umbrella” organizations, is there

some alternative network that you recommend to the subcommittee,

and, by indirection, to LILAA ¢ ,
Mr. Smorwa. I think that there are networks that exist other than
CAP’s—that some research can be done—that we certainly know of
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some from our background. And I'm certain that we don’t know of all
of those that should be contacted; the legitimate, community-based
operations. s

- The type of operation that I'm talking about, that I'm most familiar
with in a network, is somewhat different than the common parlance

“for networks.

Basically, the networks that I would like to see get the funding
would be a network that really has its base in the community.

The networks, for instance, in Chicago would certainly—we don’
have a crime program separate from the neighborhood crime program.
Our crime program is the neighborhood crime program.

What e have the ability fo do is disseminate that information, dis-
seminate any funds, disseminate any technical assistance. And we're
not saying we’re the only one by far. ) o

But I'm saying that look at the membership of organizations. Who
are the members? You know, are they the people that live at 721
Waller? Are they people that arve going to church in this neighbor-
hood, or are they “the leading citizens” that you see in the paper and
read about?

I think the people that you want to give the money to are the un-
knowns—are the people that aren’t necessarily the ones that always
get the money—aren’t the ones that always have those particular type
of tie-ins.

Again, T’d be happy to work on that in any way possible—supply
any type of information,

CAP agencies, from our experience, that we've dealt with don’t
have a community base and don’t have community organization ties.
Tt’s just a small, limited numper of people.

Mr. Conyers. Well, what I hear you’re saying is that unless the
people that are in the Office of Community Anticrime program are

_community oriented, they will never reach the community people
-across the States and the cities. The whole thing will become

bureaucratic. '
Mr. SHURNA. Sure. :
Mr. Conyers. And then the easiest thing to do would be to resort to
“umbrellas” and national groups—foundations—and then have them
become another layer in this. And who knows which community
groups will ever be effective? « o
Mr. Smurva. Yes, I think the crucial thing is how serious—yon

know, isit a'pariah or isit a program that’s going to work?

- If it’s & program that’s going to work, and we’re serious about in-
volving the citizens, it’snot hard to make it work—it really isn’t.
You know, you can talk about the difficulties and everything else,

‘but I think that’s just a smokescreen for not really wanting to put guts

into it—to put the effort into it.
Mr. Conyrrs. Mr. Gudger?-

-*" Mr. Gopogzr. Thank you, Mr. Ghairﬁmﬁ«——just one or two very.brief

questions. ~ ) ,
I seem to perceive in what you're saying, Mr. Shurna, that you per-
ceive that wherever you have a community group, however defined, of

- people who are ready to work together and improve their social struc-

tiire by joint efforts—improve education, crime control

93-183—~-F7——3
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Mr. SHURNA. Yes. , ) _

Mr. Gupeer [continuing]. Correlating and cooperating with one an-
other in trying to eliminate the things which are productive toward
crime—abandoned buildings you were talking about—all these things,
that you then have a unit that is capable of some degree of self-
government oy social improvement, and deserves support from the
Federal Government. _

Now, do you perceive that could be true in almost any economic cir-
cumstance—that community could be an urban community or it could
be a rural community, it could be a ghetto community or it could be a
community of considerable economic opportunity which had been mis-
directed. Is that what you're saying ?

Mr. SmourNa. I’'m saying that it’s absolutely true that—correct.

Mr. Gupeer. And are you also saying that this community of inter-
est, and this development program, should not be strictly limited to
crime control, or should not have the limited purpose of being an anti-
rrime function? v

My. Srrorwa. Right, it should be expanded to include crime related—
like the drugs at school. Those aren’t possibly looked unon as crime
control, and yet those are the things that are promoting crime and have
to be dealt with.

Crime can’t be dealt with in a vacuum. You have to work on other
issues which are crime related and get those same people involved in
those issues. v . v

Mr, Gupaer. So, yon're saying, really, that the social problems that
your concepts are addressing may be broader social problems than a

- mere law violation framework, and, therefore, something that may

spread beyond LIRA A’s general area of concern.

Mr. Swrorya. I think it should be LEAA’s area of concern if these
issues—~these crime problems—promate crime. ,
* Mr, Gupeer. You're saying that your thrust is that LEAA. is too

-bureaucratic in concept,-and that you do not deal with these sort of

problems except as you have a community conceive its own problems
and prepare to address them. R :

‘Mr. Smorwa. It’s too bureaucratic. It doesn’t allow for the citizens,
really, to make decisions on how they want to fight the crime problem.

In other words—I'm not sure how to put it—the program that I’m
director of, which is a very small program, is funded through LEAA
and then channeled at the State agency. :

. It was geared, basically, initially, for education purposes to dis-
seminate information. And the theory was that if you disseminate in-
formation about crime problems, people would get involved in it.

But the way we did it was by knocking on doors and finding out
from people, you know, how do you view crime in the neighborhood,
what do you want to do about it ? Spent a lot of time doing that.

And the way they viewed crime in the neighborhood was by issue
that the crime was the person that was mugged on the corner, and the
c'.rlime1 was the abandoned building, and the crime was the kids at
school.

Now, we either could have produced tapes and wonderful brochures,
talking about how they should cooperate with the police departments
and everything else; or we could be serious and make a judgment that
maybe we're going to let the staff work on those crime-related areas.
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Because that’s where the people were. That’s their perception of
crime. And for us to just have a program that provides service for the
elderly, or provide transportation to go to court, while the people are
that are talking about crime, are talking about these other issues. This
1sn’t going to bea factor.

So, I think what I’'m trying to say is that there has got to he built-in
flexibility within the program to allow for not just snw] e-minded ef-
forts, to allow for broader efforts.

Does that answer your question, or am I confusing it ?

Mr. Gupesr. Just one further question, Mr. Chairman.

I seem to sense that you perceive a neighborhood developing, im-
proving, achieving in a lot of different areas, eliminating crime being
one of them—probably improving its gener al condition in a multitude
of different ways-—and that you might not want to call ihis a com-
munity watch program. You might ‘ot want to call it s community
anticrime program; youw’d be inclined to call it a community develop-
ment program or a community improvement program, that would have
broader aspects than strictly the elimination of crime, although that
would be an Important aspect.

Mr. Smurna. I hesitate to answer yes, because then I would feel that
LEAA would say, “That is not our prerogative, therefore we wouldn’t
fund a thing like that.” :

Mr. Conyers, Counsel?

Mr. Greeory. I wonder, Mr. Shulna, if you would agree with a con-
cept that Mr. Danziger advanced to the effect that the scope of the
program is too restrictive in failing to mention programs such as cor-
ruption in Government, systems chan ge

Perhaps you could answer that in “the context of your reference of
programs emanating from the bottom up.

Mr. Saourwa. Okay, I'll give you an example of how we arrived at
the same thing that the c1ty would have arrived at, only we involved
the citizens. And had, we gone about it in a different way, it wouldn’t
have worked.

The program I'm worlnnrr with star ted out in a neighborhood and
the way people identified crime was the pohce dep‘utment They felt
that the police weren’t doing their jobs.

So, we had meetings with beat cops—we lnd a meeting with the com-
mander, and so forth—and when the people got to the pomt that they
felt the police were starting to do their ]ob—~at Jeast they saw them
doing it better—then we start to say, “But look, the people that the
pohce have picked up are back on the street again, and let’s start going
to court. Let’s see what’s happening in court.”

And we found out there was continuance after continuance, that the
State’s attorney or prosecuting attorney wouldn’t handle the same case,
that it would be shifted from attorney to attorney, and there would be
a lot of loopholes.

So, we didn’t know what to do about that, because the system Wasn’t
set up to deal with that. :

So, we did some research on it. We felt ma vbe if you had ne1ghbor-
hood prosecutlon officers—this would be an office in the neighborhood—
the State’s attorney’s office in the neighborhood—that would take com-
munity crimes—crimes that the communlty brought into it—and take’
them from start to finish. The same prosecutor would handle.

i
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We developed that concept. We met with the State’s attorney and got:
him to initiate the program in one neighborhood, and then we got
him to initiate in two other neighborhoods."

It took, maybe, 114 years, or something on that order, but what
happened was the people, again, felt that they had ownership. They
were much more willing to go to those neighborhood offices.

The city could haye—Cook County could have—just given that pro-
gram out. They could have said, “This is a neighborhood office.”

But because the community saw it and developed from the police
the prosecution, the community, then, felt that it was a valuable pro-
gram, They were involved in the planning of it.

The same is true for—we now have a career criminal program. It
isn’t new; there are 20 cities that have it or more, but we want it on a
neighborhood level. .

Again, we have neighborhood offices. We thought that the neigh-
borhood offices, in some degree, should specialize with getting after
those people that have identified themselves as career criminals.

So, we went in with the State’s attorney on numerous occasions and
finally got him to use money that was allocated for something else
and set up a program, not even using LEA A money.

But that’s the program that I'm talking about. It comes from the
streets, as we call it. It takes a little longer, but the impact, the owner-
ship, the feeling that the people were involved in it, the feeling that
there’s a giant effort, is much more valuable than a program that was
just pﬁmked down in the neighborhood—“Here’s $50,0007—like the
city did.

They put $400,000 in the Austin area of Chicago—$400,000 in one
neighborhood—LEAA money through Illinois law enforcement,

But they determined who was going to be hired; they determined
what the program was. And now the people that were hired are picket-
ing the program because it isn’t working. -

You know, it can’t come from the top down.

Mzr. Conyers. Does the city have the local prosecutor offices that
you have? '

M. Szrorwa. As Cook County, yes, but there are only three of them,
and it’s the only place in the country, to my knowledge, that has it.
"And the initiative came from the citizens.

M. Coxyers, We have a judge in Detroit who has been advocating
that community go further and also be the local prosecutor, that they
be the judge, they be the courts, so that small violations—minor
crimes—come before a tribunal of peers. People who the residents in
the community would staff these tribunals and they would have a
much greater impact than the present system. '

First, of all, it would take thousands of petty cases off of the courts.
But also, it would tie the community into the whole criminal justice
process, and have a much more profound effect on the defendants.

M. SEurNa. Sure, it malkes a lot of sense. . , o

M. Convers. Well, we appreciate the ideas that you've brought to
‘us, and know that as we continue to be working on this. We’ll note
carefully the recommendations that you’ve made. SR

My, SmrorNa. Thank you very much.

Mr. Coxyrrs, Thank you.
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Our last witness is the assistant administrator of the law enforce-
ment assistance administration, Mr. James Gregg. B

We hope that you appreciate the reason that we moved the way we
did, in order that you would have a chance to hear and, of course, give
some reaction to some of the comments from the community organiza-
tion representatives and other observers. .

‘We have your prepared statement, and without objection will in-
corporate it in the record and allow you to proceed as you choose.

Mr. Grege: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. o

Mr. Torn Madden, LEAA General Counsel is on my left Mr. Nick
Pappas, Director of the Special Programs Division, Office of Regional
Operations, is on iny right. : :

TESTIMONY OF JAMES M. H. GREGG, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, ACCOM-
PANIED BY THOMAS J. MADDEN, GENERAL COUNSEL; AND NICK
PAPPAS, DIRECTOR, SPECIAL PROGRAMS DIVISION, OFFICE OF

. REGIONAL OPERATIONS : - o

Mr. Grece. I appreciate the opportunity to submit my prepared
statement for the record. I will briefly highlight a few points and then
answer any questions that the subcommittee members may have.

The community anticrime amendments included in the crime’
Control Act of 1976 reflect an intent on the part of Congress to pro-
mote community and neighberhood involvement in crime prevention
efforts. Congress-also indicated that funds to-support these activities
should not flow through the normal LEAA delivery system, but rather

flow directly to the community. Broad participation in this program

by a variety of community or neighborhood groups in order to maxi-
mize the extent of citizen involvement. R .

Mr, Chairman, LEAA appreciates and supports this program. It
is % ,sligniﬁc‘ant and valuable approach to- crime prevention and
control.

This legislation was enacted -on October 15, 1976. Funds in the
amount of $15 million have been appropriated to implement the pro-
gram, Although no personnel have been provided LEAA to carry out
this program, the agency has utilized existing staff to plan and initiate
implementation. e s S S

Unifortunately, due to ambiguities in the legislation itself, it was
necessary to request from the Comptrolier General of the United States
clarification concerning certain issues. This clarification was requested
on November 23, 1976. An opinion was ‘issued by the: €émptroller
General on March 2,1977. - =~ S L
_ Upon receipt of the Comptroller General’s opinion, LEAA began
immediately to implement the program. A plan was developed which T
reviewed on March 15, less'than 2 weeks after receiving the Comp-
troller General’s ruling. 2 AR Ll

On March 16, as you know, Mr. Chairman, a briefing on this planned
program was provided you and other members of the subcommittee..
Following that briefing, draft guidelines were developed. These quide-
hines, in accordance with OMB Circular A-85, have beén submitted for
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external review and comment on April 21, 1977, for a required period
of 30 days. ] . ;

“Upon conclusion of the required time period for external review,
LEAA will issue the guidelines in final form, publish them, and ac-
cept grant applications. i

Other details regarding implementation efforts for this program are
included in my prepared statement. We stand ready to respond to
questions that vou may have. . )

I do appreciate the chairman’s wisdom in requesting that we listen
to the two previous witnesses, I found it useful in a number of ways.
Some good ideas were presented and I have a greater understanding of
some of the problems our staff has been struggling with in developing
this program. The witnesses each had quite different approaches in
mind~1I think, even with a pretty well understood purpose here.

‘We have been trying to balance these different factors and utilize
effective approaches and management techniques in designing the pro-
aram that will help us reach the intent that we believe Congress had
1n connection with this program. = ;

‘We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the subcommittee,
and to discuss these issues with you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gregg follows:]

STATEMENT OoF JAMES M. H. GREGE, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
. ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION ' - ‘

I am pleased to appear before the House Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime on
behalf of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to discuss the Com-
munity Anti-Crime Program authorized by the Crime Control Act of 1976. I am
accompanied today, Mr, Chairman, by Thomas J. Madden, General Counsel of
TBAA, and Nick Pappas, Director of the Special Programs Division of LEAA’s
Office of Regional Operations. - . .

For the convenience of the Subeommittee, I would like to first highlight the
1976 Community Anti-Crime amendments to- LITA'A’s authorization legislation,
then discuss the difficulties we had regarding implementation of the provisions,
as well as steps taken to resolve those difficulties. I will additionally provide in-
%ormation on progress to date in implementing the Community Anti-Crime

rogran. . .

As you know, Public Liaw 94-508, the Crime Control Aet of 1976, amended
LBAA'S basic authorization legislation in several places with respect to Com-
munity Anti-Orime. These amendments reflect the interest on the part of the
Congress in the stimulation of citizen participation in crime prevention efforts
and in providing funds for neighborhood groups with a minimum of red.tape.

Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
now contains 4 number of provisions designed: to encourage greater community
involvement in the criminal justice process. While it is LEAA’S desire. to fully
implement these provisions as expeditiously as possible, the literal language of
thée 1976 amendments ineluded several inconsistencies with the Congressional
intent which had been expressed. - : . :

A new Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs, under the direction of
LWAA’s Deputy Administrator for Policy Development, was established by an
amendment to Part A of existing law. Part A establishes TBAA within the De-
partment of Justice, but contains no functional authorization for the Agency.
The Office of Community Anti-Crime Program is specifically authorized by
section 101 (e) fo conduct training, to coordinate ¥ederal activities, and to provide
information. Thig is authority given to LBAA by other provisions of the Crime
Control Act inchided in Parts B, C, and H. Section 101(c) does not; however,
directly authorize the Office to make grants. :

While there is no direct authorization for the Office to make grants, such
authority is inferred in the provision of the 1976 Act which authorizes appro-
priations for THAA. $§15 million per year for three fiseal years is authorized to
he appropriated “for the purposes of grants to be administered by the Office of
Community Anti-Crime Programs for community patrol activities and the en-
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couragement of neighborhood participation in .crime prevention and public safety
efforts under section 301(b) (6) of this title.,” (Wmphasis added.)

Section 301(Db) (8) authorizes TWAA to make grants for:

The recruiting, organization, training, and education of community service
officers to serve with and assist local and State law enforcement and eriminal
justice agencies in the discharge of their duties through such activities as recruit-
ing; 1mprovement of police-community relations and grievance resolution
mechanisms; community patrol activities; encouragement of neighborhood par-
ticipation in crime prevention and public safety efforts; and other activities de-
signed to improve pohce capabilities, public safety and the objectives of this
section : Provided, That in no case shall a grant be made under this subeategory
without the approval of the local government or local law enforcement and
eriminal justice agency. -

“Community service officer” is defined in section 601 (k) as meanmg any citizen
with the capacity, motivation, integrity, and stability fo assist in or perform
police work but who may not meet ordinary standards for employment as 4
regular pohce officer selected from the immediate locality of the police department
of which he is to be a part and meeting gsuch other qualifications promulgated
in regulations pursuant to section 501 as the Administration may determine to be
appropriate to further the purposes of section 80X(b) (7) and this Act..

The concept of community service officer was: highlighted in the Report of the
President’s Crime Commission of 1967. Community Service officers, as interpreted
by that Report, were to be employees of a police department with specific respon-
sibility and functions as enumerated in section 301(b) (8). Making grants through
the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs for community service. officers
employed by police departments would certainly not seem to promote the objec-
tives of the new Program ag conceived by Congress.

Of further concern was whether LBAA could make grants without requiring
cash matching funds, whether the Agenecy could make grants to nelghborhood
groups unless such groups were legally constituted private nonprofit organiza-
tions, and whether the Office of Community Anti-Crime actuauy possessed grant-
making authority.

Given the literal language of the Crlme Control Act LEAA felt that it could
not make grants to carry out the purposes of the program as set forth in the
Report -on the 1976 legislation by the Committee on fhe Judiciary without the
approval of the Gompttoller General, Requests for the opinion of the Comptroller
General are routinely made in the operatmn of Fedeml programs, The Comp-
troller General issues hundreds of 0p1mons each. year to Federal oﬁicmls on the
proper. expenditure of funds.

Title 31. of the United States Code in Section 82¢ states in part that any officer
o emplo”ees of the Federal Government eértifying a voucher for payment, of
funds shill “be held accountable for and requ1red to make good to the United
States the amount of any illegal, 1mproper or incorreet payment resulting from
any false, inaccurate, or misleading cerfification made by him, as well as Tof
any payment prohibited by law or which’ d1d not represent a legal obligamon
under the appropriation or fund involyed. . :

Section 74 of Title 81 of the Code provxdes that disbursing officers or heads of
executive’ departments “may apply for and the Comptroller General shall render
his decision Upon any question.involving a payment to be made by them ér under
them, whic¢h decision, when rendered, shall govern the General Accountmg Oﬁice
in passing upon the account contmnmn- said dlsbursement n

Given the lack of clear statutory guldance in'this area and the conflicting pro-
vigions of the 1976 Act, LIBAA sought-the guidance of the Comptroller General,
A copy of LEAA's November 24, 1976, request to the Comptroller General for
an mterpretatmn and decision concerning these inconsistencies in the Community
Anti-Crime amendments is included as Attachment A to my testimoy: In that let-
ter, the Agency sought guidance as to whether and how funds could be extended
for technical assistance grants, Part C grants pursuant to discretionary author-
ity, grants to local community or citizen groups which might not be private non-
profit organizations, and grants’ to, such groups which. n;ught hzwe specml nou-
profit status under Federal or State laws. i

Precedent for LIBAA seeking such advice can be found in the Agency’s request
of November 12, 1969, to clarify amendments in the Omnibus Crime Control and
Swfe Streets Act of 1968. On February 22, 1971, and October 16, 1972, clarification
was requested regarding amendments to our ‘mthonzatlou enacted in 197L
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. The Crime Control Aect of 1976 was signed into law on October 15, 1976. Shortly
thereafter, and a month before the Comptroller General’s opinion was requeg@ed,
the staff of this Subcommittee was notified of LIEAA’s intention to seek elgu"lﬁca-
tion Trom the ‘General Ac¢eounting Office. On January 18, 1977, LEAA Administra-
tor Richard Velde get a follow-up.letter to the Comptroller General. He expressed
¢oncern in having the issues raised in the Agency’s original request resolved as
quickly as possible. “LIAA is anxious,” he indicated, “tc use the ad{liﬁipnal $15
million to give special emphasis to a broad range of community anti-crime pro-
grams.” Mr. Velde's letter is included as Attachment B to my testimony.

TThe response to our request was contained in a letter from the Compiroller
(leneral dated Mareh 2, 1977, It is included as Attachment C to this statement.
In sum, the Comptroller General's opinion stated that “TLEAA is not required to
spend the $15 million specifically authorized by Public Law No. 94503 ... .
since funds were not earmarked for such ‘purposes under Public-Law No. 94-362,
its current appropriation act” The opinion went on the note the inconsisten-
cies in the 1976 Act and stated that “had there been a specific appropriation of
the additional $15 million exactly as authorized by section 520 (a), there would
have beén considerable doubt as to whether the funds so appropriated could have
been used in the manner proposed” by our November 24, 1976, request.

_ Despite this opinion that there was no specific Tequirement as to how fiscal
year 1977 funds should be spent, LEAA determined thata Community Anti-Crime
Program should be initiated using expressions -of Congressional intent as
guidance, The proposed Program was.based on a desire to increase citizen par-
ticipation in crime prevention and control efforts, and to provide funds for neigh-
borhood groups without the intérvening mechanisms of state planping agencies
or loeal governmental agencies serving to create admiiistrative delay.

. The Community Anti-Crime Program-wds developed shortly after receipt of
the Comptroller General’s opinion. As approved on March 15, 1997, the Program
is based on three premises: R s o '

. Insuring that grantees have the managerial capability to' plan for and ad-
minister Federal funds; ’ :

Utilization of the potential which exists to influence other community improv-
ment monies in ways which can alleviate neighborhood crime problems;

. Maximizing the potential for institutionalization of anti-crime programs. These
programs must have a sound foundation in order to continue when LEAA funds
are reduced to support new programs in new locations. o

dnother important factor considered in developing the Program was the heed
to most effectively utilize the limited ‘manpower available to the Agency. Struc-
turing the Program in such a way as to have LEAA personnel monitoring and
administering hundreds of small grants t6 community groups would strain exist-
ing resources. Direct LEAA processing of all applications, fthe'making of awards,
and holding grant recipients finaneially and programmatically accountable could
result'in unnecessary bureaueratic delay. = . - ’ .

A copy of the Program plan as originally drafted is included as Attachment
D to my statement. We have <c¢onsistently attempted to keep the Congress in:
formed on the progress in implementation of this important Program and have
tried to be as receptive as possible to clarification of Congressional intent and
suggestions for administration of the Program, Imcluded as Attachmernt E is a
copy of a presentation made to the Chairman of this Subcominittee and his staff
on March 16, 1977, . . ) : o

As early as November 23, 1976, support was given LEAA for development of
the Community Anti-Orime Program structure in a letter from Chairman Con-~
vers: “We did not anticipate that State and local governments would be eligi-
ble grantees for such funds but that-direct funding go.to umbrella organiza-
tions ov operative local groups which can coalesce already established local
groups to prevent local in-fighting, and who would have fiscal responsibility for
the federal funds to implement programs.” This latter is included as Attach-
ment F. Additional correspondence was received from the Chairman on March
17, 1977, following our briefing on the Program, to which LEAA. responded on
March 22, 1977, This exchange of correspondence can be found as Attachments
G and H to my testimony. )

Tollowing approval of the Community Anti-Crime Program outline, draft
guidelines were developed. Copies were provided to the Subcommittee. On April
21, 1977, a meeting was held with the Subcommittee staff to discuss these draft
guidelines, which I have included as Attachment I,




37

The gunidelines address substantive » -:%ters affecting eligible grantees. State
and local governments are specitically suled out as eligible for funding under the
Program. Funds would be provided without.a requirement of match. Community
groups would act as a conduit for funding of neighborhood groups participating
in the Program, The guidelines also indicate the levels of funding per grant
and detail elements that must be addressed in applying for funds.

. In developing the guidelines, every attempt was made to follow Congressional
intent. Also taken into account were constraints imposed on LEAA in such areas
as financial accountability, grant monitoring requirements, and personnel re-
sources. Requirements have been written into the guidelines that will insure
adequate information on how funds were awarded; to whom, and with what re-
sulfs. TIWAA’s interest is making certain that funds reach neighborhooed groups
and that expenditures be for programs, not hardware or administration. Em-
phasrs is also placed on coordination with 6ther I‘edewlly-funded programs and
maximum participation of volunteers.

_ The draft guidelines were circulated for 30-day extemal clearance on April 21,
1977. This is in accordance with the requirements of Office of Management and
Budget Circular Number A~85. In addition to the public interest: groups to
which OMB requires the guidelines be circulated, comments were also sought
from various community groups, other Federal agencies, and the LEAA Minority
Advisory Council. The views of this Subcommittee were also solicited. A letter
from the Chairman dated April 28, 1977, included comments on the draft guide-
line. This letter, and our recent response, are included as Attachments J and K
to my statement. -

It is anticipated, Myr. Chairman, that final modifications to the gmdelmes will
be completed by May 20, 1977. Thesé changes will be based on comments re-
ceived from those whose review has been requested. Publication and distribution
should take place by June 8, 1977. LEAA will distribute the guidelines throughits
regional offices, Stute planning agencies, regional plannm units, individuals and
organizations that have made specific requests for copies, and through use of
the mailing lists of community groups provided by HUD, Action, HEW, i4nd the
‘Community Relations iService. Multiple copies- will addxtionally be prOV1ded to
community groups so that they can be made available to local neighborhood
organizations.. -

“The .Community. Antx-Onme Program Wlll continue to be reﬁned 28 we gain
expenence in its implementation. We are attempting to- avoid uunnecessary delay
in getting the funds to the community and neighborhood level, LIAA -is. com-
mitted to making the Program work as effectively as possible consistent with
the intert behind enactment of the 1976 amendments. 'We recogm/e the . im-
portance of community involvement-in reducing and preventing crime, and hope
that this new Program can encourage the participation of many.people who were
previously “turned-off" by what was felt to be an umesponswe criminal Justme
system. 1

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We would now be pleasd to respond to any ques-
tions the Subcommittee mlght have

ATTACHMENTS TO 'I‘HE TES'I‘IMO‘TY oF JAMES M. H GREGG HOUSE Stmconmrr:rma
. oN. CRIME—MaAY 11, 1977 .

CA. November 24, 1976 Letter to- the Comptroller General Requesﬁing Opn:uon
on Community Antr-Cnme Provisions of the Crime Control Act. of 1976. :

B. January 18,1977, Letter. from. LEAA Administrator Velde Requestmg
Dxpechted Cons1derat10n of Comptroller General’s Demsron .

C. March 2, 1977, Opinion of the Comptroller General.
' D. March 16 197: Program Plan for Community Autx-Cmme

8. Briefing Presented to Chairman Conyers, March 16, 1977,

T, Novenber 23, 1976 Letter from Chairman Conyers.

G. March 17, 1977 Letter from Chairman Conyers. ' ' '

¥, Mareh 22, 1977, LEBAA Response to Chairman Conyers' March 17 Letter.

I. Draft Commumty Anti-Orime Program Guidelines.

J. Letter from Chmrnnn Conyérs of April 28, 1977, Commentrng ,on Draft
Guidelines. :

K. LEAA Response fo Chfurmim Conyers’ Apnl 28 Le(;ter
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" ATTACHMENT A

U:S. DEPARTMENT 0F JUSTICE, '
- LaAw IENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
OF¥ICE OF THE DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR,
Washmgﬁan, D.C., November 24, 197
Hon. BLMER B. STAATS, -
Comptrolier General of the United Siates,
General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C.

DeAr Mr. Staars: This is to request a statutory mterpretanon as Lo the grant-
making authority of the Office of Community Anti-Crime- Programs (CACP
Office). and the expenditure of funds appropriated for grants t6 be administered
by the CACP Office. The CACP Office is established within the Lasw Hnforce-
ment Assistance Administration . (LEAA), United States Department of Justice.

LEAA. was established by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
011 1968’L This -Act has been amended by the Omnibus Crime Control Aect of

970, the Crime Control Act of 1973,® and thé Juvenile Justice and: Delinguency
Prevenhon Act of 1974 The most recent amendments may be found in- the
Crime Control Act of 1976,° which -established the. CACP Office within LIBAA,®
and authorizes to be appropriated not more than $15 million for each fiseal year
1977, 1978, and. 1979 for grants to be administered by the :CACP Office.” LEAA
has received .a $15 million appropnafuon for fiscal year 1977 consistent with this
authorization for appropriation.® .

LEAA is requesting a statutory mterpretatlon as to whether the funds ap-
propriated for grants to be admm]stered by the GACP Office may. be expended
for:

a. Techmcal asmstance gra.nts )

b. Grants made pursuant to Part G of the Act, -

¢. Grants limited to Section 301(b) (6) of Part C of the Act.

d. Grants awarded dlreetly to cxtlzen and commumty groups.

A. I.EAA PBOGBA]{

Part A of Title I of the Omnibus Crinie Coritrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
as amended (Act), establishes the LBAA program within the Department of
Justice and creates the LEAA Aummlstratxon, which is composed of an Adminis-
trator and two Deputy Administrators.® Part A also - estabhshes the CACP
‘Office. Section 101 (¢) prov1des~

“{(e) There is established in the Admmlstmtlon the Oﬁice of Commumty Antl-
Orimé Programs (hereinafter in this subsection referred to-as the-‘Office’). The
Office ‘shall be under the direction- of the Deputy Admmlstrator for Policy
Development The Ofﬁee shall—— o

1 Public Law 90-351.

2Public Law 01-044.

3 Public Law 93-83. . . .

4 Public Law 93--415.

& Public Law 94-503. The Crime Control Act of 1976 wag enacfed into law on Qet. 15,
1976. In consldering the various amendments, to. the:Omnibug Crime. Control, and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, as amended, the Subcommittee on ‘Criminal Lows and Procedures of
ihe Senate Committee on the Judiclary held hearings on Oct, 2, 8.9, 22,23 ; Nov. 4; and
Dec, 4, 1‘)7%&nd ‘Mar. 17, 1976, (Hearings on S, 2212 before the Subcommittee on Crlminal
Tnws and Procedures of the Senate ‘Commitfee on' tHe Judiclary. 94th Cong., 2d -Sess,
(1076)). The Senate Judieiary 'Committee bill-S. 2212 (8. Rep. No. 847 04th Cone.. 2d
‘Sess, (1976)) was considered by.the Senate on July 22 (122:-Cong, Rec. &, 1220942 (dallv
od, Julvy 22, °1076)). 23 (122 'Cong, Rec. S. 12330-61 (dally ed. July 23 1976)), and 26

- (122 Cong, Rec. 'S 12431-77 (dnllv ed, Jily 26,1976)), 1976. The ‘Subcommittee on Crime
of the Tlouse of Renresentatives Commlttee onthe Judicfary held hearings on.Feb, .19,
23, 27t Mar. 1. 3. 4, 8§ 11, 25, and Anr, 1975,  (Hearings on FL.R; 13638 before Suh-
committee on Crime of the House of "Renreqenfativen Committee on ‘rho Indiciarvy, 84th
Cnmz 2d Sess.. ser. 42, pt. 1 and 2 (1976)). The House Judielary Committee hill H.R.

3636 (H.R. Rep No. 1165, nm\ Cong. 2(1' ‘Sess (1976)) was considered hv the Houke of

Representnﬂves on Aug. 21 2 Cong, Ree, H 927-309 (daily ed.Aneg. 31, 1076)) ana
Sent. 2 (122 Cong. Rec, H 9407—37 (daily ed, Sent. 2, 1976)),.197 S 2212 and FLR. 13636
were submitted to conference committee and the conference Hill. 8. 2212 (H.R. Ren. Nn.
1723, 94th Cong.. 24 Sess, -(1973). 122 Cong. Rec. H 114685-74 (daily ed. Sent. 28, 1976))
was D'lS“eﬂ hy the Senate (122- Cong. Ree. 8. 17319-25 (daily ed.-Sept. 80, 1976)) and the
Zgroouve of Representatives (122 Cong. Ree, H 1190711 (daily . ed. Sept. 30, 1‘):6)) on Sept.

g Qection 101(c) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, ag amended

(ArtY, A conv af the Aot 1s nfmched for your information.

7 Seotion 520(a) of the A

8 Mitle IT of Public ’an 94—3(‘2 See also 122 ‘Cong. Ree. 8. 11330 (daflv ed. July 1,
1976Y for Senator Hruska’s stntement that the $753 millfon appropriated for LEAA $15
million is earmarked for the 'Community ‘Crime Prevention Program.

? Section 101.(a) of the Act.
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“(1)- Provide appropriate téchnical assistance to community and cifizens
groups to enable such groups to apply for grants to encourage community aund
citizen participation in’crime prevention and other law enfozcement and crimingl
justice activities;

“(2) Coordinate its adtivities with other Federal agenciés and programs {in-
cluding the Community Relations Divisions of the Department of Justice) de-
signed to encourage and assist cltlzen parmmpauon m law enforcement and
eriminal justice activities; and

“(3) Provide mformatlon on sucCessful programs of citizen and commumty
participation to e¢itizen and community groups.”

Parts 8, C, D, and B of Title I of the Act authorizes planning grants; grants
for law enforcement purposes ; training, education; research, demonstratlon and
special grants;. and grants for corréctional mstltutlons and facilities, respec-
tively. Bach of these ‘parts has ity separate grant-making authority, In Part B,
Section 202 provides that “The Administration shall maké grants: to the
States . . .".” Bection 801(b) of Part O provides that “The Atiministration is
authorized to make grants to States-. . ..” Pursuant to. Section 402(b) (1) of
Part ‘D, the National Institute of Law I}ntorcement and Oriminal Justice is
a,uthorued “to make grants to, or .énter into contracts with, pubhc agencies, in-

stitutions of higher 'education, or private orgamzatxons ..V Grant-making

authority is.also provided for in Section 408 of Part D, In Part B, Section 458
states: that “The Administration-is: authomzed to mahe a grant under thxs pzut
to a State planning ageney ..,

In addxhon, pursuant to Sectlon 515(b) (2), LEAA is authorized to %. . . render
technical assistance to States, units: of gendrdl local government, combmatmns
of ‘such:States or units, or other pubhc or ‘private agencies, organizations, in-
stxtutmns, or international agencies in matters relating to law enforcement and

criminal justice.” IIEAA may prowde such techmcal assxstance elther by grant

or contract®

Part C is l'lrgely a block grant program. Elghty-ﬁve per centum of funds
appropriated for Part C programs is allocated to the States through the LEAA
block -grant program Theé remaining fifteen per centum is allocated in LRAA's
chscretxon among -the’ States for grants to ‘State planmnfr agencies, ‘units “of
general “1oeal’: governiment;* combinations of - such ‘units, or private ‘nonprofit

organizations.® This latter program constitutes the LEAA Part O discretionary

grant program.’® Grants made pursuant-to the TEAA Part C 'discretionary grant
program are subject to+the following requirements:*

“Any 'grant ‘made from funds available under ‘paragraph (2) of 'thig 'sub-
section may be up to ‘90 per-‘centum of the:cost of the program or- project for
which such grant is made. No part of any grant' under such paragraph for the
purpose-of renting, leasing; o1 constructing buildings or other physical facilities
shall be used for laind acquisition. In'the case of o grant under such paragraph
to an Indian tribe orf other aborigmal group, if the Administration determines
that the {ribe or' group doés-not have sufficient funds ‘available to meet the local
skare of 'thé costs of ‘any program or project tu be funded under the grant, the
Administration may increase the Federal share of the dost thereof 4o the extent
it deems necessary, ‘Where o State does “not have an adequate forum to enforece
grant provisions imposing linbility on Indian tribes, the Adminigtration is au-
thorized to waiye State: ligbility. .and -may pursne such lega] remedies . as are
necessa‘ry The hmltatwns on the. expendlture ot portions of grants for the com-
pensatlon of personnel in subSectmn (a). oi’ sectwn 301. of thls tltle shall apply
to a grant findér such paLagraph B

“The nion- ‘Pederal share of the cost of any proglam or proaect ‘fo be finded
under. this section shiallbe of money appropriatéd in the aggregate by the State
or.units of.general lo¢al govérnment, or provided in.the agg x:egftte by a private
nonprofit organization. The Allministration shall make grants in, itg diseretion
under paragraph (2) of this subsection in sdch a manner as to accord funding
inceritives to.those States or units of general local government thereof for the
purpose of improving Iaw enforcement and cnrmnal Justlce .

10 eetion’ 515((:) of the Act '
-’;12 gecglon ‘%%%((a) (Jé) offtgs Act
o
gce I3(1)1 Comp)(Ge)m0 750e (1971) for 2 dxscusslon of the LEAA. discretionnry grant

pro
u Sectlon 306(&) of the Act,
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Funds allocated through the Part C block and discretionary grant programs
may be expended for programs enumergted in Section 301(b) of the Act. Two
of the program areas pertinent to the concerns addressed in this letter are Sec-
tions 301(b) (6) and (14).

Section 301(b) (6) provides Part C program authority for:

“The recruiting, organization, training, and education of community service
officers to serve with and assist local and State law enforcement and criminal
justice agencies in the discharge of their duties through such activities as re-
cruiting ; improvement of police-community relations and grievance resolution
mechanisms; community patrol activities; encouragement of neighborhood par-
ticipation in crime prevention and public safety efforts; and other activities de-
signed to improve pohce capabilities, public safety and the objectives of this sac-
tion: Provided, That in no case shall a grant be made under this subcategory
without the appxoval of the local government or local law enforcement and
criminal justice agency.”

The term “community service office” is defined in Section 601 (k) of the Act to
mean :

. any citizen with the capacity, motivation, integrity, and stablhty to
asswt m or perform police work but who may not meet ordinary standards for
employment as a regular police officer selected from the immediate loeality of
the police department of which he is to be a part and meeting such other qualifi-
cations promulgated in regulations pursuant to section 501 as the Administration
may determine to be appmpuate to further the purposes of sectlon 301(b) [6]
and this Act.”

Section 301(b) (14) . prondes Part C program authomty for: :

“The development and. operation of crime prevention programs in. which
members of the community participate, including but not 11m1ted to ‘block wateh’
and similar programs.”

The LBAA authorization for appropuatlons is contamed in Sectwn 520(:1),
which provides:.

“here are authorized to be apropmated for the purposes of carrymg out this.
title not to,exceed $220,000,000 for the period beginning on July 1, 1976, and
ending on September 30, 1976, not to exceed $880,000,000 for the fiscal year ending;
September 80,.1977; $800,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September. 30, 1978;
and $800,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 3, 1979. In addition to any
otber sums available for the purposes of grants under part C of this title, there is
authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $15,00;000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1977 ; and not to exceed $15,;000,000 for each of the two succeeding
fiseal years; for the purposes of grants to be administered by -the Office of Com-
munity Antx-Cume Ploglams for commumty patrol-activities and the encourage-
ment of neighborhood participation in crime prevention and public safety efforts
under section. 301(b) (6). of tbiy title. Funds appropriated for any -fiscal year
may remain available for obLgatlon until-expended. Beginning in the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1972, and in each fiscal year thereafter there shall be allocated
for the purposes of Part & an amount equal to not less than 20 per centum of the
amountg allocated fyr the purposes of Part C.” :

B OI'FICD UL‘ COM\IU\I’I‘Y AN'.LI-CBIME PROGRA’\[S (CACP OEFICE)

The CAGP Office was estabhshed within LEAA by the Crime Control Act. of
1976, The creation of the Officé, as now set forth in Section 101(c), and provision
for additional authorization for approprmtlons for grants to.be administered by
the CACP Office, as now provided in Section 520(d), origindted in the House
Judiciary Commitfee bill H.R. 13636." In discussing the additional authorization
for appropriation, the House Judiciary Commlttee Report clearly stited that
the commiunity anti-crime program grants are to be administered through the
LBWAA discretionary grant program.’® The types of programs céntemplated by
the House Judiciary Committee to be eligible for funding with the additional
authorizations include escort service for the elde'rly, guides on home protection,
youth diversion projects, child protective services, neighborhood watch. pro-
grams, court watchers’ programs, block mothers, police neighborhgod councils,
youth advisors to courts, clergymen in Juvemle courts programs, voluhteer pro-
bation aide programs, advisory councils in commumty-based couectlons, and
volunteers in gang control™

15 TL R, Rep. No. 1155 04th Cong., 2d Sess. (1976).
16 Ihid. at p. 10 and p. 20,
17 1bid. at p. 10,
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The creation of an organizational unit to perform the same function as
enumerated in the House Judiciary Committee bill was proposed by Senator
Javits on- behalf of himself and Senator Roth during floor debate of 8. 221278
However, Senator Javits did not include an amendment for an authomzatwn for
appropriations in his proposal. In descmbmg the organization units, Senator
Javits stated that :

“The first proposal amends existing law to require the Administrator of LEAA
to create a coordinating organizational mechanism for community anti-erime
programs under the Deputy Administrator for Policy Development. This entity
would provide technical assistance to community organizations to enable them
to apply for grants from LBAA for progress to reduce and prevent crime. The
grants would be made from the sums anthorized to be administered through the
LEAA discretionary funds for this purpose. Community groups would receive
assistance from the administration in developing applications for progress to
their state planning agencies.” ™

"Lhe types of grants which Senator Javits confemplated ywould be made to com-
munity organizations include those designed to increase patrol coverage of
neighborhoods and buildings such as auxiliary police, citizen patrols, tenant
patrols, blockwatcher, and private patrols and those aimed at improving security
systems such as street lighting, 1115,11-115(3 security operation identification, mer-
chants security, and block security.”

Four days after Senator Javits offered his amendments, Senator Roth, co-
sponsor of the Javits amendments, proposed an amendment wlnch is now Secmon
301 (b) (14) to help implement the Javits-Roth amendment.*

C. DISCUSSION OF ISSUES

The CACP Office and its funetions are referenced only. in Sections 101(¢) and
520(a) of the Act. These two sections of the Act raise 2 number of guestions as
to the purposes for which the $15 million appropriated consistent with Section
520 (a) may be expended. Your advice is sought pu),suant to 31 U.S.C. §, Tl.

1. Technical assistance gronés

Section 101(c) (1) authorizes the CAOP Office to provide technical assistance
to commumty and citizens groups to enable such groups to apply for grants.
LEAA is authorized to carry out a technical assistance program. either by grant
or contract.® The first question that requires your guidance is whether a portion
of the additional $15 million appropriated pursuant to the authorization con-

tained in Section. 520(a) of the Act .may be expended for technical assistance

grants authorized by Sectiong 515(b) (2) and 513(e) to implement Section
101( ¢) (1). One method of offeriug technical assistance that LEAA has employed
is to enter, into an agreement with a national organization to render technical
assistdnee to its local compornents. This method could be employed to offe1 tech-
nieal assistance to citizen and commumty groups.,

8. Grant-making authority

Neither Section 101(c) nor Section 520 (a) specifically gives the CACP Office
any new or separate grant-making authority for community anti-crime program
grants. However,. Section 520(a) does state that the additional $15 million
authonzatmn ig for grants to be administered by the CACP Office for community
patrol activities and the encouragement of neighborhood participation in crime
prevention and publie safety efforts under Sectlon 301 (b) (6). Secnon 301(b) {6)
is a proyision within Part © of the Act.

It appears that based upon the statutory language contained in Secmon 520(a)
and the legislative intent to expend the $15 million for an additional LIEBAA. dis-
cretionary grant program,” the $15 million is to be expendecl only for grants
awarded pursuant to Section 806(a)(2). Section 306(a) (2) is the basis for the
LBAA discretionary grant program within Part Cof the Act.™

Phis interpretation appears to be inconsistent with Section 101 ) of the
Act, Section 101(c) contemplates that grants will be made directly to community

18192 Cong. Ree xS 12231 (daily ed. July 22, 1976).
0 Thid. at S, 122

20 Thid, at 8. 12"29—30

21192 ‘Cong. Rec. 8. 12433 (daily ed, July 26, 1976).
22 Megtions 515(H) (2) and {c) of the Act,

“3 See Note 15 supra.

# See Note 13 supra,
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and citizens groups. However, community and citizens groups are not enumerated
as eligible grantees in Section 306 (a) (2). : S

Section 306(a) (2) defines as eligible grantees « :ate planning agencies, units
of general local government, combinations of such units, or private nonprofit
organizations. Private nonprofit organizations were added as eligible for direct
Part C discretionary grants by the Crime Control Act of 1973. In making private
nonprofit organizations eligible grantees, the Senate ™ and the House* did not
intend the term to be construed to mean neighborhood, community patrol
activities.

In addition, granteey must provide cash matching funds for Part C grants™
The provision for cash matching funds may not have been contemplated by
Congress since the requirement could severely impede the ability of community
and citizens groups to obtain Part C grants.

Based upon the above considerations, LEAA is in need of your guidance as to
whether Section 101(c) and Section 520(a) may be read together to create new
grant-making authority within either Section 101(c¢) or Section 520(a) or
whether the additional $15 million must be expended in whole or in part for
Part C grants awarded pursuant to Section 306(a) (2). If grant-making au-
thority is found to exist in either Section 101(c) or Section 520(a), there is no
matching fund requirement and LEAA may make grants directly to community
and citizens groups.

3. Grant programs

If the additional $15 million must be expended in whole or in part for Part C
discretionary grants awarded pursuant to Section 306(a) (2), a serious question
arises as to the types of programs which are eligible for funding.

The language used in Section 520(a) references grants for community patrol
activities and the encouragement of neighborhood participation in crime preven-
tion and public safety efforts under Section 301L(b) (6). However, Section 301
(b) (6) provides program authority for the recruiting, organization, training, and
education of community service officers to assist State and local law enforcement

and criminal justice agencies in the discharge of their duties through such ac-
tivities as: .

a. Recruiting,

b. Improvement of police-community relations and grievance resolution
mechanisms,

c. Community patrol activities.

d. Encouragement of neighborhood participation in crime prevention and pub-
lic safety efforts, and )

e. Other activities designed to improve police capabilities, public safety and
the improvement and strengthening of law enforcement and criminal justice.

Section 301(b) (6) [formerly Section 801(b)(7)] and Section 601 (k) were in-
troduced by Senator Percy in 1968.* In explaining the amendments, Senator
Percy stated that community service officers would be those who would not
qualify, because of lick 0of education and training, for local police duties. They
would not meet the standards that police forces require. However, they would
be used to assist regular law enforcement officers. In this capacity, community
service officers’ would provide a link between the local police department and
the citizens of the community.” D

In discussing the types of grant programs to be funded by the additional au-
thorization for community anti-crime programs, the House Judiciary Committee
enumerated some programs * which are not within the scope of Section 301 (b)
-(6) as described by Senator Percy in 1968. Hence, it appears that the Fouse Judi-
ciary Committee intendeéd that the additional authorization be used for any
community anti-crime programs and projects fundable under Section 301(b)
notwithstanding the specific reference to Section 301(b) (8) in Seation 520(a).

26199 Cong, Ree. 8. 11747 (daily ed. June 22, 1973).
20 110 Cong, Rec. H 4743 (daily ed. June 14, 1973).

7 See 52 Comp. Gen. 558 (1973) for a discussion of the LEAA cash (hard) matehing
fund requirement.

35113 Cong. Ree; S, 5515-24 (dally ed. May 14, 1968).
20pld, at S, 5517-18. ¢ T )
® EL.R. Rep. No, 1155, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 10 (1976).
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This position may be further supported by the addition of paragraph (14) to
Seection 301(b) by the Crime Control Act of 1976. Section 301(b) (14) authorizes
the development and operation of crime prevention programs in which members
of the community may participate. This new program authority was offered by
Senator Roth during Senate floor debate as one addition to the commmunity
anti-crime program amendments offered previously by Senator Javits for him-
self and Senator Roth.® :

The Roth amendment was adopted by the Conference Committee. In adopting
the Roth amendment together with the House community anti-crime program
provisions including the additional authorization for appropriation in Section
520(a), it would appear that the Confereiice Committee did not intend to limit
the additional authorization only to Section 801 (b) (6) programs and projects.
Based upon the House Judiciary Committee Report and the concurrent adoption
by the Conference Committee 'of Senator Roth’s amendment and the House au-
thorization for appropriation, it appesars that the reference to Section 301(b) (6)
in Section 520(a) is descriptive rather than a limitation on the expenditure of
funds. ’ }

However, because the two types of activities enumerated in Section 301 (b) (8)
are specifically referenced in Section 520(a), your guidance is requested as fo
whether the additional $15 million may be expended for any community anti-
crime prevention program fundable under Section 301(b) or whether the funds
must be expended for the community service officer grant programs specified
in Section 520(a4).

4. Bligible grantees

If the additional 315 million must be expended in whole or in part for Part C
discretionary grants awarded pursuant to Section 306(a) (2), the question arises
whether Part C grants may be awarded to local community or citizens groups
which are private nonprofit organizations.

Asg noted above, the legislative intent in 1978 when the language “private non-
profit organizations” was added to Section 30G(a) (2) was not to include neigh-
borhood, community patrol activities.® However, Section 101(c), added to the
Act in 1976, contemplates that grants will be made directly to community and
citizens groups. This would appear to modify the 1973 legislative intent, How-
ever, since this issue was not addressed by Congress in 1976, your guidance as
to whether the additional $156 million may be expended for grants to local com-
munity or citizens groups which are private nonprofit organizations will be
appreciated.

D. CONCLUBION

Congress -has appropriated $15 million for grants to be administered by the
CACP Office. LDAA is now prepared fo award grants with thig additional fund-
ing. Your guidance is needed to determine whether the funds may be expended
for:

a. Technical assistance grants, under Sections 515(b) and 515(¢) authority,

b. Part G grants pursuant to Section 306{a)(2),

c. Community anti-crime prevention programs fundable under Section 301(b),

d. Grants to local community or citizens groups which are private nonprofit
organizations, and : ‘ :

¢, Grants to local community or citizens groups which have no status ag private
nonprofit organizations under Federal or State laws.

Until these isstes are resolved, LIBAA is limited in its ability to fully imple-
ment the:community anti-crime prevention program envisioned by the Crime
Control Act 'of 1976. As a resull, your immediate attention to these issues ig
greatly -appreciated. I am providing copies of this letter to Senators McClellan
and Hruska -and Congressman Conyers and McClory. I am also enclosing an
editorial from the New York Times which shows the public interests in the
CACP Office. :

Sincerely,

PavUL K. WOBMELT,
Deputy Administrator for Addministration,

21922 Cong. Ret, S 12433 (dally ed. July 26, 1976),
% See Notes 23 and 24 supra.
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ArracamENT B )

JANUARY 18, 1977.
Hon. DLMEB B. SraaTs,
Comptroller QGeneral of the United States,
General Accownting Office, Washington, D.C.

Dear M. STasrs: LEAA recently requested a statutory interpretation of the
grant-making authority of the new LEAA Office of Community Anti-Crime Pro-
grams and an interpretation of the authority of LIWAA to expend funds appro-
priated for grants to be administered by this office. The case number is B-171019.

This letter is written to express my concerns in having the issues raised in
our request resolved as soon as possible. As noted in our letter of November 24,
1976, LEAA has received an additional $15 million appropriation for fiscal year
1977 consistent with Section 520(a) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, as amended, to fund community anti-crime programs. LEAA.
is anxious to use the addxtlonal $15 million to give special elnphasis to a broad
range of community anti-crime programs. However, until the substantial issues
raised in our prior request are resolved, LEAA. is severely limited in the types
of community anti-crime activities which appear to be eligible to receive fund-
mg with the additional $15 million appropriated for LEAA community anti-
crime programs.

I urge your immediate attention to reach final resolution of the issues mxsed
in our letter of November 24, 1976.

Sincerely,

RicEARD W. VELDE,
Administrator.
ArracEMENT O
Lo Date: March 2, 1977.
File: B-171019.

Matter of .Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Grant Authority for
Community Anti-Crime Programs,

Digest: LEAA is not required to spend $15 million specially authorized for ap-
propriation by Pub. L. No. 94-503 for community patrol activties and encourage-
ment of neighborhood participation in crime prevention and publie safety ef-
forts under section 801(b) (6) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968, as amended, since funds were not earmarked for such purposes under
Pub, L. No. 94-862, its cunrent appropriation act.

This decision to the Attorney General responds to a request by the Deputy
Administrator for Administration of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration (LBAA) for our decision with respect to certain grantmaking au-
thority of the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs (CACP) within
LBAA, and to the expenditure of funds appropriated for CACP grants. :

Specificially, the Deputy Administrator asks whether, under section 520(a),
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (Pub. L. No, 90-
351, 82 Stat. 197, as amended, 42 U.8.C. §§ 3701 et seq. (1970 & Supp. V, 1975) ),
as most recently amended by the Crime Gontrol Act of 1976, Pub. 1. No. 94-503
(October 15, 1976) the $15 million authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year
1977, “* * * for purposes of community patrol activities and the encouragement
of neighborhood participation in erime prevention and public safety efforts under
section 301 (b) (6) of this title * * * may be expended for:

a. Technical assistance grants; under sections 515(b) and 515(e¢) of the 1968
Act, as amended 42 U.S.C. § § 3763 and 3763(c) (Supp. V, 1975) ;

b. Part C grants pursuant to section 306(a) (2) of the 1968 Act, as amended,
42 U.8.0. §3736(a) (2) (Supp. V, 1975) ;

¢, Community anti-crime preventlon programs fundable under section 301 (b)
of the 1968 Act; as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 3731 (b) (Supp. V, 1975), as further
amended by Pub. L. No. 94—503, section 109 (1976) ;

d. grants to lodal community or citizens groups which are private nonprofit
organizations; and

o, Grants to local community citizens groups which have no status as private
nonprofit organizations under Federal or State law.

Subsequently, we iere asked in addition whether the S5 percent-15 percent
apportionment between block and discretionary grants required by section 806
('x) of the 1968 Act applies to funds appropriated pursuant to the authorization,
in the second sentence of section 520(a), and whether the non-federal share, or
*“matching,” requirement of section 306(a) applies to grants made from funds
80 appropriated.




(Hereafter, unless otherwise indicated, references to “the Act” are to the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Pub. 1. No. 90-351, 83
Stat. 197 as amended by Pub. L, No. 91-644, 84 Stat. 3701 Pub, L. No 93—83 87
Stat. 197; Pub. L. No. 93-415, 88 Stat. 1142 and Pub. L. No. 94-503, 90 Stat
2407 (42 0. 8.C.A. §§ 3701 et seq.))

Section 520 (a) provides in pertinent part as follows:

“There are authorized to be appropriated for the purposes of carrying out this
title not to.exceed $220,000,000 for the period beginning on July 1, 1976, and
ending on September 30 19(6 not to exceed $880,000,000 for the hscal year end-
ing September 80, 1977 $800 000 000 for the fiscal year ending September 80, 1978 ;
and $800,000,000 Tor the fiscal year ending September 30, 1979. In addition to any
other sums avaﬂable for the purposes of grants under part C of thig title, there
is authorized to be appxopmated not to exceed $15,000,000 for the fiseal year end-
ing September 30, 1977 ; and not to exceed $15,000,000 fox each of the two succeed-
ing fiseal years; for the purposes of grants to be administered by the Office of
Community Anfi-Crime Programs for community patrol activities and the en-
couragement of neighborhood participation in erime prevention and public safety
efforts under section 301(b) (6) of this title, * * *”

In raising these guestions the Deputy Administrator apparently makes a
fundamental assumption that $15 miilion has been appropriated, for use in
fiscal year 1977, by Pub L. No. 94-362 (July 14, 1976), for the purpose specified
in the second sentence of section 520 (a) of Pub, L. No 94-503, supra. The 1977
appropriation for LIDAA reads as follows:

“For grants, contracts, loans, and other assistance authorized by title I of the
Omnibus Criine Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, and title IT
of the Juvenile Justice and Dehnquency Prevention Act of 1974, mcludmg de-
partmental salaries and other expenses in connectmn therewith, $700,000 000, to
remiain available until ezpended ”

LEAA’s appropriation is a lump sum, to be used for purposes of the Act (and
for title IX of the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974), without further limitation as
ta purpose, There is, accoxdmgly, no appropriation for fiscal year 1977 which is
rvequired to be e\pended only in accordance with the authorizing language of
section 520(a). Accordingly, the questions raised are moot to the extent that
they are Based on the assumpuon that a separate sum of $15 million was ap-
propriated for fiscal vear 1977 for the purposes stated in the 1976 amendment
to section 520(a) of the Act.

We are aware that the Conference Report on the 1977 LDAA apmopnatmn
{ELR. Rep. No. 94-1309, at 7 (1976) ) mentions that the $753 million appropria-
tion:inchideg ‘% * * “,;1;1,000,000 for- encouraging community participation in
crime prevention.” Certainly, LEAA, in Leepmg w1th the purpose set forth in
the Conference Report, may program $15 million of its lump sum appropriation
for that purpose. Any sums so programmed, however, are not subject to the
strictures which might have been applicable kad the sums had been appropriated
specifically -pursuant to the Community Anti- Orlme Program authorization in
section 520 (a) of the Act.

In this connection, the Conference Report reference to the $15 million for en-
couragmg community participation in crime prevention is compatible with the
exercise of a variety of authorities under the Act. That is, to avoid the problem
of whether grants for Community .Anti-Crime programs, under section 301(b) (6)
are limited to community service officer programs, LEAA could, for example,
make Community Anti-Crime grants under the less restrictive authority of
section 301(b).(14), as well as under section 515(b)(2). In addition, grants
for Community Anti-Crime programs under sections 801L(b) (6) or 301 (b) (14)
may be made to local community or citizens groups iwhich are private nonprofit
organizations, as provided in section 306(a). The local groups would -of course
have to fall within the definition of private nonprofit organizations adopted by
the Administrator, and would have to meet the applicable requirements of OMB
Circular A-110, Grants and Agreements with Institutions of Higher Education,
Hospitals, and Othe1 Nonprofit OQrganizations, Uniform Administrative Requlre-
ments, 4 Fed. Reg. 82016 (1976).

We note that had there been a specific appropriation of the ad(htwnal $15 mil-
lion exactly as authorized by section 520(a), there would have been considerable

doubt as to whether the funds so appropriated could have been used in the man-
ner proposed by the Deputy Administrator. We suggest that LIUAA may w1sh to
propose xemedml legislation to remove th1s doubt.

Acting Comptroller Geozycral
of the United States.
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ATTACEMENT D
1,217 CoMMUNITY ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM

I. STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVE

" The overall Program Objective of the Community Anti-Crime Program is:

“'0 assist community organizations, neighborhood groups ang individual citi-
zens in becoming actively involved in activities designed to prevent crime, reduce
the fear of crime and improve the administration of justice.”

Within this major objective, there are eight sub-program objectives:

Subv-Objective I .

Provide financial support for the establishment of new community and neigh-
borhood based organizations (Community Anti-Crime Cernters) to conduect com-
munity anti-crime programs such as neighborhood watch, escort services for the
elderly, community based rape crisis ctnters, neighborhood and tenant patrols,
youth crisis counseling centers, crime prevention information centers, and other
programs designed to meet the needs of the community in the anti-crime area.

This sub-objective deals only with 'the provision of organizational sustenance
support. It is aimed at creating a stable focal point for community organization
efferts, 'and supporting a full or part-time community leadership structure within
vommunities by providing for staff, (program manager, community relations of-
ficer, and secretary), rent and normal office supplies.

The funding vehicle for these new centers will be the existing network of 900
Community Action Agencies (CAA) which receive their “core” support from the
Community Services Administration, HUD supported ‘Community Development
Agencies (or the local housing authority which is the evolutionary organiza-
tion of the CDAs), and/or selected nationa:i organizations which have viable
organizational networks in the community, such as the Urban League.

Sub-Objective 1T

Provide financial assistance to exisiing community and neighborhood based
anti-crime organization for organizational sustenance purposes.

This support is aimed at putting existing volunteer based organizations on a
stable financial footing by providing basic operational expenses. It does not in-
clude funds for specific anti-crime projects.

Sub-Objective IIT

Provide a stable community/neighborhood based anti-crime  organization
(Community Ant{-Crime Centers) that will include within their organizational
and program development activities special emphasis on anti-crime programs
for the elderly. )

Sub-Objective IV

Provide financial assistance for the conduct of specific. community anti-crime
projects that are to be conducted by the program manager of the newly estab-
lished Community Anti-Crime Centers and coordinated from the CAA, the CDA,
or whichever local community agency is selected to be ‘umbrella agency' for the
community. Where community-wide anti-crime organizations exist, funding will
be provided to that group for the full range of programs similar to buk-not
limited to anti-crime programs included in Sub-Objective I. :

Once a focal point for community. organization is established in a neighbor-
hood (Community Anti-Crime Centers) and/or organizational sustenance sup-
port ‘is. provided to existing mneighborhood organizations, there are many
volunteer based activities which can be conducted without additional finaneial
sppport. These may include such projects as block mothers, for example. In addi-
tion there are projects which will require financial support; such as escort services
for the elderly Wwhere mileage would be paid for the use of an auto, the manning
of a youth crisis center, or a community rape crisis center, Or, an existing com-
munity organization may wish to expand its program to include new projects
in or(}er‘ to provide a full array of anti-crime programs. Under this sub-
ol)je_:ctu:e specific anti-crime projects will be supported in contrast to the or-
ganizational sustenance support provided under Sub-Objective I and IT.

Sub-Objective ¥ -

Provide support to national citizen and public-spirited organizations to'con-
duct b(roudly based public education programs aimed at increasing the public
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avareness :0f -citizens. about crime prevention methods and involve citizens in
innovative demonstration programs with criminal justice agencies.

Sub-Objective VI ;
Wstablish. 2 national clearinghouse for the collection and distribution of in-

formation on community-based anti-crime programs. .
This clearinghouse will represent a comprehensive state-of-the-art repository

of community based anti-crime programs and make that information available

on an ongoeing basis to community groups and appropriate government agencies
throughont the country. .

Sub-Objective VII

Provide on-site technical assistance to potential (CACCs) and existing com-
munity-based anti-crime organizations in developing and implementing commu-
nity anti-crime projects.

Technical assistance will be provided to community and neighborhood groups
wishing to establish CACCs as well as continuing assistance to community and
neighborhood based organizations in developing and conducting volunteer and
other projects. A detailed strategy for the achievement of thig ‘objective is in-
cluded under Section IX, TA, Training Support Requirements.

Sub-0bjective VIIT

Improve the coordination of other federal programs designed to encourage aund
assist citizen participation in community anti-crime programs.

This objective will be primarily addressed through the creation of an Inter-
Agency Counsel on Communifr Anti-Cime. Representatives from HUD, CRS,
HEW, CSA, and ACTION will participate on the Council.

II. RESULTS SOUGHT

1. The mobilization of community and neighborhood residents into effective
self-help organizations to conduet anti-crime programs within their communities
and neighborhoods.

2, Improved cooperation among community and neighborheod residents and
the criminal justice agencies serving the area.

8. Increased awareness of eriminal justice agencies concerning the erime prob-
Jems of communities and neighborhoods.

4. The integration of community and neighborhood-based anti-crime programs
with other community improvement and neighborhood revitalization programs
such as housing, employment, ete.

5. The broad-scale transfer of information about successful community and
neighborhood-based anti-crime programs to other groups throughout the nation.

6. An increased level of knowledge about erime prevention techniques among
the public at large.

7. A reduction in the fear of crime among community and neighborhood
regidents. :

8. A reduction in the victimization of community and neighborhood residents,
particularly among the elderly. ' )

9. The development of a coordinated approach at the Xederal level to programs
aimed at revitalizing communities and neighborhoods.

IIT. RESOURCE REQUIREMENT ESTIMATES

The $15 million allocated to the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs will
be spread among the program’s sub-objectives. -
A. Sub-Objectives I, IT, IIT . :

TFunding. will be provided to ‘the Community Action Agencies, the Community
Development Agencies, or other selected umbrella -organization in the community
that.are determined to be the most viable in terms of time in existence, man-
agerial ability, and credibility in the community. This determination will be
made through assessment of the organization’s capability by the Regional Office,
the Regional Planning Units, Community Relations Service, and the Community
Ser\.nces' Administration, :.or HUD. Fuands will be provided for a Community
Anti-Crime Program Officer as an additional staff member of the agency, a
secretary for gupport services; a Community Relations Officer to operate the
neighborhood Community Anti-Orime Center, and rent dnd nominal office ex-
penses for the Center. Grants will support 40 such Agencies for staff and for the
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est'lbhshment of ap eshmated 200 neighborhood centers, at an average funding
level of $30,000, with a $15K-50K range. 40 Track I grants: Total §4 Million.

B. Sub-Objective IV

Funds for this objective will he to support a second phase program 1mplement'1—
tion eifort for newly established Commumty Anti-Crime Centers and will be
channeled through the community agencies such as the CAAs, CDAs, or others.
These agencies w111 have the 1esponslb1hty to assist the neighborhood Com-
munity Anti-Crime Centers in program development, avoid duplication of proj-
ects, and provide LBEAA with a plan for the commumty that shows the number
and kinds of programs in the community, how they relate to each other and with
other federally funded projects, and how they comply with LEAA evaluation
data gathering requirements. Funding in these instances will he mdde on a
mini-block format,

Funding will also be provided for program implementation to existing com-
munity agencies that require further program support or that wish to expand
their programs. Forty awards are contemplated ranging from $75-200K,
Track IT. Total $7 milion.

C. Sub-Objective V

Iunds nnder this objective will support national-scope public education efforts
and innovative demonstration projects aimed at involving citizens in the criminal
justice process. An estimated $2 million will be identified for these efforts. Total
$2 million,

D. Sub-Objective VI

Approximately $500,000 will be earmarked for the creation of the Community
Anti-Crime Clearinghouse and the conduct of its technology transfer activities.
One Track I grant: Total $.5 million.

B. Sub- Objecitive yIr

The technical assitance program is detailed in Section 9 of th1s program plan.
It will be a major part of the Community Anti-Crime Program and will be
characterized by its pro-active design. It will consist of several- TA delivery
systems and will be available to applicants from pre-application through program
executicn and program evaluation. Total $1.5 million.

A total of 10 person-years will be required to conduct the program: Iive central
office person-years and 14 person-year per regmnal oﬂlce is the muumum staff
necded to administer the program.

IV. REGIONAL OFFICE PARTICIPATION

Grants awarded under Sub-Objectives I through IXI will be processed as Track
I awards. Although the projected number of community and neighborhood-based
anti-erime centers-is approximately 200, the actual number of grants to be
administered ‘will be 40 as the program design eavisions funneling funds to
the “street” level through the existing netwom of Community Action Agencies
(CAAs) and Community Development - Agencies (CDAs) in a mini-block
format. These agencies will also be expected to assume a substantial monitoring
1espon51buty. The forty awards under this sub-objective will be made after Cen-

tral Office review of the program.

ROs will be expected to work closely with: the Regional Plannmg Units, and
the relevant federal agencies in their region in the assessment of the umbrella
agencies and their capabilities.

The Regional Offices are also expected to play a significant role in the pro-
gram’s fechnical assistance component. These 1espons1b111t1es are detailed under
Section IX, T4, Training Support Requirements.

V. MAJOR EVENTS

a. Approval of program plan by new administration (March 15, 1977).

b. Program guidelines drafted and circulated for internal and external clear-
ance (April 1, 1977). .

¢. RFR for technical assistance contracts issued (April 1, 1977).

d. RFP for Clearinghouse issued (May 1, 1977).

e, RFP TA bids received (April 30, 1977).

f. Publication of program guidelines (May 10, 1977).



49

g. A contracts awarded (May 31,1977).
h RFP Clearinghouse bids recelved (May 81,1977).
i. Provision of pre-application TA (June 1-J uly 15, 1977).
j. Clearinghouse contract awarded (June 30,1977).
k. Deadline for submission of application (J uly 15,1977).
1, Award of OCACP applications (September 15, 1977).

VI. SUB-PROGRAM AREAS AND SUB-PROGRAM OFFICER NOMINEES

The sub-program areas can be tied directly to the sub-program objectives
outlined in Section I.

Sub-program I.—BEstablishment of approximately 200 commumty and neigh-
borhood-based anti-crime centers. (Sub-objectives I-III) Sub-program officer—
Jim Hagerty.

Sub-programi II.—Support of spemﬁe anti-crime projects (Sub—ob;;ectwe Iv.)
Sub-program officer—Staiff,

Sub-program ITI.—National scope education and demonstration projects. (Sub-
objective V.) Sub-program officer—Mike Dana.

Sub-program. IV —National Clearinghouse and on-site technical assistamce.
(Sub-objectives VI and VIIL.) Sub-program officer—IFrank Vacarella.

Sub-program V.—Coordination of federal efforts (Sub: obJectlve VIII )} Sub-
program officer—OCACP Director. )

VII. MON, ITORING POLICY

" The approximately 40 Tracks IT grants will be momtored by the regional
offices in accordance with the minimum criteria out-lined in the LEAA DF Guide-
line Manual Augmenting this will be the indirect monitoring which .will resilt
from, the on-gite technical assistaunce program to ¢oinmunity and neighborhood-
based anti-crime centers. As noted earlier, grants will be made through CAAs
and CDAs and these organizations will have monitoring responsibility for the
4-5 anti-crime centers within theif purview. The major TA. grants and/or con-
tracts will be monitored by the Central Office staff through the normal report-
ing requirements as well as individual TA reports submitted for each assign-
ment by the contractors/grantees and regular, scheduled meetings Wlth these
TA organizations.

%ubJect to the availability of travel funds, the central office program manager
will also make visits to selected community anti-crime centers throughout the
nation.

VIII. EVALUA’I'ION POLICY

Grants under this ‘program will niot be evaluated on an mdlvuiual baS1s ’.Dhe(

National Institute will be requested to develop an evaluation design which - will
attempt to measure the impact of comimunity -anti-crime centers on crime redue-
tion, reductions in the fear of crime and improvements in the administration of
Jushce Evaluation sites will be chosen -for this intensive *“impact.evaluation”
through ‘joint planning with the Institute and the results wxll be dlstnbuted by
the community anti-crime cleannghouse S

IX. T/ TR.:\INING SUPPORT REQUIBEMENTS

i The:technical .assistance strategy is designed to respond directly to the man-
date of the legislation which ealls for LEAA. to “provide appropriate technical
assistance to community and citizen groups to enable such groups to apply for
grants to encourage community and citizen- participation in crime prevention
and other law enforcement and criminal justice activities,” It is a pro-active
strategy, designed to function from pre-application through program execution
to program -evaluation. TA strategy will be con51stent with LEAA techmcal
assistance policy.

4. Direct assistance

Technical Assistance will be provided directly to all.grantees under Sub- objec-
tives I-IV through the use of TA. grantee/contractors. Although this program
does not have a data base upon, which to base a pro-active strategy, certain as-
sumptions are being made concerning the TA needs of community groups. Assist-
ance will be needed in program dnd application’ development, fiscal and. grant
management, needs assessment, coordination with other programs, and project
evaluatwn These are areas that are common to all grantees regardless. of the
program area.
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ORO is planning on conducting a series of public meetings with community
groups in order to elecit input on problems and programs. In addition; the.com-
munity groups will be requested to indicate their TA needs. The'-ROs WEII be
requested to submit a TA. plan on community anti-crime which will include input
on needs assessment and resource identification from the SPAs and:RPUS.

The Community Relations Service has been requested to provide TA through
its field offices, and this is being pursued through an inter-agency agreement.

The program manager in the umbrella agency will be a prime souice for TA
needs assessment and for providing TA. Current LEAA grantees will be con-
sidered a source of TA. .

B. Indirect TA
Indireat TA will be provided by the development of "how to” manuals, the use
of existent prescriptive packages, the development of an annotated bibliography
on community anti-crime, and on community organization and other relevant
documents. = . } ] T
The establishment of a Clearinghouse and Technology Transfer center will be
the major thrust in the indirect TA aree. The Clearinghouse will be a compre-
hensive state-of-the-art repository which will conduct continuous inforniation
on programs and pertinent anti-crime materials to be made available to grantees
and would be grantees. o ) R
Training in anti-erime program development, and in community organization
will be provided to both Community Agency Program Managers and neighbor-
hood Community Anti-Crime Center Officers tlirough the expansion of the exist-
ing training program offered by the National Crime Prevention Institute, or on
a regional basis by a contractor. : o : o
It is contemplated that the first year of the program should provide a substan-
tial data base on TA needs, resource requirements, TA resources, and ghef(levelop»
ment of a rational TA delivery system. . ‘ L S

X. INFORMATiON TIILIZATION

This activity is described in the earlier sections of this program pl‘zm‘de_aling
with the establishment of a Clearinghouse and Technology Transfer Centér for
information on community anti-crime programs. ) ) :

XI. STATE/LOCAL ASSUMPTION POLICY

Although no requirements for state/local assumption will be imposed, it is an
unstated goal of the program to institutionalize stable focal points for community
and neighborhood-based antirerime programs. This can occur in several ways:

1.) By using CAAs and CDAs as funding vehicles for this seed imoney, the
potential exists for eventual assumption of the efforts by thesealready-estab-
lished centers of community action. . o - . [P T

2,)-One of the objectives of the program is to create a .cadre of community
ledders who are skilled in crime prevention technigues; many .of which are volun-
tary in nature. If these efforts are successful and results in a payoff to the com-
munity in terms of crime reduction, there is a2 good chance that they will be
continued as long a8 community enthusiasm remains high.

3.) One of the aims of the program is to familiarize community groups with
other avenues of funding, including non-LBEAA state and federal sources as well
as private sources which could econtinue to support anti-crime projects.

4.y If the program is successful in reducing eriime; local ¢riminal justice agen-

cies may find it cost-beneficial to support such activities,” :
"ATTACEMENT B

LEAA BRIEFING PAPER ON CoMMUNITY ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM ¥OR REPRESENTATIVE
JouxN CoNYERS, JR., MARCH 16, 1977

LBEAA participants: James M, H, Gregg, Assistant Administrator, Office of
Plar.ming and Management: J. Robert Grimes, Assistant Administrator, Office of
Regmnz}l QOperations; Stephen Boyle, Director, Office of Congressional Liasion;
%nd lil'mk Pappas, Director, Special  Programs Division, Office of Regional

perations, : ) ‘
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IssuEs WHIcH FRAME THE PROGRAM DESIGIN

Congressional intent to get money to street level.

Need to minimize administrative costs of fund delivery.
Identification of credible neighborhood groups.

Need to eliminate duplication of projects at community and neighborhood level.
Desire for local decisionmaking in needs assessment.
Maximization of chances for institutionalization.
Coordination with other Tederal programs at local level.
Need to insure adequate data for evaluation.

Financial accountability.

Need to deflect political infighting at local level.

Potentially unmanageable grant processing reqmrements
Potentially unmanageable grant monitoring requirements.
Potentially unmanageable technical assistance requirements.

CoMMUNITY ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM-—QBJECTIVES

I. STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVE

The overall Program Objective of the Community Anti-Crime Program is:

“To assist community organizations, neighborhood groups and individual citi-
zens in becoming actively involved in activities designed to prevent erime, reduce
the fear of crime and improve the administration of justice.”

Sub-Objective I

Provide financial support for the establishment of new community and neigh-
borhood based organizations (Community Anti-Crime Centers) to conduct com-
munity anti-crime programs such as neighborhood wateh, escort services for the
elderly, community based rape crisis centers, neighborhood and talent patrols,
youth crisis counseling centers, crime prevention information centers, and other
programs designed to meet the needs of the community in the anti-crime area.

Sub-Objective IT

Provide a stable commumtv/nexghborhood based anti-crime organization (Com-
munity Anti-Crime Centers) that will include within their organizational and
program development activities special emphasxs on anti-crime programs for the
elderly. :

Sub-Objective IIT

Provide financial assistance for the conduct of specific community anti-crime
projects that are to be conducted by the program manager of the newly estab-
lished Community Anti-Crime Centers and coordinated from the CAA, the CDA;
or whichever local community agency is selected to be “umbrella agency” for the
community.

Where community-wide_ anti-crime organizations exist, funding will be pro-
vided to that group for thefull range 01’. programs’ sumlar to but not limited fo
anti-crime programs included in Sub-Objective I

Sub-Objective IV

Provide support to national citizen and publie-spirited 0rgamzat10ns to con-
duct broadly. based public education programs aimed at increasing the pubhc
awareness of citizens about crime prevention methods and involve citizens in
innovative demonstration programs with eriminal justice agencies.

Sub- Objeatwe 14

Bstablish a national clearmghouse for the co]lectxon and distributlon of in-
formation on community-based ant1-c11me programs.
Sub-Objective VI

Provide on-gite technieal assistance to potential (CACCs) and exxstmg com-
munity-based anti-crime organizations in developing and implementing commu-
nity anti-crime projects.

Sub-Objective VII

Improve the coordination of other federal programs designed to encourage
and assist citizen participation in community anti-erime programs.
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COMMUNITY ANTI-CRIME PROGRAM

New —— UMBRELLA AGENCY Community Anti-

Crime Centers
PROGRAMS ‘Set up ’
b Community Anti- 1 _ Oraanize Community
Crime Centers Program Planning
~——Program Planning Program Implementation

Coordination with
other Federal Programs

EXISTING UMBRELLA AGENCY
PROGRAMS [ Application to
e inciude expansion
E of current program
and coordination
with other Federdl
programs.
PUBLIC o | NATIONAL GROUPS
AUARENESS r—— Public education .
‘ o - =——Citizen invojvement . o )
TECHNICAL —! CONTRACTCR/GRANTEE O
ASSISTANCE Technical Assistance
- | to grantees and prospective
—— qrantees in program develop- -
ment, implementation, - Gva s
and management.
PROPOSED MODEL FOR HEY PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
UMBRELLA AGENCIES ) NEW NECIGHBORHOOD PROGRAMS
. 1, Demonstration Ates {can. be coordmated with
- v . 2. - the HUD neighborhood
Ford Foundation/ 3. o " revitalization program.) *
Urban_ Laaque K 4. e " S
5 " "
Woodlawn - Chicago J New neighborhood orgdnizations |-
e l S e . I IR .. ?'|vandanti-grimeprognms_.. b
Community Zion Hon-Profit‘. i l ) T ttew neighborhood organizations
Cavelopment Charitable Trust | and anti-crine: programs-. .. -
Agencies ) — 7 -
Communi ty i hatts Labor Co-mum.ty o L ;l Hiow neighborm:od orgpn!zations )
Service Action Committea | and ‘anti-crme prograns, . "
Agencies —
Spanish Speaking Lnity | | tew neignbornood-organizations

Council, Dakland I and anti-crime pregrams
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PROPOSED MODEL FOR EXPANSION AND STRENGTHENING
| OF EXISTING PROGRAHS

UMBRELLA ORSANIZATION

(Community groups. that have
demonstrated capbacity to
develop and implement cormu-
nity anti-crime programs)

PROGRAMS

—— Crime watch o

——— Escort services for the elderly
~%-‘Community rape'cf%sis cénters

——— Neighborhood crisis counse]ing’center§
© l—— Youth crisis counseling centers

— B]ogk'mdthers |

--—- Guides on home protection

b QOthers

Resurrs SoueHT -

The mcbilization of commumty -and nelghborhood 1esxdents inte effechve seli-
help organizations-to conduct anti-crime programs within their communities and
neighborhoods. .

‘Improved cooperatlon among commumty and nexr'hborhood remdents and the
criminal justice agencies serving the area. .

Increased awareness of eriminal justice agencies concermng the cmme problems
of communities and neighborhoods. -

The integration of community and neighborhood- based antx-cnme progmms.
with other community improvement and neighborhood revitalization programs
such as housing, employment, ete.
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The broad-scale transfer of information about successful community and neigh-
borhood-based anti-crime programs to other groups throughout the Nation.

An inereased level of knowledge about crime prevention techniques among the
public at large.

A reduction in the fear of crime among community and neighborhood residents.

A reduction in the victimization of community and neighborhood residents.
particularly among the elderly.

The development of a coordinated approach at the Federal level to programs
aimed at revitalizing communities and neighborhoods.

MaJOR EVENTS

Approval of program plan by new administration._..._ March 15, 1977.
Program guidelines drafted and circulated for internal

and external clearance. April 1, 1977.
RIFP for technical assistance contracts issued.————__ Do.
RFP for clearinghouse issued May 1, 1977,
RIFP TA bids received April 30, 1977.
Publication of program guidelines May 10, 1977.
TA contracts awarded May 31, 1977.
RIP clearinghouse bids received Deo.
Provision of pre-application TA June 1-July 15, 1977.
Clearinghouse contract awarded June 30, 1977.
Deadline for submission of applications July 15, 1977.
Award of OCACP applications September 15, 197.

ATTACHMENT F

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITITEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C., November 23, 1976.
Mr. RIcHEARD VELDE,
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminisiration, Indiane Avenue, N. W Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dear MR, VELDE: As a result of the conversation my subcommittee counsel
had with Judge McQuade in Kansas City, I am writing to you to delineate what
congressional intent for implementation of the new Community Anti-Crime Pro-
gram in P.L. 94-508.

I understand the legislation may be unclear in parts particularly with refer-
ence to direct grant administration to community groups by LEAA. When the
Comptroller General researches the intent of those sections, I will be prepared
to tell him the interpretation we in the Judiciary Committee intended to be made
of the sections in question. In the interim, however, I feel it necessary to ex-
plain more fully to you our intent in order to help you expedite the process of
developing guidelines for the effectuation of the program.

Section 101 (¢) of P.L. 94-503 creates the Office of Community Anti-Crime
programs directly under the Deputy Administrator for Policy Development, It
was intended that this agency be separate from other diseretionary grant pro-
grams to give it the attention and visibility it needs to succeed. We anticipated
a small staff in Washington reporting directly to the Deputy would perform the
enumerated tasks in the legislation, i.e, provide technical assistance; coordinate
with ongoing programs and disseminated data on successful projects.

It is also expected that a director of this Office would be appointéd from a
group of suitably and uniquely qualified péople in this field community orga-
nization. A person with a background in one of the functional components of
the criminal justice fleld would not be as desirable as a person who has a capa-
bility of arousing communily awareness of an issue. We have heard you in-
tend to place personnel hired for the High Crime Areas Program in staff posi-
tions. I sincerely hope these people are only temporflry and will make ‘way for
highly qualified community organization specialists,
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Your staff has assured me they agree that the only way the program can be
successful is to reach out and mobilize communities effectively. We received tes-
timony which stated the operations manuals for exemplary projects exist. The
program of making people aware of how to use them to prevent crime in their
neighborhoods must be solved.

It was Congress’ intent that this Office have grant-making authority for direct
100 percent funding to community groups without the necessity for mateh, Sec-
tion 520 A of the Act was intended to convey this authority; the words “neigh-
borhiood participation in crime prevention and public safety efforts under
section ‘801 (b) (6) of this title” were meant to be examples of the types of pro-
grams which could conceivably be funded. The House Committee report 94-1155
presents other eligible projects such as: escort service for the elderly guides
on home protection; youth diversion projecéts; child protective services; block
watch programs; block mothers; police ne1ghb01hood councils; youth adw:.oxs to
courts; clergymen in Juvemle courts, volunteer probatlon aides; advisory
councils on community-based corrections and volunfeers in gang control. A§ you
can see, these projects do not necessarily involve hardware,

We did not ant1c1pate that State and local governments would be eligible
as grantees for such funds but that direct funding go to umbrelld orgammtwns
or operative local groups which can coalesce already established local groups to
prevent local in-fighting, and who would have fiseal responsibility Tor the federal
funds to implement pwgrams The funds are anticipated to be administered by’
the Office created by the leﬂslatlon and not by state planning boards or regional
planning units,”

The amount set aside fnr these programs is very small, 815,000,000 a year for
three years. The Subcommittee found that in one year, 1973, LEAA’s discretion-
ary fund alldcations for community anti-crime purposes were $23,000, 000, This
can be contrasted with the amount of $25,000,000, which was expended over 2
period of eight yeary by the States out of b]oclc’ grant funds. Therefore, the
$15,000,000 i8-to be considered seed money, to develop operdtive programs in
nmghborhoods and to encourage state 1egxslatures and state planning agencies
to adopt such programs iu the future.

Otir- Subcommittee récéived information about “vietim préevention” projects,
such as-the Chitago whistle program, which have proven successful detetrents
to crime and which cost very little money to institute, We expect such programs
will bé funded by the new Office. We expect additionally that projects which 0
toward -the root ‘eduses of erime such ds juvenile’ \memplovment will also be
attempted under the general heading of crime-prévention.

The Subtommittee has been apprlsed of suecesstul endeavors such ag the FBI
Crime Resistahee program and the“union initiated programs in communities, We:
feel -LBAA should coordinaté with and learn from these ono'omg prOJects as.
well as with Community Relations'Sérvice and ACTION,

Finally; T'suggest you take advantage of expertise existent in groups like the
National Urban League-or the Urban Coalition: when soliciting suggestions for
the.framework for operation:of theé Office. They aré aware of the extreme need
in inner city mmouty areas for these types of projects. These neighborhoods
suffer the most crime dnd would be most greatly assisted by this new emphasis
on -the ‘Coinmunity. ‘Sueh organizations could later provide a workable- mecha-
nism-or- auditing,. monitoring, évaluating 'and administering funds to neighbor-
hoodl..groups.althoagh I caution you to: limit the amount of overhead funds that
would go to such units because our main concern is getting ‘the money dlx'ectly
to the groups which need it,

I hope this explanation has been helpful to you and appreem’ce your concern
to get this-new program operatlve as soon as possible. You may be assured I will
do evervthmg I can to assist you in this endeavor. It {x my hope that the Federal
Government will soon be able to reach the untapped resource of citizens who
fear for. their safety and work with- them to cremte a safer climate for thelr
everyday activities. . }

Sincerely, " : :
et . Jouw Convers, Jr., - .
Ohtzmnan, Subcommzttea on G’nme :
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ATTACHMENT G

CONGRESS OF THE UXNITED STATES,
HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

) Washington, D.C., March 17, 1977,
Mr. JAMES GREGG, )

Acting Administrator, Law Enforcement 4ssistance Administration,
Washington, D.C. )

Dear MR, GrEca: Thank you and your staff for your presentation March 16,
1977, of the proposed guidelines for the community anti-crime program. As you
know, the March 2, 1977, letter from AGO suggested LEAA hag ultimate flexi-
bility in creating the program. It was my intention by inviting you to my office
to express my interest in working with you to create a program which will carry
out as carefully as possible the will of Congress. I was happy to hear that yon
congceive of this program as one of direct funding to community groups without
the need for match. I infer from your presentation that you will utilize your
grant making authority for these purposes. I am concerned that the Office of
Community Anti-crime may not yet have the high visibility and integrity Con-
gross felt necessary to provide, but I am hopeful that the new administrator will
cause thiz program to be conducted directly under the Deputy Administrator for
policy development as stated in P, L. 94-503. ' .

As you know, it was my intention to-introduce a bill which would clarify
the intent of Congress with regard to the community anti-crime program. There
may be no need for such technical and clarifying amendments, if after I hear
the details. of your proposal T find Congress and the agency are planning along
§he same‘hnes. To that end, and as promised, my staff has prepared the follow-
ing questions on your proposal. I hope for an immediate response. . .

v1. Y_ou state In your briefing material that the issues you addressed were the
potex_mally. unmanageable grant processing, monitoring, and technical assistance
requirements. Under your plan who will process grants? Who 'will monitor the
program? Who will perform evaluations? . .

2. 'What role will the LI#A'A Office of Community Anti-Crime play in technical
assistance, grant review and approval, dissemination of information and ad-
ministration of the program? . .

8, How much money will be spent on each of your.subobjectives? Specifically,
how much money will go directly to community groups for “action” funds and
how much will go toward administrative costs? - .

-4, 'What will be the role of the umbrella agencies? Will they be eligible
grantees-or will they be identifying eligible grantees? What role will LIEEAA play
vig-a-vis these agencies? Who will select the umbrella agencies? (Reference:
Your chart “proposed Model for New Program Development”)

5. Will LBAA deal with CSA. directly or will LIEAA be isolating those of the
865 local community action agencies which-have a crime prevention capability ?
6. 'What will be the functions of the community anti-crime centers? Will they
be-grant recipients? . -

7. Who will conduct public education programs? LBAA or its contractors?

8. Why do you need a-clearinghouse run by -outside contractors? ‘Why does
LBAA not have the capability to collect: and disseminate -information -on. its
erime prevention projects? Why are you not utilizing the Institute or the Crimi-
nal Justice Information System to perform this function? Do you not ‘have
any information from your now defunct Citizens Initidtive Program to assist
in this funection? : . R i

- 9. Who specifically will provide -on- site techhical assistance to community
organizations? What will technical assistance entail? .

10. Will LEAA. operate this program awarding direct grants of 100-percent
of the cost to incorporated or unincorporated community organizations, i.e.
groups in which members of the community participate?

11. How will you ensure that this erime prevention money will not be; utilized
in existing programs like those that CGSA administers, which have nothing to do
with crime prevention? There is a tendency to use new public funds for old
programs with new names. How can you avoid this?

" 19. What criteria will be used in awarding grants to ensure that groups
which are not tied into the polities of the “umbrella agencies” and groups from
unstable communities still get funded?
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I urge yoii to respond as soon as possible so we can work together to make

this proposal a reality.

'Sincerely, :
Jonx CoNYERS, Jr.,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Crime.

ArTACHEMENT H o
Marcu 22, 1977.

Fon, Joaw CoNYERS, JR.,
C’hm}gman Subcomomttee on Crime, House Judiciary G’omm.zttee Washington,
C.

DEAR Mr, CHAIRMAN : This is in response to your recent letter concerning im-
plementation by the Law Bnforcement Assistance Administration of the Com-
munity Anti-Crime provisions of the Crime Control Act of 1973, as amended.

I am pleased to provide the following information in reply to the questions
posed in your letter. The items are enumerated to correspond with the twelve
points raised in your correspondence.

1. Under the current plan, awards will be made to umbrella organizations and
the applications, including the program plans, will be reviewed and processed by
LBWAA Central Office. The plans from the umbrella agencies. must include
documentation as to how they will work with neighborhood groups in prob-
lem identification, and the development of projects that meet the neighborhoods
specifie needs. The umbrella agency will have a coordination function, assist the
neighborhoods in program development and program implementation. It will
gather the data required for research and evaluation, assist the neighborhood
groups in the development of a program reporting system, and be responsible for
providing LEAA with financial reports. It will serve as the focal point from which
LEAA can monitor the large number of small projects.

There are 2 number of evaluations that will need to be accomplished : project
management evaluation which determines if the individual projects are meeting
their schedules, and their manggement and fiscal vesponsibilities. Thig will be
done by the umbrella agency and reports provided to LEAA. The National Insti-
tute of Law Eaforcement and Crimingl Justice is preparing an evaluation of
the Community Anti-Crime program in order to determine the efféctiveness of
thig anti-crime sfrategy. The evaluation is being developed in conjunction with
the program plan,

2. The program will be administered by the Office of Community Anti-Crime
whlch will have the responsibility for grant review, award recommendations to
the Administrator, and for monitoring. It has been felt that LEAA cannot delg-
gate those responsibilities to other groups or other agencies.

Given the lack of staff, and the projected needs for technical assistance, this
agenicy has no opfion but to provide technical assistance through a few grants
to organizations that have the experience in this area, It is also expected that the
umbrellg ‘agency will provide - TA to the- pmtxmpatmg groups since in many
instances that expertise will be available in-house. It is felt that this will rednee
the need for large expenditures for 8 TA program. .

- The Speecial’ Programs Division. is currently reviewing existing materials

developed by, LIEAA and by other community groups on community organiza-

tion and antl-crune programs and plans to develop a bibliography in tlus topie

area 'to be ‘disSeminated by the National Criminal Justice Reference Service,

Material now available to LEAA will also be available to mdlwduals and com-

munity’ groups through the NCJIRS. The Public Information Oﬁice 1is alsp coordi-
nating its efforts in publicizing the program.

3. Program allgeations include $11~$12 million for. the program W1th the re-
mainder to be allocated f01 evaluation, technical assistance, public edueation, and
‘dissemination of mformauon Since the prograin will be funded at a one hundred
percent level, LIMAA will allow 4o minimum of overhead costs. Because the orga-
nizations Wﬂl have an administrative structure, there will be a minimum of, start
up- costs or the need for the creation of an. orgamzatxon It is not expected that
move than ten percent will go toward administrative costs, The Ford Foundation
has indieated an interest in participating in the program and to that end may
contribute’ tunds toward the program thus absorbing some of the adm1n1st1at1ve
costs.

4, The umbrella agencies will be eligible grantees with' the 1espons1b1hty of
identifying neighhorhood gtoups to participate; or, where none exigt agsisting™
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in the organization of the neighborhood and support of these neighborhood groups
for program implementation. The umbrella organizations will be selected by
LEAA, based on their response to a call for applications. It should be noted that
these umbrella agencies will include existing community organizations with long
standing in the community and anti-crime program experience. Although Com-
munity Development Corporations and Community Service Agencies may Dbe
applicants, the program is not limited to these groups.

As indicated above, LEAA will mnonitor the program through these umbrella
organizations, since much of the information concerning the projects will be
available through the umbrella agency. The provision to LEAA of reports and
other data will be a requirement of the grant. :

5. LEAA will deal with CSA and HUD and any other federal agency in terms
of coordinating the program, It will be necessary for each federal agency involved
to know what the other is doing. Howerver, since the umbrella agencies are auton-
omous, or relatively so, LILAA would be dealing directly with the organizafion
to which an awsadrd has been made. .

6. In those programs where anti-crime centers are established, they would be
included in the umbrella organization grant. The purpose of the anti-crime
centers would be to provide a focus for community organization and project
development on the local level. The umbrella ageney would provide funding
through the LEAA grant to support the programs in the neighborhood.

7. Public education programs have been funded in the past by LIBA'A through
the Citizen Participation Program. Although LEAA can do a limited amount
through its own information dissemination programs, a significant part of this
activity requires the use of media and public meetings that can be more effectively
utilized by national organizations. : :

8., The National Criminal Justice Reference Service will be used to disseminate
publications, program- final reports, and other material developed by LEAA.
However, it does not have the capacity to gather information about the many
projects now in operation, many of which are not LEAA funded. A thorough job
will require a contractor with the ability to actively search and find programs,
to develop a mechanism for volunteer participation in program information.
LIAA does not have the personnel resources for this purpose.

9, Technical assistance will be provided by a grantee with experience in com-
munity organization, program development and implementation, project manage-
ment, fiscal reporting, and the like. It is anticipated that some of this expertise
will be available from the umbrella organizations, but in many instances, the
kind of expertise required may not be available and will need to be provided
through consultants. . .

- 10. Grants will be made at one hundred percent of cost to incorporated com-
munity -organizations. ) i

11. LIWAA does not intend to fund exisfing programs that are not focused on
anti-crime. Any umbrella agency selected will be required to document the pro-
grams for which funding is being requested. Since LIAA will be monitoring the
activities of these agencies, it will be possible to ascertain if old programs that
are not relevant to the Community Anti-Crime program are being supported by
LBAA funds. ) )

12. The problem of avoiding local political competition and tensions has been
most troublesome. How can a determination be made that a particular group in a
neighborhood is in fact representative of the community? It is the position of
LEAA that such a determination can only be made on the local level. Every
attempt will be made to ensure that neighborhood groups are actively involved
in the problem definition and program development. Specifically, where funding
is to be made to an umbrella agency to develop new programs in an unstable
neighborhood, it will be necessary for basic organizational work to be done and
groups in that neighborhood organized. In these instances, there is likely to be
no more than small nuclei of interested persons in the neighborhood upon which
to build an organization. If, as these groups develop, they are considered con-
nected to the umbrella agency, it should not be a problem. The difficulty will
arise if, stimulated by the organizing activities of the umbrella organization,
other community groups develop without assistance by the umbrella organization
and feel that they should have egual eligibility for funds. Frankly, we will need
to depend on the umbrella agency for guidance on such matters and will involve
the LEAA staff in overseeing the group development and group selection function.
It may be necessary to build into the grant process the flexibility for LEAA
participation where organizational conflict becomes an issue.




There Is little doubt that there will be competing groups and a potential for
overlap of programs. The umbrella agency concept appears to be the most rational
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approach to addressing these problems.

I sincerely appreciate your constructive interest in the design and implementa-
tion of this program and assure you of LEAA’s determination to effectively

comply with both the letter and spirit of the Community Anti-Crime amendments.

UNITED STAT
DSPART'-IENT OF‘ JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT AGSISTANCE
ADMlN!STRAT!ON

L b

Sincerely
’ James M. H. Greaq,
Acting Administrator.
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¢. Dollar Bange and Number of Grants. = S ‘ :

: (1) Community crime prevention. Three grants ranging from $250,000 to
500,000. . : R :
¥ ‘(2’)" Crimes dgainst theé elderly. Three grants ranging from- $250,000 to

$500,000. ’ . . - .

All grants will be for periods of 12-18 months. Refunding consx@eratlon will be
based on an evaluation of the progress made in achieving objectives and on in-
creased matching contribution by the grantee.

d. Hligibility to Receive Grants. .

(1) Community crime prevention. Incorporated, non-profit com_mumty or-
ganizations, community social agencies, state or national agencies with a strong
community representation. . .

(2) Crimes against the elderly. Incorporated, non-profit community organiza-
tions, community social agencies, state or national agencies with a strong com-
munity representation.

e. Submission and Processing Procedure. Track I. (See App. 2, Par. 6)

£. Deadlines for Submission.

(1) Community erime prevention. Applications must be submitted by Janu-
ary 31, 1977. The Panel Review selection process (App. 2, Par. 8) will apply.

(2) Crimes against the elderly. Applications for this program must be sub-
mitted by February 1, 1977.

g. Oriteria for Selection of Projects.

(1) Clearly defined objectives.

(2) Crime analysis data on the community that demonstrates a need for the
program,

(3) Endorsement of the proposal by the local police department.

(4) Demonstrated coordination and involvement of the police in the program.

(5) Specific qualifications of applicant to perform the projects.

h. Bvaluation Requirements. Some projects in this program will be selected for
intensive project evaluation. In addition to the self-assessment and monitoring
requirements of Appendix 4, Paragraphs 3, 4, and 5, applicants must meet the
project level evaluation requirements specified in Appendix 4, Paragraph 8.

25. Communily anti-crime program.

a. Program Objective. “To assist community organizations, neighborhood
groups and individual citizens in becoming actively involved in activities de-
signed to prevent crime, reduce the fear of c¢rime and improve the administration
of justice.”

Sub-program Qbjectives :

. (1) Establish new community and neighborhood based anti-crime organiza-
lions.

(2) Strengthen and/or expand existing community and neighborhood based
anti-crime organizations.

(3) Provide a community/neighborhood-based focus to crime prevention ac-
tivities including programs for the elderly.

(4) To integrate neighborhood anti-crime efforts with appropriate community
development activities.

b. Program Description. .

(1) Prodlem addressed : Several problems are addressed by this program :

(a) The increasing social isolation of neighborhood residents, resulting from a
feaxé Ofi crime, which hag destroyed the feeling of community necessary for social
control. -

(b) The lack of a stable organizational vehicle for organizing community
residents into groups which can conduct effective anti-crime programs.

(¢) The increased victimization of the elderly, a problem which ig particularly
amenable to community and neighborhood based amelioration.

.(d) The lack of coordination among community development efforts and anti-
crime programs. :

(2) Results sought.

) (a) The motgilization of community and neighborhood residents into effective
- self-help organizations to conduct anti-crime programs within their communities
and neighborhoods. :

(b) To encourage neighborhood anti-crime efforts that promote a greater sense
of community.

(e) .Ilqprovpd gooperatign among cpmmunity and neighborhood residents and
the criminal justice agencies concerning the erime problems of communities and
neighbotrhoods.
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(d) Increased awareness of criminal justice agencies concerning the crime
problems of communities and neighborkoods. S

(e) The integration of community and neighporhood—based‘z_mtl_-cn;ne pro~
grams with other community improvement and neighborhood revitalization pro-
grams such ag housing, employment, el - : .

(£) The broad-scale transfer of information about successful community gmd
neighborhood-based anti-crime programs to other groups t}n*ough‘out phe nation.

(g) A reduction in the fear of crime among community and neighborhood
residents. T . .
" (h) A reduction in the victimizafion of  community and neighborhood resi-
dents, particularly among the elderly. ‘ ' ‘ :

(8) Hypotheses to be tested. o R o o -
(a) The provision of financial and technical assistance will mobilize commu-

nity residents into effective organizations which can condunet anti-crime programs
which will prevent crime, reduce the fear of crime and dimprove the administra-
tion of justice. ) . . . SR

(b) The integration of anti-crime efforts at the community level with other
community improvement efforts (housing, jobs, ete:) will produce a “multiplier”
effect and enhance the effectiveness of anti-crime programs. o

(4) Assumptions underlying program. '’ T

(a) Many citizens have a high fear of crime. - j Lo ’ :

(b) Fear of crime can motiyate citizensto interact with each other and en-
gage in anti-crime efforts. - . s

(¢) The establishment of community organizations for crine prevention can
Lie an effective erime deterrent. A

(d) The increasing trend toward isolation within communities contributes to
inereased criminal activity and greater fear of crime. - IR

(e) The formal criminal justice system by itself, cannot control crime without
help of the citizenry in restoring social order. ’

(f) The criminal justice system will actively support community involvement
in crime prevention and control. - oo ) R

(g) Eiderly community residents are more vulnerable to' street crime and
crimes against the elderly are particularly amenable to community based crime
prevention efforts. ‘

¢, Program Strategy. R .

(1) The program strategy is designed to accommodate newly forming com-
munity and neighborhood-level anti-crime groups as well as éxisting community
groups involved in other community improvement efforts which want to expand
their efforts to include crime prevention activities, It is aimed at providing mini-
mum- staff and basic operational support and funds for specific’ anti-crime
projects. The emphasis of such effort must be at the neighborhood level. The pre-
dominant mechanism for fund delivery and project monitoring at the neighbor-
hood level will be the utilization of existing community organization networks
‘that will be required. to funuel funds to neighborhood groups. Newly forming
neighborhood groups will be required to join together in a consortium under the
sponsorship of an established community level organization which will be the
grantee and be responsible for coordinating neighborhood efforts within the
community. : : :

‘Priority will be given to programs and activities that are public minded jn the
sense that they are designed to promote a social or collective response to erime
and the fear of crime at the neighborhood level in contrast to “private minded”
efforts that deal only with the actions of citizens as individuals or those that
result from the provision of services that in themselves do not contribiite fo

the organization of the neighborhood: -

Priority cohsideration will also be given to neighborhood efforts that are co-
lerent in the sense that the anti-crime activities complement and reinforce each
other, and can be related to-other community/neighborhood developuient efforts,

(2) Project elements. Projectswill generally be of two types: : )

Category I—Programs that emphasize rfeduction of ¢rime opportunities such
e ; : -

Neighborhood patrols.

Block watch programs.

Tenant sécurity programs.

Esecort services for the elderly.

* -Child protective services.

Residential security education,

93-183—17T———5
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Category IT—Programs addressing factors that have causal relationships to
crime such as:

Youth crisis centers.

Community-based victim assistance programs.

Juvenile counseling services.

Volunteer-based recreational programs, e.g. night-time supervision of avail-
able facilities.

It should be noted that the above projects are cited only as examples. The pro-
gram, encourages applicants to develop innovative crime prevention projects,
many of which need only the leadership of the community. Education efforts to
encourage community residents to direct-deposit checks; the provision of credit
o personal check acceptance by local merchants; bank payment of bills; ete.
are just @ few of the things which can be done by a mobilized community and
which do not require a great deal of money.

(8) Data and information required in applications. All proposed activities
must include the following :

(a) Consist of a planned approach with evidence of substantial input from
community residents in problem identification and needs assessment.

(b) Include a detailed statement of the goals and objectives of the project
and a detailed workplan including critical milestones and the proposed dates for
milestone achievement. Items to be covered are included in Appendix g, pp. 3-5.

(e) Consists of a program design which includes making funds available to
neighborhood groups within the community, (include amounts to be provided
neighborhood groups) and a detailed plan demonstracing how this will oceur.

(d) Include multiple activities and not be limited to a single crime prevention
activity such as security patrol.

(e) Include a geographic definition of the community and its neighborhoods
to be served and, to the extent possible, a community profile including but not
limited to such factors as crime rates, general economic conditions, percent of
elderly residents, ete,

(£) Consists of an action orientation, involving volunteers in anti-erime proj-
ects. The conduct of meetings and conferences alone will not be considered
sufficient.

(g) Include a description of all current volunteer-bag~d anti-crime programs
operating in the community, )

(h) Demonstrate that the proposed activities are “new"” efforts, not currently
funded by other LEAA sources.

(1) Demonstrate a membership which consists of community and neighborhood
residents,

(j) Demonstrate a coordinated approach with other federally and state/locally
funded community-improvement efforts.

(k) Include evidence that the local criminal justice agencies in the community
lhave been consulted regarding the proposed activities.

(1) Include, as an integrated part of the project, a component which will deal
specifically with erime problems related to the elderly and the handicapped.

(m) Inelude the designation of a full-time project director at the community
group level,

d. Dollar Range and Number of Grants.

The program design evisions both staff and project support. Grants will be
awarded to community-level groups which will be expected to make funds avail-
able to neighborhood groups within the community : .

(1) Approximately 50 grants ranging from $50,000 to $250,000. There is no
match requirement in this program, A major portion of these funds, in turn, must
he made available to neighborhood-level organizations within the community.
Funding at the neighborhood level may range from $500-$25,000 with a 30%
funding reduction for continuation,

(2) All grants will he for periods of 12-18 months.

(3) Refunding consideration will be based on an evaluation of the project’s
success in mobilizing community residents to engage in anti-crime activities and
where measurable, its impact on deterring crime, reducing the fear of crime
and improving the administration of justice. Continuation funding will also be
based on the degree to which LIBAA funds have been successful in leveraging
other funding sources, thereby multiplying the effectiveness of LIBAA support.

e. Bligibility to receive grants. o . )

(1) All applicants must be incorporated non-profit organizations. Neighborhood
groups that will be associated with the applicant need not be incorporated.

(2) Grants will not be awarded directly to state or local units of government
or their agencies,
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(8) Iligible grantees include:

(a) Locally based organizations involved in community improvement efforts.

(b) Community based organizations (no national affiliation) currently con-
dueting community improvement efforts. These might include Community Action
Agencies, Community Development Agencies, Community Based Bconomic De-
velopment Corporations, ete.

(c) Existing Community Anti-Crime Organizations.

f. Submission and Processing Category.

All grants will be processed as Track I applications and should be submitted
with an original and 5 copies directly to the Grants Coniracts Management
Division, Office of the Comptroller, 633 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C,,
for logging and referral to the Office of Community Anti-Crime. Copies of the
application should also be sent to the appropriate State Planning Agency listed
in Appendix 6, to the cognizant LEAA Regional Office listed in Appendix 5, and
the local/regional eriminal justice planning units. These agencies will be invited
to review applications and provide advice on applicant integrity and program
content,

g. Deadline for submission of applications.

July 15, 1977, Applications postmarked after that date will not be accepted.

h. Criteria for selection of projects.

(1) Programmatic. Projects will be judged on the extent to which they in~
clude the project elements outlined in Section Q., Program Strategy. In addition
to these programmatic substance requirements, applicants will be judged on
their organizational qualifications to conduct the proposed projects. These selec-
tion eriteria will inelude:

(2) Administrative

{(a) Physical location of the organization within the community to be served.

(b) Organization membership consisting of community residents.

(e) Bxperience in community organization efforts.

(d) Experience in crime prevention efforts. :

(e) Txperience in managing other federal/state/local programs.

(f) Experience in conducting volunteer programs.

(g) Bvidence of a sound financial management capability as shown by an ex-
planation of the organization’s capability to plan and administer Federal ﬁ}mds;

(h) Soundness of organizational structure, inclnding such officers as president,
gecretary-treasurer, ete. o

(i) Low administrative and program costs that will enhance the possﬂnhtx of
local assumption of costs. Priority will be given to programs that have a high
ratio of volunteers to support/administrative staff, .

(3) Applications will be judged on completeness and the ability of the applicant
to comply with all requirements for providing program and budget information,

(8) Other

(a) LEAA will not assume costs for the continuation of programs currently
funded by other state or federal agencies. :

(b) Indirect costs will be limited to not more than 10% of total project costs.
A lower indirect cost rate may be negotiated, if appropriate,

(e) Staff snlaries must be consistent with local salary levels and/or with the
tusks to he accomplished.

{d) Al applications within this program ecategory will be subject to panel
review.

i, Bvaluation Requirements. )

An independent national process, impact, and cost-benefit evaluation' of this
program is planned, To support this, each grant applicant must comply with the
evaluation requirements set forth in paragraphs 1 to 7 of Appendix 4, Guideline
Manual M 450011, Paragraph 8 of Appendix 4 does not apply.

All grant recipients may be required to modify their proposed specific project .
evaluation plans in order to be integrated into the national level program evalua:
tion design to be developed by the independent national contractor. o

All grantees must indicate in advance their willingness and capability to co-
operate fully with the national contractors by furnishing required data and
reports on specified schedules and by allowing thie contractor accesg to project
data and operations. : ; ) .

206. CRIMES AGAINST BUSINHSS PROGRAM. RESERVED.

27. RESHRVED, k o
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ATTACHMENT J

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
. COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
: HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., April 28,1977,
Mr. JAMES GREGG : . . .
Acting Administrator, Low Enforcement Assistance Administration,. Indiana
" dwenuc, NW., Washington, D.C. - :

Draw Mr. Greee: Thank you for forwarding to my office 4 copy. of the new
“Commimity Anti-crime Discretionary Giant Guidelines.” I have studied the regu-
Iations. very carefully as you requested in light of the intent of Congress I
creating the neiv program and have developed the following assessment. L

1. You refer to the program as 4 “discretionary grant program.” The legisla-
tive history clemrly iudicates an intent that this not be a discretionary grant
program under 306(a) (2) of the Act, but rather a separate activity under Sec.
101, As you know, this is a legal interpretation which would not force the strin-
gent requirements of match and definitions of eligibility upon grantees of the com-
munity anti-crime programa. These requirements would exist if this was named a
“‘digcretionary’” grant program. . o

- 2, In, paragraph 2.of the introduction to your guidelines you state, “This new
funding authority replaces the crime prevention and crimes against the elderly
projects formerly funded under the Citizen Participation Program.” What has
niappened to those programs? I am aware that you had planned to expend ap-
proximately $2.5 million on those programs. Will you offer grants under the new
community anti-crime program? If so, will the $25 million be subtracted from the
$15 million appropriated? .4y concern is that although these programs may be
worthwhile, the criteria for selection of grantees are not applicable to the new
community anti-ecrime program, Certainly, “endorsement of the proposal by the
local police department” or “demonstrated coordination and involvement of the
police in the program’’ are not requirements to be placed upon grantees in the
program: we are discussing. I urge you strongly not to fund such projects under
the community anti-crime program, Particularly, I call to your attention your
statement that “grants will not be awarded directly to state or local units of
govertinent or their agencies.” This would preclude local police departments or
sovernment agencies being considered for grants.: Yet in your former commu-
nity crime prevention and crime against the elderly projects, these groups would
be eligible. I do hope you will avoid. this potential distortion of congressional
intent. - o : .

3: Your program. objectives are laudable. However, I do have concerns about
two provisions, C(2) (h) and C(3) (a). Will you be using as a benchmark of
success or failure of a program whether it “prevents crime” and “reduces vie-
{imization,”? As you know from your experience in Impact Cities, crimes specific
planning has not proven to be a viable concept. I expect that these projects will
do much to change the environment from which crime arises; but I am sure you
would: not want to require that a grantee show crime reduction as a condition
of refunding. I submit that your Hypothesis to be tested, Sec. (8) (a), be changed
to omit reference to crime prevention, In addition, please define the term “mul-
tiplier effect” in Sec. (3) (b). o : .

4. I am specifically concerned with your section on Program strategy. Sectio
C (1) states, “the predominant mechanism for fund delivery and project moni-
toring at the neighborhood level will be the utilization of existing community
organization networks that will be required to funnel funds to neighborhood
groups.” I 'will address that concept at length later in thig letter, but my question
at present is, what other mechanisms in addition to the “predominant” one will
e used? I have received disturbing information that you intend to fund the
Ford Foundation or other national organizations at a level of $§1 million or $1.5
million. to- develop a community crime prevention program. There is so little
money availub}e and so many emerging neighborhood groups who could use the
money, I wonder what is your justification for funding 2 national orgnaization
under this program. Would not a better approach be to fund the Ford Founda-
#fion as part of your regular discretionary grant program? I point out to you
Jdanguage in Sec. e (3) (a) captioned “Hligibility to receive grants,” which
states eligible grantees include “locally based organizations involved in com-
munity improvement efforts.” I can understand that the National Urban League
could comply with this requirement, because although it is a national group,
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each Jocal organization is autonomous-and differs in approach. Hosw would the -
Ford Foundation qualify as being a local organization? Similarly, how could
such an organization meet the project selection criteria of Section h(2) (a)—-(ad)?

5. Grant applicants have to comply with certain listed criferia found in your
sections C (3) (a-m) and e(1-3). I make the assumption these criteria apply to
community level groups which will be conduits of grants to neighborhood groups.
LIy questions about these “umbrella organizations” ave ds follows:

(1) Will they be recelvmg action funds to run their OWI Programs or il they
be simply administrative?

(2) Will there be a limit on how much money may be kept in the has  of
the larger groups rather than be funneled to smaller groups?

(3) Won't the community groups be competing with their own neighborhsod
groups for a share of the action money? Why don’t you put a 109%-209 limita-
tion on funds which may be used by the community level groups for their own
purposes?

(4) Reference is to Section G (8) (¢) on your applications requirements, Does
this requirement contemplate each neighborhood program will be named along
with its projected amount of funds? After LEAA approval, will the contracts
then be fixed and no change be made in allocations? Will LEAA be more apt to
approve plans in which most of the money goes to the neighborhood groups
rather than being kept in the community level organization? In Section d(1)
you state *“a major portion” of these funds must go to the neighborhoods. Please
define “major portion.”

(5) Reference is to Section C 8(h). Please clarify the definition of “new.”
Does this mean that if there is in a particular neighborhood a project ah'eady
funded by LEAA that same project cannot be picked up under this program?

(6) How do you determine the size of a geographic area a community level
organization must represent?

(7) Reference is to Section C 3(1). You seem concerned with erime problems
related to the elderly and rightfully so. I want to share with you the experience
the Judiciary Committee had in mandating that every state plan contain a pro-
gram to deal with crime against the elderly. Some states have no significant
elderly population and no problem of crime against the elderly. Therefore, the
publie law states: [P.L. 94-503, 803(a) (16)] “provide for the development of
programs and projects for the prevention of crimes against the elderly, unless
the State Planmng agency makes an affirmative finding in such plan that such
a zequlrement is inappropriate for the State;”. I suggest you use the same
ratiohale in your Community Antl-cume varam and -include ‘Section (1)
only where appropriate.

6. Will the evaluation progmm be funded from the $15 million? W111 the
Institute contract be competitive?

7. How ‘will technical assistance be pe1formed and by whom? Do you antlm-
pate developing guidelines for the technical assistance effort:?

8. My remaining concern is that those neighborhood -groups whlch have
legitimate projects but who are overlooked by the wumbrella organizations for
political or other veasons will not have an alternative approach to be funded.
As you know, it was the intent of Congress to allow for direct funding to com-
munities. X know thie Justice De‘partment hag suggested to you a “safety valve”
be used. An applicant should be able to come directly to LRAA for approval
when rebuffed by an umbrella organization. The opportunity:for LEAA review
shotild be present. That does not mean the applicant has the right to be funded.
This is my most important criticism. The vehicle you have chosen for expending
the funds, i.e, nmbrelld groups, is not inherently -objectionable, but safeguards
énufst b((ia incorporated into the program to allow the ‘‘little people” adeguate access

o funding.

9. I‘many, T object to sectlon a(3) whmh seems to imply the degree to which
crime has been reduced will be an influencing factor on refunding: -

I appreciate in advance your consideration of my remarks. They. are in. the
form of comments and questions. I believe the answers to the questions. posed
will benefit Congress and the agency to assist in developing better guidelines for
the new programs. As I have said in the past. I am eager to work with you to
malke - this new initiative have the potentmlly far-reaching eﬁ‘:ect Congress
envisioned.

Sincerely,
‘JoaN CoNYERS, Jr.,
: Chairman,
Subcommittee on Crime.
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) U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
LAw IENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., May 10, 1977.
‘Hon. Jorx CoNYERS, JT., i
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Crime, Commitlee on ithe Judiciary, House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CEAIBMAN : This ig in response to your letter of April 28, 1977, trans-
mitting your comments on the draft Community Anti-Crime Program guidelines.
‘We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the points you raised and offer the
following comments :

POINT 1

You are correct in noting that the program is not a discretionary grant program.
Section 4. (1) of the draft guideline, Dollar Range and Number of Grants, states
specifically that *“There is no matech requirement in this program.” All refer-
ences to the Community Anti-Crime Program as a discretionary program will be
deleted.

POINT 2

“The Citizen Participation program was allocated $1.2 million in Part C funds
and $1.5 million in Part B funds for FY 1977. This allocation was a reduction

‘from the FY 1976 level and represented a phasing out of this discretionary pro-

gram. The FY 1977 funds have been used primarily to support the continuation
of worthy projects funded i1 prio- years and all funds have been obligated. The
criteria for selection noted in rour letter, “endorsement of the proposal by the
local police department,” applied to the FY 1977 Citizen Participation Program

‘and will not apply to the Community Anti-Crime Program. The only related re-

quirement in the new program as included in section c. (3) (k), Program
Strategy, which states that proposed activities must “include evidence that local
criminal justice agencies in the community have been consulted regarding the
proposed activities.” It is our belief that a cooperative relationship with local
criminal justice officials can multiply the program effectiveness, but endorse-
ment will not be required. :

: POINT 3

The reference to crime: reduction you note are included under the Results
Sought and Hypotheses to be Tested sections of the Guidelines. LBAA is inter-
ested in finding out what impact community and neighborhood based anti-crime
programs have on the frequency .of vietimization among residents. Indeed, the
Crime Control Act of 1976 mandates that LEAA “evaluate the impact and value
of programs developed and adopted pursuant to this title.” Such an evaluation
must be an underlying factor in the program but it will not be used as the prin-
cipal factor in refunding consideration. The requirements for refunding are

‘contained in d.(3):

- “Refunding consideration will be based on an evaluation of the projects’ success

in mobilizing community residents to engage in anti-crime activities and where
measurable, its impact on deterring crime, reducing the fear of crime, and im-
proving the administration of justice. Continuation funding will also be based
on the degree to which LIWAA funds have been successful in leveraging other
funding sources, thereby multiplying the effectiveness of LIBAA support.”

- The evaluation plan will attempt to gather data on the reduction of erime in

the community, however, it * recognized that this may be difficult to accomplish.
It should be possible to mes +ure the redunced -victimization of program partici-
pants, and also measure wiether or not the fear of crime has been modified.
The language does not provide that a reduction in crime will be the sole criteria
for refunding, since in some instances this reduction may not be measurable.

The use of the word “multiplier” effect relates to the potential of this program
to serve ag-a catalyst in achiéving a broader impact on the crime problem by
influéncing other neighborhood revitalization programs such as housing and

-POINT 4

Discussions with the Tord Foundation were held during the program develop-
ment stage. Although the draft Guidelines preclude their being funded for any
active program, any national organization such as Ford, Urban League, National
Organization of Black Law Inforcement Hxecutives, and others, may be con-
sidered for participation in the technical assistance effort if their expertise is
relevant to the program. No funding commitment for this purpose has yet been
made to any organization.
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POINT &

(1) If a community ‘organization wishes to conduct programs of its own, it
would be reqnired to stipulate that these programs are not currently funded by
LEAA. In addition, it would be required to meet the eriteria of sections e.f 3)
(a-m), e.(1-8) and h.(2) (a-j). Therefore, since any program would require
neighborhood representation in -its program structure, an existing community
level organization which wanted to expand or strengthen current activities would
be required to include within its program structure neighborhood programs not
conducted by its own staif, We anticipate a mix of programs. In some instances a
community organization may be primarily interested in organizing new neighbor-.
hood groups and thus assume an administrative and program development re-
sponsibility. In other instances there will be a mix of community agency projects
and new neighborhood organizations.

(2) No limit has been placed on the amount of funds that can be kept in the
hands of the community organizations, This is discussed more fully in response
to questions (8) and (4).

(8) (4) According to the Guidelines section'd. (1), a maximum of $25,000 has
been set for neighborhood level funding. This may be revised based on comments
that will be received from the organizations reviewing the Guidelines. We feel
that there must be some flexibility in revising the amount within the maximum,
and there are administrative provisions for budget adjustments in the LIAA
pr 0cedu1es, It is expected that some neighborhood groups may require less than
the maximum, dnd unguestionably there will need to be budget adjustments as
the programs are implemented. However, all community groups will be 1equ1red
to work within the amount of the award.

The program design calls for the community level orgamzanons provrdmfr
leadership, some technical assistance, and accountability for neighborhood con-
ducted efforts. The Guidelines are designed to ensure that the bulk of the monies
will get to the “street level.” We do not feel that it is desirable or feasible to
set percentage limitations because the unique characteristics of nexghbo;.hooda
and communities may require dexibility in this respect.

Existing neighborhood organizations will be listed in‘the program plan sub-
mitted to the community organjzation. Where none exists the applicant would be
required to indicate the number of neighborhood projects that will be developed.
In reviewing applications LIDAA would give priority consideration to those which
offer the greatest potential for project activity at the neighborhood level. Placing
a percentage limitation in order to define what constitutes a major portion of
the funds would impose an artificial constraint on the program and may limit
innovative program design at the local level.

(5) We do not feel that the limited Community Anti-Crime monies should be
used to replace similar efforts which have heretofoie been funded by DEAA or
by State Planning Agencies with plock grant funds..

(6) We have purposely not provided a r1g1d definition of the torms of neighbox-
hood and communify in order to maximize the chance for program eligibility.
QOur conception is that a neighborhood group might be 'as small as a 5 block
square area and a community group might represent several such neighborkoods
or be as large as a section of a city, e.g., Anacostia,

(7) We have not included the suggested Ianguage because we feel community
groups may use it to avoid addressmg the crime concerns of the elderly in com-
niunities and neighborhoods. It is our feeling that virtually all of the prospective
groups which will be applying are located in ‘neighborhoods and communities
with significant elderly resident populations and this program offers a unigue-
opportumty to rally community residents around the issue..

I’OINT 6

The’ evftluatlou will be Iunded by the National Instrtute of Law Euforcement
and Criminal Justice. Any contract will be awarded according to:standard govern-
ment competitive procedures. LEAA has considered the possible need to provide
additional funding for evaluation, however, we believe that the funds currently
sat agide will be sufﬁexent :

POINT 7 -

We: are currently developing a detailed technical assistance plan which erl
consist of tying together LIAA personnel and information resources, other federal
agency resources, and na"‘onfrl seope grants fo provxde information elealinghouse,
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training and on-site technical assistance from the pre-application stage through
program implementation. .

The need to develop technical assistance capability prior to the application
stage vrecludes the development of Guidelines for technical assistance grants. We
are, tilerefore, requesting concept papers and pre-applications in order to make a
determination as to their technical assistance capability. We are planning to have
these grants awarded and technical assistance available to community groups
and neighborhoods in June 1977, )

POINT 8

The problem of attempting to fund all worthy projects is limited by the avail-
ability of funds. LIWAA accepts the fact that it cannot make a detérmination
a§ to the validity of local requests for funding but that primary programmatic
evaluation rests with LEAA. There is no doubt that there will be some groups
which may not be able to enter into the program for many reasons, including
duplication of effort in a neighborhood, claims of prior effort or representation
of the neighborhood. We feel that those determinations can best be made on the
community level. We will make every effort to be flexible in negotiating with
the community groups prior to award so that the selection of neighborhood
groups included in the program will be fair and equitable.

If a safety valve is included in the Guidelines so that groups are funded outside
of the proposed.program structure, we may be opening the door to the single
program funding of individual groups that we are attempting to avoid. If there
are unusual instances where a case can be made for such funding LEAA may
entertain application, Any such consideration should be done sparingly, and
only where it is not possible to include the groups within the community program.

The decision to use community-level organizations as a coordinative mechanism
for neighborhood efforts is based on.three fundamental premises :

1. The need to ensure that grantees have the managerial capability to plan and
administer federal funds;

2. The potential which exists to influence other community improvement
monies in ways which can alleviate neighborhood crime problems; and,

3. A strong desire to maximize the potentisl for institutionalization of anti-
crime programs. We are committed to developing a sound foundation so that such
programs have a chance of survival when, as is eventually inevitable, LEAA
funding must be reduced in order to support programs in new locations.

. POINT 9

Reducing crime will not be the principal eriterion for determining continuation
funding. However, it must be a .consideration in a total evaluation of a project’s
success or failure which will inelude among other things, a reduction in the fear
of erime and its effect on the improvement in the administration of justice as
stated in the Program Objective of the Community Anti-Crime Program.

Your continuing interest in this matter and the programs of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration is appreciated. i .

- Sincerely, .
JAMEs M. H. GrEGe,
Assistant Administrator,
Ofice of Planning and Mandgement.

Mr. Convyers, Well, thank you very much. What we are trying to
do, of course, is, take another look at some of the considerations in the
guidelines; and I hope that you will be making that examination with
us, which brings us to the main point, I suppose. Do you think we may,
before these hearings are over, want to reconsider whether we want to
close off applications on July 152 '

Mr. Greca. The purpose of the external review period is to receive
comments from outside the agency that can be utilized in effectively
refining the guidelines. It is quite possible that we will reconsider
that date in Tight of the comments received. The deadline is not in-
flexible. Nothing in the guideline is set in concrete at this point.

Mr. Convyers. Is there any way that we can cooperate with you in
determining what kind of responses that you are getting?
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In other words, we are going to make our responses available to
you—no reason why we shouldn’t. But is there any way that we can
becozme the beneficiary of constructive criticism that is forwarded to
you? ; : :

Mr, Grece. Absolutely; we would be very pleased to provide you
with the comments that we receive. '

[Information may be found in appendix at p. 91.]

Mr. Cowyers. Then we will open up our doors both ways. Very good.
How soon can we begin receiving the benefit of that kind of——

Mr. Grece. We have not received any comments yet, but we should
be shortly. As soon as we do, we’ll be happy to share that with you.

Mz, Conyers. Now, do you have any really big problems with a
couple of notions that have already surfaced? '

And T want to make it clear that I’m not trying to push you toward
any conclusion, because I’'m not firm in it myself. The CAP agencies
are, at once, the most attractive and, of course, suspect politically.
That’s one problem. ‘

Two, the big national organizations—the so-called “umbrellas’—
and what kind of role they are going to play, is clearly another prob-
lem that we’re going to have to continue to look at as these hearings
g0 OI. -

N Three, the restrictive nature of the guidelines, may be foreclosing
areas of activity that may, otherwise, be open.

We can't go back and rewrite the pamphlet, but there seems to be at
least some validity in the notion that maybe we’re excluding creative
programs that might otherwise, T think, win the approval of every-
body by the guidelines themselves.

Maybe we need fewer of them, and maybe we need to surround them
with less restrictions, quite frankly. v ;

Now, the other problem that occurs to me is the whole question of
whether we’re really going to get people with a community back-
ground orientation in this. Or are we going to get people who contract
out, or call in other people, so thet there will begin to be the kind of
delegation that will preclude this from having community level or-
ganization, grassroots type people. And will this kind of person staff
the Office of Community Antierime Programs? '

T'd like to dare to suggest to you that we can find people and put
them in at LEAA—and T’'m not excluding the possibility that there
may be people in LEA A already-—who would be able to determine in
Chicago, and Detroit, and the large metropolitan areas, those other
community people that we could be using as a basis for sereening the
applications that will be coming in under our Community Anti-Crime
Prevention Law. - L

Clearly, we're not going to be able to fund all of them, but if we had
community people there, it would relieve the whole thing that a lot
of people are worried about; namely, that there’s going to be a tre-
mendous layer of technical assistance and all of these intervening kinds
of people who may miss the whole point, and miss the heart of the
community activity, and, of course, thereby create a reaction and, to
some extent, predict the failure of the program. - ‘ .

So, it seems to me that these are the kinds of considerations that have
been brought to our attention collectively so far. Can you expound
on any of them ? ‘ S
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Mr. Grece. Yes, let me respond briefly to each point. Then, I would
like Mr, Pappas, who has been most directly involved in this program,
to also respond.

Tach point that you mention is significant.

First, the guideline, as drafted, only suggests these various commu-
nity agencies might be appropriate, and does not indicate that they
are the exclusive type of agency with which we will deal. These might
include community action agencies, community development agencies,
community based economic development corporations, and others.

‘What is meant by “others” is one of the points that you are raising.
The witness that preceded me mentioned certain networks might be
recipients of the funds.

We clearly did not intend to exclude other organizations. If that
is still in doubt, we will make every effort to clarify it further.

These program descriptions are intended to be suggestive. We would
be open to extending the type of activity suggested as cligible under
this program.

Some of the comments that we will be receiving and some of the
applications that will follow will certainly suggest very legitimate
activities beyond those mentioned in this guideline. We do not want
to leave the impression that these are exclusive categories. The de-
scription is preceded by the term “such as.” Further language indi-
cates: “It should be noted that the above projects are cited only
examples.”

We would be very open to making that more explicit and expanding
the scope of activities that might be involved in this program.

The Jast point that you make is very important, and very difficult
for us to deal with. Mr. Pappas has thought a great deal about this.
Using the management structure that we suggested, we hope to pro-
mote community involvement, knowledge, ard understanding, while
keeping the bureaucracy of the program to an absolute minimum.
Through careful monitoring of community organizations or networks
of organizations we will make every effort to assuve that this is, in fact,
happening.

Again, we are very open to suggestions as to how the program might
be_implemented more effectively and still be manageable for LEAA.

Because, as we discussed in the briefing, we want to carry out this
program well. We have got to proceed in a way that we can manage
the program and recognize some of the constraints under which we
are operating.

Let me ask My. Pappas if he has further comment on any of those
three points.

Mr. Conyers. Please do.

Mr. Pappas. The question of identifying community groups can be
a difficult one in drafting the guidelines.

The reason we mentioned agencies such as CAP and human devel-
opment agencies was that it would have been impossible to have named
other existing community groups while indicating that we weren’t
leaning toward any particular group. There are quite a few groups in
existence. It is surprising how vast a networlk there is.

- We have received many inquiries from existing community orga-
nizations. We should perhaps more clearly define what we mean by
community groups or “umbrella” organizations.
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‘We are talking about groups that are now in existence. We are not
talking about government agencies, groups like Woodlawn, like New
Detroit are examples of organizations that have been in existence, that
have previously run programs. They are aware of problems in the
community.

We would not seriously consider the funding of national organiza-
tions for programatic purposes, unless those groups, as we indicated in
the guidelines, have representation in the community.

That is an important point that we tried to make in drafting the
guidelines. We do not want to restrict applications, but rather to be as
flexible as possible. We hope to provide instructions to those groups
interested in the program on how they can apply and what the param-
eters are. We hope for maximum participation on the part of neigh-
borhood groups.

Under the current guidelines, it would be impossible for an orga-
nization to represent itself as being a part of o community when, in
fact, neighborhoods are not included. They would have to show that
they include specific neighborhood organizations—that these orga-
nizations have, in fact, been involved in development of the program.

Mr. ConvyEers. Let me just ask—get to the one thing that I guess
underlies this whole oversight hearing.

There are so many small groups out there that don’t have a prayer of
a chance, seriously, of ever qualifying for a grant to get in. They don’t
have a lawyer, et cetera.

So, with all due respect—you mentioned New Detroit—I really
didn’t envision them to come in and pull off $1 million out of a pro-
gram that’s only $15 million a year. I mean, we couldn’t take it.

Mr, Parras. We don’t envision that, Mr. Chairman.

. Mr. Coxvyers. You mentioned them though. That’s what bothers me.
They can apply through every other possibility, which are very numer-
ous, and probably already are doing quite well,

So we get down to the question, Mr. Pappas, of an infinite number
of small groups with a relatively finite amount of money. The only
way we're going to allow a lot of them to do a little bit is to grant the
money and have it structured so that the little people would be able
to get a chance at this.

Now, if we’re talking about $1 million to the Ford Foundation, and
God knows how much to New Detroit, once you do that on a national
basis, you're gone—we’re done for.

And T guess the problem—just restating it—comes down to, “Well,
if we’re going to send money to a CAP agency in Chicago or Detroit—
even as much as $1 million—how on Earth is it ever going to get to the
little people themselves? -

And the question we’re probably wrestling with is, would it not be
better to have community people in the office of community anticrime
programs who can make and bear the responsibility of those judg-
ments. T'o decide who gets what on the northwest side of Detroit, and
on the east side of Detroit, base on their own experience, rather than
having to send it through the CAT program and the city or the New
Detri)it'é program, which might or might not pick up all of these little
people? : V
: Mr. Pavpas. First of all, the maximum amount that we envision
awarding to any one group is $250,000.
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Second, we are setting a maximum for each neighborhood of $25,000,
and we were wondering whether that might be too much.

We are trying to keep the decisionmaking down at the city level in
the community. The Federal Government should not identify the
neighborhood groups. We want. the people on the scene to do that.

Mr. Coxyers. Let’s recess for a few minutes.

Mr. Pappas. All right.

[Recess.] '

Mr. Conyers. The subcommittee will come to order.

‘We were in the process of a discussion with Mr. Pappas, which we
can resume.

Mz, Parras. I would like to expound on the use of the community
agencies as indicated by our guidelines. Only 10 percent of direct costs
would be allowed for administrative purposes, restricting the amount
of money available to the community group. The community group
would be required, according to the guidelines, to pass the money on
to the neighborhood groups.

‘We are setting a ceiling of $25,000 so that the community organiza-
tion would not be the recipient. We are trying to cut down the amount
of indirect costs and limit money spent for administrative purposes.

- One of the attractions of going to existing organizations for the
program is a reduction of start-up costs and limitation of the develop-
ment of a new administrative structure each time a grant is awarded.
A. community organization, for example, that already has a project
director and secretary, could very well manage this program without
requiring any additional staff. :

‘We have tried to avoid expending a lot of money for administrative
costs, This is one of the ways of doing it. There may be others that
are as efficient. Certainly, taking an organization that exists and add-
ing a little bit to it would make the program more effective in terms
of mlanagement than building a new organization with additional
people. ,

Mr. Coxyers. Have you developed a procedure by which you will
review and evaluate the applications for grants and the way that you
will grant applications for funding purposes? ,

Mr. Parras. Not at this point, Mr. Chairman. We are going to do
that. We will be developing criteria for selection. ‘

‘We will utilize a panel review process. People from other Federal
agencies who have had experience in this area will take the criteria,
apply them to the applications received, and make recommendations
to us as to which ones are the best quality.

Mr. Conyzrs. Will you make that procedure available to myself as
subcommittee chairman here ? :

Mr. Parras. Yes, sir, as soon as the criteria are developed we’ll be
happy to. ‘

Information may be found in the appendix at p. 91.]

Mr. Conyzrs. OK, then in it you will contain some factors that will
weigh in the evaluation of these grant applications?

Mr. PAreas. That’s right.

Mr. Coxyers. Maybe your percentages of what the most important
things—— ' :

Mr. Parpas. There are a number of things that come to mind. For
example, a heavy administrative structure would be a negative factor.
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The need to purchase a great deal of equipment, such as desks or file
cabinets, would be a factor that we would want to look carefully at.

One of the more important factors would be the inclusion of a large
number of volunteers in the program. We want to discourage paying
people to do what volunteers could be doing,

Mr. Conyers. So you would be using community-based agencies
and people who have community experience in developing the guide-
lines that you are going touge? , v

Mr. Papras. The criteria? Yes. We’ll use whatever expertise we can
find to help us make these as clear as possible. We'll be happy to share
these criteria with you when developed.

[Information may be found in the appendix at p. 91.]

Mr. Conyers. Jf you happen to find that it’s going to take beyond
your July proposal, will you have any reluctance in extending the
date for applications to be made?

For example, if we are at this stage now, someone might suggest
that it’s going to be awfully hard for us to come up with all of our
ranking and procedures and weighting, and still do all of that. It might
be just as easy to leave it open a hittle longer.

By the way, how many applications do you have now?

Mr. Papras. We have received no applications yet. We have had
quite o few inguiries, however.

I would like to clarify the fact that we are discussing two points—
publishing the guidelines and developing selection criteria.

‘We can publish and send the guidelines out as soon as they are re-
vised. This will permit adequate lead time for program development.

During that time, we can be developing the criteria. There is no
need to hold one until the other is completed.

Mzx. Coxnyers. Can you tell me a little bit about the background of
the pamphlet that advertised the Community Anti-Crime project—
how it was developed, how it was disseminated, how many copies——-

Mr. Pappas. I’'m not sure of the date on that. I believe that the
pamphlet was published prior to the work that we are doing on this
program. It might have referred to past efforts such as the Neighbor-
hood Watch program. : .

Mr. Grege. I'm not certain about that either, Mr. Chairman. I be-
lieve it may be material prepared-in connection with 4 Kiwanis effort
to get information out regarding crime prevention activities. It has
nothing to do with this program. :

Mr. Conyers. Well, do we have any information on literature out
that does bear on the Community Anti-Crime program ¢

Mr. Greaee. I don’t believe so.

Mr. Parpas. Our office has not developed anything on this new pro-
gram as yet. We have concentrated on program development and the
guidelines. ‘ :

Mr. Conyers. Well, then, how are the thousands upon thousands of
community organizations going to be advised if there’s nothing put
out on it ¢ ; :

Mr. Parpas. As soon as the guidelines are published, we will be
sending them to the people who have made inquiries to us and left
their addresses.
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We have our own distribution system, which includes State and re-
gional planning organizations, our regional offices, and public interest
groups. We have also received indications from TTUD, HEW, CRS,
and ACTION, that they would be very happy to distribute the
guidelines. _ .

In addition, a lot of community groups have asked us for material.
We will send multiple copies that can be distributed to neighborhoods.

Mr. Conyrrs. Well, of course that really is the problem. If we don’t
have the literature printed yet, and the cut-off date for applications
is July 15

Mz, Pappas. That date is not set, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Coxvrrs. I see; that is a proposed date. ]

Mr. Parpas. Yes, it was included for the purpose of comment in
the guidelines.

We want to avoid delaying the program too long. We are “caught
between a rock and a hard place.” We need to get the program out.
There are a lot of inquiries and there is a lot of pressure from the com-
munities for the program. At the same time, we are trying to develop
a program that is workable.

Somewhere there is a middle ground. We will hopefully develop an
algreeable date. It might be the end of August. We ave very flexible on
that.

My, Conyers. Well, why don’t you follow along with these hearings.
We'll be having a number of other people that will be testifying, and,
perhaps, that will give us some information.

Now, is anyone 1n the process of creating a pamphlet that would ad-
vise us about the office ?

Mz, Parpas. We're working with our public information office in
developing some kind of a brochure that will capsulize the program,
and give some information in support of the guidelines when they’re
published.

There are some things we can say now, but there are some items still
to be determined. It would be difficult to publish anything right now.

It is interesting that there is a network, even greater than we realize,
that knows what’s happening. People communicate with each other.
Sometimes, only two or three calls to various community groups will
be sufficient to spread the word sufficiently.

(Pause.)

Mr. Conymrs. Our counsel has a few questions we would like to get
on our record. v :

Mz, Greeory. We've had some discussion today of technical assist-
ance. Of course, technical assistance usually refers to assistance in
carrying out a program or putting together a program ; but the statute
mandates a special type of technical assistance here, and that is assist-
ance to community groups in applying for funds,

And my question is—the chairman has asked this in a general sense,
but specifically: What are you doing in that regard, particularly in
light of the fact that, under the existing guidelines—the draft guide-
lines—the neighborhood would, in effect, have to line up a sponsor
before they are going to get any money ?

Mr. Parpas. We have had discussions with a number of community

organizations that have had extensive experience in providing techni-
cal assistance.
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There are legislative requirements to provide technical assistance.
We can’t do that ourselves bhecause there is not enough expertise in
our one office to adequately provide that kind of service. We are dis-
cussing with a number of large community organizations that special-
ize in technical assistance the provision of technical assistance through
program orientation.

We would like to see that initiation before, or soon after, the guide-
lines are out. It will be needed.

We’ve had discussions with a number of community groups that
have told us that the problems are in two major areas: the preapplica-
tion stage, and the implementation stage.

Mr. Grecory. What would that be, grant contract money or what?

Mr. Parpas. We envision grants. That is the most expeditious way
of proceeding.

Mr. Grecory. I still have some questions.

T've read your attachment to your prepared statement, in which
Mr. Gregg responds to the questions of the chairman in the April 28
letter.

The question still exists in my mind about the fact that the com-
munity organization is both the *umbrella” and, in effect, the funding
organization for neighborhoods, and also an action organization com-
peting for funds.

I know you responded that you don’t consider it appropriate to
limit, as you have in the case of administrative costs, the amounts of
action funds that the “umbrella” can keep.

Why is that so? Why do you feel that is not appropriate ?

Mr. Parras. Because it is very difficult to predict what is going to
happen. We could, for purposes of simplification, say that a certain
percent, of the funds could be kept by the community organization.
But if we did that, then we would be restricting the number of neigh-
borhood groups that could participate.

Mzr. Grecory. Excuse me. I don’t see how restricting the amount of
money the larger organization can keep—it’s an upper, no a lower.
How would that limit the possibility of smaller ones getting money?

Mr. Parpag. Because we are limiting the funds for any one particu-
lar grant to $250,000. A community organization might say, “We have
five programs, and they’re going to require a certain amount of money ;
we’re also going to include five neighborhood groups.” Two or three
groups might not get included because of the maximum amount. There-
fore, we're trying to be flexible. I can’t foresee funding a community
organization that comes in without any neighborhood groups included
in its program. » .

Mr. Cowymrs. Well, what counsel’s working at—and I think this
is the point that I want to emphasize-—we wonld like to suggest that
maybe there should be a proposal in which the action group cannot
function as the “umbrella’ group also. ’

In other words, you have a CAP program-—that they wouldn’t be
out there in the field with their own—svith some program also; work-
ing as they’re doing the funding, because then they would, obviously,
be competing. i ‘ o

And the next notion that comes about is, “Well, we could handle
all of these programs.” And someone could also, chiming in, say,
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: “nni(l:h more efficiently than the community, so why do we need them
at all.”

The questions we're raising is that if you have a CAP type agency
which would be helping to disseminate this program to action
groups—to small community neighborhoods—that they would not be
able themselves, then, to participate as a recipient of a grant under
this operation.

Otherwise, it becomes rather incestuous. They would, obviously,
conclude that they could do it better than anybody, so why give it to
anybody. “We can handle the whole thing.”

Do you see the point there?

Mr. Greeg. Yes.

Mr. Conyers. And I think that’s the thrust of counsel’s comment,
which we think is very critical.

Mr. Parpas. The only point that I can make on that is that the
guidelines require neighborhood participation.

Mor. ConyEers. Yes.

Mr. Pappas. There would be no possibility of any organization com-
ing to us, supporting its own program, without meeting the require-
ment that there be neighborhood participation and neighborhood
involvement. :

Mr. Grece. We understand the point you're making, Mr. Chairman.
It does present a conflict in the nonlegal sense.

‘We will consider that point and whether we should want to mix the
functions in these organizations.

Mr. Cowyers. You know this problem has occurred in many, many
programs. One operation starts off as the “umbrella” group, and then,
pretty soon, it starts absorbing all of the functions. There’s rothing
left of anybody else, so it seems to me to be pretty important.

Let me make the example using our friends, New Detroit. They got
into it, and T’'m not at all by this example suggesting that they aren’t
worthy but they’re already getting LEAA. funds, as you all know.
There would be no reason for them to even get into the new program.

But if it came to that, they would be operating in an “umbrella”
capacity to get grant money out to deserving community organiza-
tions—block clubs and other more or less indigenous groups of citi-
zens who will then come to them for money.

They would not be also charged, at the same time, to run a program
of their own under this part of the LEAA operation. That’s clear
enough, isn’t it?

Mr. Grreory. In your response——

Mr, Coxyers. Did you want to——

Ms, Hourzman. I have a number of questions about these guidelines

I'm concerned about setting a $50,000 minimum amount for a grant.
I don’t know why we are requiring groups to spend more money than
is necessary to deal on a local neighborhood level with crime.

I can envision precinct community council—and I must have 7 of
them in my district—that couldn’t possibly use $50,000. Would that
preclude them from getting any assistance under this program?

Mr. Geree. Ms. Holtzman, our concept is to fund 50 grants to
“umbrella”-type organizations.

Ms. Hourzaran, We'll get to the “umbrella”-type organization later,
but is there a minimum amount which must be spent?
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Mr. Greee. No, there really isn’t. That is no problem. We indicated
a minimum limit to facilitate the function of passing on funds to
neighborhood groups. Realistically, it could take a fairly substantial
amount of funds.

If this can be achieved effectively with less funds, obviously we
would have no objection. In our guidelines we generally don’t establish
any kind of minimum amounts.

Ms. Horrzaran. I'm not sure that a nonprofit corporation, such as
a precinet council-which has a long history of involving neighbor-
hood community people in crime fighting, would be ineligible under
this program for a grant.

Now, I want to know whether they would be eligible for a grant,
and if so, whether they would have to apply for $50,000 as a minimum,

Mr. Parpas. They would be eligible. There is no real minimum.
Some dollar amount ranges are indicated, but that doesn’t mean that
a community group cannot seek and receive less.

Ms. Horrzman., OK, I just wanted to make that clear.

Secondly, what are these “umbrella” groups? Where is your author-
ity in the legislation to channel money through so-called umbrella
groups that your agency designates?

Mr. Grece. Let me ask Mr. Madden to respond to your question
regarding the legal authority. This is an issue with respect to interpret-
ilng. the legislation which was addressed in the Comptroller General’s

ecision.

Ms. Hourzaran. I read that decision. I don’t recall the word
“umbrella group.” : : '

Mr. Grece. Noj but such groups ordinarily would be considered
within the category of organizations that could be funded.

Ms. Horrzyman. Yes; but I’'m asking for the legislative authority
foratier operation.

‘Mr. Grece. Noj this isn’t specified in the 1976 legislation or in the
Comptroller General’s opinion.

Ms. Horrzyman. Where is the authority, then, to create this kind of
two-tier system? : ‘

Mr. Maopexn, Ms. Holtzman, the authority comes from the statutes

‘generally authorizing LEAA to make grants.

Under the Comptroller General’s opinion, $15 million may be used
pursuant to the various existing authorities that LIEAA has.

We have three basic areas of aunthority under which we can make
categorical kinds of grants. One would be section 306(a) (2) of the
Crime Control Act, under which we make discretionary grants. We
do not intend to use that for community anticrime because 2 10-per-
cent cash match would be required.

The two other areas of authority ave section 402(b) (1) of our
statute, which is the general National Institute authority, and section
515 of the act. :

Section 402(b) (1) authorizes the National Institute of Law says
Enforcement and Criminal Justice to make grants to and enter into
contracts with public agencies, institutions of higher education, or
private organizations. An “umbrella” organization could be a private
organization. s '

Ms. Horrzaax. Does that give authority to those grantees to grant
to others? ' '

93-183—TT—6
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Mr. Mappey. They have authority to relay grants—particularly
those for a program such as the one contemplated. There are other
areas where we have made grants to larger organizations, and they, in
turn, have made funds available to organizations underneath them.

Ms. Horrzaran. Could you give me an example ¢ )

Mr. Mappex. I don’t have an example which immediately comes to
mind.

T certainly could supply you, for the record, an example. I can
provide you more than one example of a situation where we made that
kind of authority for making that kind of grant.

[Tnformation to be found in appendix at p. 91.]

Ms. Horrzaran, So, you have the authority—you say you have the
authority—in those existing precedents to make grants to so-called
public institutions—that will make grants. oL i

Mr. Maopzy. Not public insitutions. I'm sorry if I indicated public
institutions. ]

Section 402(b) (1) says that we can make grants to public agencies,
institutions of higher education, or private organizations.

Ms. Hovurzarax. I'm sorry, private organizations.

Mz. Mappen. Also, section 515 of our-act authorizes us to cooperate
with and render technical assistance to States, units of local govern-
ment and combinations of such units and public or private organiza-
tionsor institutions.

Ms. Horrzaaw, I want to know where the power lies for LEAA——

Mr. Mappex. Ms. Holtzman:

Ms. Horrzaran, Wait a minute—to select another organization, pro-
vide it with money, and. then provide it with the power to make grants
to other organizations.

Tlavt, you found me the statutory authority for that?

M. Mappex. It would be the section 402 authority that I mentioned.

Ms. Hovurzaaxn. It doesn’t, in any way, talk about “umbrella’ or-
ganizations or mention the power to make a grant.

My, Mappen. From a legal standpoint we would be making a grant
to the private organization. That private organization, in turn, would
make funds available.

Ms. Horrzaan., What arve the standards under which these “um-
brella” organizations, in turn, can make grants to others?

Mr. MappeN, When we use the word “grants,” I comtemplate the use
of the “umbrella” organizations. They are not going to be making
“grants” to those other organizations; they’re going to be making
funds available that that organization can use to carry out——

Ms. Hourzaan, All right, let’s not use the word “grant,” let’s use
the word “money.”

What standards are in your guidelines for “umbrella” organizations
to provide money, whether a grant or funds just plain money, to other
organizations? :

‘What is the basis for that ?

Mr. Grrge. Let me ask Mr. Pappas to respond to that. It is my
understanding that this would be a part of the grant application. The
guideline standards would be used by the “umbrella” organizations
In malking these decisions.

. Mr. Pareas. For example, & community agency might indicate that
it had a certain area to develop into & program center. In their area
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there could be five neighborhoods. These five neighborhoods come to
the agency and say: “We want to be part of this application and we
have an anticrime program.” ,

For example, the program might be escort services for the elderly.
The neighborhood group would tell the community agency, “This 1s
our program and we want that to be part of constellation of programs
that are implemented under the application that you submit.”

The five neighborhoods that come in together would have five kinds
of anticrime programs. They would describe the problems that they
ave addressing and what they intend to do about them.

+ The award would be made to the community organization. The grant
would include the five neighborhoods as part of the program.

Ms. Horrzaran. Well, suppose the neighborhood group—let’s say
a precinet council—but 1t wants to get money under this program. It
would have to go to an “umbrella” organization and say, “I want to
be funded.”

Suppose the “umbrella’” organization says, “No, T don’t want to give
you any money;” how does it get funded ¢ What are its rights? What
are the standards for the “umbrella® organization?

Mu. Paeeas. It’s an incorporated community group—nonprofit com-
munity group.

Ms. Horrzatan. You don’t need to have an “umbrella” organization ;
just have any nonprofit group in any neighborhood in any city in any
rural area in this country applying directly to LEAA, and 1t would
be entitled to receive funds,

Mz, Pappas. This is what we're talking about when we say an “um-
brella” group—the organizations that can function as a group——

Ms. Hourzarax. An “ambrella” has a different connotation; I’'m just
trying to get straight in my mind exactly how this is going to operate.

Mr. Conyrrs. Will the gentlewoman yield, please, because I’'m very
sympathstic with the point that she is making. Before you arrived
there had been a discussion about what is, and what is the necessity of,
this “umbrella.”

And we have not at all agreed that there are even going to be any
“umbrella” organizations. We’ve been talking in terms of possibility.

These guidelines are merely proposed. They are not inflexible.

And if T’m incorrect, gentlemen, I would need you to give some
different assurance.

So, in other words, the “umbrella”—part of this, I don’t think, has
been locked in at all. T think your questions are quite appropriate.

Ms. Horazaraw. I appreciate the chairman’s comment, because I just
don’t understand exactly how this can operate.

First, T'm told that a local, nonprofit, incorporated community or-
ganization can apply directly to LEAA for money. It doesn’t have to
apply for $50,000; it can apply for $3,000 to run an escort program, or
buy additional equipment for its block watch operations, and the like.

Mr. Pareas. Right. We anticipate the applicants will include more
than one single program. There would be three or four different kinds
of anticrime programs within each. ;

Ms. Hovrzaran. Each group has to propose to do any number of dif-
ferent things in order to qualify for the funds? : i

Mr. Pappas. I’'m not sure T understand.
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.. Ms. Hourzman. Well, let’s just say the precinct council says, “Look,
the only thing we think we can really do effectively in crime fighting is
Tun an escort operation for senior citizens, and we want to apply for—
let’s make it $1,000. ‘

Can they apply directly to LEAA, saying, “You know, we’ve had
a lot of experience in the past with running these things. We’ve got
a lot of volunteers. It’1l cost $1,000 for 12 months, ard that’s the only
program we can operate, and we’re going to apply directly to you.”

Can that group do it ? .

Mr. Papras. As the guidelines are structured, no; we would not
entertain that. ' ,

Ms. Horrzman. All right, how does that group get money? Would
it have to run another pregram, too? ' :

Mr. Papeas. No, what we'’re saying is that we're trying to pull to-
gether a number of neighborhood groups in order for them to come in
for an award.

Ms. Horrzaan. Well what do you mean, “a number of neighbor-
hood groups”?

Mr. Pappas. Well, there might be a group in addition to one you’re
referring to, or two or three more, that would also be interested in re-
celving Funds.

They could coalesce and become what we would call a community
group. They would be eligible for funds as soon as they incorporated.

Ms. Horrzaan. So, you would require a variety of precinct coun-
cils, possibly representing close to a million people, and they would
have to incorporate in order to get a grant from you for $3,000%

Are you going to provide them the money to hire a lawyer and get
the corporation papers drawn up, et cetera ? _

Mr. Parpas. I don’t think the applications coming in that kind of
a program would be for $3,000.

Ms. Horrzman. So, now you say that a single organization can’t
directly apply; it’s got to consist of a constellation of subgroups.

Mr. Papras. Right.

‘Ms. Horrzmaxn., And each one of the subgroups could do some-
thing different.

Mr. Parpas. Right. :

Ms. Horrzman. And you have several so-called “umbrella” organiza-
tiors; they aren’t really “umbrella” but they consist of these groups
that have come together. ‘

Do several of those operate in the same territory?

Mr. Paeeas. In the same territory ? ,

Ms. Hovrzmaw. Yes. . :

Mr, Parras, Conceivably you could, but not overlapping.

Ms. Hornzaaw. Geographically or in terms of function?

Mzr. Pappas. Georgraphically. In other words, we wouldn’t want——

Ms. Horrzman. So, it’s the first constellation of organizations that
comes to you that gets funded? ‘

Mr. Pappas. No, we operate this program under a cutoff date for ap-
plications, We will wait until a certain date for all applications to be
in, and will review all of the applications received at one time.

Ms. Hormzman. 1 see in the criteria here, that you also include as
i~ criterior, long-term existence. Isn’t there a requirement that they

. “have beeir 1n operation for some period of time?
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But if these precinet councils must suddenly join together to apply
for funds, aren’t they going to be excluded because they just came to-
gether as an “umbrella” group for the purpose of applying for a
grant?

Mr. Parpas. No.

Ms. Horrzasn. Well, aren’t long-time emsbence, past experlence,
and experience in handhnv federal funds among the criteria or stand-
ards for acceptance?

Mr, Parpas. Some of these groups may very well hzwe had programs
in the past, or have had experience in running anti-crime programs.

Ms. HourzmaN. Yes; but they haven’t had any Federal funds. They
haven’t had any experience handling Federal funds.

Mr, Pappas. That’s only one of the criteria. Not meetmcr one
wouldn’t necessarily exelude a group.

Ms. Hourzymaw. Well, the thing that troubles me is that you now
require groups to come togethe,r that have not necessarily worked to-
gether in the past. Is the purpose of this just to facilitate the grant ap-
phcamon process? ,

Mr, GREGG Tf I may back up and dlSCllSS a little of the backcround
for why we’ve taken this approach in the guidelines: It seemed the
intent of Congress in enacting this program that, to the greatest ex-
tent possible, nelcrhborhood groups be mvolved. Tt could be a broad
effort, involving many jurisdictions and many neighborhood groups.

The challenging problem for us is in administering a program of
this kind with a very limited staff. To date, the agency has been pro-
vided no staff positions to carry out this program.

‘We are now implementing the program with staff reprogramed
from other parts-of the agency. We don’t anticipate the provision of
additional staff for this program in the future. In fact, we probably
will be experiencing some employment freezes or at Teast new person-
nel ceilings within the Federal Government.

We are trying to devise a way of realizing the intent of Congress for
this program of getting the funds down to neighborhood groups in a
way that will be manageable for us. We do not Swant to create bureat-
cratic snarls and pa,perwoﬂ\. backups that we couldn’t possibly cope
Wlth because of the limited staff available to administer this program.

* 'We have devised this approach as the best possible way that we can
conceive of. And as I stated to the Chairman, we are certmmly open
to suggestions of better ways of proceeding.

We feel this approach is the most feasible way of canymg out the
intent Congress, considering the constraints that we are opurating
nnder with this program.

Ms. Horrzman. Well, all T can say to you is—if the Chanmm will
grant me some time—is that T think we’ve built in an incredible
bur eaucracy in requiring the inclusion of a full-time project director.

You haven’t provided peighborhood groups flexibility to deal Twith
small projects in their own area. Some of these projects could be-big
projects; they could be coordirated projects, But some of them Would
be small, modest. -

I don’t know what kind of programs. sorte gloups may have had
experience with, but you mandate that they develop projects for which
they may have absdutely no expertise, interest, or ablhty ’
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You don’t allow them to draw on their strengths and their past
experience. Some of these requirements are unduly bureaucratic and
not necessarily built on the strengths and experiences of these groups.

Mr. Greea. We certainly want to streamline the precess. Our as-
sumption is that there are a lot more worthwhile groups and activities
that could be funded than we have funds to take care of. That means
choices and decisions have to be made. A significant effort has to go
into making those choices and decisions.

Our feeling is that, to the greatest extent possible, the people clos-
est to the problem should share in making those choices and decisions.

We are very reluctant, even if it were feasible—and I’m not sure
that it is—to create a large additional Federal staff or bureaucracy to
make some of these very sensitive and difficult cholces.

This is our best conception regarding how we can decentralize
some of the decisionmaking and effectively administer the program.
We are however, very open to suggestions as to a better way to do it.

Mzr. Convyers. Well, I think the gentlewoman has raised a question
that hasn’t, heretofore, been put into direct analysis.

Now, let me tell you what the intent of Congress is. I think I know
it as well as anyone here in this room.

And if you’re suggesting, in your response to her—to the gentle-
woman from New York—that a small neighborhood group cannot ap-
ply directly to LEAA for a small amount of money, without being
required to submit multiple applications or anything else, then you are
flying directly in the face of the congressiona] intent that has been
built up in this subcommittee, gentlemen, for 4 solid years.

And any guidelines that would preclude that one central fact from
happening would be directly flying in the face of congressional intent.

In other words—let me say this again, and I almost though that
I had said it too many times this afternoon, that this is for small

neighborhood, unincorporated, indigenous groupings of citizens who
~ do not have a lawyer—who are not prepared to dea] with this matter
on a full-time, or even part-time, basis—analogous to the kind of or-
ganization that the gentlewoman from New York cited in her district.

I’'m talking about block club organizations that I’'m familiar with
in Detroit. And they’re comprised exactly of people who live in the
block or are automatically members. They elect a president. They
may pay dues of $1 or $2 a year. It is totally voluntary. .

They meet on a whole range of problems that they are involved in.
And if several of those block clubs organize, then we have a larger
grouping of block clubs.

This group block club organization should be able to make an
application directly to the LIWAA funding source. We think it might
be endangered if it had to go through an “umbrella” operation, be-
cause who knows what the “umbrella” organization might decide.

If we have community-oriented people in the office of the community
anti-crime program, then you can make that decision. Otherwise,
yvouw’re going to fly in the face of what we intended to do, because you
would be requiring more professional, more national, more incorpo-
rated organizations to participate.

So, any guidelines that you come up with that precludes a block
club orgamization from making a direct and small application would
be contrary to what we’ve been working on.
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Now, can that be stated any clearer or simpler ? ’

Mr. Greee. No, sir. But ’m not sure that it can be done. There’s
no question that we understand, support, and will make every effort
to see that this kind of block organization—neighborhood orgamza-
tion—is the recipient of these funds. Under our plan, it would be
done through these “umbrella”-type organizations. )

But if we were considering receipt of applications that would, ulti-
mately, result in six or seven awards to neighhorhood groups that
would otherwise be included in one “umbrella” organization—perhaps
selected from many thousands of applications—I have to, in all can-
dor, assure you that this cannot be accomplished within our existing
structural and staff constraints. .

We want to try to get the job done. We're making every effort to
find a way. L.

Mr. Conyens. But if you do, you're the one that would be violating
the laws, and you would be in violation of the intent of Congress if you
don’t do it the way that we’ve written it in the law and stated it in,
literally, hundreds of instances. ) )

Mr. Grece. If we do it in a way that is inevitably going to fail, I
dmll’t thinkt we would be carrying out the intent of the Congress
either.

Mz. Convers. If it fails, we’re going to have more oversight as to
why it failed, but you can’t-~well, I won’t say you can’t come here and
tell me you’re not going to apply this to small groups. You've already
told me you won’t. ,

And if you don’t do that, then that defeats the precise purpose of
setting up an office, allocating the funds, holding hearings for two
Congresses, having clarifications from everybody in Washington, hay-
ing meetings with you.

And now we come to the gentlewoman of New York’s very simple
question—which I was confident of a good response—and she says,
“Can a small neighborhood group apply for a very tiny grant directly
to LEAA®

And the answer from the Acting Director—in all candor, which I
respect—is that it can’t be done.

Nov, the question then becomes: “Is it that it can’t be done because
of feasibility #” Is that what youw’re suggesting ? :

Mor. Greee. I'm saying that it can’t be done within the existing staff-
ing constraints of LEAA.

Mr. Conyrrs, You mean you don’t have enough staff ?

Mr. Greee. Let me now point out, Mr. Chairman, that included in
the reauthorization legislation—in which you and other members of
the committee were directly involyed——enacted last fall, were at least
three new major areas of responsibility for LEAA.

There were extensive revisions to the civil rights enforcement re-
quirements of the law. Considerably more demand was placed on
LEAA for assuring compliance with civil rights responsibilities.

There are extensive new requirements for evaluation in connectior.
with the block grant program, as well as other parts of the ILEAA
program.

There was also the Community Anti-Crime program. Coming at
the same time, was another new L.EAA responsibility for the Public
Safety Officers’ Benefits Act.

P,



84

. These are just some of the major new responsibilities added.
* IEA A has not been provided one additional stafl member to carry
out these new undertakings, notwithstanding the substantial responsi-
bilities that the agency previously had.

Mr. Chairman, we want this program to succeed and work. We want
the money to get to the neighborhood groups to be used effectively.
But we want to try to carry it out in a way in which we can accomplish
that objective, and not try to carry it out in a way which would,
frankly, be impossible. )

Mr, Cowyers. Well, let me ask you this, before I get back to my
original question : How many employees do you have?

Mr. Greee. We have 797.

‘Mr. Coxyers. And how many people on contract or other special
arrangement—directly employed ?

Mzr. Greee. I don’t have that specific number—all personnel under
grants and contracts. I couldn’t give you that figure right now.

Mr. Comyurs. Well, then, in other words, you’re suggesting that you
bave to use the “umbrella” method ; is that the thrust?

Mr. Grece. All factors considered, that’s the most feasible way that
we can determine to reach the objectives of thislegislation.

If we can find a better way, or a better way can be suggested which
is realistic and feasible, we would be happy to consider it.

Mzy. Convyers. Well, I guess we’re going to have to join in with you,
then, since we have your invitation—which we welcome—to help de-
velop a better way, because T’m not at all sure this plan is going to
work either.

So, if you’re going to be called before this committee on oversight
for why it didn’t work, I would think that you and T both would rather
you be coming in on a plan that was recommended by the committee
thlslxt failed, rather than some other plan, procured from ¥ don’t know
where.

Mr. Grece. Well, sit, T don’t think we’ll fail; we intend to succeed.

Mz. Conyrrs. Well, I hope so, but before I thought that you <were
saying there was no way you could possibly fund a group directly
from LA A.

You have original LEAA operations. We have a place already—
LEAA operations—that have been in business for quite a long time.

All of these people could, very easily, take on a direct local respon-
sibility for making the grants. and it wouldn’ involve outside organi-
zations. They would be committees and commissions that are already
directlv subiect to your review and jurisdiction right now. o

Mzr. Manpen. Mr. Conyers, could I address that question?

Mr. Cowyers. Yes, please. '

Mr. MappeN. We want to make suve that we are doing what Con-
gress intended. We have 800 people on the LEAA staff. This includes
our regional office people. We have State planning agencies that receive

funds from LEAA, and we have regional planning agencies that dis-

burse funds for LEAA. It is our understanding however, that you did
not want us to utilize that particular structure in making direct
grants. )

. Thus, if you’re talking about the staff resources available to LEAA,
it’s only the 800 I mentioned, not the people working at those State
planning agencies.
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Mr. Conyers. What about the regional level ¢

Mz, Mappen. That’s included in the 800. We've got a program where
we’ve got $750 million that we’re awarding, and we've got 800 people.

A number of those people are involved in audit activities regarding
all of the money that we spent before. A lot of those people are in-
volved in compliance activities and administrative functions to sup-
port the program effort. .

Mr. Coxyers. Well, ’'m not prepared to have our oversight hear-
ing end up in a request for aditional personnel gentlemen. .

It seemed to me, when we strengthened the civil rights provisions
of LEAA, it was done because the record so perfectly outrageous over
the course of years that nobody objected to us bringing in legislation
that would cause you to examine this very fundamental question far
more carefully than you've done.

When we bring in the question of community anticrime programs,
this wasn’t dreamed up in some moment of haste. The whole history of
1LE,f-LA has been a failure to sufficiently involve people at the lowest

evels.

And now we finally get an office, we finally get a program, we finally
get the legislation, we finally get the appropriations, and you suy,
“Well, there’s not sufficient personnel to effect it in a way that would
allow us to avoid “umbrella” organizations.

It would seem to me that if we had community people—community
experienced people—even at a regional level, we would be able to fa-
cilitate direct funding and granting activity, so that we would avoid
having some other agency interpose itself in the final result,

All we can do is look at it after the fact. It would seem that if you
had your people there, we would be tearing down these walls that have
divided Jaw enforcement and citizens over the years, which is, pre-
cisely, what we were trying to do rather than interposing other
organizations.

Now, I would like to seriously recommend that you go back to the
drawing board and see if we can work out a method that would mini-
mize outside involvement. o o '

But we have to have a program that will allow block clubs, local
organizations, small groups of citizens, in 4 geographical area—who
aré unincorporated, do not have a lawyer, that do not have s long his-
tory of existence for activity—to be able to simply put forward a
small, inexpensive idea that would use very little money—who would
be able to receive a grant under the provision of this part of the law. -

Now, can we accompilsh that much ? Isn’t that what the whole thing
hasbeen about all these years? :

Mr. Grege. I think we can accomplish that, but the issue, obviously,
is whether we have to have LEAA staff—in Washington or in the re-
gional offices—to receive directly and review those applications, or

. whether the intent can best be accomplished through use 3£ “ambrella”

organizations. That is a difficult issue. I don’t believe wis can take the
former approach within our existing staff resources. b

I would be misleading you, Mr. Chairman, and other members of
the committee if I pretended that we could. If we set off on that route
the result would almost certainly be failure. , S

‘We are trying to suggest an approach that we think can realistically
accomplish the objective the Congress had in mind.
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Mr. Conyers. Well, why would you fail if you had funded directly
{rom LEAA instead of an “umbrella” organization?

Mr. Papras. There are several problems, Mr. Chairman. Aside from
the question of the number of staff needed, we do have to assure fiscal
accountability for moneys that are disbursed through any grants. We
have requirements for monitoring programs.

If we were to provide direct ﬁmging to block groups and if we have,
for example, 200 awards of $1,500, how could we possibly monitor
them? How could we assure fiscal accountability?

Many of the groups don’t have experience in keeping books. They
don’t know how to report, they don’t know how to monitor, and tl sy
wouldn’t know how to directly manage this type of Federal grant
program.

Mr. Conyers. Well, could you name me some citizens’ groups that
don’t know how to account to you for $1.500% I could name you some
professional corporations that have failed to account to you for a far
Iarger sum than that. ‘

I mean, that’s been the problem that you've been criticized about.
Now, if you’re going to take that argument of accountability and turn
around and apply it now to a neighborhood block club, and say, “we
don’t know how we’re going to monitor and audit their handling of
the $1,500 grant, so, therefore, they should be asking for more, or get
bigger, or get professional,” I think that you're defeating the whole
point of the community anticrime program.

I mean, what do we need? We can’t create a neighborhood group
large enough to conveniently be monitored and audited by you. I
mean, that, gentlemen, is illogical on its face. ‘

We don’t care how small the group is. Suppose it was two block clubs
and they had a good idea, and it went to your good offices—and we’ve
set 1111p”an office in the law-—and they said: “This is a good idea; it’s
small.

Unfortunately, they don’t use a lot of money—which used not toc be
a basis of criticizing people asking for money—and we’d say “Fine,”
it’s & small amount of money; they don’t want $25,000, they only want
$950 for three walkie-talkie radios to have the men operate as a support
patrol for the local police.” ' ' '

How can I tell them when they write me that they weren’t big
enough to be a feasible audit unit, and, therefore, they couldn’t get
their grant? Would you help me with the kind of letter that might
have to go ont under the proposal that you're sincerely offering to us?

Mz, Parreag. All we're saying:

M. Corryers, No, I want an answer to that, please,

Mr. Grece. I would answer it by pointing out the fact that if each
of the grants was for $1,000, we would be making 15,000 grants that
would have to be reviewed and considered in the context of the eom-
munity situation.

Mr. Convyers. Right. _ )

Mr. Grrca. We would have to look at the laws from which they
derive anthority and consider many other factors.

+ If 15,000 grants were awarded, that would imply, as many as 60,000
to 100,000 applications. .
Mr. Conyrrs. I'm hoping for more than 15,000 grants; I mean, it

by

doesn’t have to be limited to 15,000. '
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$15 million could get divided. They’re not going to be perpetual
grantees. These people have an idea that may need some assistance.

I’'m going to send you, if I can, some of the discussion that has gone
on in hearings since 1974 on this subject, because, gentlemen, the point
is not to create a wnit large enough for you to manage. The point is to
%11\7()11\'9 citizens who want to help police the crime problem at the low

evel.

They can’t become a size that fits your requirements. We have to ex-
ert a little bit of flexibility to do what is necessary to meet their needs.
That’s the precise problem. i

We can’t create a convenient audit size, or convenient review size,
out there in anybody’s district or in any town in this country. They
have formed the units already, and T think that we are going to have
to exert the kind of flexibility that’s required. '

Now, I’'m going to send you some of that testimony and discussion
that has gone on in the years previous, but I would like also for you to
send me a breakdown of how you utilize the 700—800-—men and
women in your unit.

Are you also—when we start oversighting the civil rights provi-
sions—are you going to be suggesting that those aren’t going to be—
those may or may not be subject to enforcement, based on how you
utilize or can utilize——

Mr. Grege. Because of the importance of that area, we have repro-
grammed staff from other paits of the agency to effectively carry out
the program. Tremendous progress has been made over the last 4 or 5
months.

But each time a requirement comes along such as the Freedom of
Information Act, for example, there is a large workload for us. We've
never had a position provided to carry out that function. The Privacy
Act is another example. . '

A number of other compliance requirements have been levied on
LEAA. Each time one of these comes along we have to borrow from
another part of the organization.

We have borrowed auditors. Yet, four years ago an OMB study that
indicated that LEAA ought to have at least 100 auditors. This is an
OMB study regarding how to effectively audit our programs. We have
less than 50.

Each time a new requirement comes along, we are forced to repro-
gram from other on-going responsibilities. Those functions suffer.

And if we had 80,000 or 60,000 grant applications come in that had
to be reviewed, and we had the direct fiscal and financial accountability
forthem, it would overwhelm us, No amount of amount of reprogram-
ing from other agency activities could realistically permif us to accom-
plish our objectives. ‘ o ‘ o ‘

"Mz, Chairman, if that is the intent, the legislation does need some
revision which would make it clear that the agency is relieved of ac-
countability for the administration of funds to these neighborhood
groups. ' ‘ S ; S

Then, once the neighborhood groups ave identified, they could be-

come entitled to a certain, modest amount of funds. No executive agency:

would be responsible for seeing that they are appropriately utilized.
Mor. Coxyzmrs. Well, we've never relieved you of respounsibility for
all the other programs which have been accused of mismanagement
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through the.8 years of LEAA, which involved hundreds of thousands
of dollars. , ' :

Nobody ever came up to the Hill and suggested that you get some-
thing written in the law not to have to hold grantees accountable; but
when we come up with a small citizen grant, you now find it necessary
to recommend to us that we excuse any kind of reyiew.

Ms. Horrzman. Would you yield

Mr. Conyzrs. Yes, T will,

Ms. Hourzman. I just recall last year trying to find out how much
New York State had spent of LEAA funds. Millions of dollars were
involved, and I couldn’t get an answer from LEAA, I couldn’t get an
answer from New York State. And nobody seemed worried ahout that.

And Pm deeply concerned about fiscal responsibiilty, but I think
the Chairman is absolutely correct. You can get fiscal responsibility
and fiscal accountability whether you’re talking about a small group
or alarge group.

And sometimes, in fact, if you’re talking about citizens who are not
professional grantees and who have a specific project, you might get
more honest people than you do in a lot of other programs.

. Mr. Coxvers. Now, gentlemen, you should be reminded, a Mr. Velde
came before this Committee when this legislation was under proposal.
He testified before the committee.

He testified before me that he was perfectly aware—I think he was
aware—of our intent. Of course, it’s not clear to me now, because the
more we talk about it, the more I'm beginning to wonder if you are
aware of what we were talking about all these years.

He didn’t talk about how many more staff were going to be required,

but I’d like you to draw up a projection. I mean, we’d like to find out
just exactly what we’re talking about when we talk about we need
additional staff.

I could envision a very simple way of accountability for a small
grant. If a neighborhood group buys three walkie-talkie radios and
they furnish you the receipts—mail them in—the originals or copies,
how much more auditing would that require at the regional or the
national basis? . : o

If people were contracting for some kind of equipment, or software,
or program, and they send you the invoices from the printer or from
whomever the connselor was, how much more—what would you want
them to do besides that ? o S

It wouldn’t be necessary to find a team of auditors, but we would
probably need only report annually. I mean, there would be a limit
of common judgment. That would be a special audit on the size and
the amount of money involved, wouldn’t it? ,

T mean, you couldn’t have a quarterly report and accounting on an
$800 grant. We’ve had all kinds of problems with millions—Iliterally
millions of dollars—and the gentlewoman’s example is only one. And
I hope you invite me to draw some more to your attention.

We’ve had a few criticisms that have eminated from these hearings
and others. That is one of the sorest points that could possibly be
raised: and for you to be telling me that you don’t know how you
would develop some surveillance that would be accurate over a large
number of small grants, then I think that we should all make sure
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that we've examined these questions very carefully before we proceed
with the program.

And I consider this to have been a very instructive first meeting in
oversight on this question.

Iyield to the minority counsel, Mr. Boyd, for question.

Mr. Boxp. I have a clarifying question, really, that would be easier
to answer than that which has been put to you.

Last October LEAA was reauthorized in three years, and we're
still in the proposal stage of guidelines. July 15, as you indicated
earlier, may be extended indefinitely. We don’t know exactly what date
will beup.

And the reasons for this has been stated in written form by you,
Mr. Gregg, but my question not goes to what happens if with the
departure of 1977 we still haven’t given grauts to either “wmbrella”
or local organizations?

If the $15 million which was appropriated for that year compounds
itself into $30 million for the next year—that is 1978—because the
grants, according to your guidelines, are only 12 and 18 months long,
so you're really only talking about a one-grant program, period. By
that time——

Mr. Greae. That’s correct. If the grants were not made by the end
of fiscal 1977, the funds would carry over into the next fiscal year. It
would potentially be a program of $30 million the following year.

Mr. Boyn. Well, what happens then with the third year since there .
are 12- to 18-month programs? There would be $15 million left over,
would there not ?

Mr. Greae. If you're saying that all those projects would be candi-
dates for continuation, then there may have to be some reduction in
program level.

Mr. Conyzrs. Well, gentlemen, this has been a very helpful session.
We appreciate your coming before us, and we would ask that we con-
tinue the more close relationship in exchange of information as we
move toward a final fiscal outline for the Community Anti-crime
program.

Thank you. .

Mr. Greae. We appreciate the opportunity.

Mr. Conyzrs. The subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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LESLIE FREED'S INFORMATION REQUEST

In response to your reduest, I offer the following:

(1) The pauel review process will be conducted in the following manner. Four
reviewers will be chosen from within LEAA. To supplement these in-house re- -
siources, four additional panel members will be selected from among the follow-
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ing agencies: HEW, HUD, AJTION, and the Community Relations Service of
the Depaltment of J ustice. Pr oposals will be provided to each reviewer at least
2 weeks y.ior to the panel review meeting. At the panel review session, each
panel member’s ratings will be recorded. Where significant difference exist among
proposal ratings, debate will be conducted nntil a consensus judgment can be
reached.

(2) The criteria to be used in evaluating proposals are contained in the guide-
lines: Programmatic criteria are listed in Section d. Program Strategy (6)
(a-m) and administrative criteria ave listed in Section i., Criteria for Selection
of Projects, (2), (a~j). The detailed weighting system for the criiteria is cur-
rently under development and will be finalized before the first deadline date of
August 31, 1977,

(3) No additional comments on the guidelines have heen 1ece1ved

(4) The brochure for the Commumty Anti-Crime Program is currently under
development and i3 not yet ready for dissemination.

LEAA CoMMUNITY ANTI-CRIME PANEL REVIEW PROCESS

The panel review process will be conducted in the following manner. Four
reviewers will be chosen from within ILEAA. To supplement these in-house re-
sources, four additional panel members will be selected from among :the follow-
ing agencies: HEW, HUD, ACTION, and the Commumty Relatwns Service of
the Department of Justme

Proposals will be provided to each reviewer at least. two weeks prlor to the
panel review meefing, At the panel review session, each panel member’s ratings
will be recorded. Where significant differences exist among proposal ratings,
debate will be conducted until a consensus judgment can be reached.

LEAA CoMMUNITY ANTI-CRIME PROPOSAT. REVIEW CRITERIA:

The criteria to be used in evaluating proposals are confained in the guide-
lines for the Community Anti-Crime Program. Programmatic criteria are listed
in Seection d., Program Strategy, (6), (a)—-(m). Admmlsuatwe criteria are
listed in Sectmn i, Criteria for Selection of Projecls, (2), (a)—(j). The de-
tailed weighting system for the criteria is under development and will be final-
ized before the first application deadline date of August 31, 1977.
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Don’t
Just Worry
About Crime

Join millions of your fellow citizens and
DO SOMETHING about it,

Get involved. Begin a home security
program for your club members or your
office or your block; Take part in an
antiburglary campaign like National
Neighborhood Watch. Or volunteer your
time—to your police department, the
courts, or the local jail. They need you,
They need whatever help they can get,

Citizens' help is essential if crime is to be
prevented. The Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration urges you to
become directly involved. To take on
greater responsibilities,

Like what?

You can volunteer to work with juveniles,
You can tutor them, operate recreational
programs, counsel the youngsters, help
them find part-time jobs, encourage
dropouts to return to school.

You should talk to your police or sheriff’s
department, Many need volunteers in
community relations or youth work,
Others may welcome help in performing
“civilian™ jobs, from ch scking crime
reports to answering telephones in the
stationhouse,

You can volunteer your time to conduct
programs for inmates in your local jail—
tutoring, recreation, advice about family
budgeting, etc, Many jails don’t have
suich programs or if they do, the programs
are inadequate. As a resuit, inmates are
confined to their cells all day long.

‘You may sponsor a work release program
for nondangerous offenders, Help find
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jobs for those leaving prison. Or assist
your local court in providing services to
crime victims and witnesses,

Residents of an 800-block area of Seattle
find it’s good sense to participate in the
city-run, LEAA-sponsored Community
Crime Prevention Project. Preliminary
data show that the participating residents
have reduced their chance of being
burglarized by 61 percent.

The project involves three key services:

Marking valuables. Participants mark
valuable items——such as stereos and
television sets—with identification
numbers, This can be the participant’s
driver’s license or social security number,
A window sticker draws this to the
attention of would-be thieves who find
numbered items hard to fence and
impossible to pawn,

Block watchers. The project recruits
participants as block watchers and gives
them maps marked with residents’ names,
addresses, and telephone numbers, If
block watchers see a suspicious person
around a home, they can phone the
resident immediately,

Information. This includes tips on
protecting homes—for example, advice
about locks—and monthly information
about the current burglary rate, the way
burglars are enteting houses, and the kind
of items being stolen,

Seattle project officials began by writing
to residents, then rang doorbells and held
block meetings to enlist citizen
participation.

Denver conducts a property-marking
1;:rogram which has enrolled 59,000
omes and shops. In the three years since
the program began there have been ¥
55,719 burglaries in the city but only
1,543 involved participating homes and

2
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shops. As in Seattle, participants display
wariing stickers in their windows,

The LEAA-financed National
Neighborhood Watch program assists
citizens and police iri working together to
prevent burgiaries.

The National Sheriffs’ Association
conducts the program which includes
these elements:

@ Public education to increase citizen
awareness of burglary,

® Training people to protect their
property,

@ Developing a neighborhood action
program that includes block watching
and reporting suspicious persons and
activities to police.

® Encouraging citizens to report crimes,

By the end of its third year Neighborhood
Watch was active in more than 1,600
cities and counties. More than five
million families had received 65 million
items of antiburglary instruction. You,
too, can participate. For more
information write to the National
Sheriffs’ Association, 1250 Connecticut
Avenue, N.W., Washingtor;, D, C.
20036, The Association will provide free
kits of information ranging from window
stickers to a security checklist for homes,

‘Women volunteers in $t, Louis and
Indianapolis conduct « far-ranging series
of anticrime programs.

In St. Louis, for example, the Women's
Crusade Against Crime encourages
groups to sponsor “Whistle Stop”—by
buying whistles in bulk and telling
members to blowthem in case of a purse
shatch, mugging or other street crime,
The Crusade’s “secret witness” program
urges ¢itizens to call the Crusade’s “secret
operator” to report crimes happening or

describe facts on crimes not reported
earlier. Crusaders also have sponsored
programs for women in jail—iricluding
tutoring and exercise classes.

Law enforcement officers can attend the
LEAA-sponsored National Crime
Prevention Institute in Louisville to learn
how to teach crime prevention in their
cities. More than 500 officers attend
yearly to learn the latest techniques in
security for homes and businesses.

LEAA works with citizens’ groups
including the Kiwanis International,
National Junior League, and the Gerieral
Federation of Women's Clubs to develop
anticrime programs at the grassroots
level, One program aligns the AFL-CIO,
representing more than 14 million
workers, with the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency, the nation’s’
oldest volunteer organization devoted to
reforming criminal justice. These two
organizations have launched massive
education programsto educate the public
in crime prevention.

In Philadelphia a grassroots effort that

- began in 1972 now includes members

over a 600-city-block area.

Citizens’ Local Alliance for a Safer
Philadelphia (CLASP) instructs residents

on ways to reduce crime and offers a
propeity-marking program that includes
4,000 homes, housing associations, and
businesses, CLASP has given special
attention to areas where abandoned

houses have created critical crime problems,
Project officials say crime has decreased

as much as 20 percent in some sections,

For more information about community
crime prevention and things citizens’
groups can do, write to:

Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs
Law Enforcement Assistanice Administration

633 Indiana Avenue, N.W,

‘Washington, D, C, 20531
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Law ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
k Washington, D.C., August 5, 1977,
Hon. JoEN CONYERS, Jz.,
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. ) -

DeAsr CONGRESSMAN CONYERS : In testimony before your Committee, I promised
to supply certain material for the record.

In I;'gsi')onse tg 4, question from Congresswoman Holtzman, I stated that LE}AA
made grants to organizations who in turn provided funds to other orgamgatwns
to carry out the grant purposes. I was not able to provide examples du_nng the
testimony and promised ta provide examples for the record. Exan_:\pl_es include:

. 1. Grant No. 76-ED-99-0022 to the American Correctional _Assomaupn (AOA).
Under this grant, the ACA made funds available to 20 public a:nd 1)1:1va1§e agen-
cies for programs for constructive use of leisure time in correctional ingtifutions
and community-based correctional facilities, -

9. Grant Nos. 75-DF-99-0020, 76-DF-99-0022, and T7-DF-99-0035 to- the
National District Attorney's Association (NDAA). Under these grants, the
NDAA made funds available to different district attorney offices for victim as-
sistance programs. o

Sincerely,
THO2;AS J. MADDEN

Assistant Adminisirator General Counsel.

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES,
U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
May 20, 1977.

Mr. Janmes M. H. GRrEGE,

Assistant Administrator, Office of Planning and Maenagement, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, 633 Indiana Avenue,
NW., Washington, D.0.

Dear Mr. Greaa: The following comments and recommendations are submitted
pursuant to the proposed “Community Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant” guide-
lines. Our comments reflect a broad cross section of views by local officials on
the effects of these guidelines.

INTRODUCTION

Community crime prevention is &n essential element in crime control efforts,
and neighborhood level involvement is a necessity in the successful operation
of crime prevention programs.

The experience of Local Criminal Justice Planners indicate the need for some
form of city-wide coordination of crime preventinn efforts in order to minimize
duplication and waste, monitor programs, and develop appropriate crime con-
trol priorities.

COMMENTS ON THE COMMUNITY ANTI-ORIME GUIDELINES
The March 2, 1977 decision of the Comptroller General of the United States

" clarifies this prograny's fiscal position and the subject jurisdiction of which this ‘

office is to function, That detision states, in digest: “LBAA. is not reaunired to
spend $16 million specially authorized for appropriation by Public Law No.
94—-59.3 fo_r community patrol activities and encouragement of neighl:orhood
participation in cerime prevention and public safety efforts under section 301 (b)
(.6) of the Omnibug Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
since funds were not ear-marked for such purposes under Public Law No. 94-862, .
its current appropriation Act.”
The 1976 amendments establishing the Office of Community Anti-Crime pro-
grams mandates three specific activities of that office:
1. Provide technical assistance to community and citizen groups to enable
such grours to apply for grants.
2, Ooor@innte activities with federal agencies working in thig area, and
¢ « Provide information on successful programs to citizen and community
roups.
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The Office of Community Anti-Crime must provide technical assistance and
information to community and eitizen groups, and coordinate the office’s activi-
ties with other federal agencies. There is no mention of discretionary grant pro-
gram for neighborhood or community groups. Such a program may be desirable
but its primary legal responsibility should be to provide technical assistance
and information dissemination. The new guidelines do not satisfy this mandate
of the legislation.

According to the guidelines, the program objective is:

“Po assist community organizations, neighborhood groups and individual
citizens in becoming actively involved in activities designed to prevent crime,
reduce the fear of crime and improve the administration of justice.”

The objective should Le to provide technical assistance and information to
encourage community and neighborhood groups to become involved in anti-
crime activities. This new objective would then allow existing criminal justice
and crime prevention offices {0 work with neighborhood and community organi-
zations to design anti-crime and crime prevention activities. Page 58-56, Para-
graph 25(e) (2), of the guideline excludes states and local units of government
from participating in this program. We feel this is @ mistake, Local units of
government, through their Criminal Justice Coordinating Councils are precisely
the agencies which can most effectively provide the technical assistance and
information dissemination to the community based agencies to develop programs.

It is unlikely that community based groups with their budgetary limifations
would be able to effectively continue these projects after the expiration of their
awards. Ag a vesult these community organizations svould necegsavily have to
turn to the unit of local government as the obvious source of funding after the
initial programs’ termination. It would be difticujt for loeal units of government
to fund programs they are not involved in.

The cities realize the necessity of creating and maintaining coordination and
balance between the local criminal justice planning agencies and community
agencies. Funding decisions made by Washington without adequate local input
would dilute the coordinating role that cities could assume, There must be syn-
chronization with locally-established ILI2AA programs. To by-pass this would
destroy many years of local planning which has been aimed at cooperation
between local government and citizens groups. :

Leadership in our daily affairs is provided by a number of persons and things.
We recognize and. follow the leadership of churches; civie associations; neigh-
bors; elected officials; and many others.

In community anti-erime programs leadership is animportant ingredient for
successful, positive results. There are thin lines, in this realm of human en-
deavor, between positive and negative operations. Assistant Attorney General
Benjamin R. Civiletti cited a ‘‘volunteer CB Radio Team” in Baltimoré as a
example of a good citizkn anti-crime program in a speech to the Clearwater
Bar Association on April 29, 1977, Mr. Civiletti noted the program was organized
to aid the police in patrol and observation in one of the most severe crimne areas
ofl.‘Bal,t,imore. He went on to say that the program had a number of “positive
values.

There are other programs similar to the Baltimore program operating in
other cities. Some, like Baltimore, have had positive effects. Others have been
from their inception, or have degenerated into, activities which have a negative
impact. The line between programs which observe for the police and others
which tend to close oif public thorough fares to anyone not “belonging” in a
peighborhood is difficult te draw. Suffice it to say that there is a difference; it
is real; it is recognizable. The key question is why is there a difference? More
than any other reason, leadership is probably the answer. We use this example
because it is illustrative. Other programs in other areas of criminal justice
could be cited as well.  Court watching programs can be exemplary or simply
meotivated by ideological considerations, ) :

We note the necessity of leadership in community anti-crime programs to
stress our deep concern over the effort of LEAA to deny any leadership role
for municipal officials. The elements of leadership in otir cities represented by
elected officials and the criminal justice community is vital, ‘we feel, to the
success or failure of community anti-crime programs. Mo ignore this element
will surely lead to ill-conceived, poorly opersted programs that will adversely
affect the citizens of our cities. We believe that the leadership provided by city
officials will make the crucial difference between positive or negative results.
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Congress wrestled greatly with this concern in the process of extending LEAA
in 1976. An attempt was made to delete from Section 301(b) (6) the apprmjal
authority of local governments over crime prevention programs funded with
Part C funds. This attempt was defeated. Granted the funding from LEAA now
under consideration is taken from Part D and does not explicitly need approval
authority by local units of government. Nevertheless, the Act itself must be
considered in its total context in order to understand Congressional intent.
‘We are aware of powerful Congressional wishes concerning this program. How-
ever, the language is so ambiguous in parts relating to community anti-crime
programs that the action of Congress in re-inserting the approval authority must
be heavily considered.

Additionally, throughout Part D, refereuce is repeatedly made to state and
local government as primarily recipients of Institute activities.

“We do not advocate grants being made to local units of government, We do
advocate that LBAA utilize its existing network of state and city. criminal
justice planning offices to administer, coordinate, plan, and oversee the grants
to neighborhood and community groups. If this channel is not used, then the
ability of Incal officials to provide leadership will be neglected. And it is this
key leadership element which will be so desperately needed in this particular
program to insgure its success.

We have discussed the need for leadership by municipal officials, We know
this element best. However, we are as deeply concerned over the seeming un-
willingness of LBAA to assume a leadership role in the national area for crime
prevention.

LEBAA now has the mandate of Congress to take a leading position in de-
signing, defining, encouraging other agency involvement, and implementing crime
prevention programs oun a broad scale.

The ability of LEAA to draw together leaders in manufacturing, insurance,
labor, and criminal justice, along with elected policymakers could prove to be
of the agency’s greatest assets. Greater security devices for automobiies, insur-
ance premium reductions for secure buildings, information dissemination and
support from labor, expertise and leadership from criminal justice professionzls,
and the adoption and full support of crime prevention as a policy by elected
officials, might prove to be as successful an undertaking in crime reduction as
the career eriminal programs. Certainly, expanding the definition of erime
prevention to encompass a broader range of activities and involvement is one
of the most crucial under-takings the new office will face.

The present D.F. outline does nof, give any indication that LIEAA or the Office
of Community Anti-Crime programs will work to stimulate activities on a broad
scale. Rather, it focuses primarily on small neighborhood programs. The effect
of the small programs may be significant in an area of a few blocks in one city.
Involvement by insurance company officials, automobile manufacturers and
others would impact crime rates nationally.

Sadly, LIBAA has designed a program to exclusively address miero rather than
macro concerns. In so doing it has turned away from a leadership role of great
potential benefit. i

‘We are enclosing the copies of comments we have received from a number of
ci@ies to illustrate the depth of concern and interest in the community anti-
crime program,

. ’hank you for giving us the opportunity fo comment on these guidelines.
‘We look forward to your response and are available to meet with you at your
convenience to discuss the program.

Sincerely,
WiniAM R. DEAKE,
Director, Oriminal Justice Program.

NATIONAYL ASSOCIATION 0F NEIGEBORHGODS,
‘Washington, D.0., Maey 16, 1977.
JAMES EMMETT FAGERTY,
Program _A{axnager, Ofice of Regional Operations, Law Bnforcement Assistance
Adninistration, Washington, D.C.

‘Dmn' Mr. Hagerty, Thank you for sending me the Community Anti-Crime
Discretionary Grant Guidelines. While I am in agreement with the program
strategy outlined on page 58C, I note two discrepancies that you may wish to
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address, First, if “the predominant mechanism for fund delivery and project
monitoring ‘at the neighiborhood level wiil be the utilization of existing com-
munity organization networks . . .,” then the sub-program objectives should
state your interest in working with existing neighborhood organizations and
their networks. Second, I do not understand the exclusion of national affiliate
networks of existing organizations under eligibility section.

Arnold Sagalyn and L would like to meet with you to diseuss these matters.
He will be calling you in the next few days for an aypointment.

Sincerely,
Mirron KOTLER.

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF URIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING DIRECTORS,
May 11, 1977.
Mg, JAMES HAGERTY,
QOfjice of Regional Opergtions, LEAA,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAr J1ar: Based on the responses that I have received from the Executive
Committee, the basic concerns of NACJIPD with respect to the proposed Com-
munity Anti-Crime Discretionary Guidelines are that government entities cannot
receive grants and that the existing administrative framework is ignored.

If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely,
MARE A, CUNNIFF.

NaTIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAY, JUSTICR
PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS,
Washingion, D.C:, May 26, 1977.
MR, JAMES HAGERTY,
Program Manager, Office of Regiohal Operations, Law Hnforcement Assistance
Administration, 633 Indiana Avernue, N.'W., Washington, D.C.

DEar Jim: Attached for your use are coples of the comments of seven SPAs
and a staff member of the National Conference on proposed LEAA guideline
change M 4500.1E chg-2 entitled “Community Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant
* Guidelines”, Those comments came from the following SPAs: Delaware, Iilinois,
Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and South Dakota.

I thank you for your attention to the enclosed material,

Sincerely,
RIOCEARD B: GELTMAN, General Counsel.

GOVERNOR'S ‘COMMISSION ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE,
Witmington, Del., April 27, 1977.
NATIONAYL CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS,
(Att. of Richard B. Geltman),
Washington, D.C. ‘

Drar Mg, GELIMaN: I am responding to your request for comments on LEAA
draft guideline M4500. 1B Chg-2. )

State or local units of governm.nt should be eligible to receive grants on behalf
of neighborhood groups. Restricting eligible applicants to incorporated non-
profit organizations will severely limit the pool of capable program developers.
Pl}bhc agencies and organizationg have the expertise to initiate and monitor
crime prevention programs involving neighborhood groups. In some cases, &
public agency is one of the few, if not the only, entity capable of organizing and
m%nitloriug an effective community anti-crime program, e.g. police: i+ ghborhood
patrols. : . )

Sincerely, ‘
CHRIsTINE M. HARKER, Hwecutive Director.
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Irrivois Law ENFORCEMENT COMMISSION,
Chicago, I1L., May 20, 1977.

Re LHBAA Draft Guideline M4500. 1B Chg. 2, “Community Anti-Crime Dis-
cretionary Grant Guidelines.”
MR. RICHARD GELTMAN, )
General Counsel, National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning
Administrators, 444 North Ouapitol Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. GELTMAN : Following are our comments relative to the above-refer-
enced draft guidelines:

A, CHAPTER 2, PARAGRAPH 250(1), PROGRAM STRATEGY

Congidering the significant and continuing amount of criticism raised con-
cerning LBAA’s lack of identifiable success or impact, statements such as the
following in the second paragraph under C(1), if implemented, would seem ill
advised at best. “Priority will be given to programs and activities that are public
minded in the sense that they are designed to promote a social or collective
response to crime and to the fear of crime at the neighborhood level . . .”

A ¥social or collective response™ which does not result in an identifiable impact
on the rate and incidence of target crime in the selected areas will be justly
criticized by LEAA. opponents.

‘We recommend that priority emphasis be placed on program proposals that
clearly define target crime(s) to Le singled out for action with clearly thought
out programs for prevention of those crimes. The ability to evaluate objectively,
both during and at the close of the program, an identifiable impaet on the pro-
gram objectives also should be considered. :

We also disagree with the neighborhood group consortium concept under the
gponsorship of an established community level orgwnization. Such an approach
merely adds another layer of bureaucracy with its attendant costs which subtract
from the amount of available direct service (hopefull,r direct impact) dollars.
It also dilutes responsibility and accountability from piogram accomplishments.
Such a strategy also would be impractical in all but the larger metropolitan areas.

B. CHAPTER 2, PARAGRAPH 25C(2), PROJECT ELEMENTS

We disagree with the inclusion of project elements that relate to the juvenile
delinquency areas, e.g.,, youth crisis centers, juvenile counseling services and
volunteer based recreation programs, Such projects should be funded and co-
ordinated through the already existent juvenile justice program. We also believe
that the project elements should be further limited in scope to only those of a
proactive crime prevention nature eliminating those programs dealing with of-
fenders and vietims of crime. Such a modification would again serve to focus the
thrust of the limited resources available and thus serve potentially to maximize
the measurable inipact of the program. By broadening the range of acceptable
projects the program also loses its prevention/community identity very quickly.

0. CHAPTER 2, PARAGRAPH 25C(2) (H), DATA AND INFORMATION REQUIRED

. If the intent of the program is to fund and promote “new” efforts current fund-
ing restrictions should not be limited to just “other LEBAA sources.”

D. CHAPTER 2; PARAGRAPH 25D(1), DOLLAR RANGE AND NUMBER OF GRANTS

In order to provide more action programs for a larger number of communities
we recommend 3wering the bottom of the dollar range to $25,000 and respectively
increasing the t0tal number of approximate grants. Many good and effective
programs could be funded in medium and smaller metropolitan areas at these
lower dollar figures., See also Comment A relative to our objections to the con-
sortium concept in this program.

E, CHAPYTER 2, PARAGRATH 25D(3), REFUNDING CONSIDERATION

qued again on ?ecent criticism of the LEAA program we recommend thaiﬁ no
consideration be given to refunding any program where it was not possible to
measure its impact on deterring erime.
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F. CHAPTER 2, PARAGRAPH 25E, ELIGIBILITY TO RECEIVE GRANTS

In order to improve the probability of success in the funded programs the
outlined eligibility criteria needs to be sighificantly strengthened. The following
elements, at a minimum, should be included :

Demonstrate organizational existence for at least one year prior to sub~
mission of the application.

Provide documentation of programmatic and personnel competency for
the proposed project.

Provide justification for claiming representation for the target community.

Document knowledge and approval of the people upon whom the proposed
project will impact.

Identify other relevant criminal justice programs successfully completed
by the applicant.

Document bonding of key applicant fiscal staff.

Provide letters of support/endorsement from the loeal criminal justice
agencies/officials of the proposed program and applicant(s).

Bligibility requirements and program priorities such as enumerated in the
attached ILEC Draft Guidelines for Community Crime Preventation Programs
should be adopted and incorporated wherever possible to strengthen the program.

@. GENERAL COMMENT

Given LEAA’s previously demonstrated shortcomings in the areas of program
monitoring and technical assistance, this program, as loosely constituted in the
currenf, draft, is almost certainly doomed to mediocre success at best. We rec-
ommend, therefore, that at the minimum LEAA plan to provide for proactive
quzrterly monitoring and technical assistance to provide the high level of sup-
port and guidance which will be needed by the relatively inexperienced applicants
who will be awarded grants under thig program.

It should also be noted that the proposed program ghifts a great deal of power
and influence to the loeal groups without, in the proposed draft, sufficient controls.
This thereby enhances the possibility of abuse which should be guarded against.

Very truly yours, .
JamEs B. Zacer, Heecutive Direclor.

Drarr GUIDELINES FOR CoMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAMS
Program 22e of the 1975 Annual Crime Control Plan

PURPOSE

The general program information regarding grant and/or contract expecta-
tions in response to this project area are fairly well defined on pages 8375-377 of
the Plan; these guidelines, however, are to clarify eligibility criteria and ex-
pand upon desired program goals as a means of precluding misunderstandings
or needless work spent writing applications by well meaning yet ineligible
grantees.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

Successful applicants will be those private, including profit-making, organiza-
tions and agencies which can demonstrate programmatic and personnel com-
petency for the proposed project, demonstrate an organizational existence for
twelve months prior to the grant award, and demonstrate achievement of the
following objectives:

1. Articles of Incorporation and U.S, Internal Revenue Service Number and
designation ; or, absent these,

A, Copies of a Constitution and By-Laws approved by a definable Mem-
bership, copy of the Membership Jist, budget and expenditures for the pre-
ceding year attached thereto; .

2, Justification for cleiming representation for a target community; or, if more
appropriate, the applicant organization’s qualifications for submitting an appli-
cation in the proposed area ;

3. Knowledge and approval of the people upon whom the proposed project
will impact; _
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4, Tist of the other relevant criminal justice programs successfully completed
by the applicant; or, absent this, detailed elaboration upon applicant’s ability to
implement the proposed program;

5. The proposed grant award will not he made to an individual nor for any )

purpose in violation of any LEA/ or ILEC restrictions or existing policies.

PROGRAM PRIORITIES

Applications are expected to exceed the financial resources available so they
will have to be judged competitively one against the other, Awards will be made
to applicants until funds are exhausted upot the basis of their ability to meet
the following criteria. -

1. Development of a community-based erime prevention program in which the
private gector and general public actively parhcmate in one or more facets of the
project.

2. Development of an “up-front” prevention program, where crime prevention
is deﬁned as, “the anticipation, recognition and appraisal of a crime risk and the
initiation of some action to remove or reduce it,” and, where “up-front” pre-
vention is defined as, ‘“programs aimed at creating the absence of erime through
such means as reducing crimingl opportunity, ete., or keeping potential first time
oftenders from committing an act which, if detected, would result in an arrest
for violation of the Illinois Criminal Code (revised).”

3. Development of a promising innovative approach to an existing Index
Crime (excluding murder and auto theft) problem.

4. Bize of target community to be nnpa(,ted upon by the proposed project.

5. Degree of transferability of the program to other community settings or
target groups, ete.

6. Ease of replication of the program in other settings.

7. Cost-effectiveness of the project.

8. Ability to identify program-goals in measurable terms, i.e., measurable by
exigting ILEC resources.

9. Achievement of program goals within the time frame allowed for this proj-
ect area, i.e,, within 18 months.

10. Ability to be self-supporting after the one time grant support hasg ended.

11. Secondary preference will be given to community-based prevention pro-
grams aimed at non-Index Crimes (excluding murder and auto theft).

MAINE CriMINAL JUsTICE PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
May 10, 1977,
RrcmArp B, GELTMAN, Bsq.,
General Counsel, N ational COonference of State Oriminal Justice Planning
Admmnstmto;s, 44 North Capitol Street, N.W., Washingion, D.C.

DeAR MR. GELTMAN : Although weé are in the throes of FY 1978 Comprehensive
Plans preparation, I have had two of my staffers review the LEAA Draft Guide-
line M 4500.1E, CH2 which you sent us on April 22, Neither of them sees any-
thing of concern in the draft.

Thank you for ensuring this opportunity for revie 'nd comment.

Very truly yours,
: T.T. Trea - 1, Beecutive Director.

GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY,
Concord, N.H., May 2, 1977.
Subject: LEAA Draft Guideline M 4500.18, Change 2.

My, RIOHARD B. GELTMAN,
General Counsel, Natwnal Uonference of State COriminal Justice Planning
Admmzstrators North Capitol Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
Desr Mz. GDL’IMAN I offer the following comments on subject draft guideline
change.
1. If paragraph 25, Commhunity Anti-Crime Program replaces paragraph 24,
Citizen Purmcipatlon Program, then paragraph 24 should be deleted.
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_2. Assuming Change 2 will be approved and published in its final version by
. mid or latter part of June, 1977, the apBlicati®n deadiine of July 15, 1977, leaves
very little time for publicizing the program locally and developing possible grant
applications. : .
Sincerely,
R.J. CrowLEY, JT.

STATE oF NEW JERSEY,
Sta1e Law EINFORCEMENT PLANNING AGENCY,
Trenton, N.J., May 16, 1977,
Re. Community Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant Guidelines,
Mr. RICHARD GEUTNMAN,
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators, 444
North Capitol 8t., N.W., Washington, D.C.

DeAr Dicx: We have reviewed the above referenced guideline per your re-
quest of April 22, 1977 and have the following three comments:

1. This program seems to by-pass the local and state planning mechanisms
and does not clearly reflect the responsibilities of the SPA. Our comments are
soliticted but do we have the moniforing and auditing duties as with other DI
granis? If the number of grants to a state were significant, the burden to add
these grants to the present monitoring efforts could cause problems.

2. Paragraph 25 item (8) (k) requires the applcant to show that “eonsulta-
tion” has taken place with local law enforcement agencies, Section 801, (b) (8)
of the Act includes the “encouragement of neighborhood participation in crime
prevention” but has the requirement “that in no case shall a grant be made under
this subeategory without the approval of the local government or local law en-
forcement and criminal justice agency.” Why is consultation required for thig
program and approval needed for similyr activities in another part of the Acgt?
The Congress debated this specific issuc and retained the language in Saegtion
301. 'We feel strongly that the approval of the local criminal justice agengy is
imperative. ‘

8. The deadline for application submission is stated ag July 15, 1977 which
seems too short considering the fact that these guidelines will probably not be
disseminated until at least some time in June. )

Asusual if you have any question, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
JouN J. MULLANEY, Heecutive Director.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
COMMONWEALTE OF PENNSYLVANIA,
Harrisburg, Pa., May 5, 1977.
Mr, R1oHARD B, GELTMAN,
General COounsel, National Conference of Siate COriminal Juslice Planwing
Administrators, 444 North Capitol Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

DEear MR, GELIMAN : We have reviewed Draft Guideline M4500,.1E which refers
to the Community Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant Guidelines. Qur staff has
indicated to me that these guidelines represent an excellent description for Com-
munity Anti-Crime Programs, .

We do have the following comments, liowever, concerning these draft guide
lines which may be helpful in the final preparation of this section: :

Page 58.1 :
We think it is an excellent idea to include new as well as strengthen-existing
crime prevention projeets, especially with regard to the elderly.

Page 58-2 .

2e: Integration of community and neighborhood-based anti-crime programs
is an excellent result to be sought in that Pennsylvania will be atfempting joint
planning/funding projects in the futwure.

2F: Broad-scale transfer of information is extremely important, We ave inter-
ested in learning how you intend to communicate this type of information to the
various SPAs.
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Page 58-4

The guidelines excellently portray the need for neighborhood organizations to
integrate crime prevention programming with other problems faced by that
neighborhood, i.e., housing, jobs, etc. We strongly believe that crime prevention
efforts are most successful when they are an integral part of an entire nelghbor-
hood organizing effort. We suggest that you give considerable emphams in your
selection criteria to this point.

The volunteer-based recreational programs noted in number two (category 2)
raise a question for our SPA in that recreational programs have been eliminated
from GJC funding in its 1977 Comprehensive Plan (Community Support for Law
¥nforcement).

Page 58-6

These grants should be given to cormmunity groups and not local units of gov-
ernment as the latier have a better chance of receiving Part C funds from the
SPA. Also, the 12-18 month duration of these grants gives a better chance for
monitoring and evaluation to reasonably occur,

Page 58-8

HEven though it is important for LBAA to be able to measure the impact of the
“projects as a group, we believe the requirement of grant rec1p1ents having to
possibly modify their proposed specific project evaluation plans in order to
be integrated into the national level program evaluation effort must remain
flexible, The independent national contractor must be considerate of -the unique-
ness of each project, and should not jeopardize a project’s novel approach
to crime prevention by imposing obtrusive and/or irrelevant evaluation measures.
In addition, if a project proposes a novel approach for its evaluation, the project
should be allowed to follow it through simultaneously with participation in the
national evaluation effort.

‘We do have one serious potential problem witth these guidelines. Beir ; that
our SPA is presently involved in the development of a statewide crime prevention
program, it will be essential for local crime prevention efforts to coordinate
their project with the SPA. For example, if a coordinated statewide numbering
sequence is developed, it is imperative that these subgrantees realize that their
personal belonging identification technique be compaztible, Also, will the cognizant
SPA be sent a copy of these Federal discretionary applications for our review
and comment?

‘We thank you for allowing us to review these LEAA Draft Guidelines. If
you have any further questions concerning this matter, please contact Mr. Sheldon
Lehner at 717-787-8559.

Sincerely, :
. THEOMAS J. BRENNAN,
Haecutive Director.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY,
DivisioN oF LAw BENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE,
Pierre, S, Dak., May 19, 1977,
RiorArRD B, GELTMAN,
General Oounsel, Natiowal Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Ad-
ministrators, j44 North Capitol Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

DeAr RIoEarp: Pursuant to your recent request for comments on the LEAA
draft guideline M4500.11 change 2 entitled “Community Auti-Crime Discretion-
ary Grant Guidelines”, I have several questions and comments to offer. My initial
reaction to the gmdehnes is they tend to eliminate the participation of rural
states as well as many worthwhile groups within the other states.

PFirst of all, the definition of community or community level groups is not
clear, The guidelines state that a community level organization such as a com-
munity action agency would be eligible for participation, Yet, all the Community
Action Agencies in South Dakota are organized on multicounty basis. I seriously
question whether any definition of community or community level groups would
apply in this circumstance. -

Additionally, the draft guidelines states that funds will not be granted di-
rectly to state or local units of government or their agencies. The Community
Action Agencies in South Dakota, although they are private, non-profis organiza-
tions, are considered delegate agency of the Community Action Agency of South
Dakota and receives funding through that state agency, Therefore, would the
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Commumty Action Agencies in South Dakota be eliminated from participation
in the Anti-Crime program? Also, does this requirement mean that funds will
not be granted to the SPA and then subgranted to the community group? If so,
would the SPA be exempt from all responsibilities for the funds?

I also question the provision of guidelines which requires a portion of all
funds be made availahle to local neighborhood groups, A similar question recently
arose in relation to another discretionary program at which time the Division
of Law Enforcement Assistance was told, by the LEAA Region VIII office, the
only agency allowed to subgrant LEAA funds is an SPA. This seems to be in
direct contradiction to these guidelines.

My final comment concerns the requirement that community organizations
with nationsl affiliation are not eligible to apply for the funds. I fail to see the
rationale behind this because I feel such requirement would eliminate the par-
ticipation of many worthwhile community organizations. In my opinion, the
community organizations with national affiliation are usually the most active
and are most likely to gain the endorsement of the comnninities, These charac-
teristics are essential to any program designed to mob1hze community participa-
tion in crime prevention programs.

The elimination of community action agencies as in the case of ‘South Dakota
and all nationally afliated groups from eligibility will curtail the participation
of many groups and communif® s and thus, limit the impact of the entire pro-
gram. I urge you to take these comments into consideration when responding,
on behalf of the National Conference, to tke draft guidelines.

Sincerely,
Any M. ELKJIER,
Oourts Program: Administrator.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS, -
Washington, D.C,, May 26, 1977.
Memorandum to: James Hagerty, Program Manager.
¥rom: Richard B. Geltman, General Counsel.
Subject: Proposed LEAA Guideline M 4500.1% Chg.-2.

1. Paragraph 2. Eoplanation of Ohanges.—The reference to Section 101{c) of
the 1976 Crime Control reauthorization legislation is incorrect. That Section does
not provide the LEAA Office of Community Anti- Crime Programs with anti-crime
grant making anthority. That authority may come from another part of the
Act, but not bectlon 101(e).

2, Paragraph 8. Page Oonirol Ghart.—Appareuﬁy all of paragmph 24 should be
deleted according to Paragraph 2. If that is the case, then Paragraph 8 Page
Control Chart should indicate the removal of pages 54-58.

3. Paragraph 25(c¢) (2) Category II », 58~4~—Category II programs should
be eliminated since there is already provision for these types of programs under
Paragraphs 23 and 28, .

4. Paragraph 25(f) p. 58-7.—In the second Sentence the word “should” ghould
be replaced with “must” The referenced groups can not comment unless they ve
been given copies of the applications.

5. Paragraph 25(g) p. 58-7—The July 15, 1977 application deadline is pre-

" mature if LEAA desires to get good applications from some possibly unsophisti-

cated applicants. This also would provide virtually no time for the Office of
Community Anti-Crime Programs to exercise its Section 101(e) (1) technical
assistance responsibilities.

6. Paragraph 26, Crimes Against Business p. 68-9.—I note with interest that
paragraph 26 is reserved. However, it has come to my attention that the Ameri-
can Management Association was awarded a grant from LEAA to plan a seriey
of programs aimed at reducing “Crimes Against Business”, Would you please
indicate under what program gmdehnes that grant was awarded if paragraph
26 1is reserved.

OOMMU‘IITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, -
. Washington, D.C., May 10, 1977.
Mr, JAMES EMMETT HAGERTY,
Program Mandager, Office of Regional Operations, U.S, Department of Justice,
Law Bnforcement Assistonce Administration, Washington, D.O.

Drar Mr. HagERTY : Thank' you for the opportunity to review and L.omment on
the guidelines proposed for the Community Anti-Crime Program. The need for

-
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gich innovaiive opportunity at the neighborhood level is overwhelming and the
specific direction in tte guidelines is most welcome. Too often, those closest to
the problem—those living with the effects are omitted from attempts to resolve
the difficulties. .

As to the techniecal requirements, there appears to be nothing included th_at
would poise any difficulty for the network of 880 Community Action Agenqles
for which we have ongoing tunding relationships. In addition, the information
requested should give you a solid basis for assessing an applicant’s capacity and
capability.

%Ve ves;y much are in support of this undertaking. Should there be any
assistance needed in any phase of the program do not hesitate to call on us.

Sincerely,
ANGEL F. RIVERa,
Associete Director for Operations.

DreARTMENT or HoUBING AND URBAX DEVELOPMENT,
Washington, D.C., May 20, 1977.
Mr. JarEs B, HAGERTY,
Program Manager, Office of Regional Operations, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, Washington, D.C.

Dear Jinm: Attached is our reaction to LEAA’s proposed Community Anti-
Orime Program Guidelines, We have spent a considerable amount of time in
egrefully reviewing your draft guidelines and believe our recommendations
would help to ensure the Program’s success.

We appreciate the opportunity to become involved with the Program at these
early stages and look forward to continued greater collaboration between HUD
and LEAA on project implementation in the future. N

Sincerely,
DAvID T, PATTERSON.
GENERAL OVERVIEW

For the most part, the administrative and programmatic directions embodied
in the proposed guidelines are warranted.

Utilizing an umbrella organization approach to implementing the program
poses several advantages crucial to the ultimate success of the total Community
Anti-Crimes Program. There are neither sufficient funds to support a wide
variety of small projects throughout the country, nor workable guarantees that
such projects would accomplish their objectives. In fact, large risks for failures,
i.e., project ineffectiveness, funds abuse, vigilantism, ete., would exist if all
community type groups were eligible to submit independent grant applications
to LIAA. Such problems would receive public and media attention, and fur-
ther undermine the already tenuous bases which exist for citizen controlled
programming in this country.

However, it is HUD's view that many community groups——not as small as
neighborhood blocks clubs but not as large as the proposed “umbrella group’—
would offer successful programming opportunities. The Program guidelines should
be flexible enough to accommodate their -applications if they choose to neither
work through nor serve as umbrella groups. A strong; demonstrated capability
to develop and implement neighborhood programs and/or past crime prevention
gro.];iqct activities should qualify such groups for Commuzrity  Anti-Crime
unding. .

With respect to funding community groups and their neighborhood based con-
stituencies, a strong technical assistance effort must be'structured. It will be
absolutely esgential for the Program’s overall success. Many large and small
community groups, including umbrella organizations, will require on-going, sub-
stantive technical assistance before, during and after the application stage to
carry out plans. Assistance should be provided in application preparation, anti-
crime program planning and implementsation, grant management, and, where
. necessary, financial, accounting, The latter item is important. 'Too frequently,
good community based programs have ween scuttled because of financial man-
agement problems initially unforeseen by an otherwise capable, well meaning
citizen group.




107

It is our firm belief that LEAA must develop a significant, well supported
national ‘TA eifort covering the areas mentioned, This should preferably be done
through national community-oriented groups with strong local constituencies.

One item needing more clarification and emphasis in the guidelines is the ex-
tent to which a local anti-erime program can be integrated into a larger neigh-
borhood revitalization program. We believe there should be complementarity
between an anti-crime project and other neighborhood action activities, Specific
emphatic language which would 1equire groups to demonstrate their project's
integr tion into a larger plan shovld be included in the gmdehnes Preference
in funding should be given to groups who possess ongoing expemence in deal-
ing with a range of neighborhood problems. Such groups will be in positions to
implement anti-crime programs successfully, utilizing them ag important ele-
ments in strategies to improve general social and physical neighborhood condi-
tions, Many of the latter problems, of course, are contributing factors to crime
incidence, opportunities, and resident fear,

We look forward to working with the Community Anti-Crime Office and local
anti-crime programs to ensure g coordination of Federal efforts and integration
of local programs toward meighborhood crime prevention and neighborhood
revitalization.

Any LEAA program ‘strategies and the. guidelines themselves should deem-
phasize gctual crime rate reductions as measures of project accomplishment.
Activities which aetually reduce crime have yet to be invented in‘thig country.
To assess programs, such factors as success in estoblishing o naighborhood
based project to begin with, amounts of resident participation, general com-
munity satisfaction with the project, levels of integration with other neighbor-
hood revitalization activities, changes in resident life-style patterns, i.e., more
street activity, shopping and banking opportunities, ete., reductions in vandalism
incidence, and other such variables should be studied. Very importantly, reduc-
tions in resident fears about erime should be documented for evaluation purposes.

Another general observation on the program as described by the guidelines
is that it does not actively encourage youth mobilization. Organizing youths, not
simply for recreationnl purposes or feen activities but for the greater henefit
of their communities and neighborhoods, can serve several purposes, Giving
young people a say and a role in helping to deal with crime in a given neighbor-
hood would channel much energy toward beneficial activities. Many youths
would in this way be sidled away from illegitimsate behavior. This is nof {o
say that Juvenile delinqueney projects ought to be developed, but rather than
youths in a given neighborhood or community should be evplicltly targeted for
involvement in organizing and conducting anti-crime programs. In addition to
input into overall plans development, youths should he given roles as organizers,
tenant patrolmen, blockwatchers, elderly escorts, ete. Such youth-oriented proj-
ects should be specifically supported by the guidelines.

The total LEAA program effort should be well publicized to ensure g maximum
public awareness of funds availability, Program announcements and requests for
proposals will hopefully not be confined to the LHKAA network of Federal
Regional Offices, State Planning Units and local regional planning units,

SPECIFIQ REACTIONS

Community anti-crime program .
Page 58-1

a. Program Objective—“Improve the Administration of justice” iy unclear;
perhaps it should read—*"present neighborhood residents with opportunities to
influence the ¢rimina) justics system and thereby make it more responsive.”

Sub-program Objectives~In this Section there should be a sub-objec.ive deal-
ing with: (1) youth mobilization, and {2) the necess1ty to help preserve threat-
ened neighborhoods through citizen controlled crime prevention programs.

b, Program Descnptwn—(l) Problem addressed-in this section there should
be a clarification of (a) and (b). It is. not necessatrily erime vehich leads to
alienation and social disorganization but vice versa, Of course, a eyclical problem
develops. The increasing level of social disorgauization in cortuiu neighborhoods
leads to an undermining: of social controls over ecrime, which leads to. more
crime, which leads to further social disorganization and so on. Social disor-
ganization as a crime causal factor should be specifically addressed ag a problem
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here. Item (b) is incomplete. It should read something like—the lack of stable
community organizations or more often than not—the lack of resources for
existing community and neighhorhood organizations to combat crime and crime
related conditions. An added problem in this part (1) should be—the lack of
youth involvement in community and neighborhood nuti-erime and revitalization
efforts.
Page 582
(2) Results sought.—

(b) Should read—to encourage efforts which promote a greater sense of
community and foster social controls over crime occurrence.

(d) Shounld read—to increase the awareness and involvement of criminal
justice agencies in resident sponsored neighborhood crime prevention ac-
tivities and present opportunities for citizen input into the criminal justice
system,

(e) Should read—to actively pursue the integration of neighborhood
pased anti-crime programs with other neighborhood preservation or re-
vitalir “ion efforts, to foster a comprehensive approach toward impacting
crime wnd the fear of crime at the locallevel.

Page 58-2

(3) Hypotheses to be tested—If this section cannot be eliminated then we
propose the following wording:

(a) The provision of financial and technical assistance to community
and neighborhood based groups will allow them to mobilize and involve resi-
dents in effective anti-erime programs, which prevent crime, reduce the fear
of erime, and improve the administration of justice through-increased citizen
input with the system.

(b) “Multiplier effect” too confusing a concept, and inappropriate to in-
clude here, This item should read—Crime and the fear of crime can be
impacted at the communuity level through an integration of anti-crime pro-
gramming with other neighborhood revitalization efforts, i.e., social services
and physical rehahilitation measures.

Page 58-8

(4) Assumptions underlying program, If this section must be included then
we propose the following changes: :

(a) Many residents have a high fear of crime which stems from and
contributes to social disorganization.

(b) Feayr of crime in an issue around which residents ean mobilze and
interact on anti-crime projeets.

(e} Many neighborhood organizations exist who are eager to work on
local anti-crime programmuing. Supporting their community anti-crime proj-

- ects and those of newly formed groups can be an effective crime deterrent
at the local level. .

(d) Neighborhood social disorganization and resident alienation is in-
creasing in certain city neighborhoods, giving rise to crime which in turn
contributes to further social malaise and more criminal opportunities.

(e) The criminal justice system by itself cannot hope to control ecrime
without the active involvement of citizens, and without the help of resi-
dents in fostering neighborhood level social controls.

(£) Weak assumption,

(h) 'Suggested—NMobilizing young people into neighborhood anti-crime
programming can have a major peer level impact on local crime preven-
tion and fear reduction, .

Page $58-3

C. Program strutegy.~—(1) Should include something like this—The pro-
gram strategy Is designed to accommodate newly forming community and neigh-
borhood level anti-crime groups as well as existing community groups involved in

nejghborhood preservation or revitalization efforts who wish to include erime

prevention in their battery of local activities,

Identifying and selecting umbrella groups will be a difficult process. There
should bhe a mechanism for appropriate input from HUD and legitimate na-
tional community-oriented organizations. Priority could be given to programs
and activities that are related to and reinforced by larger approaches to neigh-
borhood revitalization.
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Page 584

(2) Project elements.—As suggested these represent good examples of possible
programs. Many community neighborhood groups will choose to pursue these
important aetion programs. Hopefully, a broad range of activities, in addition

Page 58-5

(8) Data and information—This section calls for activities which will be
quite burdensome for umbrella as well as action level groups. It will require
an inordinate amount of money and time to accomplish. If the requirements
cannot be downplayed or eliminated entirely, then an appropricte amount of
TA, planning and evaluation monies should be provided.

Item (£) is problematie, The statement as written will hopefully not de-empha-
size the importance of community organizing. Organizing around the issue of
crime, conducting meetings to build community cobesion and social controls,
working with the police in meetings, educating the community/neighborhood
about crime are all imporfant activities and valuable objectives toward crime re-
duetion in and of themselves.

Item (G) speaks to voluntarism. While this is desirable, it has been proven
time and time again that volunteer oriented programs have short life spans and
very limited success capabilities. This should not be held a significant point in
funding or evaluative considerations, except in determining whether enough
persons are participating in the mobjlization effort. Action programs should rely
on paid staff as much as possible.

~ to those snggested, will surface,

Page §8-7

g. Deadline for submission of applications—July 15, 1977 is clearly an un-
workable target deadline. Community groups will -need much more time to
develop program plans, commitments and applications, August 30 or Septem-
ber 30are more realistic due dates,

h. Criteria for selection of projects—Items (£) and (i) and (2) should be
de-emphasized. Voluntarism is a middle class ideal which never works well
in practice for sustained action and lasting results.

Page 58-8

(3) Other—In this section we are interested in obtaining more information
on items (b) and (d).
Page 58-8

i. Bvaluation Requirements—It is our hope that the evaluation process is
simple and does not stifie the programmatic capabilities of TA or action agencies.
‘Wherever possible the grantees should be allowed to conduct their own evalu-
ations. Any national evaluation program conducted by a national contractor
should not make inordinate detailed demands on programs wh1ch would channel
money and energy away from action efforts,

Anvisory COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS,
Washington, D.O.

REFERRAL OF PROPOSED FEDERAL ASSISTANOE PROGRAM REGULATIONS UNDER OFFICE
OF MANAGEMENT AND BULGET CIRCULAR A—85

[ACIR Ref. No. 77-27]

Date of transmittal ;: April 21, 1977,
To: Council of State Governments; National Governors Conference; Interna-
. tional City Management Association; National Association of Counties; Na-
tional League of Cities; U.S. Conference of Mayors.
Subject: LEAA’s proposed regulations or revision dealing with “Community
Anti-Crime Discretionary Graut Guidelines, M 4500.18 CHG-2".

93183 O—77———8
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The agency needs the views, if any, of your organization on thig subject by
May 22, 1911

Departmental Contact: James Hagerty; Telephone No.: 876-3976.

Please return copy of this form to agency: Mr. James Hagerty, Program
Manager, Office of Regional Operations, U.S. Department of Justice, Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration, Washington, D.C., and one carbon each to
the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relatlons and the Office of
Management and Budget.

——1
National Association of Gounties.

ADVISORY {OMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS,
Washington, D.C.
REFERRAT, OF PROPOSED FEDERAL ASBISTANCE PROGRAM REGULATIONS UNDER OFFIOE
OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET CIRCULAR A-85

ACIR REF. No. TT-27

Date of Transmittal: April 21, 1977,
TO: Council of State Governments; National Governors’ Conference: Interna-
tional City Management Aswcmtlon National Association of Counties;
National League of Cities; U.8. Confe1ence of Mayors.
Subject:, LEAA’s proposed regulations or revision dealing with “Community
Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant (Guidelines, M 450018 CHG-2".

The agency needs the views, if any, of your organization on this subject by
May 22, 1977.

Departmental Contact : James Hagerty ; Telephone No. : 376-3976.

‘We have no comment.

Please return copy of this form to agency: Mr. James Hagerty, Program
Manager, Office of Regional Operations, U.S. Department of Justice, Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration, Washington, D.Q.,, and one earbon each
to the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and the Office of
Management and Budget.

JoEN LAGOMARCINO,
National Governors' Conference.

ADvISorY COMMISSION ON INTEBGOVERNMDNTAL RELATIONS,
Washington, D.C.
REFERRAL OF PROPOSED FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM REGULATIONS UNDER OFFICE
OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET CIRCULAR A-85

ACIR Ref. No., T7-27

Date of Transmittal : April 21, 1977.
To: Council of State Governments; National Governors’ Conference; Interna-
tional City Management Association; National Association of Counties;
National League of Cities; U.S. Conference of Mayors.
Subject: LEAA’s proposed regulations or revision dealing with “Community
Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant Guidelines, M 4500.118 CHG-2",

The agency needs the views, if any, of your organization on this subject by
May 22, 1977.

Depmtmental Contact : Jamesg Hagerty ; Telephone No. : 376-8976.

Our comments (attach additional copies if necessary) are enclosed.

Please return copy of this form to agency : Mx. James Hagerty, Program Man-
ager, Office of Regional Operations, U.S, Department of Justice, Law Enforcement
Assxstance Administration, Washington, D.C,, and one carbon each to the Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and the Office of Management
and Budget.

ReeiNALDd ToDD,
National Agsociation of Regional Councils.




111

NATIONAL ASBSOCIATION 0F REGIONAL COUNOILS,

ashingion, D.O, s

S Washington, D.0., May 18, 1977,
Program Manager, Office of Regional Operations, U.S. Department of Justice,

Lew Buforcement Assistance Administration, Wuashington, D.C. ’
‘Dmn MR, .'HAGERTY: Following ig our comment on LEAA’g proposed regula-
tions or revision dealing with “Community Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant

Guidelines, M 4500.18 CHG-2".

Unc}er Section ¢. Program Strategy (k), NARC suggests that there be a greater
coordinative process between the applicant and the local criminal justice agen-
cleg In the community. The A-95 process provides for a pre-application proce-
dure, We would like to emphasize the importance of consultation betsveen the
applicant, the clearinghouse agency and the local eriminal justice agency if they
are not one in the same. This will enable the applicant to have the benefit of
review and consultation prior to submission of his application to the formal A-95
process,

Sincerely, '
. RecIvALD Topp,
Washington Activities Qoordinator.

Apvisory COMMISSION ON INTEBGOVERNMENTAY RELATIONS,
Washington, D,0.

REFERRAL OF PROPOSED FEDEBAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM REGULATIONS UNDER OFFICE
O MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET CIRCULAR A~85

ACIR Ref. No. 7727

Date of Transmittal: April 21, 1977.

To: Council of State Governments; National Governors’ Conference; Interna-
tional City Management Association; National Association of Counties; Na-
tiona] League of Cities; U.S. Conference of Mayors.

Subject: LEAA’s proposed regulations or revigion dealing with “Community
Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant Guidelines, M 4500.18 CHG-2".

The agency needs the views, if any, of your organization on this subject by
May 22, 1977.

Departmental Contact: James Hagerty; Telephone No.: 376-3976.

We have no comment.

Please return copy of this form to agency : Mr, James Hagerty, Program Man-
ager, Office of Regional Operations, U.S. Department of Justice, Law Hnforce-
ment Assistance Administration, Washington, D.C,, and one carbon each to the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

JonATHAN 8. GACIALA,
The Council of State Govermments.

Apvisory COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS,
' Washington, D,C.

REFERRAL OF PROPOSED FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM REGULATIONS UNDEER OFFICE
OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET CIRCULAL A—85

ACIR Ref. No. 77-27
Date of Transmittal: April 21, 1977.
To: Council of State Governments; National Governors’ Conference; Interna-
tional .City Management Association; National Association of Counties;
National League of Cities; U.8. Conference of Mayors. .
Subject: LEAA’s proposed regulations or revision dealing with “Community
Anti-Crime Discretionary Grant Guidelines, M 4500.18 CHG-2".
The agency needs the views, if any, of your organization on this subject by
May 22, 1977. o .
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Departmental Contact: James Hagerty ; Telephone No. : 376-3976.
Our comments (attach additional copies if necessary) are enclosed.

Please return copy of this form to agency; Mr, James Hagerty, Program Man-
ager, Office of Regional Operations, U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, Washington, D.C., and one carbon each to the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

LLAURANCE RUTTER,
Imternetional City Management Association.

INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., May 12, 1977.
Mr. CARL W. STENBERG,
dcting Director of Policy Implementation, Advisory Commission on Intergov-
ernmental Relations, Washington, D.O.

DpAR CARL: This is in response to the A-85 issuance with ACIR’s Reference
No. 77-27, “Community Anti-Crime Diseretionary Grunt Guidelines.”

‘Whereas I feel that LEAA should be commended for getting these important
guidelines in the A-85 process, after having a close review by our staff, we de-
termined that this is a waste of everyone's time since the applications for the
grants were due on February 1,'1977. ]

Perhaps we are reading these wrong or there has been some updating of which
we are unaware. Otherwise, I think it would be important to bring this to LBAA's
attention. :

Sincerely,
LAURENOE RUTTER,
Director, Membership Services Oenter.

: CITY OF BOSTON,
MAaYor's OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE,
Boston, Mass., May 12, 1977.
Mr. JAMES GREGG,
Acting Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 638 Indiana
Ave. NW., Washington, D.O.

DEAr MR, GrREGG: This letter is to offer comments on the “Community Anti-
Crime Discretionary Grant Guidelines”, in compliance with LIAA “externgl
clearance” procedures.

As you may be aware, the Mayor's Office of Oriminal Justice has supported
community-based crime prevention efforts in Boston for many vears. The pri-
mary resource for these efforts has been LEAA block funding, although we have
received several large discretionary grants, as well.

. We are thoroughly committed to the concept of community participation in
crime prevention, and were looking forward to applying for the new discretion-
ary funding as a means to expand and refine our efforts. The cuirent draft
guidelines, however, completely exclude Regional and ILecal Planning Units from
any meaningful role in the administration of Community Anti-Orime programs.

We are at a loss to understand: the reasons for this exclusion, It appears to us
that programs funded under this new category will not benefit from the kunowl-
edge that Regional Planning Units have gained from their experiences. These
new programs will thus “reinvent the wheel”—a rather wasteful proposition.

In addition, RPU's, because they normally work with line eriminal justice
agencies, have the ability to influence Police Departments and other such agen-
cles, which can be of great assistance to community-based crime prevention ef-
forts. In short, we feel the exclusion of RPU’s from the new guidelines to be a
gerious deficiency. :

Moreover, the City of Boston feels that City agencies should not be precluded
from operating community crime prevention programs. Many cities have depart-
ments which are neighborhood oriented (examples: Little City Halls, Community
Schools). These agencies can run effective crime prevention efforts, and allowing
them to operate the programs holds some advantages, For instance, they gener-
ally are in a good position to continue successful programs after LEAA funding

is terminated.- Moreover, they have administrative and fiscal capabilities often
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lacking in private, non-profit organizations, It has been this City's experience
that some of our community grantees found it difficult to comply with the
abundance of rules, regulations and fiscal record-keeping requirements inherent
in federal funding. We are suggesting that municipal agencies be made eligible
recipients of community anti-crime funding, along with their private
counterparts.

‘We hope these comments are helpful to you and that you will keep us informed
of ‘any new developments,

.

Sincerely,
Dowarp A. McGowAnN,
Ezecutive Director,
APPENDIX B
B—Clarifying Amendments Proposed by Congressman Conyers.
B-1 H.R. 6474..

B-2 Statement explaining H.R. 6474,
[H.R. 6474, 95th Copg., 1st sess.]

A BILL To make clarifying and technieal amendments to title I (relating to law enforce-
ment assistance) of tie Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representaiives of the United Stotes
of America in Congress assembled, That title I (relating to law enforcement
assistance) of the Omnibus Crime Control. and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is
amended as follows :

(1) Subsection (c) of section 101 of such title is amended—

(A) by striking out “shall” the second place it appears and inserting “is
authorized to” in lieu thereof;

(B) by striking out “and” at the end of paragraph (2) ;

(0) by striking out the period at the end of paragraph (3) and inseriing
“: and” in lieu thereof; and

(D) by adding at the end the following : .

“(4) award and administer grants and contracts directly to or with non-
profit private groups in which members of 4 particular community or neigh-
borhood participate, agencies, institutions, and other private non-profit
organizations, whether or not the recipient of the grant or contrdct is in-
corporated, for up to 100 pei centum of the cost of any project, for projects
for the provision of escort services for the elderly, home protection guides,
youth diversion, child protective services, bloek watch, block parents, police
neighborhood councils, youth advisers to courts, clergy in juvenile courts,
volunteer probation aides, advisory councils on community based corrections,
volunteers in gang control, and other programs, of community and citizen
participaition in crime prevention and the law enforcement and criminal
justice activities. Not more than 10 per centum in value of the grants'and
contracts under this paragraph may be made for the gole purpose of provid-
ing training and techniecal assistance to citizens in developing and implement-
ing community antierime programs”.

(2) -The second sentence of section 520(a) of such title is amended by striking

out “for community” and all that follows through the end of such sentence, and
inserting in lieu thereof a period. '

(3) The final subsection of section 521 of such title is amended by striking out
“(e)” and inserting * (£)’" in lieu thereof.

StaATEMENT CONOERNING H.R. 6474 ; A BILL 10 MARE CLARIFYING AND TECHNICAL
AMENDMENTS To TITLE I OF THE OMNIBUS CriME CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS
AgtT or 1968

(By Hon, John Coﬁyers, Jr., of Michigan, Thursday, April 21, 1977)

Mr. CoNYERS. Mr. Speaker, as the title of this bill explains, its purpose is only
to clarify a small section of Public Law 94-503 which reauthorized the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration September 30, 1976. The section in ques-
tion is that one creating an Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs, section
101(c). The Law Bnforcement Assistance Administration was concerned that
the language in the legislation was vague and they may not be able to carry out
the congressional mandate without clarifying congressional intent. The, $ubcom~
mittee on Orime, which I chair, authored the section and reported a bill with
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this section in it to the full Judiciary Committee on May 7, 1976. The committee
reported H.R. 13636 to the House on May 15, 1976 with section 101(c¢) included
in foto. The House agreed to the bill on September 2, 1976 without changing the
section in question. Several times in the aforementioned legislative process state-
ments were made by myself and my chairman, Congressman Rodino, as to the
extreme importance of this section and the program emphasis it represents, The
House and Senate met on September 27, 1976 to confer on their respective billg
to amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. What emerged was
Public Law 94-503, sigued October 15, 1976, which contained the referenced sec-
tion just as it appeared in my subcommittee print.

The concept of the program was to encourage community crime prevention
programg by creating anti-crime programs to provide direct grants to groups
in which members of the community or neighborhood participate. It was felt
by the House of Representatives that the new wave of crime reduction activities
had to emerge from the grass roots of the counfry. The Public Law authorized
$15 million to be set aside from LEAA’s $753 mi'lion budget for these purposes.
The House and Senate Appropriations Committee then appropriated the $15
million for these specified purposes. This was in October, It is now April and
not one penny of that money has gone to a deserving group or any group for
that matter. I, on Novewber 23, 1976, wrote a letter to LEAA detailing what
was Congress’ intent in creating the new program. LEAA, on November 24,
1976, requested from the Controller General of the General Accounting Office
an interpretation of the legislation. We received on March 3, 1977 a legal opinion
from GAOQ which states there is no need for LBAA to expend any of the funds
authorized or appropriated for the purposes set out in the legisiation, that is,
community anti-crime prevention. This opinion is totally contrary to the whole
legislative process and an affront to the Congress. This bill is an attempt to
redress the wrong committed upon Congress. Copies of these communications
are included for the record.

The technical amendments in H.R. 6474 should adequately clear up any ques-
tions as to the intent of the legislation. They answer questions put to GAO by
LIBAA : namely, does the new Office of Community Anti-Crime have grant mak-
ing authority?

The answer is yes. It was stated repeatedly in the subcommittee markup and
‘in the committee that the new office would make grants to or contracts with
groups, agencies, institutions and organizatious which are private and nonprofit
to perform effective community crime fighiing activities, This office was separated
from the normal administrative structure of LEAA for a reason. It would be
directly under the Deputy Administrator for policy development. This means if
would exist outside of the present Office of Regional Operations. We wanted the
office separate so it would get the high visibility it deserves and also so its
administration would not be confused with the discretionary fund operations.
This is a program ywhose administration should differ slightly from that of the
discretionary fund. We wanted projects to be funded directly from the LIWAA
Office of Community Anti-Crime programs to eligible grantee groups outside of
the normal bloek and discretionary grant process. These projects . would e
funded with SPA knowledge however. In fact, another portion of the law ig-
quires that the SPA assure the participation of community group members on
their advisory boards. It was hoped that these members would lobby successfully
with the SPA’s for adoption of their projécts by the State. The clarifying lan-
guage in my bill should make it evident that the newly created office is authorized
to make and administer grants and contracts.

Who should receive these grants and contracts?

It is stated explicitly that private nonprofit organizations, institutions, agen-
cies and community groups are eligible grantees. There is no necessity for groups
to be incorporated to receive these grants as the bill states.

Is there a necessity for the grantee to supply match money?

There is no requirement for match, The funding is up to 100 percent, It was
always believed by Congress that the projects involved would, for the most
part, comprise very small money awards. Even so, a neighborhood group may not
be able to raise a sum to match these grants. Therefore, there is no match
requirement.
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‘What would be the purpose of the grants?

The awards wotld go for the purposes described as examples in the House
report of May 15, 1976—H.R. 94-1155—and repeated in this bill, Many of these
projects may be described as “victim prevention.” In some cases, they would
cost no money at all except to send a trained community organizee to a neighbor
to exp'ain good crime prevention gectivities. LEAA already has 3-8 years worth
of reports on successful projects which could easily be replicated. The other
type of crime prevention project which requires some use of research info the
root causes of crime could be more costly, such gs job programs for neighbor-
hood juveniles. There was never in Congress any intent that very large amounts
of money would be spent to have an outside group administer this program, It
is expected that LEAA would handle grant administration internally, To reiter-
ate that intent, I have placed a percentage limit on the money that can be nsed
for technical assistance grants.

Can the Office 0of Community Anti-Crime use any part of the $15 million for
technical assistance as required in section 101 (¢) (1) ?

LEAA may use part of the $15 million to perform the technieal assistance pro-
vided for in the legislation. They are cautioned, however, not to award a large
grant to an outside contractor to perform ithe services they are capable of doing
in-house since the act allows them this money to be used internally. We have
found ever since 1973, when Mr. Santarelli was Administrator, an in-house cap-
ability existed to disseminate information to applicants on types of projects and
to train citizens to run effective community anticrime programs. We realize the
office may need assistance in affirmatively identifying those community groups
which could be effective grantees.

What role do the 8PA’s play? :

SPA’s may take over the auditing and administering functions of these grants
in accordance with their existent letters of credit.

Are grants limited to section 301 (D) (6) of part C of thisact? -

N

0.
Are these part © grants pursuant to section 306(a) (2)?
No.
Let me assure you, Mr. Speaker, I have worked with the Department of Jus-
tice, LEAA General Counsel, the ranking minority member on our Committee

Mr, McClory, and the Senate Judiciary Committee to gain their approval >

this technical amendment.

APPENDIX C

C-—Operation of the Community Services Administration.

(-1 Background Memeo,

-2 Text of 42 U.8.C. § 4128. ;

C-3 Office of Management and Budget Guidelines on Jointly Fundcled
Assistance to State and ILocal Governments and Nonprpfit
Organizations.

C~4 GAO Report on the Community Action Agencies. . )

C-5 CRS Report on the Operation of Community Action Agencies.

(0-6 CRS Background Information and Bmerging Issues Gogcerning
Community Action Agencles under the Community Services Ad-
ministration.

C-7 GAQ Letter of July 20, 1976, on CAS.

C-8 Testimony before the Committee on Government Operations Sub-
committee on Manpower and Housing,

Statement of William J. Kaylor,
Statement of Kwame J. C. McDonald.
Statement of John Wi'son. -
Statement of Ambrose 1. Lane.’

Avgust 8, 1977,

Memorandum to: Representative John Conyers, Jr., Chairman, Subcommittee on
Crime. .

From : Leslie Freed, Counsel, Subcommittee on Crime. . :

Subject: Background Paper on Community Services Admmxstmtmn‘.
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From October 15, 1976, until June 14, 1977, the Community Anticrime Office
of LBAA along with the General Counsel’s Office worked together to develop
a mechanism for administering community anticrime grants. Staff of the Sub-
committee on Crime sat in on some of these sessions. LEAA attempted to trans-
fer the administration of the program to another government agency, Community
Services Administration, through an interagency agreement, The authority for
such agreements may be found in 42 U.8.C. § 4128, LEAA abandoned it plans
just before the meeting with Congressman Conyers, March 16, 1977. The June 14,
1977, guidelines which are presently in effect contain authorization for funding
individual community action agencies under CSA as-part of the community anti-

crime program. For that reason the Subcommittee staff has gathered data on
CSA for the record.

%
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CHAPTER 52A—JOINT FUNDING SIMPLIFICATION [NEW]

Sec,

4251, Statement of purposes.

4232, Implementation o0f joint funding
provisions by Xederal offi-

clals,

(a) Promulgation by President of
regulations  governing  ad-
minisirative procedures.

(b) Authorized activities of heads
of Tederal agencies pursu-
ant to initernal agency or-
ders or interagency agree-

ments.

(¢) Responsgibilities of heads of
I'ederal agencies with re-
spect to Federal assistance
programs administered by

.. agencies.

4253. Activities hy heads of Federal agen-
cies relating to application proc-
essing or assistance requests un-
der two or more Federal pro-
grams suporting any project;
eriteria, . '

4254, Special authorities of heads of Fed-
eral agencies with respect to
projects assisted under more than
one Federal assistance program;
exercise pursuant to regulations

.. brescribed by Presidant,

4230, Esiubnsnment by heads of Federal
agencies of uniform techni-
cal and administrative pro-
visfons.

(a) Requirements for projects.

(b] Review W0f project proposals.

(c) Waiver of single or specific
publie agency requirement
for administering” Federal
assistance drawn upon by
Jointly funded project.

4256. Delegation by Federal sgency heads
of powers and functions relating

§ 4251. Statement of purposes

Sec,
to supervision, ete., of Federal
assistance; approval by Presi-
" dent; conditions.
4257, Joint management fund for finane-
ing of projects.

(a) RBstablishment for funds
drawn from more than one
Federal program or appro-
priation; - transfer to fund
of proportionate amounts
from program or appropria-
tion. for payment to gran-
tee; return to fund of un-
expended amounts,

(b) Agreements by concerned
Tederal agencies relating to
fund accounts; required
provisions, .

(¢) Recordkeeping = requiremenfs
for recipients of moneys
drawn from fund; preserip-
tion hy Federal sagency head

- respousible for administer-

ing fund,

{d) Aundit and -examingtion of
hooks, ete, of recipient by
rederal agency head re-
sponsible far sdminisiosing
tund und Comptroller Gen-

eral,
{&) Estahlishment of single non-
. Federal share, . |

4258, - Availability of appropriations - for
joint funding of programs.

4259. Agreements hetween Federal agen-
cies and States extending joint
funding provisions to assisfed
grojtects; regulations by Presi-
ent.

4260.  Report by President to Congress;
contents,

4261, Definitious.

The purpose of this chapter is to enable State and local governments
and private, nonprofit organizations to use Federal assistance more effec-
tively and efficiently, and to adapt that assistance more readily to' their
particular needs through the wider use of projects drawing upon resources
available from more than one Federal agency, program, or appropriation.
It is the further purpose of this chapter to encourage Federal-State ar-

rangements under which local governments and private, nonprofit or-

ganizations may more effectively and efficiently combine State and Fed-
eral resources in support of projects of common interest to the govern-

ments and_organizations concerned.

. Pub.L.. 93-=510, § 2, Dec. §, 1974, 88 Stat. 1604.

Short Title. Section 1 of Pub.L. 93-510
provided: ‘‘That this Act (enacting this
chapter an¢ note set out under this sec-
tivn} may. be cited as the ‘Joint Funding
Simplification Act of 1974".”

Effective and Expiration Dates., Sec-
tion 13 of Pub.L, 93-510 provided that:
“Phig Act [enacting this chapter and
note set out under thig section] shall be-
come effective sixty days following the

date of enactment [Dec. 5, 1974] and shall
expire five years following the date upon
which it becomes effective; except that
tLe expiration of this Act shall noet affect
the status of auy project approved: prior
to the date of such expiration’ .

Logislative Xistory. For l‘oggslative
history and purpose of Pub.L. 43-510, see
1974 U,8.Code Cong, aud Adm,News, D.
6345, .
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~ § 4252. Implementation of joint funding provisions by Federal of-
ficlals—Fromulgation by President of regulations governing administra-
(lve procedures

(a) The President shall promulgate such regilations as may be neces-
sary or appropnate to assure that this chapter is applied by all Federal
agencies in a consistent manner and in accordance with its purposes. He
may, for this purpose, require that Federal agencies adopt or prescribe
procedures that will assure that applicants for assistance to projects fund-
ed pursuant to the provisions of this chapter make appropriate efforts (1)
o gecure the views and recommendations of non-Federal agencies that
may be significantly affected by such projects, and (2) to resolve ques-

" tjons of common interest to those agencies prior to submission of any ap-
plication.

Authorized activities of heddu of ¥ederal agencles pursuant io
internal ngency orders or Interagency ugreements

(b) Subject to-such regulations as the Presidént may preseribe, and to
.iher applicable law, the heads of Federal agencies, by internal agency
order or interagency agreement, may take the foliowing actions:

(1) Xdentification of related programs likely to be particularly
suitable or appropriate for providing inint support for specific kinds
of projects thereunder,

(2) Development and promulgation of guidelines, model or il-
lustrative projects, joint or coramon application forms, and other
material or guidance to assist in the planning and development of
pro:ects drawing support from different programs.

(3) Review of administratively established program requirements
in order to determine which of those requiremeénts may impede joint
support of projects thereunder and the extent to which such require-
menis may be modified, making such modifications where appro-

RTNIT

priate.

(4) Establishment of common technical or administrative rules
with respect to related programs to assist in the joint use of funds
in the support of specific projects or classes of projects under such
programs. .

(5) Creation of joint or common application processing and project
supervision procedures or mechanisms including procedures for desig-
nating lead agencies to assume responsibilities for processing appli-
cations on behalf of several agencies and for designation of man-
aging agencies to assume responsibiiities for project supervision on
behali of several agencies.

Responsibilitics of hends of Federal agencies with respect to Federnl
assistance programg sdministered by agencies

(¢) The head of each Federal agency shall be responsible for taking
actions, to the maximum extent permitted under applicable law, that will
further the purpose of this chapter with respect to Federal assistance
programs administered by his agency. Each Federal agency head shall
also consult and cooperate with the heads of other Federal agencies in
order similariy to promote the purposes of this chapter with respect to -
Federal assistance programs of different agencies that may be used joint- .
ly in support of projects undertaken by State or local governments, or
private, nouprofit organizations.

Pub.L. 93-510, § 3, Dec: 5, 1974, 88 Stat. 1604,

Ffteetive and ¥Explration Dates. Sec- section 13 of Pub.L, §3-510, set out &8 a

tion effective sixty 'days following Deec, 5,
1074, and expiring five years following

+ such effective date, except that expiration

shall not affect the status of any project
approved prior to expiration date, see

note under section 4251 of this title, .

- Legislative Hintory. _ For legislative
history and purpose of Pub.L. 93-510, see
g}é U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News, p.
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EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 11867
* June 19, 1975, 40 F.R. 26253

DELEGATION TO ADMINISTRATUR OF GENERAL SERVICES OF
AUTHORITY TO ISSUE REGULATIONS

By virtue of the authority vested in me
by Sections 3, 5, 7, 10, and 11 of the
Joint Hunding Simplification Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-510, 88 Stat. 1604) [this
Section and sections 42G4, 4256, 4259, and
4260 of this title], Section 408 of the Do-
mestie Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (87
Stat, 410, 42 U.8.C. 5048) (section 5048 of
thig title], Section &5 of the Rehabhilitation
Act of 1973 (87 Stat, 359, 29 U.8.C. 704)
{section 704 of Tille 29, Laborl, Scction
701(1) of the Housing Act of 1954, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 4.61(1])) [section 961(1)
of Title 40, Public Buildings, Property,
and Works], Section 728 of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1870 (42
U.S.C. 4531) [section 4531 of this title],
Section 406 of the Juvenile Delinquency
Prevention and Control Act of 1968, &s
amended (now Section 407, 86 Stat. 537,
42 U.8.C. 3887) [section 3887 of this titlel,
Section 612 of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964, as amended (81 Stat. 717, 42
U.S.C. 2962) [section 2962 of this title],
and Sectfon 301 of Title 3 of the United
States Code [section 301 of Title 3, The
President}, and as President of the Unit-
ed States of America, it is hereby or-
dered as follows:

Section 1, The Administrator of Gener-
al Bevvices is designated and empowered
to exercise, without approval, ratification,
or other action by the President, the
functions vested in the President by Sec-
tions 3, 5, 7, and 10 of the Joint Funding
Suaplifiostion Aot of 1974 (Public Law
03-510, 42 U.5.C. 4252, 4254, 4256 and azoy,
respectively) [this sectior and sections
4253, 4256 and 4259 of this tifle], The
Administrator shall promulgate such reg-
ulations &5 may be necessary or appro-
priate to assure that the Act is applied
by all Federal agencies in & consjstent
manner and in gecordance with its pur-
poses.

Sec. 2, The Adminjstrator of Genersl
Services shall prepare, for the ¥Tresident's
transmission to Congress, the report re-
quired by Sectlon 11 of the Joint Fund-
ing Simplification Act of 1974 [section
4260 of this title], which report shall be
submitted to the President through the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, at least fourteen months prior to
the éxpiration of that Act [this chapter],

Sec. 8. The Administrator of General

- Services iz designated and empowered to,
exercise, without approval, ratifieation,

or other action by the President, the au-
thority vested in the President to issue

Begulations with respéct to joint funding -
. ¥

(a) Section 408 of the Domestic Volun.
teer Service Act of 1973 (87 Stut. 410, 42
U.S.C, 5048) [section 5048 of ihiy title],

{b) Section 5 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 (87 Stat. 359, 29 U.8.¢. 704) [sec-
tion 704 of Title 29, Labor}],

(c) Section 406 of the Juvenile Delin.-
quency Prevention and Control Act of
1968, as amended (now Section 407, &6
Stat. 537, 42 U.5.C. 3887) [section 3887 of
this_titiel, :

(3) Section 612 of {he Economic Oppor.
t ity Act of 1964, as amended (81 Stat,
;7_.%1',}42 U.8.C. 2962) [mection 2362 of thig
itl2], .
(e) Section T01(1) of the ¥ousing Act
of 1254, as amended (40 U.8.C. 461(1))
[sectiou 461(1) of Title 40, Public Build.
ings, Property, and Works}, and

(f)_Section 728 of the Housing and Ur-
ban Development. Act of 1870- (42 U.8.C.
4531) {section 4531 of this titie].

Bec. 4, The functions delegated to the
Administrator of General Services by thix
Order shall be performed:

(a) subject tc the genera}  oversight
and policy direction of the Director of
the  Office of Management and Budget;

(b) with respect to joint manngement
funds, subject to. the existing ajithority
of the Director of the Office of Manage.
ment and Budget; and .

(¢} in saccordsnce with the provisions
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act
of 1968 (Publie Law 90-577, B2 Btat. 1098)
[section §31 et seq. of Title 40, Pub.
lie- Buildings, Property, and Works, and
seclivu 4201 cbsgq, of thir title],

Sec, 5, The - delegations < of autnonty
provided by Section 3 of this Order, and
the supersessions provided by. this Sec-
tion, shall not be deemed to affect in any
way the exercise of such authority pre.
viously delegated to the Administrator of
General Services. The following Execu-
tive orders are  superseded: Kxecutive
QOrder No. 11784 of May 30, 1974, and Ex- "
ecutive Order NWo. 11466 of April 18, 1969,

See. 6, Section 1 of Executive Order
No. 11758 of January 15, 1974 [set ont as
a note under section %01 of Title 29, Lav
bor], is revised to read as follows:

“The Directar of the Office of Mauage:

“ment and DBudget is herehy designated

and ‘empowered to -exercise, without ap-
proval, ratification, or otlier-asilin of the
President. the authority of the President
under section 500(r) of the"Rehahilitation
Act of 1973 (87 Stat, 320, 28 U.B.C. 790)
{section 790(a) of Title 29, Lahor] with
respect to the transfer of unexpended ap-

ropriations.”
? GERALD R, FORD

§ 4253.  Activities by heads of Federal agencies relating to application’
processing or. assistance requests under two or mors Federal programs

supporting any project; criteria

Actions taken by Federal agency heads pursnant to this chapter thal
relate to the processing of applications or requests for assistance under
two or more Federal programs in support of any project shall be designed
to assure, so far as reasonably possible, that (1) all required reviews and

approvals are handled expeditiously;

(2) full account is taken of any

special considerations of timing that are made known by the applicant
that would affect the feasibility of a jointly funded projeet; (3) the ap
plicant is required to deal with a minimium number of Federal represents:
tives, acting separately or as a common board or panel; (4) the applican!
is promptly informed of decisions with respect to an application a.nd’ of
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any special problems or impediments that may affect the feasibility of
Federal provision of assistance on a joint basis; and (5) the ‘applicant
is not required by representatives of any one Federal agency or program
to obtain Information or assurances concerning the requirements or ac-

tions of another Federal agency that could more appropriately be secured.

through direct communication among the Federal agencies involvad.
Pub.L. 93-510, § 4, Dec. 5, 1974, 88 Stat. 1605.

Effective and Expiration Dates. Sec- section 13 of Puh.l., 93-510, seét out as a
tion effectlve sixty days following Dec. 5, note under section 4251 of this title.
1974, and expiring five years following Legislative Histery, For legisiative
such effective date, except that expiration history and purpose of Pub.L. 03-510, sce
ghall not affect the status of any project 1974 U.8.Code Cong. and Adm.News, D.
approved prior to expiration date, see G345, .

§ 4254. Special authorities of heads of Federal agencies with respect
to projects assisted under more than one Federal assistance program;
“exercise pursuant to regulations prescribed by President

‘Where appropriate to further the purposes of this chapter and sub-
ject to the conditions prescribed in this section, heads of Federal agen-
cies may use the authorities described in sections 4255, 4256, and 4257 of
this title (relating to the establishment of uniform technical or adminis-
trative requirements, delegation of powers and responsibilities, and es-
tablishment! of joint management funds) with respect to projects assisted
under more thaun one Federal assistance program. These authorities
shall be exercised only pursuant to regulations preseribed by the Presi-
dent. Those regulations shall include criteria or procedures to assure
that the authorities are limited in use to problems that cannot be ade-
quately dealt with through other actions pursuant to this chapter or oth-
er applicable law, that they are applied only as necessary to promote ex-
peditious processing of applications or effective and efficient administra-
tion of projects, and that they are applied in a manner consistent with
the protection of the Federal interest and with program purposes and
statutory requirements.

Pub.L. 93-510, § 5, Dec. 5, 1974, 88 Stat. i6G5.

Effective and Expiration Dates. Sec- section 13 of Pub.L. 93-510, set out as a
tion effective sixty days following Dec. 5, note under section 4251 of this tifle.
1974, and expiring five years following Leglslative History. For legislative
such effective date, except that expiration history‘and purpose of Pub.L. 93-510, see
shall not affect the status of any project 197¢ U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News, p.
approved prior to expiration date, see 6315,

8 4235. Establishment; by heads of Federal agencies of uniform tech-
nical and administrative provisions—Requirements for projects

(a) In order to provide for projects that would otherwise be subject

to varying or conflicting technical or administrative rules and procedures
not required by law, the heads of Federal agencies may adopt uniform
provisions with respect to— '

(1) inconsistent or conflicting requirements relating to financial
administration of such projects, including accounting, reporting and
auditing, and maintaining separate bank accounts, but only to the
extent consistent with the requirements of section 4257 of this title;

{2) inconsistent or conflicting requirements relating to the timing
of Federal payments for such projects where a single or combined
schedule is to be established for the project as a whole;

(3) Inconsistent or conflicting requirements that assistance b ex-
tended in the form of a grant rather than a contraet, or a contract
rather than a grant; and .

(4) inconsistent or conflicting requirements relating to account-
-ability for, or the disposition of, records, property, or structures ac-
quired or constructed with Federal assistance where common rules
are established for the project as a whole.

' Review of project proposals :
(b) In order to permit processing of applications In accordance with
the purposes of this chapter, Federal agency heads may provide for review

w
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of proposals for projects by a single panel, board, or committee in leu oi
review by separate panels, boards, or committees except when such rej
view is specifically required by law.

‘Walver of single or speclfle public ageney requirement for ndmlnlnter—
ing Federnl assistance drawn upon by jointly funded project

. (c) In promoting the more effective and efficient use of Federal asi
sistance resources, Federal agency heads may waive requirements that a
single or specific public agency be utilized or designated to receive, super-
vise, or otherwise administer a part of the Federal assistance drawn up-
on by any jointly funded project to the extent that administration by an-
other public agency is determined to be fully consistent with applicable
State or local law and with the objectives of {i.¢ Federal assistance pro-
gram involved. This authority may be exercised only (1) upon request
of the head of a unit of general government, with respect to agencies that
he certifies to be under his jurisdiction, or (2) with the agreement of
the several State or local public agencies concerned.

Pub.L. 93-510, § 6, Dec. 5, 1974, 88 Stat. 1606.

Effective and Expiratlon Dates. Sec- seciion 13 of Pub.L. 83-510, set out as a

tion effective sixty days following Dec. 5, note under section 4251 of this title.
1974, and expiring five years following Legislative History., For lepgislative
Buch effective date, except that expiration history and purpose of Pub.L. 83510, see
shall not affect the status of any project 1974 U.S.Code Cong. and Adm. \‘e“s, p.
epproved prior to expiration date, see 6345,

§ 4256. Deiegation by Federal agency heads of powers and functions
relating to supervision, etc., of Fedexa.l assistance; approval by President;
conditions .

With the approval of the President, agency heads may delegate to oth- -
er Federal agencies powers and functions relating to the supervision or
administration of Federal assistance, or otherwise arrange for other agen-
cies to perform such activities, with respect to projects or classes of proj-
ects funded under the terms of this chapter, Delegations under this sec-
tion shall be made only on such conditions as may be appropriate to as-
sure that the powers and funcuions deiegaled are evercised in Lull ¢om-
formity with applicable statutory provisions and policies, and shall not
relieve agency heads of responsibility for the proper and efficient man-
agement of projects funded by their agencies.

Pub.L. 93-610, § 7, Dec. 5, 1974, 88 Stat, 1606.

Effective and Expiration Dates.. Sec- section 13 of Pub,L. 93-510, set out as 8
tion effective sixty days following Dec, 5, note under section 4251 of this title
1974, and expiring five years iollowmg Legislative History. 1<or leglslatwe
such effective date, except that expiration history and purpose of Pub.L. 93-510, see
shall not affect the status of any project 1974 U.S.Code Cong. and Adm. News;, .
approved prior to expiration date, see §345.-

§ 4257. Joint management fund for financing of projects—Establish«
ment for funds drawn from more than one Federal program or appropria-
tion; transfer to fund of proportionate amounts from program or ap-

+ propriation for payment to grantee; return to fund of unexpended

amounts

(2) In order to prov1de for the more effective administration of funds.
drawn from more than one Federal program or appropriation in support
of projects under this chapter, there may be established joint manage-
ment funds with respect to such projects. There shall be transferred to
the joint management fund from each affected program or appropriation,
from time to time, its proportionate share of amounts needed for pay-
ment to the grantee.” Any unexpended amounts shall be returned to the
joint management fund by the grantee at the completion of the project,

Agr ts by rned Federal! agencles relating to
!und accounts; required prov!sloqs

(b) Any account in a joint management fund shall be subject to such
agreements, not inconsistent with this section and other applicable law,
as may be entered into by the Federal agencies concerned with respect
to the discharge of the responsibilities of those agencies and shall assure
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the avaflability ‘of necessary information to those agencies and to the Con-

. gress.  These agreements shall also provide that the agency administer-

{ng & joint management fund shall be responsible and accountabie by
program and appropriation for the amounts provided for the purposes
of each account established in the fund; and shall include procedures
tor determining, from time to time, whether amounts in the account are
In excess of the amounts required, and for returning that excess to the
jarticipating Federal agencies according to the applicable appropriations,
sttbject to fiscal yesr limitations. Hxcess amounts applicable to expired
appropriations will be lapsed from that fund.

Recordkeeping requirements forx reciplenis of moneys drawa
from fund; prescription by Federal ageney head
responsible for administering fund

(¢) For each project financed through an account in a joint manage-
ment fund established pursuant to this section, the recipients of moneys
drawn from the fund shall keep such records as the head of the Federal

.agency respounsible for adminisiering the fund will prescribe. Such rec-

ords shall, as .a minimum, fully disclose the amount and disposition by
such recipient of Federal assistance received under each program and
appropriation, the total cost of the project in connection with which such
Federal assistance was. given or used, the amount of that portion of the

- cost of the project supplied by other sources, and such other records as

wlll facilitate an effective audit. . ’

Audit and examination of books, eic., of recipient by Federal agency
hend responsible for administerlng fund and Comptroller General

{d) The head of the Federal agency responsible for administering such
joint- management fund and the Comptroiler General of the United States
or any of their duly authorized represenfatives, shall have access for the
purpose of audit and examination to any books, documents, papers, and
records of such recipients that are pertinent to the moneys received from

: such fund. . . :

Establishment of single nun-readial shaze
(e) In the case of any project covered in a joint management fund,

" & single non-Federal share may bé established according to the Federal

share ratios applicable to the several Federal assistance programs involved

- and the proportion of funds transferred to the project account from each

 of those programs. :

Pub,L. 93510, § 8, Dec. 5, 1974, 88 Stat. 1606.

Etffective and Expiration Dates._ Sec- ' section 13 of Pub.L. 93-510, set out as a
tion effective sixty days following Dec, 5, note under section 4251 of this title, .
1074, and expiring five years following. Legislative History. TFor legislative
Buch effective date, except that expiration history and purpose of Puh.L. 93-510, see
shall not atfect the status of any project 1974 U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News, p.
approved prior to expiration date, see 6345,

§ 4258. Availability of appropriations for joint funding of programs |,

Appropriations available to any Iederal assistance program for tech-
nical assistance or the training of personnel may be made available for
the provision of technical assistance and training in connection with proj-

ects proposed or approved for joint funding involving that program and

- any other Federal assistance program.

Pub.L. 93-510, § 9, Dec. 5, 1974, 88 Stat. 1607.

Effectlive and Expiration Dates. Sec- section 13 of Pub.L. 93-510, set out as a
tion effective sixty days following Dec. 5, note under section 4251 of this title.
1974, and expiving five years following Leglslutive History, For legislative
such effective date, except that expiration. history and purpose of Pub.L. 93-510, see
shall not affect the status of any project 1074 U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News, Dn.
approved prior to expiration date, see 8345,

§ 4259. Agreements between Federa.l‘ agencies and States extending

{ Joint funding provisions to asgisted projects; regulations by President

Subjeet to such regulations as the President may prescribe, Federal
agencles may enter into agreements with States as appropriate to extend
the benefits of this chapter to projects involving assistance from one or
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more Federal agencles and one or more State agenecies. These agreements
may include arrangements for the processing of requets for, or the ad-
ministration of, assistance to such projects on a joint basis.

Pub.L., 93-510, § 10, Dec. 5, 1974, 88 Stat. 1607. .

Effective and Expiration Dates. Sec-
tion effective sixty days following Dee. b,
1974, and expiring five years following
such effective date, except that expiration
shall not affect the status of any project
approved prior to expiration date, see

section 13 of Pub.L. 93-510, set out as a
note under section 4251 of this title, .

Legisiative History.,  For legislative
history and purpose of Pub.L. 93-510, sce
%»?114 U.S.Code Cong. and Adm.News, p.
5345,

§ 4280. Report by President to Congress; contents
At least one year prior to the expiration of this chapter, the President

shall submit a comprehensive report to the Congress on actions taken
under this chapter, and make recommendations for its continuation, modi-
fication, or termination. The report shall provide a detailed evaluation
of the functioning of this chapter, including information regarding the
benefits and costs of jointly funded projects acéruing to the participating
State and local governments and private, nonprofit organizations, and to
the Federal Government.
Pub.L. 93-510, § 11, Dec. 5, 1974, 88 Stat. 1608.

References In  Text, For expiration shall not affect the status of any project

date_of this chapter, referred to in text,
see Bffective and Expiration Dates note
set out hereunder.

 Etfective and Fxpiration Dates. Sec-
tion effective sixty dars following Dec. 5,

approved prior to expiration -date, see
section 13 of Pub.d. 93-510, set out as &
note under section 4251 of this title,
Tegislative History, _ For legislative
history and purpose of Pub.L. 93-510, see

1074, and expiring five years following 1074 U.5.Code Cong. and Adm.News, p.
such effective date, except that expiration 8345,

§ 4261, - Definitions
As used in this chapter—

(1) the term “Federal assistance programs’” means programs that
provide assistance through grant or contraciual arrangements, but
does not include assistance in the form of revenue sharing, loans,
loan guarantees, or insurance;

(2) the term *“‘applicant” meauns any State or local government or
private, nonprofit organization acting separately or together in seek-
ing assistance with respeet to 2 single project;

(3) the term “project’” means any undertaking, whether of a tem-
porary or continuing nature that includes components proposed or
approved for assistance under more than one Federal program; or
one or more Federal and one or more State programs, if each of those
components contributes materizlly to the accomplishment of a single
purpose or ¢losely related purposes; )

(4) the term “TFederal agency” means any agency, depariment,
corporation, independent establishment, or other entity of the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government of the United States;

(5) the term *“State’* means any of the several States of the Unit-
ed States,” the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, any territory or possession of the United States, or any agency
or instrumentality of a State, and any tribe as defined in section
1452(c) of Title 25; .

(6) the term *“local government” means a local unit of govern-
ment including a city, county, parish, town, township, viliage, school
district, council of governments, or other agency or imstrumentality
of a local unit of government.

Pub.L. 93-~510, § 12, Dec. §, 1974, 88 Stat. 1608.

Iffective and Expiration Dstes. —Sec-
tion effective sixty days fullowing Dee, 5,
1974, and expiring f{ive years following
such effective date, except that expiration
shall not affeet the status of any project
approved prior to expiration date, see

section 13 of Pub.L; 93-510, set out as a
note under scetion 4251 of this title.

Legislative History. For legislative
history und purpose of Puh.L. 03-510, sce
m‘i;g 1.8.Code Cong. and Adm.Neéws,
Qv
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JGINTLY FUND"D ASSISTANCE TO STATE
D LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND NON-
PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
3 Palicles and Procedures
H z JuLy 6, 19’16

Ta the heads of executive departments
ar. establishments,

Subject: Jointly funded assislunce to
State and local govemments angd non-
p'..‘it organizations,

1 Purpose—This Clrculnr establishes
reicies and procedures to be followed
in rhe joint fuading of related pregrams
of Federal assistance to State and local
governments and nonprofit organiza-
tions,

2. Supersession—Thls Circular shper-
sedus Ofice of Manageément and Budget
0MB) memorandum for heads of de-
pariments and certain agencles dated
Jahuary 14, 1972, subject:: Integrated
Grant Adminlsiration Program, and all
subseguent attachments, amendments,
and interim guidelines,

3. Background.—This Circular s Issued
pursuant to the Joint Funding Simplift-
catlon Act-of 1974 (PL, 93-510), and
Executive Order 118983, dated December
31, 1975, which deleégates to the Director,
omce ol Manuagement and Budget, au-
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ance or the training of personnel may be
made avatlable In connection with proj-
ecty proposed or approved for joint fund-
ing.

6. Policy and objeclives—This Circu-
lar promulgntes policies and regulations
which provide, in part, for:

a. Ezpedizncy.—Expediting Federal
procedures for the consideration and ap-
proval of support for projects drawing
sipon mm,' than one Federal assistance
progra

b. Sxmplfﬁcatlon and uniformity~
Stmplifying Federal requirements for the
funding, monitoring, and overall opera-
tion of joint funding projects, which in-
cludes the use of standard appilcation
Torms and provisions of the Federal Man-
ngement Circular, FMC 74-7, “Uniform
administrative requirements for grants-
In-aid to State and Jocal governments.”

¢. Effective use of Federal assistance.—
Enabling State and local governments
and nonprolit organizations to use Fed-
eral assistance more effectively and ef-
fielently through the wider use of proy-
ects drawing upon resources avaflable
from move than one Federal agency, pro-
gram, or appropriation.

d, Federcl-Stale arrangements.—En-
couraging and providing guidance relat-
ing to the establishment of Federal-State
arrangements o assist local governments
and nonproftt organizations on projects
of common interest.

.|

local governments and nonprofit organt-
zatlons, and to perform other functions
specified i P,L, 93-510.

4, Attechmen(s~The policies and pro--

cedures promulented by this Cireular are

set forth in Attachments, as follows:

Attachment A~—Freapplicatton policles and
procédures.

Attschment B—-Application policies and pro-
cedures,

a. Federal agencies~~The head of each
Federal agency sdministering programs
of assistance to State and local govern-
ments and nonprofit organizatfons shall
be responsible for: |

(13 Assuring implementation of this
Circular through internal directive or
regulations within 90" calendar _days
from the effective date of this Clrcular.
OMBE will assist and cooperate with sgen~
cles in developing such procedures and

C-
nnd procedures.
Attachment D—Prejccr funding polleles cnd
procedur
Muu:hmcnt E—Federnl- State assistance and
agreements,
Attachment P—Jolnt tunding audits,
Attachment G—Jo!nt funging evaluntion,
stachment H—Unifrm forma and provi-
alons.

5, Coverage—The provisions of this
Circular shall apply ns follows:

o, Federal assisiance programs.—This
Clrcular shall apply to all Federal as-
sistance programs, as défined n subpara-
graph 7e, that provide support to State
and local QOVemments and nonprofit

fuded under the
provisions of sc tlon 3(bY, PI. 93-510,
Where the enabling legislation for a
specific Pederal nssistance program pre-
seribes polisles aivd procedures that ex-
ceed any cr all of the Dru\'lslons of this
Ctreular, er that prob* if the applicntion
of any or all of the pmvlsians of this
Clrcular, 2he enabiing legislation ghall
govern,

h. Technical assistance and training.—
In accordarice with tcetion 9, P,L, 93-510,
appropriations avainble to any Feﬂernl

for tech 1 assist-

93-183 O~ 77 -9

t polictes T

(2) Promulgation of Program Lisi-
ings.—Federal agencies will establish the
required list of programs eligible for joint
funding purposes, identifying, by Catalog
of Federal Domestic Assistance reference
number, related programs likely {o be
particularly suimble or ellulblc for joint
funding purpo: with

term, “Federal finahcial asslstance pro-
grams,” applies to grants inclitding eate-
gorleal, block, project, and fermula-iype
grant pr Certaln AL
rangements for the purposa of providing
Federal financial assistance are also cov-
ered, General revenue sharing, direct
payments to- individusls, loans, ‘loan
guarintees, and insurance programs are
not considered appropiate for joint
funding and are, therefore, -excluded,
Nonflnanclal type Federal - assistance
programs are also excluded,

(b} Categories for Program Listings.—
Program listings will be developed under
the following categories:

(1) “particularly suitable for jolnt
Iunding purposes” in sccordance with
the eriterin pmvmed below It subpara-
graph (c);

1) “other pmmms eligible for joint
funding"; and

4ty “ineligible for joint funding” be-
caure of legisiative constraints or other
pnrtlculur impediments to foint Iundlng

T that mpair
m- prohibit thetr inclusion in jolnt fund~
Ing projects.

{c) Criteria for Delermining Suit~
obility—In addition to the general eri«
teria of selecting Federal finan¢ial assist-
ence programs which State and Joeal
governments and nonprofit organizations
might morg cficiently and effectively
utllize under a Joint funding arrange-
spcclﬂc opportunities

tion of
closely related programs in ihe same
funetfonal catezory, partlcularly those
which have been or can be jdentified.as
candidates for block granis;

(1) better mansgement control of
complex, large scale projects, including
the construction of physical fnetiitles,
which involve detailed planning, schied-
uling, and coordination nmong. several
Federnl, State, and local participating
organizations;

(111) improved service integration and
delivery through joint funding support of
State and local organiaztlonal unils re-
sponsible for planning and administer-
ing services for which twa or more Fed-
eral programs provide assistance; and

uvy i'n!cns!irylng impact of F“adcm!

es in
Section 3(b) (1) PL, 93-510, Those pro-
grams pnrucular!y suitable shall be jden-
tifled with an asterisk or other means.
Such program listings shall be subnitted
to Office of Manngement and Budsget,
Intergovernmentai Relations and Re-
glonrl Operations, no Iater than 60 days
from the+date of Issuance of this Cir-
cular, The program listings will be pub~
Jished in the catalog of Federal Demestle
Assistance. It I5 fyrther the responstbil-
ity of hrads of agencies to assure that

toward special cHentele groups e.g.,;
aging, and youthful offenders.

(3} Designating by organizational title
snd iocation an office or official:

Withln the agericy headquarters,
to cnordlnate intra-ngency implementa~
tion of this partand serve as the primary
point of contact for other Federal agen~
éles and prospective applicants with re-
spect to agency joint funding getivilles
and pollcies;

(b) Within each regional office, to

this Informatlon i5 leated on a
timely basls Lo all concernsd agency per~
sennel, other Federnl raencies. and Fed-
ernl Reglonal Countcils, In order to re-
rpond more efliclenily to applicant in-
quirles concerning Lhe suitak:ity of vari-
ous Federnl sssistance proframs tor Jolnt
{und!log.

{a). Criterla for Program Listings.—
For the purposes of joint funding, the

agency Joint funding activi-
tles Mlhln the region, and to serve as

_the primary contact for the Federal

Reglonal Councils, other Federa! agen-
¢les, and prospective apolicants with re-
speet 1o agency joint {unding activities,
to Include serving on permanent or ad
hoc folnt funding committees as may be
established by any Federal Regional
Council; and




(c). It further shall be the responsi-
bliity of agency heads to Infonmm OM3,
other Federal agencies, and Federal Re-
glonul Couneils of any change in pro-
gram Identifieations or personnel desig-
natlons as they have been established
under (2} and (b} above,

b, Federal Rcgional Councils,
(FRC#) ~The Federal Reglonal Couneil
Chafrmen shall:

(1) Make such FRC organlzational and
stafl assignments they consider neces-
sary and appropriate to carry out joint
funding functions assigned to the FRCs

by this Circular, to include establishnient

of ad hoc or permanent interagency
conumittees, and/or the desiznation of a
Joint Funding Coordinator for purposes
of oversecing the nprocessing of requests
for, or the administration of, foint fund-
ing assistance; .

{2) Take actions, as described In this
Clreutar, to promote Federal-State pro-
visfon of joint funding asslstarice to local
governments and nonprofit organiza-
tlons;

3) Assure that issues of an inter-
agency nature which arise during the
processing of requests for, or the admin-
Istration of, jointly funded assistance are
brotght to the attention of the FRC nnd
resolved In a timely manner, as appro-
priate; and

(4) Maintain ecntinuous oversight of
Jointly funded projects In order o assure
such projects ure developed and admin-
{stered In conformance with the policies
and orocedures established by this Clr-
cular, and to evtlinle from time to time
the overall effectiveness of joint funding
practices within the region.

¢, Office of Management and Budget.——
‘The Director of the Office of Manage-
mentand Budgel shall:
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d. Management Jund Ggency means a
Federal agency resposisible for the ads
ministration of the management fund;

e, Federal assistance programs means
programs that provide financial assist-
ance through grant or contractual ar-
rangements, but does not include assist-
ance in the form of general revenue
sharing, loans, loan guarantees, or in-
surance;

f. Applicant means any State or local
government or private, nonprofit organ-
ization acting separately or together in
seeking assistance with respect to a single
project;

g, Joint funding project means any un-~
" dertaking, whether of a temporary or

continuing nature, that includes,com-
ponents proposed or approved for as-
sistance under more than one Federal
program, or onc or more Federal pro-
grams and one or more State programs,
provided each of those components con-
trlbutes materially to the accomplish-
ment of a single purpese or closely re-
lated purposes;

h, State means any of the several
States of the United States, District of
Columbia, the Commionweaith of Puerto
Rico, any territory or possession of ths
United States, or any sgency or instru-
mentality of a State, and any tribe as
defined in section 3(c) of the Indlan Fi-
nancing Act (88 Stat. 77) ;

1. Local government means 1 local unlt
of government Including a clty, county,
parish, town, township, village, school
district, councll of gover or other

Budget, for the preparation of the com-
prehensive report to the Congress de-
scribéd In Attachment G.

b. Federal Regional Councils,.—The
Chalnmen of the Federal Regional Coun-
clls shall assure the submission to OMB
of such reports as shall from time to
time be requested by the Director, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, for the
preparation of the comprehensive re-
port to the Congress described In At-
tachment G.

10. Effective date.—This Circular shali
take effect in 30 calendar days {from the
date of Issuance, except that existing
jointly funded projects. developed and
administered under the Iategrated
Grant tion (IGA)
issued by the Cflice of Management and
Budget on January 14, 1972, may be ex~
empted from conformance to the provi-
slens of this Clreular until the project
is renewed,

11. Inquiries—Inquirfes concerning
this Circular may be addressed to the
appropriate Federal Reglonal Council or
to the Office of Management and Budget
Intergovernmental Relations and Re-
gionnl Operations, Washington, D.C.
20503, telephone. (202) 395-3980,

JAMES T, Lynn,

- Director,
ATTACHMENT A—CmcoLan No,A-111

- PREAPFLICATION POLICIES AND PROCEDORES

1, Purpose. This Atiachment sets -forth
policles and prorsdures to be foltowed In the
0 s

agency or instrumentality of a local unit

of government; and
3. Nonprofit organizations means pub-
lc and private institutlons of higher
education, hospitals, and other nonprofit
organizations stxch as, but not limited to,
retion 1 dst

(1) Oversee the 1 and

application of policies and proced
established by this Clrewlar;
(2) Assure guidance, to Include inter~

_pretation of policies and pracedures, is

provided to Federal agencies, FRCs, ap-
blicants, and others aiflected by this Cir~
cular, as appropriate; and

(3) Prepare, in sccordance with sec~

' tion 11, PL, 93-510, a comprehensive

report for transmission by the President
the Congress at least one year prior
to the expiration of P.L. 93-510,

8. Definitions.—For the purpose of this
Circulnr:

a, Fedéral agency means any agency,
department, corporation, Independent
establishment, or other entity of the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government of
the United States,

b, Parlicipaling egency means any
Fedeinl, State, or other agency which
provides, or will provide, financial nssist-
ance o o jointly funded project at somne
Uime during the projected funding period
for the profect:

¢, Lead agency means & Federal par-
tleipating ngency designated to coordl
nate the partfcipation of all Federal
agencles Invelved in a joint funding proj~
ect, ond to not s the 1 's pri-

t

research § educational
associations, and health centers, The
term does not include foreign or Interna-
tional ar tlons (such as fes of
the United Natlons) or research centers
providing continuing sttpport for mise
sion-orfented, large scale programs
which, are tusually) Gover ned

eral agency, program, or appropriation, or
Irom one or more Federal agencles and one
ar more State agencies,
2. Preparation.of preapplication.
or

B. Y- who
wish to lo propose projects for jeint fund-
ing assistance shall complete the requlred
forms for submission to the appropriate Fed-
eral Reglonal Counell {(FRC) na followa:

{1) State and local units of government
shall the
forms to be used for preapplicatlons for
Jolnt funded projects ns describied tn Attach.
ment H and its Exhibits, It sholl be the ap-

or controllied, or are designed ns fed-
erally funded research and development
centers, .

- 8. Reporting requirements.

a. Federal agencies~~The heads of
Federal agencles shall provide to the Di-
rector, Office of Managément and
Budget, Attention: Intergovernmental
Relations and Reglonal Operations Di-
vision (IRRO)Y:

' (1) A copy of agency regulations or
directives, if any, issued to Implement
this Circular, within 90 calendur days of
{ssuance of this Circular;

(2} A lst of all agency

to consult with any
ogencies whose preapplication requlrements
are not known. Applicants are required to
identify all programs fram, which assistance
15 in the pi for o
Jointly funded project, to Include those pro~
grams whlch normally do not require sub-
mission of & preapplication form: and

(2} Nonprofit organizations and other ap-
plicants who wish to propose jolntly funded
profects to be supported by Federsl pro-
grams are encouraged to consult with the
nppropriate FRC prior to the completton of
any preapplication documents. In those jn~
stances where the proposed project will draw

primartly upon Federal pregrains adminlse -

tered at a hieadquarters level, the FRC shall
refer the to ters offclnls

identificd as eligible, particularly suite-
})le, ond those ineliglble for Joint fund-
ng

3y A lst of all agency personnel
designated to coordinate joint funding
asctivilles, as required in paragraph 7,
R bilitfes; an

mary eontact for all administrative mat-
ters related to the speclfle project con-
cerned;

(4) Other reports.and information as
may from {ime Lo time be requested by
the Dircetor, Qfice of Management and

for the ngency from whicli the greatest sin-
gle share of dssistance. is desired,

b. Supplemental information.—In eddi-
tlon to thie baslc preapplicatiun formi(s), all
spplicants shall provida the following:

{1) A narrotlve justificntlon of the need
for jelntly funded sesistance. The applicant.
must demonstrate that a relationship exists

among the programs cited throyigh a com-

morality of purpose or abillty w support a
single or closely related gonts, The spplichnt
must demonstrale further that the specific




. B
actlvities to be supported Ly exch program
are psrt of an overall strategy o achieve a
comimon statad nbjec.lvu couststent Mth the

{ the

AN~

zation, and the genern! Intent of the speclﬂc
assistince programs requested. Where nece
essary, the applicant may use joint fundiog
arrangementa for thé pirpose of dedling with
froups or cutegnries of problems related
functionaliy;

{2) Noum of apecinl timing conalderations
which may affeet the feasibility of the pro-
posed project, in accordunce with section 4,
Jolnt Funding Stmplification Act of 1974
{P.L. 93-510);

{3) Mquesu, i sny, for walver of single
or specilic public ngency aligibility yequire~
ments applicable to0 41§ of *“he programs.
from which paslstance {5 requestad. In se-
cordades with section 6{c). P.L. 93-5102

“e o ¢ Federal mgency heads mnay walve
requirements that a single or specific publlc
ageacy be uttlized ov designated to recelve,
supervise, or atherwise admintster a part of
tho Federa) psslstance drawn ttpon by any
jointly funded profeet to thé extent that
adminisiration by another public agency is
determined to be fully conslstent with ap-
plicable State or Jocal law and with the ob-
Jectlves of the Federal ssslstance urogram
involved. This sutbority mny be exerclsed
only (1) upon request of the head of a unic

of general government, with respest to agen~ -

clos that he certities to be under his Jurls-
dictlon, uvr (2) with the ggreement of the
uveml'stnw or local public agsancies con-

{4) Identification and retjuest for ngency
review of any administratively establlshecd
progrim requirements the applicant consid-
e ta be o unnuz lmpedlmcnt ta the joint

st 52 propeced peotent, tn sgndri
nm:s with sectlan 3(':)(:1) P.L 93-—.:10. and

{5) Verificolion by an independent pub-
Ug accountant or authorized Federal ngency
that or can
develop An accounting system wherchy rec-
ords wlll be kept by separate Federal proe
grams and uppropristions from which assist
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funding andsor cobrdinating agencles tn
with na ese

b. Requests’ for additional infsrmation .

tablished by the fridividual State(a} con-
ccraed, ‘The Governor of each State is en-
cournged to designate a Stdte ngapcy to re-
celve and coprdinate nil recuesty for State
participation in joint funding projects,

3 bt Jor pt re=

view,

n. Federal Hepional Counsils (FRCs). The
FRCs shatl:

{1} Recelve all pruppucntlnns for jointty
funded nsslstance, except when o

g ofictals may request adiditional
nformation. rom applicants If nresary to
meet rejular preapplication review require-
ments for the partlculsr program(s)
involved,

6. Nollce of preapplication reviews.

a. Agency review actions, Withih 30 calen~
dar days {45 doys for construction profects)
of recelpt, esch Federsl and, U sppropeiate,
Etate ngency reviewing the. preapplleation
shall tronsmit to the coordipating officer n
udtice of reviow

has beenr advised by the FRC to xubmlt the
preapplication directly to a specific office. of
o Federal idgency.

12) Coordinate review of the prcnpp\\cA-

the foltowlng Infarmatlon fof each program
adminisitred by that agency from which
sgyistance i3 helng requested:

{1y Any agency and/or preapplicatipn

tlon by Federal and. $f spprop
sgencles fram which an applicans requem
gsslstance, The FRC may request the go-
ordination of preapplication review by an
Individual Federal agancy when deemed up-
propriate.

b. Federal agericies, Federsl agencles shall:

assfgned to the proposal;

{2) Indlcation of the programs which wijl
cr wlll nigt recelve favarunle considerstion for
Incluslont tn the joint funding project, For
the fotmer, indicate esttmated love! of fund~
ing. For the latler, provide reasous for not
belng acéeptadble In the Jolnt funding project

review of the

by Fedenl and, it sppropriate, State agen-
cies from whicth an spplicsnt vequests ns-
3latnm:n

{3} Coopernts with the FRC or designated

and an whether the reviewiug
agency will consider an applieation for cate-
gorteal grant in lew of lactuslon (o tha jolat
1unding profect;

Agerey review
to earry out internal review with yespect to
agency prograsns from whith an applicant
requests assistance; and

(3) Serve as lead sgency, i 5o reguested
by the FRO,

¢,  Appointinent of cacrdinuuny offtcer—

(3} The cxtent to which aphednl timing
o by the 1!

cal be ascommodated, and the Lmpact such
action mAy huve on the feasiblitty of provid-
1ng Joint assistance to the project;

{4) Acllon taken, with zespecy to ade
mlulstratively establlabed program require~
mients {dentified by the applicant or theé

Upan recaipt and
tion for Jolnt funding mlsmnce, the FRGC
or a Pedoral skency designated by tha PRC
will appoint a coordindting officer to over~
see preapplication revlew, The coordinating
ofcer's functions may fnclude the

ngency g omicial as serlous lmoedf-
ments to joint Xundlng of tbe profeet;

{5} Whether sn.environmernitnl dssessment
must be Rccomplished for their portlon of
the projet and it such an assessment 15
kely to that =a

{1} 8sarve as the npplicant’s primary Fed-
gm‘ contact duting the preapplication véview
period

unpuse ataiviend will be nesded;
(8) Woether aun applicant’s roquest o
walve single or specific public nuengy

1] D whtther the
to the

Tagle

orm. n
Attachment H of this Clreular, and Federal
Mansgement Clrcular (FMC) 74-7, or other

snze 1§ recelved. Such cor ghait be
Tequired nd o condition for the award of
Jolatly furded assislance, However, constd~
eration shall be glven to recent nudlts of the
sSystem In

meeting this requirement,
© 3. Submission o/ preapplication.

formnt {dr programs not cov-
ered by FMOC “14-7, and thit the preappii-
catlon {a complete with respect o all re-
quircd Inforination;

(3) Assure coples of the preapplication are
provided. to all Fedesal and, I{ sppropriata,
Stote agoncles from which an applfcant re-

8. =45 riear
Dfice of Mnnugcment and Budget Clroular
No. A-9%, “Evaluation, Revlew, and Coordle
nation of Federal and Federally Assisted
Programa and Projects,” shall anply to all
JulnL tunding projects whick !nvolve Federal
programs  covered by (hat Cfreular as
ameudtd.

quests

{2) Establsh an oficial project flle

{5) Assist applieant, In conjunction with
other purtlcipating agancles, 10 dentlty sup-
plemental or- lternstive tources of Federal
support fot the propuosed project: and

{6) Recelve peprrate agency reviews of the

bllty D this type must be resalvcd
prior to the submisslon of & formal applica«
tion for the proprsed profect;

(7) Any apecirl requilrements (tucluding
forms and instructions) neceséayy to process
& formal spplicatlon for the proposed profecty

{8) Proposni, If necessary, for & preappile
catlon conferencn;

{9} Name of official to rcpresent Agency

or program nn profect, task force;

{10} Whether agency s wmlng to serve ay
Teud spency for the project; and

(11) Any additional pmclnenc informatton
na requested.

b. Natificatlon to applicant~Within 15
worklng ‘days. of recelpt of all notlces of pre-

pr revicw, the

cﬂ: (FRC3). An nppncnn: for jolnt funding
assistinee should submit 4ll required pre-

and, In with the 1th &l par agencles,

o Federal Coume- ngenclu cancerned, prcpme b cohsolldated 8shall consolldate alt rcvlnm into u slagle no-
rovlew summary to the FRC tice of reviow. The single no-

1o the applicant. . tlce rhmx be 5ubmlttcd to the FRO Chalrman

referred S Fevlew p for and ta the

to as-the preapplication, to the mc in fhe
Reglon in which the spplicant {5 located.
Areas serveri {Stntes) nmfh-:nﬂqunrtcrs ctty
6f the Federal Reglonnl Councfls are con-
talned in Exhiblt A. The onl,

=, Revlew erileria. -Ench !-‘cdcrr.l and pir-
ticipating Strte agency shall review the pre-

approprinie r\#a rlennm: Nhouss(s). to the
extent required by A-05, In adiditlon to con.

appllcatioh with respect to khe )
sdministered by thet agency Irom which an

to
this procedurs will be In the case of non.
profis o teferred to b
oficials of n speclfc Faderdl ngency, no nu.ctl
{0 subparagraph 3a(3) above, and preappli-
catlons which consisg

In nadition to
the Tegular preapplicstion raview, eoch re-
‘Tlewlng oMficlal should assess:

(1) ‘Feasibiilty of the proposed projeat, to
fnclude consistency with Federal and agency

of prog;
funded by o single Federal ur;:.ncy. In such
Instances, the Federal agency recelving the
preapplication. will assume all

nolictes the scope and putpose
of jolnt funding;
{2) 'The degren to which the nppucmc hns
A

pormully nssigned to the - Federal

praperly
the

Council thmu;hnut the bnluncc of this At

' Bri: In the Jolne tundlng
Fro, ecc.' Ay
{Ay

ang
€. Submission le State nqenci:x U the pro<
posed project tncludes assistance [rom Htsto
sources, tha applicant ..hall submit & copy
of the Slato

of the d prof-
et wmx simitar tequests tor prvs;mm funds,
to tnclude those appileations for categorienl
asalstance submitted tinder nermal agency

Informntlon 1n the pars<
ticipating agencles’ notice of prespplication
review, the notification to the applicant shall
comply with (1) or (2) below:

{1} ¢ two or more Federal promnms, or
ong ur more Federal and onz or more State
programs {ndicate & favorable review of the
project, the notification to the applicantaball
indlente:

{n) Submission of a formsl project appil-
tatlon for jointly funded asslsipncen 1y ppro-
printe;

(b} Speclat requiresnents Jdentified by u-
viewlng prograing hecessary to process i projs
ect application;

{#) Lead ngency designated by the FRC to
which appligation for jolntly funded assige-
ance should be aubmiited, to Inciude name of



p‘mject manager appolnted by the lead

(d) Dlspo:l:lon of sny requests by apopi-
cant for special '.lm‘ng and special eligibility
constderations; a

{e) List of all pmjecl task foree members,

{2} If the proposed project is nat consid-
ered tayorably for Jolnt funding, the notiflca-
tion shall indicate:

() The reasons why the proposal's review
weg unfavorable;

(b). Which Federal ng:nclzu. if any, will
provide the
to refne the proposal; and,

(c} Which Federal agencles, based upon
their review of the preappliention, will nc-
cept for consideration applications for cate-
gorical asslatance from the spplicant,

7. Establishment of task force and pre-
application conference,

a, Establishment of task force—When s
preapplication for Jointly funded assistance
has been revlewed favorably, the Federal Re«
glonal Councti shall:

(1) Eatsblish a project task force consmlng

from each pa
Federul and Btate agency; and

{3) Designate n lead sgency, for the proj-
ect, The lead agency shall appoint a project
maneger, who will convene and chair uk
forco meetings,

b, Preapplication conference~~As soon as
pou thle g thi

review to the
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ference to be sttended by the appllicant and
members of the project task force, The pur-
poss of the prenpplication conference Is ta:

(1) Provide the appllcant an opportunity to
Tueet with all potential funding agensies and
to discuss collective and Individual require-
‘ments necessary to process a formal project
application, At a minimum, the scape and
format of sny !nformation reqtilréd by par~
ticipating agencies or programs In sdditfon
to the basic application forms should be ese
tablished, Such requirements shoutd be spec-
1fied In writlng and, to the extenit prac-
ticable, £hall constitute the total tnformation
requlsed by participating agencles to review
and approve the profect;

{2) Discuss among potentisl funding agen=

{1 . An overall of.

} must be 7 Oby, for

Jolnt (undlng projecl: are specific aitainable
ends toward which concentrated effort is to
be directed. Objectives are normaliy stated
in terms of tha fulfiilment of broad public
needs, the achievement of predetermined
levels of excellence, the alleviation of ‘major
the of specific

or
public taskas.

{2) Elements and subelements~—Elements
are ldentifiable majfor’ subunits of work or
activity related to the overall program obe
Jectives, Elements are usually proposed by
ihe applicant subject to Fedeéral approval,
ond thers must be u relationship among all
elements toward accomplishing the overal
of the Joint tunding pro]ect. Sub.

cles and the the dispo~
sitlon of unresolved or disputed mnturs Te-

are further
nnd may be by two rcu.scnr {8)

lating to any
prograin requirements eonsldcred to be seri-
ous jmpediments to. julnt funding of the
proposed project;

{3) I an impact 3
is required, arrangements should be made for
preparation of & jolnt or ‘single environ-
mental impact statement for the project, in
accordance with Title 40, Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), section 1500: *Prepara-
tion of Tmpact
Gutdelines*; and

(4) Arrange for such

the applicant may wish to identify work oy
activity at this level of detall for better
management, or {b) the federal prorram or
tunding requirements may require that such
level of detail bo maintained for operating
wd fund control purposes,

{3} Work plan—~The work pian is a trans-
latlon of the objectives of the applicsst's
*proposal into elements and subelements. The
work plan should present a schedule of ele-
ments and subelements, thelr specific descrip-
tions and work effort requtred, timetable for

to the a8 may be appropriate to

the
lcad ngency shall hold a preapplication con-

major and complet-
ing the element/subelement nciivitles, and

prepare the project

EXHIBIT A,—Federal Reglonal Couneils (Circular No, A-111)

required: from varlous sources fir
the period for which funding iz requested.
Both ths resovrce requirement and the pro-

Jram should be bhased on the
snme framework of the eltment/sttbelement

Teglon served snd headquariers city Address” ~ Telephaoe
T Bostan: Connsctieut, Malne, Macsachusetts, Fadersl Reclons] Counnflot New Enelond, Roo iz O
New Tiaganiee, Rhodo Isiand, Vermant, - ' E~ial, JFK Fedoral Bidg, Bovion: i

=N orh Naw
n Islang

Far example, resource requirements
or

1, Mnss.
Jersey, Now York, Puetio }ederll Retlonll Cwncl) Sll“cliﬂ 0 Ftdtml 212-264-5068

v Yol

{co, Pl N.Y.
ngl—l';x'lladelnhw Delaware, District of Colame \Ild'AllnnHr. Frdrm\ Rrrlanal Councll. Fednral 215-507-p53

aryland, Pennsyivaiie, Virsinta, West

Bldg., 800 Arch Bt,, Philadelphis, Pa. 19106,

IV e Alsbams, Florida, Qeargla, Ker- Sobthenstern Federal Regionn) Councll Buliasls, 404-520:2287
tucky, Mississippl, North Coroling, ‘South 1371 Peachiren 8. NW., Atlants, Ga. XA0), N

ralina, Ten
V.—CM:A Fo: ms’e':;ﬁ:ln'"dh"" Minnesata, Michl. ?edcn\l Rtmonul Caungei}, 3th ﬂoﬂn 300 Bouth 312-353-5160.

xan, Olilo, W

Dr., Chlcags

o, 11,
~Dnlls!' Arksnsas, Loulsians, New Mexico, Sol;lhursl l-‘:éaml lk:lonnl Councll, room 9C28, 214-745-j4t

O!l hnma. Texns,

Dalins,

ammn , Tex, 75202
VX}(’.—‘,I\ i 9 Clly: Towa, Kansns, Misseur, Federal Hlxlnm\l Coglmcll.lr&am A, 601 East 12th  816~758-3501

rasl 5t., Kansas Ci|
VIil~Denyer:  Colorada, Mnntnnn North M(ﬂl&l{dn?lﬂm‘edu#ﬂr

Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming,

glonal Gouncll, room  303-327-2741
Federal Bldg., 1961 Slout 8L, Deenver,

Colo. 50202
Ix.‘ﬂm an:luu Arlrons, Callfornta, Hewall, Westera ‘hdeml Régfona) Councll, P.0O. l!u: 415-556-1570

50 Golden Uats Ave., Ban Franciseo,

alif, 94102
’(.—sumn.Alukanlho. Oregon, Washingtlon,. Nonhwesl Federal Replonal Councll, 1321 2nd  206-309-0420

ve., Beattle, Weah, %101,

ATTACHMENT B—CrmcyLar No, A~111
POLICIES AND

1, Purpose,~This Attachment scis forth
policles and procedures to be followed in the
submisslon, review, and approval of appit-
catlons for projects which are appropriate for
Joint funding assistance,

2, Préparation of application,

&, Application forms—Upon recelpt of a

notice of pr review for

Jolnt funding projects, applicants shall com-

plete the required forms for submisslon to

the mppropriate Fedcral Reglonal Council
{PRC) s follown:

(1} State.and local units of government

" ahall use tho standard application forms as

described In Atiachment H and its Exhibtts,
1t shinll be the respancibillty of the applicent
to consult with any sgenclea whose require-
ments dre not known prior to completion
and submission of un application.

{2} Nonprofit orianizntions nnd other ape
plieants who npply for jolatty funded prolests
are requlred to use the standsrd forms pro-
mulgnatsd by this Circular, For those projects
where walyer of the usé of standnrd forms

promulgated by ihls circular hins been agreed
upon by the profect task force, 1t shall be
tho responsibllity of the task force to de-
velop, to the extent practicable, a single np-
plication format acceptable to nll agencles
and programs partielpating {n the project.

b, Basic framework of joint junding ap-
plication~Jolnt funding profects shall be
Justified and apolled for by providing a nar~
rative lustification of the need for Jolnt
funding assistance. The applieant must
cemanstrate that i relaticnship exists among
the progrems ctted through a commonality
of purposc or nbility Lo suppork a stogle goal
or closely related goals. The anptieant fur-
ther must demonstrate that the apecific ace
tivitles to be supported by each progrom are
part of an overall strategy to achleve a com-
mon stated objective, consistent with the
functional purppses of the npplicant orga-
nization, and the general tntent of the spe-
clile asslatance progéinms requested, Where
necessary, Lhe upplleant may use Jolne fund-
Ing arrangements far the purposn of desling
with groups or entegnries of problems related

The basle of the ap-
plication should cooform to the fotlvwing:

wil be presented lo Part II—3udget Infor-
mation (Exhibits H-4 and H-5, Attachment
H) of the applicatlon (o:m. ond other prye

Frisn deserioitonz will st im tziw
Frasn deseriptions o Lt

Part IV—Program Narative (Exhlbli H-T, At~
tachment H),

c. Supplemental {nformation.~—In sdditton
to the hasic applicatlon forms. applicants
shall provide the following:

} -Any spectal requirements or informa-
tion identlfied by partieipating sgencles in
the notice of preapplication review;

{2) Notlce of special timing considerations.
which may afect the feasibllity of the pro)-
ect, in sccordance with secilon 4, Joist
Funding S8impilfication Act of 1874 {P.L. 93—
510) provided such notice wan nat mnade or
resolved during the preapplication review
perfod; and

(3) Requests for review and modification
of specific ndmlnlstratlvely :s.’lbllsred ,,{::p-

hich

gram L Wl
lleves would lmpedc jmm funding of the
project under constderstion, provided such
roquests were hot made or resolved curing
the pronpplication review pertod

3, Submisston of ApvllcaﬁmL

a, Submission to A-95 clesringhouses—
Omce of Management and Budget (OMB)
Circular No, A-05 shall’ appi¥ te all foint
funding projects which Invelve  prograns
covered by the Clrcular, Evidince of clear-
jnghotee Teview must be inciided with the
application submitted to Federnl and, if ap-
propriate, State oficlals,

b, Submission to lead agency-—Appilcants
shail submit all required applicstion docd-
ments, hereafter referred to a3 the appiica-
tion, to the lend agency desienated by fhe
Federal Reginnal Councll in the prepapriiea«
tion review notlce sent ta the npplicant
under the pmvls\nns of Attachiuent A, sub-
parngraph 6l

[N Submi.nian to State agencley—-If the
project is to Include assistanee fram State
sources (Including Fedéenl ‘Stale passthraurh
funds), the wppilcant shall subimit copies of




the application to a State ngency or fune-
ton designated to receive and coordinate re-

. Questy for State participatlon. in jointly

furided projects,

4. Responsibilities for application process-
ing and approval.

8, Lead agency.~Tho lead agency shalty

{1} Conduct or arranse for the conduct of
8 preaward suryey of the appilcant’s financial
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{3) Arrange for internul review snd ap-
proval of requests for assistance from lesd
ngency prograrms,

b. Participating agency functions~Upon
recelph of the application, task force repre-
sentatives. of partlulpating agencles ar pro-
grams Shall;

{1) Revlew or arrange for review and ap-
proval of the application- with respect’ to

by the task force

mansgemant system, In with Ate
tachment F, preaward surveys shall be com-
pleted and accented by the lead sgency prlor
to the JoInt funding grant award. Indlan
tribes shall be required to have an adequate
financisl management sritem that can be
verified by elther the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs ot ather appropriate Feders! agency, Y
an s verlficav
tion fs requlired, the cost of such service shall
be borne by the¢ applicant, and should be
treated As overhend cost,

{2) Assure that the applicint organization
13 aware and capable of complying with FMC
T4-4, “Cost principles ppplied to grants and

member's ngency.

{2) Notlly the profect manager in, writtng
at the earllest possible date If Lhe sgency or
program cannot meet the deadilne estab-
lished for review and spproval, to Include a
statment and Justification of the reasons
why such deadltne cannot be met,

{3) Determine the extent to which the
dgency oOr program can accommodate any
speclal timing consideratlons requested by
the applicant, i not prelvousty resolved,

{2) ldentily any adminlstratively. estab-
lished program requireménts, {n additlon to

€ct manager shall convene the task force to
resolve such conditions a3 follows:

{11 To declde {€ there la autficlént reasan,
and justification for the use of Joint funde
ing to nchievs the acope and objectives of the
project, or whether Individun! awards are
more appropriate on the basis of the pumber
and extent of Pederal grant progrooy pur-
ticipation obtalned, 1 the proféct remalis
consistent with the purpese and scupe Of
jolnt tunding, the grant may be awarded,

2) The. project Is subject to varping or

or Tnies
and procedures not requilred by 1aw, In such
Instances, the participating agencles shall
work In concert to éstablish uniform, non-
canfiicting requirements to govern the proj-

(3} As necessiry, meeting(s) shall be held
between the project task force and appil-
eant to discuss speclal conditions that will
be required belore the grant Is awarded,

c. Notificgtion procedures—When alt con<

or In the absence of any by the
which are to be impedl-

contracts with State and local go:

or FMC 73-8, “Cast princliles for educattonal
institutfons” as appropriate. For ather types
of applicants, the lead agency will assure thit
adequatc finnnclal manngement controls are
exercised over folnt funding operations,

{3) Perlorm the tollowing finciions under
the direction of the profcet marag. .

(a) Call and chalr task force meet ngs;

(b) 8erve as the applicant's prima; « point
of communication with agencies pat.leipat-
ing In the project during the applcation
processing perlod;

(e) Cc 1

ments to joint fundlag of the project.

with the profect have
been resolved, the followlng notification pro-
cedures shail be executad:

{5} .Arrange for review and 4
apy adminlstratively estabiished program re~
n to

joint runding, and discuss the disposition of
or setlons taken on such requests with the
applicant and other task force members, as
appropriate.

(6} Discuss with the applicant and other
task force members any specinl conditions.
upon which agency approval of the appls
catlon might bé subject, and which woutd
b to the grant award,

revlew and of the
teat g

{d} If =0 requested, arrange for assistance
to the npplicant to develop the project appli-
catlon, elther individuaily or {n cogperation
with one or more task force members;

(8} Recelve separate agency reviews of the

1 and, In with the
task force, prepare a consolldated notice ot
approval and grant award, or notice of dis-
approval;

{1} Malntain an official fitoject ale,

b, Parficipating. Federal and  State
agencics.~—Participating Federal snd State
egencles. shall assurc the ageney Is renre-
sented on the project task force establlished
‘og tlhe FRC. The task force représentative
shall:

{1) ‘Coordinate agency of program review
and 1pprovel of the apptication:

{2} Carry out all required actlons within
deadlines establishied by the task forte; and
f

e
6, Agplication action,

1 to ‘The project
manager shall comply with (a) or. (b) be-
low:

{n) 1f approved, prepare a single notice of
grant award {0 be forwarded by the lead
sgency to the applicant, in nccordance with

in At C; or

{by It Pp: repare an
of the reasons for disspproval to be for-
warded by the lead ageney to the applicant.

{3) Lead agency mnotification vequird-
ments~—Lead agencies shall:

() After the award, comply with notlg-
eation Depargs

3. AgEncy T pon
of its review of the appiication, each ageticy
Shall notlty the profect manager of the res
suits, 1n accordance with (1) or (2) below’

I tLo agoney ape

(8} Froject sppruvel—I tho 8505

ment of the Treasury Clrcular (TC) 1982
and Office of Managément and Budget
{OMB) Cireular No. A-95, as appropriuter
and

0, congres-

proves the '8 request for
it shall complete and forwaid to the lead
agency. the standard “Partleipating Agency
drant Awnrd Notico™ deseribed in Attach-
ment H, Exhibit H-17. Exccublon of the
“Participating Grant award Notice" {3 the

{b)
stonal oifices as requlired,
. ontinus-
tion appYestions for subsequent prolect.
years will’ be processed {n accordance with
the procedures outlined jn this Attéchment.
Use of form3 will not

for the par
agency. In additfon, the agency shall Jndl-
e 3

{2) Speclal conditlons, I any, to which
approval. of funds may be stibJect, based upon
prior discussion with the applicant and other
particlpating agencles,

(b} Final disposition ar action takea on
sny administratively established progoam re-

(3) It 50 req , asslsé the to by the or re-
develop the project application with respeet Viewling agency as Impediments to jolnt sup-
by the B pert of the project.

to prog
participating agency,
¢, Federal Reofonal Councils.—Thé Federal
Reglonal Counclls shail:
{1) Msintaln a continhuing Ualson with the
lead agericy and project task fofce for pur-
poses of overall of the

{¢} Any dclegatlon of powers to anothier
Pederal &gency, If necessgry, In acecordance
with section 7, P.L.'93-510, agency heads may
delegate to other Federal agencles powern
aod functions relating to the supecvision ar

applieation; and

(2) Provide a forum for the resolution of
apeclfic. interageney lssues which may arise
during the application processing perlod,
and which cannot be resolved by the project
task force. .

5. Application review procedures,

8. Lead agency. functions—Upon recelpt
o}:’mthc appllcation, the project manager
shall:

(1} Establish, 1n consultntlon with the
task forcé, o deéadline for review and ap-
proval ot the spplication by partieipating
sgencles, The time requlred for review by
participating ncencles should be limited . to
& maximum of 45 calendat doys,

{2) Asstire copies of the applicatfon are
provided fo all task force members and, {7
requested, to the FRO,

deral assistance, or
otherwise arrange for other agencles to per-
forim such activitles, with respect to proj«
ecets or ¢lasses of profects funded under the
terms of PL. D3-510. Dejtpations mny ba
madé only. on such conditlons ss may bo
appropriste to assure that the powers and

. functlons defegated are exercised In full con-

be tegulred, Specific task farce functions
with respect 0. establishing dem‘zllnc: for

ah in des
veloping contitivatlon applications are de-
seribed In Attactiment €. .

ATTACHMENT C—CrrCULAR No. A-111

PROIECT MANAGEMENT POLICIES AND
PROGEDORES

1, Purposé~This Attachment sels forih
policle; and procedures to be follawed In the
management of Jolntly funded profcats.

2, Lead  agpency  funétions—The lend
agency will codrdinate grantor agency pars
tieipation In the project, and will serve as
the geantee’s primary contact for all admine
Istratlve mattery refated to the project. The
lend agency shall be responslble far the nece
essary costs of services in admintsiering the
Jotntly funded project unless other arrange~

™ents Are with the par

pgencles for shorlng of funds, services, or
torlal ald {n tho of the

Jolnily funded project. .

Tormity with statutory p!

and policles, and shsll’ not relleve agency
hends of Tesponsibllity for the proper and ef-
ficleat management of projects funded by
thetr npencles,

{ Project divapproval~J! the sgency
dlsapproves the sppllcant’s request for ns-
sistance, it shall indicate the rénson(s) for
such disapproval. .

. b. Task force consolidation of agency ad-
tinnsi~At the end of the reviow perled previs
otisly established by the task force, the proj-

B and gward of profect
Junds~Followlng approval of the profect
application, thie lend agency shalls -
(1} Arrange “’J establishment of » Joink
Jetter-of-crodit

1 -
‘ment yaethod for the project, In agcordance
with p di nA

(2) Tssue a single notlce of granl wwird
to the pppileant in letter form ng described
in Attachment 1L In adiition to the infor-
mation prerented in the form letier, submlt.
the following:




1

{a) Disposition of or action taken on re-
uests for review snd modification of nde-

?nuxl.:trnuvely estabilshied program require-
by the or
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normal program monttoring of those spechiic
project comrponcdts funded by a partlcular
agency of program, Site visits snd other ro-

nients

related to the execution of such
b shall be coordi-

participating agencles as to
Jotnt suppott of the profect.
(b) Any common technical of administra-

noted with the project manuger In order 1o
h ng and

sot forth {o the grant award notlce issued
in nccordance with subparagraph 2a of this
Attdchment,

b, Sccondary. recipients—Where Federal
funds awarded to the jolntly funded prolect
ote Lo be passed on by the primary reciplent

promote efMcient
slforts,

tive rules and pi for the

project,

(¢) Standard financlal and program repori
1ng requiremeiits appilcable to the particular
profect, in accordsnce wlth the provisions ot
Attachment H of this Clrculsr or the pro-
posed Cireular entitied, »Unitorm adminls-
tratlve requirements for grants and other
agreéments with lristitutions of higher edue
catlon, hospitals, and other nonprofit orgas
nizatlons.” Non-Federal participating grantor
agenctag shall be encouraged to utilize stand«
ard Peds=ra! financlal and program reporting

ted In

as this paragrap!

unless probihited by State statutes.

b, Adminisiration of profeet funds.—
Speclie p fid 1
of project funds are described fn Attach-
ment. D,

¢ Project lermindtion~Take any sctions
hecessary ta révise or terminate project
funding In ¢ooperation with the participat-
ing grantor agencies Involved. Where such
actfons result I o substantive change tn
the profact scope or key elenients, the appro-
printe  A-85  clearingliouse(s) shall be
notifled, .

d, dudit of profeet funds.~—Specific audlt
procedures n-:e)descrlbcd in A F.

.. Reéview of grantee reparts—Participat~
Ing grantor agencies shall review al finon~
clal and program Toports submitied by the
grantee through the lead agency, and shall
notily the project inannger within 15 work-
ing dnys of the recelpt of such reports in
atcordasice with (1) or (2) below:

{1) Acceptance o0f the reports as sube
raltted with respect o project components
tunded by the particular agency; or

{2) A statcment of nny problews or dis-
crepancles noted in the rsports and any ac-
tlons necessary to resolye such probiems.

d. Administrative support to the lead
agency~Vsrileipating - grantor  agencles
zhall provide admintstrative support to the
lead agency as appropriote, - nd

a

e, of
g tes ghell pro-
vide techrleal asstslauce and iraining to
grentees to ald them in meeting planned
objfectives of the jointly funded project, ns
approprinte, in accordance with sestion 9,
P.L, 83-510.
4. Federal Regional Councll funictions—
The Federal Reglonsl Counclls {FRCs} shall:

to one or more recondary recipts
ents, the primary recipient of the Federal
funds shall be =sponstble for the establish-
ment of accounting records “imch will pers
mit the ldentificition of s!f charges, both
direct and tndirect, td the mdividual Fedesal
and project in accord-
ance with the approved work plan. The pri-
mary reciptent {grantee) shall be responstble
for the of the same
Ing records by any secondary reciplents,

ATTAcHMEINT D —~Ciacuran No, A-111 ~

1. Purpose—This Attachment presents
policles and procedures to be follawed in the
transfer of Pederal funds swarded from
grantor to
Jolntly funded projects,

2. Policy intent,

&. Management fund and letter of credit—
The 15¢ of & manogement fund as authorized
In zuction 8(a), Jolnt Funding Simplifica-
tion Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-518), along with
the Pederal letter of credit shall be the pre-
forred method of funding Jointly  funded
projects. Whers the usz of the management
Iund and/or letter-of-credit method by par~

ing grantor agencies are prohibited by

of joint

a.
Junding activities—The FRCs shall maln-
tain of jolutly funded

& Profést and.
tlon~The lead agency shiell administer nud
ccordinnte the profect on behalf of partlet-
poting grautor agencies. However, helther
the lend agency (except for its own funds)
nor the Federal Reglonal Councit shall make
an;

¥ ¢ par
or amount of aussistance provided by nny
Efautur wgeacy, Furiiter, toe iead ngency
shall not evaluate or suggest corrective ac-
tiony retated Lo grantao performance of proj-
ect components supported by any program.
other than those of the lead agency, In corry-

out
(:‘n‘clunns,'tha lead agency project manager
shally
= (1) "Establish and maintain an official prof-
dct Nie;
{2) Continue to chair and convene task
force meetings for purposes of monltoring
aod evalupting overall progress of the project
a3 & jolntly funded effort, and of the effec-
tlveness of joint funding polictes and proce~
dures in general;

{3) Help rrrange for the provision of nny
appropriate assistance requested by the
grantee, relative to the management of the
Project a3 & whole, or specifie componénts

ereof;

(4) Inform participating agencles of rny
problems that may oceur relative to project
compunents they are funding and help ar-
rauge for the meet expeditionus resolution of
such probléms between the granteo and rep-
reaentatlyss 6f the spacific sgency(s) con-
cerned; and

(6) Recelve progrant reports regtilred of
tha grantee, and assure such reports are dis-

within thetr area of

. statute, approprinte. cltations should be pra=

sented to the lead agency prior to approval
of the project {n order that slternative funtd=

responstbility; and

b. ide o forum for the resolution of
interagency issues—Issues which ariss in
the operation of any fointly funded project
of an interagency nature, and which cannot
be solved at the project task force level, shall
be brought before the FRC by the protect
manager for appropriate actlon and resolu<
tion.

5, Project evaluation and change of lead:
agency~Upon. a significant change in the
project such &s changes in the project core
activity or the niatiire and scopa of the proj~
ect, the profect task force shall:

8, Evaluate the profeel. —The project shall

1og p! may be ped In a timely
munner.

b. Other funding procedures —Adyances or
refmbursements by Treasury checks may be
made under the (ollowing conditions:

{1} If thelr use is deewned appropriate by
bhoth the grantee and lead agency to assure
ettective nt Pederal
funds In sccordance with Federal Manage-
ment Clrcular (FMGC) 74-7, Attachment J, oF

(2) If their use ls recommended by the
FRC and approved. by the lead agency in
order to establish a jolntly funded profect
where the applicant cannot qusllfy for the
Issuance of u Jetter of credit,

3 and

bo

need for Jolntly funded assistance, with par-
Ucular emphasis on meeting the criteria. for
B jointly funded project described in At~
tachment B, subparsgraph b,

b, Recommend a neiww lead agency~If
changes In the project warrant designation of
B dow lead agency, the task force thall rec-
ommend the same to the FRC. In designat~
Ing a new lead agency, the FRC aball axsure
any change:

{1} Meets with the approval of participat-
ing grantor agencies, and 13 acceptable to the
grantes;

{2) 1s concurrent with the atart of & new
project funding perfod; and

{3) If substantive change ts made 1it the
project scope, advise the new lead ogency
to notify the appropriate A-95 clearing-
houss(s).

(c) Management end aud{t funciinng~-
‘When a change In lead neency iakes vlace,

tributed on & timely basly to participuting
grantorngencles, .

3. Particlpating grantor agency junc-
tlons.~Participating prantor agencles ahall
be responsible for:

B, Statutory accountability —Participate
ing grantor ngencles are not relieved of the
respousibliity (o enanre that funds they pro-
vide through a jJointly funded

shall be mude be-
tween the new lead sjtency and Ity predeces-
80F with resvect to.

sope~These gulde-

lnes are to the
~stablished by the US, Department of the
Treasury’s Fiscal Requirements Mannal and
subscquent Bulletin{s) that provide guld-
anca in the tuse of the management fund
process and letler of credit procedures for
Jolnt funding purposes.

4, Management fund: polictes.

B fund use—A
fuhd 13 an account autbolized by law to
rd the of

reco) £

nctivitics necexsary to earry out a common
purpose or project, other than a cont!nuing
cycle of opcrattons, which are financed by
more than one Fxderal appropriation. Section
B, P.L. B3-510, authorlzes the use of & man-
agement fund to support Jointly funded
projects, The management fund. 15 used ns &
fnanclal devies to record the recelpt and
grpendituro of funds awarded to jointly
tunded grantees (States, local governments,
and non-proflt organizations), to enable the
granteo 40 utllize the Federal letter of credit

tion of unexvended amounts in the joint
managément fund and chnduct of previously
arringed or scheduled audits by the former
lead npency,

8, Federal-State- coérdinatlon —Specific
sugeestions for coordinating Federal and

are disbursed and expended properly, It n
manner congistent with applicable Inws und
Fegulationy.

Statn par 0 Jolnt funding proj-
ects aro described 1n Attachment E,

7. Grantee responstbilities,

0. Award requirementx—The grontee ts

b, Program ing—par
grantar ngencles shall be responsible for

far eurryihg out the jeintly
funded project or prograin within the torms

and to by
6 single management fund ageney ay de-
scribied under subparagraph 6d balow,

b, Establishment of management fund ao-
counts~~Agencies shoutd request that the
0.8, Department of the Treasury, Bureat of
Goveriiment Finanelal Operalions establish
a single management fund trcount for oash
l2ad agency/managemént Tund areacy, Sep-
arate sdministrative subnceounts will be es-

tabiished by the lend agency. mancgement .

fund ageney lor ench folnt fénuing project
sdminlstered. Agencies will obtaln advanes




approval from OMB for these accounts in sc-
cordance with Section 114 of OMB Clrcular
Na, A-11, revised.
&. Letter of credit polletes.
a. Letter of credit use.~The letter-gf-cradit
method shall be uscd in conjunction with
fun for the
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lleve the heads of any participating Federal
agoncles of the rezponsibitity to sceount for
distursement ot ageney funds in o manner
conzistent with applicable laws and regula-
ons,

d, Mansgement fund agency~-Tae mans-

ju\m; tunding pro)ec: Tno Federal lead
sgency has tho primary responubility for
the establishment of the letter-of-credit
method ond it3 operatlon, assuring com-
pllince with, Treasury Depertment reguln-
tlons for advanee finaneing. The {iming and
amount of cash advances shall be as ¢clase as
13 administeatively feasible to the actual
dishursements by the primary - reciptent
{Ersnicr) and must be sccomplished in aee
cordence with Treasury Deoartment Clrcular
No, 1075. Use of fetter of credit shaill be
covered by o clause in the grant, contract,
or other financing agreemed whereby the
granteo organization commits itaelt tor

(1} ths practice of infilating cash draw-
downs only when actusly needed for ity
disbursements;

{2) tho timely reporting of cash dusburse-
ments and balinces as reaulred by the lead
or manngeiment fund agency; and

the o the same

nt fund ggency is responsible for re-
porting jolnt funding transactions n oc-
cordance with the US. Department of the
“Ireasury’s Plical Requirements Manttal and
subsequent Builetin(s) that provide guld-
ance for joing fundlng mangement fund use,
Because accesalbiiity 10 the US, Department
of the Treasury canteal accounting gnd re-
porting system is Teqrired, the management
fund agency must be a Federal agency. How~
gvar, the management Tund ngenty acty
mereiy as 3 broker for the Federal funds
in the grant, Funds do not Jose thair ldcnmy
in the management fund and cre LH

e, Treasury repofling requirements for
Joint funding trunsactiong~—All Deprciment
of the Trecsury teporting tequirements for
joint funding transsctions inyolving the use
of the folnt mandgement fund are ¢ontatned
In the Départment of the Treasury Fiscal Re-
quirements Manusl (FRM), .In addition,
letter of credit polictes and procedures are
covered In the Department of the Treastry
Clreutar 1073, a5 revised, and Part VI, Trens-
ury FRA 2000, respectivery,

ATIACHMENT E—Cmeviag No. A-111
SEOFRAL-STATE ASSISTANCE AND AGALEMEINTS

1, Purpose~~It Is the pitrpose of this Ats
tachment, In accordance with sectlon 2, Joint
Punding Simplification Act of 1974 (P.L. 93~
510), to encoursge Federnl-State arrange-

ments under which locnl zovumment apd ’

erly for use by the folntly funded yrantee .

tdentified i the joint funding Award lssyed
by the lead sgency. Normally, the manage-
mert fund agency fs the lend agercy and
shall perform a3 follows:

11} Overses the establishment, wherd dp-
proprinte, 6f & single non-Federal shire for
nnj Joint X\mdlng ‘prajict as provided In Get-

on a(e) PL -510, The smount for the

(3)

of timing and upon anv
reciplents, including furnishing of reports ut
« cash disbhursements and baolances, with the
understanding that fallure m adhere to these
may cause the portion
of the letter of cresit to be revoked oy the
lend of management fund ageuey or by the

! share should be estab-
ISShnd far the smailest program unit {eles
ment or subi-element) through the following
stepst

(‘;) Compute the Federal share for each
Federal program as they appesr 1o the cle
menr

Departtent of the Tressury. The
manngement system of the recinlent orgas
nlzatlon shall provide for etfectlve control
over, the accountabllity for all funds, in nc-
cordance with provisions set forth in FMC
74-7, or OMR Clreplar A~110 “Uniform ad-
wministratlve requirements for grants and
other agreements with institutions of higher
nnd olh-r. d

orzinizatlons,” as approp!

b. Funding rcau(rcmcnt /nr letter of
credit—~The funding

totat
in (n) above nnd dlvlde the totsl by the cle-
ment cost. This establishes the combined
Federal share ()3 and
(¢} Subtract the amount camputed In (b)
framy 10N #o sctgblish the erinhined nhone
Federal matching share (%),
I view ot the limitation of Section 5 of
PY,. 93-510, this procedure will assure that

1ord
and effictently combing Fedcml and State rew
sources in support of profects of commnen in-
terest to the govammems And organlzartons
concerned.

2. Applicability.~In sceordance with sec~
Ylon 10, PL. 93-510, Federal ayencles or Fed-
eril Reglonal Councils (FRCS). actIng on be«
hnlf of membeor sgencles are Ruthorized, and
818 hergby encouraged, to enter Into ngree-
ments with States to extend joint funciag
procedures: to projects {pvelving assistance
from one or more Federal ngencies and one ar
more State sgengles, It slso sholl be the
responsibility of the PRCs to encausnge the
Governors af States within their geographic
areas of responsibility to- desighate a single
State agéricy or function to regelve and cov
ordittate all requests Jor State pasticipation
In foint funding yrofects. The FRCs (urther
shall mointaln o list of ‘destgnated Sta
Joint runding coordinatars within Lhrlr rn-
glong, avd shatl szeure e
made known to prospective nppllc:nm

3. Policy ntent,~The Intent of section 19,
P.L. 93-510, 1§ to encourngé greatér Federal-
State

the required have
been met for ench Fed:ral prognm

the p of joint
L to eligible A number

tor thie use of letter-of-credlt method for
jolnt funding purposes has been established
at $120,000 ‘' by the Department of the
Treasury.
4. Management fund proceduses,
a. Notification of joint funding uwurd-—-

The appmved grang award fufids represent
. an w the
grantee {ar the funding perjod. The award
letter tent to the grantee will rerve as tha
lead ngency's or manaeement fund agency's
obllgating decument for the jolnt funding
project. A copy of the grant award notice
shell be provided to partleipating granter
sgericles and the Fedoral Reglonal Counell,

b, Lead agency.~Upon fssuance of" the
jolnt funding aviard letter, or earler i¢ prac-
ticable, the Federal lend REency asiumes re-
sponsibility for establiehing the manacement
fund, the letter of ¢redit, Rhd other funding
arrangements to which the grantee hus
agreed; in order to expedite the dellvery of
profeck funds, Far & more comolete deserips
r.lax;‘ of the lend agency's functions, see Ate
tac

e De'eyallovl by lead nvam:u n/ manuage~

it all par ngencles aré supporting a
single function or actxvny. and are able to
finance alt phases ot the work, then the lead
sgency shall arrange for an agreed upon per-
centage of support by each participating pro-
gram: for the purpose of disuributing chnrges
to the appropriate Federnl and mon-Federal
partleipants,

{2) Recejve the "Pnruclpztlng Agency
Grant -Award Notice from each agency pro-
viding finaneial support to the project, The
sppropriations or fund account {3 be charged
and the amount avallable foy the funding
perlod are noted {n the aforemeéntioned Torm,
See Attachment B, Exhinlt H~-17,

{3) Request U.S, Department of the Tyens-
ury to cstablish & Joint managément fund
actount In sccordance with ‘freasury’s F‘lsc&l

of specific suggestiond ta imaprove such ¢a-
operation are noted U this Attachment, Fed-
eral and State pgencles partielpating In joink
tunding profects are encouraged to éxnmine
all possible means to facfiitate the provisien
of joiht mssisiznce and, within the general
guidelines promulgatéd. through this Cire
cular, 1o establish working agreements re-
Inted 40 the specific needs of the. individunl
projects snd grantees Involved.

4, T'ypes- of agreements~—ESubject fo ap-
plicable Federal and State Inws, Federals
State arrangements may include pgreaments
for the processing of requests for, or the
adminisiration of, pssistance to projecison ®
loint basis, Specitie agreements may tnclude,
butxre not Umited to, the following:

o 8, l‘reupn'icution and apytllmﬁon process-
roject

Requircments Afanual and Tul-

to pa% breap-
phca.tlonq and nppllcnuans ju(m.lv shdl} :on-

letin(s) that provide 5uld¢||nv_s for jolnt
tunding 4b
Avove,

{4) Establish the funding procedures de-
slgried for the (alntly Tunded project tnelud-
Ing ms appropriate:

(n) Issue n ler.ter of credit to Lhe grontee:

meit fund
with the pravisions o scc.\on 7. BI. 93-
510, the lead agency may deleeate to another
pasticipating Federal agency the powers and

necessary to the jolnd
management fund, Delegation under this sec-
tlon ahall be made only on sich conditionyas
may be appropriate for the proper and efit-
clent managemont of prolect funds, Such
deldgution by the lesd ngency shall not re-

with the of Treasury

FLscnl neu\mcmbms Mnnusl, Part VI, as
amended, The tetter of credih shall be lssued
to the grontee fn sn amount equal to the
total nmount of all grant award nojices re-
celyed from. participating agencles: and

{b) Authorlze the use of Treasury checks
tor advanceés or relmbursements, to be drawn
upon the (und fow
with sttbparagraph 2b sbove,

Mtaehmcnts A rmd B of this Clreutdr, nnd
mighit include:

{1} Establishment of coordinated Federnl-
State review and approval schedutes ond re-
fuirements, whireby a single Federa! and &
anlc Statc ncuvlty ugree to Julnuy Dveiee

\:7 participating gmntnr' agenicles at thelr
rup:cme sovernmenm le\cls. and to co-
A1

(2) Estnh‘lshmenl: ur 8 slngle projest task
fores

(n) Chnired by 8 lead Foderal sgency,
under the general ausplees of the FRE; or

i) Co.rhnlred by » lend Pederal and o
12ad State agency, agatn under PRC ausplees,

v




euch of which shall be responsible Yor co-
urdinating the participatlon of grantor ngen-
gles ot thele respective levels af government,

(3} Acceplance by partinipating State
agencies of Federal preappiieation and ap~
plication forms, Lo order to establish-n sihgle
forinat for the project.

{4} Joint dgreement to walve single or
specific. public agency eligibility require-
ments for programs from which an appli-
cant requests assistance and which are sub-
Jeet to both Federal and State npproyal, in

n
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by the lead agency in consultation with other
participating grantor agencies, The puapose
of the Interlm: audit 15 to ensure that the
grantee's financlal muanagemont system is
operating eifectively.

€. Periodie atdits —During each of the first
two years of 2 joint funding project, the lead
agency shall conduet or arrange [9r the con-
duct of an annuzal sudit after consuitation
with the other parifeipating grantor sgen-
cles concerutng their adudit requiremeats.
‘Thereafter, audits shall be conducted with

¢

with the p
Attachment A, subparagraph 2b(8),
b, Profect funding.—The deltvery of Fed«
eral and Stole funds to the grantee may be

. uaunlly v
not less frequently than once every two years,
‘The nature, slze, and complexity of the proj-
eet shall- be taken into consideration when
the of audlts, More

coordinated through tho ot
parallel Federal and State funding mecha=
nisms, whieraby the timing of Federal and
State payments to the grantee are synchro-
nlzed on the basis of a project funding cycle
acceptable to nll parti¢ipiting grantor agen-
cles.

¢, Profect management and monitoring.—
Project manngement and monltoring may be
enhanced throughs

{1} Establishment of a single Federal-
Blate profect task force, chalred by a single
Federa} lead agency, or chalred jointly by a
Federal and o State lead agency;

(2) Coordinnted Federnl-State program
moritoring requirements, to Jnelude conduct
of jolnt Federal-State site visits, as necded:

{requent audits should be conducted, how-
cver, where there Is cause to belleve an audit
1s necessary, Every effart shoutd be made to
schedule all audits planned for the f{orth-
coming funding perlod at the time of the
grant award un accordance with subpara«
graph 6b, FMG 73-2, In those cases where
State grantor sgencies are Involved in Joint
funding projects, the Federai lead agency
shall coordinate with the State ngencles in-
volved regarding arrangements for and cone
duct of audits.

d. Use of non-Federal gudits —With regard
to preaward surveys and audits, the lead

reconunchdatlons, The grantar agency whose
program funds are at 1ssue shall be r pan-
sible for the resalution of spectile dlsuscpan~
cles noted by the sudit and to detérmine
remedial actions to be taken In response to
audit findisrgs and recommendations.

‘The {ollowup procedure shall inciude the
following actions:

a, Resolutions—At the request of the audit
age:cy or a grantor agency, the lead agency
zhall arrapge any meetlngs necessary to re~
solve outstanding deéficlences notéd In the
~udlt report;

b, Status reports—Grantor and grantee
Bgericles subject to audit findings are re-
quired to report to the lead apency on the
status of corrective actlins taken; and

c. Fulicy and procedures changes—Notlty
the Office of Management and Budget
(IRRO}, Washington, D.C., 20503 of any
audit tunding or recommendetion which ron-
cerns’ substantive changes in jolnt funiling
policles or procedtiral Tequirements,

ATTACHMENT G,—CmeuLar No, A-111
JOINT TUNDING EVALUATION

1. Purpose. ‘Tnis Altachment provides
guidelines for the evaluation of joint funding
policies and procedures In SImplifying the
delivery and enhancing the Impact of Fed-
eral 1! programs, In addition to utl-

agency wilt utllize to the extent
rossible survey end audit work conducted

(3) Siate acceptance of Fede:ial
and program teporting forms nnd procedures,
in order to esinblish n. slngle reporting re-
quirement fur grantees;

{4) Conduct of single project sudits ae-
ceptablo to nil partieipating agencles; and

{5) Coordinated provision of joint Fedéral-
State technical mssistance or tralning to ap-
pliennts and grantees, ns appropriate.

1T P, -Cmowian MNe, A-113

JOINY FUNDING AUDITS

1, Purpose~This Attactiment sets forth
policles 10 be followed in the audit of folnt
funding projects. It zupplements policies

by Federal Circular
(FMC) 172~2, “Audlt of Federal Operations
and Programa by Executive Brarch Agencles,”
and “Standards for Audlt of’ Governmental
Organizations, Programs, Activities ond
Functions,” published by the U,S. General
Accounting Office,

2, Polley and procedures,

A, Preaward survey~—Prior to the ariginal
awnrd for s joInt funding project, the lead
wgenicy shall conduct or arrange for the cone
duct of i preaward suivey to nscess the appli-
cant’s finaneial minnagement system, Includ.
Ing the accountfug methods and internat
controls employed by the applicans. Particu
Inr emphasls should be placed on the appit-
cant's sbility to allocate and gecount for
funds on the basls of the specific programs

through made by the grantee
or by other components of governmental
bndles or organizations of which the grantee
13 8 past,

e. Distrivution of audit reports.—The lead
agency will furnish copies of audit reports to
the grantee, each grantor agency, and the
Federal Réglonal Counclt as quickly as pos~
sible after audits are completed,

1, Access to records—In sccordance with

,lzlug the results of such eveluations to im-

prove the administratton of {ndividual jolntly
tuniled projects, a comprehensive assessment
report also wiil be submitted to the Congress
by February 1978 1n accordance with Sectlon
11 of PL. 93-510. This report will provide
recommiendations  for the contluuatlon,
modificition, or terminaiion of the Jolnt
Funding Simplificatlon Act based on an
averall anplysls of the relative costs and
benefits of the joint funding appreach to
both awardees and Federal fund!ng ngencies.

acitloni 8{(d), PL. 33-510, tha hond of the
Federal agency for

the jolnt manasgmment fund and the. Comp~
troller General of the Unitéd States, or any
of thelr duly authorized representatives, shall
have access for the purpose of audlt and ex-

any books, papers, and
records .of joint funding reclplents that are
pertinent to the moneys received from such
fund,

3. Grantee respansibilities. .

&. Finanelal maenagement—The grantee's
fSnanclal management system for joint fund-
Ing projects shall be established in arcorde
Ance with the provisions set forth in PMC
74-7, Attachment G, or OMB Circular £-110
entitled, “Uniform administratlve require~
monts for grants. and other agreements with
Ins

2. for the
conduct of evaluntions of joint funding poll~
cles, procedures, and project operations are
as follows: *

s, Office of Manageinent and Budget shall
be responsible for carrylng out system-wide

oliey, and prop: { d
evaluations related to foint funding in con-
sumtation with Federal funding agencies,
Federal Reglonal Councils, and recipients,

b, Féderal Regiopal Councils, In furthers
suce of thelr basle misslon and: responsibitl-
tes, a5 defined under Executive Orders 11647
and 11731, 5hall be responsible tor evaluat
ng selected jolntly tunded projects admin-
tatercd by two ar more Federal nzencles under
FRC nusplees in accordance with the gulde-
lnes teined hereln,

of higher

and other nonprofic ergantzations,” Attach-
ment P, whichever Is appiicable,

b. Audit.—Grantces are to conduct, or Ar-

venge for, audits with reasopable frequency

w.nssuro satisfactory operation of the grant~

and actlvitles they heneflt. This is n nry
since sectlon B{b) of the Joint Funding Sim-
plification Act of 1974 (P.L. 83-510) statos
the granter agency adminlstering & folnt
manngenenl Tund *, , |, shalj he

eo's system, in accord-
A

¢, Federal Funding Agencles administer-
fng jfoinily funded projetts coratsting .of
programs within only one department or.
agency aro encouraged to cvaluate formally
tuch projects in accordance with established .
agency profect evaluation procedures and

ance with 2n, G,
FMC 74-7, of subparsgraph 2h, Attachment
F, of the proposed Clreutar on. “Uniform ad-

and accountable by program and approprise

tion for the amounts pravided for the pur- ,

anid provide coples of evalue
atlon reports to the Office of Management
and Budget, Intergovernment:! Relations

for grants and ®*nd Reglonal Operations (IRRO).
other agreements with institutions of higher G Recipents of Jointly Funded Federal
1 and other or- are Also

to evaluate

voses of each account | in the

fund.” The prenward survey may be walved
n those cases where particionting ngencidy
are sntlsfled that the applicant's Anencial
management system Is ndenuate- far foint
fundine, ¢ & preaward survev is condiicted,
the Rudit nvency nerforming the survey shal]
be givan at lepst 80 calendar dnvs prior to the
toint fundine sTant awsrd tn complete the.
survey and aubmit its Andings to the lead
ngency.

b, Interiin. andie nf new profects —-An in-
terlm audit of all new Jolnk tundine prolocts
*hall ba conduicted s1x months after the grant
award {s made, Stich sudits ahall be nrranged

gn

¢. Response to aud{t ﬂndi;vg; and reenm-

the ot jolnt funding policies
and. procedures for the purpose of recom-

mendations.~—~The grantee¢ shall be pons)

P! and/or changes for
the of appropriate ofelals at the

bie for timely and P ¥ ot
audit findings and recommendatlons, in co-
operation with the lead ngenty and partiei-
pitlog grantor npencles. Faliure by the grant-
ee 10 correct noted defictences within an
agreed upon Ume perlod may be cause for
suspension or terminatlon of all or portions
of the joint funding n'ard,

4. Follawhp procedure on audit findings.—
The lead agency shall assume oversight re-
spansibility for assuring sppropriste actlon
is taken in response to audit findings and

Federnl, Ctate, and local level,

Recinlents are en.ournged to glve wide
distribution to such evaluation reporis, ine
cluding the copropriats Federal funding
agercles, Federal Reglonal Counclls, and the
OMce of Management and Budget.

Selected will nlso be
to formally particlpate in and provide data

for Federal evalunticns required for thie pur-.

poses of Section 11 of P.L. 93-510,
3. Scope of FRC Profect Evaluations.—For
the purposs ot developing a comprehensive




asseosment of the Impact of joint funding,
a5 required by -1°L. 93-510, FRC praject
evaluatfons will constilute the primary
rource of information nnd shouig incluuc*
8. Op« Aencfit ~‘Ine
nurpn.‘.e of the operational beacfit ns.casmcnl
s o determine I and how Lhe joiny (unding
process facliitated lmprovements in grnm
fon and
with hormal operations under scparate mlc-
gorical grant approachies.
These comparatlve opcnﬂlolnl benefit
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garding each siage.of the project applicatiotis
and review process, the stléction of ¢valiua-
tipn candidules yhould be premised on & high
prebabiiity of npproval and spreed upon s

section of profeut types, Applizabt typey, and
Federal program selections, the Ofice of Man-
apement and Budget (IRRQO) shall pars
ticipate in the final sefection of projects to
Dbe -evalunted;

m#sessments will involve the parl

of both Feéderal funding sgencies and recip=
jents, and should include the following
toplcse

¢. Format /or Evaiuation Reports.~Glven
the oject and appll~
cant Ltypes wm:n lndividudl Federal Reglonal
Counclls might support as jolnt funding ap-

(1) ad of and co-
oraination between Federal and ient

no formal r will be
Ishe. tue length, format, and
met in covering project~

officiels, amoug participating Federal agen-
cles, and. among reciplent organizations:

{2} planniog and schedultng of work;

{3) degree of fundlng flexibility and
scheduling;

(4} project

type cvaluntjon desertbed in Paragraph 3,
PRCs nre encourdged to consull with one an-
other on evaluation appronches and tech-
niques, and cxamples of cowmpleted ¢valua-
tions consldered {0 be particularly usefal wilt

(5} technical assistance by Pcdnral n"en-
cles {and State ir

be to all FICs by OML; and
d. Submission of Evaluntion Reporis—

(8} changes in nature and amount of ad-
mintstrative workload:

(7) quallty and timellness of services pro=
vided to beneficlarles;

{8} timellness o declsianmaking

{9) imiprovements I stmplizity In grant
administration; ond

(10) any otber pertinent toplcs Wwhich

the or

of Joint funding.

enefit
The purpocs of the administrative bencnt
and

tine and cosl.s consumed under the Jamt
funding - projects with the time aud costs
which would bave beca required if Indlvidual
programs Included In the jolnt fundlny pack-
age were processed separately as categorical
grants, The Office of Management an:i BDudget
wifl provide cach Federnl Repfonal Cauncll
with for the.
af collecting and displaying reauired datn in
a uvalform manner in all regions, Thz dats
should be aceumulated st fregnent lntervals
thruughout the life of n project such as at
of the p review,
n(. um time of nward, and st Tesular Intrvaly
Auring the exccution phase, Data on the time
and cost of grant admenistration under the
normal categorfeal spproach must be estis
mated ax sccurntely and realistically as pos-
sible. Supporting documentition to validate
estligates were calculated should be re«
tatned for subseguent review,
These comparative snalyses should be con-

. ducbed for_eoch of the following nug\: of

reports should be subsolited to
the Pedersl Regfonal Councl! for review and
npproval prior 1o submission to OMB
(IRRO). FRC comments on sclreted findings
and reconmendations consldered £o require
the tmmedinte attention of OMB and/or the
Under Secretaries Group shoutd be specifi-
cally {deatified.

Arracurrnt H—Cmeutan No, A<1{L
UNIORM FORMS AND PROVISIONS

1, Purpose~—This Attachment sets forth
policies and instructions covertag forms nnd
uniform. administrative requirements for
jolnt funding projects pursuant to Section

3{by, Joint Punding Simpiification Act of
3% {PL., $G-510}.
2. Poltcy.

a~Uniform. formy—Joint tunding proj-
ects shall use exisiing forms for regular grant
‘programis a5 much as passible, Therefore, Jor
State and jocal jolot fundiog projeets, the
uniform pieappiieation, application, finan«
cinf reporting, apd form-letter fornis prom-
uigated $n. mc 74-7 shail be used, with

ihe specilic requtmmcnts of jalnt. Iundlng
projects. For otber gran
A-~130 entitlen, “Unlform x\dmmlsr.mt(vc re-
oulrcmcnu for granls apt other agreements
of highvr hos-
plmls. and other private nonprofit organlza~
to~5” and sppropriate Federal grantor agen-
cies shall Ge consulted. In additlon, speeifie
forms for joint funding were designed and
are made part of this Aliachment.
b. Uniform prm.-l mu—'mc uniform sd-

(1) prmppllmuon preparation, review,; and
BpRIO

{2) npyumuan preparation, review, and
Bppro’

(3) uecutlon phase of project;

{4) decision nrocess for rentwing or cons
tinulng gratit awards; and

(5) cution phase of succeeding years,’

4. Conduct of FRC Evgluations.—To ussure
thot an ddequaie sample of project type
evaluations are nvillabie as loput to s comi-
prehensive assessment of fofut funding pot-
lcies and procedurm, u:e ruun\x‘lnu rcqulm—
wents' are

of YMCG 747 or
OMB - Olrcular  A-110 for other grontees
whichoser fs applicable shall apply o all
jofnt funding profects. When requiremcents
established in thess cireutnrs and thelr ob-
tachmenls vary, the provizions of this Cir-
cular shall prevail, In sddition, i exlsting
legisiation preseribes policies or yeaulrements
that differ, the provisions of the legisintion
=hail govern.

3. Usc of unfferm forits~~All forms (ex-
cluslve of performance and technleal repork
ferms} to be used for jolat funding projects
are presented in the Exhibits to this At-

ormplc!lng Ftlc-sponsored project eva!un-
tlons!

a, Number of Evalusfiony~—Starting July
1, 1976 through September 80, 1970 cach FRC
should armnge {nr an e¥sluntlon of ohe qut
of every tive npproved jolutly funded projects
up to & maximum of three such evaluations
at pny time, Sccond-year cyaluations of con-.
tinued projects shall be considered part of
the nbave totals;

. Por unlforn forms used i roy-
ular grant prorrams, ndditional {nstructions,
where aoprooriate, have bren auded 1o ne-
commodnte Joint funding For

Exhibit

Frderal assistance . (mulfipurpose faces

tor tederal (parts
11, 315, and 1V) .
4

- QLT R £
submitting application for jaint funding
of nuncopatruction projecis, State and local
governmicnt spplizants ehall use thé follow-
Ing forms:

Eﬂ\lhlt

I-‘edcrul assitance (mumpurposn face~
sheet),

Part II—projéct napproval lnrcxmnzlon
{nonzonstruction).

Part TII—budget Information, seolion A.
H-§

Part III—budget information, scstion B,
A-6

Part IlT—budget icformation, sestlen C
(reserved for future use).

H
Part IV—Prograin narrative.,
-8

Patt V--Assuvances,

¢, Appltcation (construction}. In sibnift
tinig appliestions for joint funding of con~
structlon . projects, State and. local govern-
mént applicsnts shall use the following
formss

' Extibit

r‘edernl psulstsnce  {multipurpose  face-
sheet),

H-9

B

art  IT- o]
{constzuctlon), restions A and B,
H-10
Part Iri—buliget lnSbrmnnon {construc.
tlen), sectloos A and
H-11
Padt Dl-budget infunmation (consl:ruc-
ton) geztions Gand D
H-7 Part IV—program nnrmmh
H-12 Part V--Assuranees.

d. Financlal Reporting~-Only the fotiow-
ing finenctal reporting forms ¢other than
letler of credit forms) arc suthorized for
use by Federal ageactes for laint funding
projécts with Btate and lpcal gavernments:

Exhiblt
=13 Repordt of federal cash Ltransactions,
H-14 Financtal status report,
H-15 Request for advanse or reimburse-
nt.
H-16 Request for relmbursement for con-
atruetion progrims.

&, Purlicipating agency grant atoard 1o~
tice—~The awatd notice form presented in
Exhthit H-17 shall ba ured by agencles to
Informt the lead apeney of 48 willinghess to
support and rund the jolnt tunding project.
A separate award notlce §s required for each
Federal program from which funds ars belog
provided.

1. Lead agency notice of jolnt :junding
atward ~=The form Jetier presented 1 Exhiblt
H-18 sholl be used by the ledd agenoy in
notifylng the appllieant thnt the jolmt fund-
Ing grant has been spproved

4. Applicabtitity, The rorms deseribed in

3fory

nowly croatett forms for folnl fundineg, cont-
olete foslructions are provided. Thiz. Ate
tachmont covers the followluy standord
forias and thefr uses:

a. Preapplication ~In maring preapplico-
tlon for jolut fundlog project, Btate nnd

b, Selection o} Profects jor
In order to obtain compiete Informnation re~

local whall use two

( truction), (Cnnsu"-!c-
tlon), and financial Teportiog apply o jotnt
funding projects of Btate rad loca) govern~
ment applicants, Qther grintess should be
réquired to sdek guidance of Liig appropriate
Federal Regional Councll or a Frleral agency
reteired to by the FRC, The forms for award
riotlces apply o nlf joint funding projeets.
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SECTION IV-REMARKS (Pledse vofarence the proper item number from Seetions I, IF or 111, if epplicabls)

. STANDARD FORM 424 PAGE 2 (10~75)

Exhibit H-1, Federal Assistance (multipurpose Facusheet)
(Page 2 of 6) -
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS :
Thls is a multi- -purpose standard form. First, it will be used by applicants as a required facesheet for pre-

Applicant vill complete all items In Section 1. if an jtem s not
an asterisk “'*%; and use the remarks section on the back of the form. An explanation follows for each item:

item
1.

2b,
3a,

3b,
4a-4h,

5,

61,

6b,

and submitted in accordance with Federal Management Circular 74-7. Second, it will
be. | used by Federal agencies to report to Clearinghouses ort major actions taken on applications reviewed by
clearinghouses in accordance with GMB Circular A-95. Third, it will be used by Federal agencies to notify
States of grants-in-aid awarded in accotdance with Treasury Clrcular 1082, Fourth, it may be used, on an
optional basis, as a notification of intent from applicants to clearinghouses, as an eatly initial notice that Federal
assistance is to be applied for (clearinghouse procedures will govern).

s

APPLICANT PROCEDURES FOR SECTION |

Mark appropriate box. Pre-application and appiica.
tlon guidance is in FMC 747 and Federal agency
program instructions, Notification of Intent guid-
ance Is in Circular A~95 and procedures from clears
Inghouse. Applicant will not use “Report of Federal
Action™ box.

Applicant’s own control number, if desired.
Date Section 1 is prepared,

Number-assigned by State clearinghouse, or If defe-
gated by State, by areawide clearinghouse, All rev
quests-to Federal agencies must contain this identi-
fier If the program ls covered by ClrcularA—Bs and
required by State/.

house procedures. If in doubt, consult your c(car:
Inghouse,

Date i notified of

Legal nzme of appticant/reciplent, name of primary
arganizational unit which will undertake the assist-
ance activity, complete sddress of applicant, and

“name and telephone number of person wivs can pro-

vida fusther information about this request.

number of
signed by Internat Revenue Service,

Uso Catalog of Federal Domestic. Assistance numi-
ber essigned to program under which assistance is
requested. If more than one program (e.g., [oints
funding) write “multiple’ and explain in remarks,
If unknown, cite Public Law or U.S, Code.

Program title from Federal Cala!og. Abbreviate It
necessary,

as as-

Brief title and. appropriate deszription of project.
For netification of intent, continue In remarks sec-
tion it necessary to convey proper description.

Mostly self-explanatory. *'City" Includes town, town-
ship or other municipality.

Check the type(s) of assistance requested. The

definitions of the terms %,e:

A, Basic Grant, Aa original request tyr Federal
fundz, This «culd nct jnclude any contribution
provided wader a supplementat grant.

B, Supplenentab Grant, A request to increase a
bas’c grant in certain cases where the eligible
supficant ¢annot supply the required matching
share of the basic Federal progrom (e.g., grants
awarded by tha Appalachian Regional Commis-
slon to provide the applicant a ma(chmg share),

C. Loan, Self explanatory.

te, wirite “NA™, If

tem

10..,

11,

12.

13,

14a.

14b,

. Exhibit H-1, Federal Assistance

{Page 3 of 6)

space {s needed, insert

D. Insurance. Self explanatory.
. E. Other. Explaln on remarks paga.

! unit whers i and !
ful impact could be observed. List only largest umt
or units affected, such as State, county, or city, If
entire unit affected, list It rather than subunits,

Estimated number of peérsons directly benefiting
from project.

Use approp: code letter, D arg:
A, New. A submittal for the first time for a new
project.

B, Renewal. An extension for an additiona! funding/
budget period for-a project having no’ projected
completion date, but for which Federal suppart
mtist be renewed each year,

€. Revision. A modlification to profect nature or
scope which may result in funding chango (in-
crease or decrease),

D. Continuation. An fon for an
funding/budget period for & profect the agency
initiaily agreed to fund for a definite number of
years,

1, A B q o 1 rapeny 1
funds for a project previously awarded funds In
the same funding/budget perlod. Project nature
and scope unchanged.

Amount requested or to be contributed during tho
first fundirg/budget pericd by each contrlbutor,
Value of in-kind. contributions. will be Included, If
the action is a change in doliar amount of an exist-
ing grant (a revislon or augmentation), indlcate
only the amount of the change. For decreases en-
close the amaunt in parentheses. If both basic and

amotnts are included, breakout In
remarks, For multiple program funding, use totals
and show program breakouts in remarks. Itém defi-
nitlens: 13a, amount requested from Federal Gov-
ernment; 13b, amount applicant will contritute;
13c, amount from State, if applicant is not a State;
13d, emotnt from local government, if applicant Is
not a local government; 13¢, amount from any other
sources, explain in remarks.

Self explanatory.

The district{s} where most of actual work will be
accomplished. If city-wide or State-wide, covering
several districts, write “eity-wide" or *State-wide.”

Complete only for revisions (item 12¢), or avgmen-
tations (item 12¢).

STANDARD FORM: 424 PAGE 3 (10-75)

(multipurpose Facesheet}




16,

17.

18,

137

Approximate dats project expected to begin (usually
with esti data of availability of
tunding).

Estimated number of months to complete profect
after Federsl funds are avaitable.

d date ion wifl be

T zubmitted to Federal agency if this project requires

Hten
5.

ltem
24,

depringhause review. 1f review oot required, this
data would usually be same &s date in item 2b.

19. Existing Federa! kientification numiber {f this ts not
& new request and direcily relites to 8 previous
Fodera} sction, Diherwise write “HA™,

20. - Indicats Federal apency to which this request &
.addrzged. Strect address not required, but do uss
P,

21, Check sppropriate box A to whether Sectin IV of
form containg cemoecks. and/og additional remarks
are attached.

. APPUICANT PROCEDURES FOR SECTION Rt

. Applicents will atways complets Rems 231, 23k, and 2Z3c. i clearinghotizo raview I required, itsm 2% must be fully com-
p‘gtnd.l«navhnaﬁonlolmrormhmu

st tlesringhouses to which submitted wnd show
fa appropriate blcks the statin of their esponses.
For more than three clearinghouses, cogtinue In
remiarks. section, All written comments submitted
by or through clearinghouses must ba attached.
Rame and title of authorized representative of legel
applicant. .

ftsn
Wb, Selt wplanstorys

2. SeHf axplanatory,

Note:  Applicant completes only Sections 1 and Il Sacton
1t is completed by Federal sgencies. -

FEDERAL AGENCY PROCEDURES FOR SECTION I -

It epplicant-supplied Information In Sections | and |l needs f updating or sdjustment to. fit the fAinal Federa! action, the
Federal sgency will complete Section Hi only. A explanation for each Hem follows:

y or y having
rogram administration responsibility.

Self explanatosy.

Pimary unit defow Sevel
Baving dinect propras nisigeNent res pomabilily,

Offito directly moaitoring the progrsm.

Use to Wentity nofraward actions whame Tederal
©rant dentifier in item 30 & not epplicabls’ or will
not yuffice.

Coaplets sddress of admintstering offica shown
Rem 26.

Use to identity award actions where different from
Federal appfication idontifier In item 28,

Self explanstory, Use remarks section to smplify
whefo appropriste.

Ampunt to ba contributed. during the firs2 funding/
budget by each contributor, Value of In-kind
contritritions will be Included. 1f tha sction is a
change §ii doltar amount of an existing graot (a rev-
sion or augmientation), indicate only the smount of
charige. For decreases, enclose the amount in pa.
rentheses. 1 both basic and supplemental amounts
&re inciuded, breakout in remarks. Fer muttipte pro-
mram fundin, use totals and show program break-
ot In resparks. tem definiionsy 32a, srount
awarded by Federal Government; 32b, amount ap-
plicant will contribute; 32¢, amount from State, it
opplicant is riot & State; 32d, amount from focal
government if applicant Is ot a local govesaments
32e, amount. from_any other sources, explaln in
remarks,

Dt action wee taken on this request,
Dats funds will become avaitabie, -

o e .

Heme and {elephone no. of agency peryon who can
ficavide more Ing this

Data after which funds. will na fonger be available,
Check epproprisie box as to whether Section 1Y of

i
St eomalns fedom) mmaris Sndfer siinshment
of additional remarks.
For usa with A-9S action natices only. Hame and
felephane of person wha can zasure that appropri-
ate A-95 oction has been tal f samb a5 person
ahown In Hem 35, write “'same"s if not spplicabls,
wiite VA,

8% B g

g

Federal Agency F d pecial considerath

A Treasury Clrcular 1082 compliance. Federal agency will
sssurg proper completion of Sections § and 11, 1f Section }
Es belng compléted by Federal sgency, all applicable iterms
miust bo. fillet 15, Addresses of Stata Informeation Recep-
tion Agencies (SCIRA's) are provided by Treasury Departe
ment to each sgency, This form replaces SF 240, which
wilt no fonges be used.

8, OMR Clrcutar A-35 compliante. Federal agency will es-
sure preper completion of Sections I, 11, and il This form
fs required for notitdng all reviewing cleardnghiouses at
mojor ortions on all programs roviewed under A-45,
Addresses of State and arcawide clearinghouses ara pro.
vided by OMB to, each agency. Substantive ditlerences

between i Tequest and/or i recoms
rncndah'on;r and the project a': finally awasded will be
p in

€. Spedat note. In most, but not all States, the A~D5 State
clearinghouse and the (TC 1082) SCIRA are the sams
office, In such cases, the A-05 award nctice to tho Stata
elezringhousa wilk folfilt the TC 1082 award notice re-
quirement to the Stata SCIRA. Duplicate ‘hotification
shauld be avolded.

STANDARD FORM 424 PAGE 4 (10-75)

S—teidim—s  sea

. Exhibit H-l, Pederal Assistance (multipurpose Facesheet)

tPage 4 of &)



TINANCIAL. ASSISTANCT {MULTIPUAPUSE FACE-
BHEET)~-STAHDARD FOAM 424-—SCECUAL IN~
ATAUCTIONS FOR JOINT FUNDING

item 1.—~Check the appropriate box nnd
write the letters “JP* {Joint Funding) alter

1t

ltem 6d—Wrlte *multiple” in space pro-
vided,

Item 6b.—-wdu~“see Part 111 of the pre-

or 89 &pp

iten 13 ~-List the total requested or to be

contributed by earh ¥Federal, State,and Jocal

governments .=vel or othor contribuitar for
the joInt fuhiumng profect.

Hem 19 —~Write “NA."

Hem 20~For preapplication enter the ap-
propriate Faderal Reglonnl Council. For np-
pilcation show the lead agency designated
2

138

for the project by the Federal Reglonal Coun~
cli, Each Federal or State ngency fram which
assistance fs requested should be listed in
Sectton IV-—Remarks,

NoTE-—Since & <opy of the preapplication
review notice {3 provided to State and area-
wide clearlnghouses as required by Attach-
ment A of this Circular, Federal agencius are
not requlréd to usz Sectlon 11T of thig form

upon review, n-
structions, therefore, npply to applications
only.

l{zm 24 ~Name ol the Federal departiment
of the lead agency. .

Item 26.—Name of the primary organiza~
tional unft below the departmentsl leve) have
Ing direc program management responsi-
bty of the lead agency.

Item 27.—Office of the preject mianager
assigned to the project by the lead agency

Item 28—~Insert Federal preappleation
Rumber established by the Coordinating Of-

cer. E

ftem 28 —Enter completc address of the
otfice of the program manajer.

Item 3¢ —It Ttem Jla‘was marked “awsard-
£d,” st fotals awarded or to be contributed
by each governmental fevel or other contribe
utor. For Federal funding Jist the atnounts
teparntely by ngency and by Federal Catalog
humber elther In the remarks section or on
o separate sheet of paper. Leave blank if
Award was not made, .

Item 35.~-Name and telephone number of
the project manager.
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OMB Approval No. 80-K0187

PREAPPLICATION FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

. PART I
'

1. Goes thys assistance recues! require State, local, sugional 8¢ olber pirarily rating? Yes Ho -

2. Daes this assistance reouiz Stale o1 tocal advisory, educational o1 hedth cleaance? Yes

3. Doesthus tevien? Yes Ho

request require Clearinghy

No

4, Does this assistance reouest requite Stale, focai, regional of other pianning approval? Yes

plav? Yes Yo

S. 15 the proposed project coveted by a0 approved

6 Wil the asostance requesied serve a Federal instalfalion? Yes .. _Mo

7. Wilt the assistance requested ba on Federal 3and or instaliation?, Yes No

8, Will the azsistance requested have an effect on the envi 42, Yes Ho

J t of individuals, families, ot fams? Yes H]

3, 'lill the assistance requested cause the di

Yes o

10, 1s there other related assistarce for this prject pieviaus, pending, of anticipaled?

PART lil - PROJECT BUDGET

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE

FEDERAL CATALQG
HUMBER LoAn,cr):'ur,:Tc.

FIAST BUDGEY PERIOD | FALANCE OF PROJECT TOTAL
e} ) te)

) -t

! : ' ) .

§.

&.Total Federal Contribulion

2, State Contribution i

&, Applicant Contribution . ’ .

4, Other Contributions . .

10.Tolals R T s

PART {V — PROGRAM NARRATIVE STATEMENT
P {Anach par instruction)

Exhibit H-2, Preapplication for Federal Assistance (Parts II
1XY, and IV)
{rage 2 of 4)
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, PART It
Negativs answers will not require sn vxplanation unlass the.
Federal sgency requests. more information 3t a fater date,
Al "Yes™ answers miuist be explained on a separate page in
xcoordance with the instructions.

Hem 1 — Provide the name of the governing body establishe
Ing. the priofity systemy and the priority rating assigned to
this project, If the pri rating is not available, giva the
appeoximate dafe that it will be obtained,

Itom 2 - Prwide the name of the agency or board whu:h
ssued th and attach the d ion of status
o appmval. If the clearance is not available, give the date it
will be obtained, «

Hom 3~ Amd\ the clearinghouse comments for me pre-
with the i in
Office of M:mqemml and Budgat Circular No, A-95,
tam 4 - Furnish the name of the approving agency and the
spprovsl date. |l the appraval has not been received, state
appeoximatety when it will be obtained.
Itsm 5 ~ Show whether the approved comprehensive plan
s State, local of regional, or, If hane of these, explain the
scope of the plan, Give the location where ths approved
plen s svsilable for examination, and state whether this
project Is ir conformance with the plan. If the plan is not
avaitable, explain why,

tem 6~ Show the populstion residing or working on the
Federal Irstaliation who will benefit from this project,

ftem 7 ~ Show the percentage of the project work that will

INSTRUCTIONS

will provide saparale instructions, if additional data ¥
needed, .

fsem 10 — Show the Federal Domestic Assistance Cartalog
number, the program name, the type of assistance, the sta-
tus, and amount of each project where there is related pre:
vious, pending, or anticipated assistance,

PART It

Complete; Lines 1.5 —~ Columns la)-[el, Entér the catalog
numbers shown in the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assis-
tance in Column {a) and the type of assistance n Column
{b), For each fine entry in Columns (a) and (b}, enter in
Columns fe}, {d}, and (e), the cstimated amounts of Federal
funds needed to support the project. Columns (¢} and (d)
may be Jelt blank, if not applicable.

Line 6 - Show the fotals for Lines 1-5 for Columns lc},

(d}, and (el

Line 7 — Enter the estimiated amounts of State assistance,

it sny,. including the value of inkind contributions, in

Columns {c), (d), and (e) Applicants which are States or

State agencies should leave Line 7 blank.

Line 8 — Enter the esumated amounts of funds and value

of in-kind contributions the applicant will provide to the

program or projeci in Cofumns {c), (d), and [e}.

Line 9~ Enter the amount of assistance including the

velue of inkind contributions, expected from &l other

contributors in Calumns {c), {d}, and (e).

Line *0 - Enter the totals of Columins {c), {d), and (s},

be conducted on féderally-owned or jeased land, Give the PARTIV

name of the Federa! instatlation snd its focation. h f and
{tem 8 — Briefly describe the possible beneficial andlar Efmp‘;ﬁ':‘z‘;m“m mlfmm::;d,a?ﬂd be bn: an gh:
harmiul effect on the becausa of the prop " fes! location of the nrolact, snd the hensfits su-
project. If an adverse 1 eflect is piing T Geein

explain what action will b taken to minimniza it. Federal
agencies will provide separate instructions, if additional
data is needed, ,

ltem 9 —State the number of individuals, families, busi-

_messes, of farms this project Wil displace. Federal agencies

. gamis).

pected to be obtained from the dssistance. The statement
should be typed on a separate sheet of paper and submitled
with the preapplication, Also attach any data that may be.
needed by the grantor agency to establish tha applicant’s
eligibility for receiving assistance uudcr the Federal pro-

Exhibit H-2, Preapplication for Federal Assistance

'(Page 2 of 4)




PREAPPLICATION  TOR  FIDERAL  ASBISTANCE
(Paxts 11, III, AND IV) SprctAL INSTROC-
TIONS For JOINT FONDING

PART H—{NO HEADING)

- For jolnt funding profects, It fa possibie
to have both “yes" and "no" snswers to vari~
ous qf ecauve ple prog are
involved. All "yes" answerd require explans-
tion on a separate sheet.

PaRT fI—pROJEET RODGET

Column (¢}),—Where more than five Fed-
mx mgrnms sre involved, use additlonsl
B3 necessary. Grantees should seek
guldnnce from the coordinating officer as to
bow the Federal vrograms should be listed—
by Pederal agency, by reinted activity, ete.
Column () —Enter the amount requested
for the Arst yesr of the project for each

catalog number listed 1a column (a).

93-183 0 =77 - 10

141

Column (d) - 'nna Column must be eom‘
pleted for thos aver

kY to the p v the
shall provide the followlag*

more than one yur. For prolects of a cunv
tinulng nature, such as ongoing pianning
efforts, which cdnnot be clearly defined in
mohetary requirements for 6 given {umrq

1. Notfce of timing cohsiderations whicli
may affect the feasiblliity of the proposed
project;

2. Request, if any, for walver of single or
public. agency eligibliity require-

yeur, enter the best for one

ing year and note: *contlnuing program.’
Item o.—This amount ahould agree with

Item 13a, 8P 424,

menta applicable to any of the Federal pro-
grama from which assisianco I8 requested;

3, Identification and request for agency
review of any .amlnmrnuvcly estahllshed
nsid-

PART
‘The appticant shall comply with the pros
vy

ers to be a sérious lmpv.-dlment to lhe Joint
support of the proposed projec
4. Ptovmu verificetion of nnl;q\mcy of ace

m
tach Fedvernl program from which
is required. In sddition, o narnative justi-
fication of the need for joint funding asstst-
mu shaly be mmpleud in -ccordnnce with

ystem a3 Teq
Aofthis Clrcuh.r rOd
&, Where required by agency regulations,
provide & preliminary work plan that estabe
Hishes and Identifies the varlous clementaand

v subp.
mph 2b(1), of mu cm:uhr.

aub of the profect. (See subpamas
mph 2b, Attachment B.)
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PART I ~

PROJECT APPROVAL ‘lN;‘ORHk_TION

OMB ‘Approval No, B0-R0185

ftem 1. i
Doaes this ossistance request require State, focai,
regiona!, of other pricrity toting?

Nome of G ing Body

Priority Rating

, Yes No .
Isem 2. « ‘
Does this nu:sm:u request requira Soo!a, of loca} Nome of Agency or  ~
advisory, od { or health el Board
A Yoy No (Attach Documentation}
ltem 3.

Does this assistonce sequest require ciearinghouse
teviaw in occordance with LB Circulor A-95?

Yes— - No

{Attach Comments}

Item 4, 3
Does this assistence request require State, local,
regional or other plonning approval?

A ('F p——

Name of Approving Agency

Dats

ltem 5,

§s the proposed project covered by an approved ccmpw- Check ono: Stafe =]
hensive plan? . Local 0.
- Regional fan]

Yos No Locaticn of Plan
hemé. . _ ’
Will the assistance foquested serve @ Fedoral Name of Federal Installati
installation? Yoz No  Federal Popolaticn benefiting from Project
Item 7. -
Will the ossistance requosted be on' Federal land or Name of Federal Instollati
instollation? . Location of Federal Lond

Yes. No  Percent of Project
ltem 8, .
¥ill the assistance requested havé on impact or offect See Instructions for odditional Information to be
on the environmant? provided,

Yes No
Liem 9, . Number of: =
Will the assi ted couse the displ t | Is
of individuols, (omullus, businesses, or farms? Families ——

Busi
* *Yos No ~ Farme ————etme

{tem 10,
|3 there other reloted assislance on thils project previous, See i for odd | inf fon to be
pending, or anticipated? provided. -

No

Yes

Exhibit H-3, Application for Federal Assistance (Nonconstruction

Programs), Part V Project Approval Information

{Page 1 of 3
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INSTRUCTIONS

PART I

Negative answers will not reguire an explanation un.ess the
Federal agency reguests more information at a later date,
Provide supplementary data for all “Yes” answers in the
space provided in accordance with the following instruc:
tions

ftem 1 -~ Provide the pame of the governing body establish-
ing the priority system and the priority rating assigned to
this project.

{tem 2 -~ Provide the name of the agency or hoard which
issued the claarance and attach the documentation of status
or approval.

Item 3 — Attach the clearinghouse comments for the appli-

cation in d with the instructions ined In OF-
fice of Management and Budget Circular No. A.85, {f com.
ments were submitted previously with a preappli , do

not submit them agzin but any additional comments re-
ceived from the clearinghouse should be submitted with
this application,

1tem 4 — Furnish the name of the approving agency and the
aporoval date,

ftem S — Show whether the approved comprehansive plan
is State, local or regional, ar if none of these, explain the

'

scope. of the plan, Give the focation where the approved »

plan is available for examination and state whether this
project is in conformance with the plan.

1tern 6~ Show the population residing or working on the
Federal installation who will benetit from this project,

Ttem 7 —Show the percentage of the project work that will
be conducted on federally-ownad or leased ltand. Give the
name of the Federal installation and its location.

Item 8 ~ Descrihe briefly the possible beneficiaf and harm-
ful impact on the environment of the proposed project. If
an adverse i ! lmpact i pated, explain
what action will be taken to mipimize the impact. Federal
agencies will provide separate instructions if additional data
is needed,

ftem 8 —State the number of individuals, families, bust-
nesses, or farms this project will displace. Federal agencies
will provide separate Instructions if additional data is
needed : .

{item 10 - Show the Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog
number, the program name, the type of assistance, the sta-
tus and the amount of each project where there is refated
previous, pending of i d assi Use additional
sheets, if needed,

Exhibit H-3, Application for Federal Assistance (Nonconstruction

Programs)

{page 2 of 3)




PART II—PROJECT APPROVAL [}
FOR JOINT FUNDING

For Joint funding prolects, it i3 passible to have both “yes” and “no" answers to vartous
Questions because muitiple programs are involved. ._:m Yyes" answers require expianations on &

separats sheet,
PART 11t — BUDGET INFORMATION OHB Approval No. 80-ROI)
- SECTION A — BUDGET SUMMARIES (Nonconstruction)
fa] Fed Catalog Proposed Funding by Scurce Futurs Funding Requirements
1. Elements and Subelements Ho.ot Orher - P P —— - .
10 umbar i paduatEunds | I KOTFRI 1y S Funds | () Gremse Funds | ToratProwrt | (i 7nave 1h) 3rd e nany Dsnye
)
. o
'
. :
, v
\ R
\ .
’
N
N
. I
I . I -5 —-
2, Toial Project v , j J

(Page 1 0L 2)

H4, Part 111=Budoet Inforruteon, Section A=Budgs: Summaries (Noncontiruction)

144!
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INSTRUCTIONS ' . .
PART Ul - BUDGET INFORMATION
SECTION A — BUDGET SUMMARIES '

Genzrel Instructions. Thu format will bs used bv each -
plicant for & joint g project to ize the total
projsct cost by el el t, funding sgency, and
Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog number {or other iden~
tifying number for State funds). Further, for each ale-
ment and subelement, the project amount will be broken
down by tource of funds: Federal, State and grantee. in
addition, future funding raquiraments for four succeasive
years will b provided for each element, subelement snd-
uulog number if required by Federal or State gru\w
sgencies. Lo ss many sheats as necastary,

lmn I—Enm "Eleriant” with carmpondmg eltrmm
bel ‘ with corresp

Tumbars and in Column a the appropeiate g-umw ganty

nsmes and catalog numbers {or other Identifying numbar

for State funds} as follows:

. {a) Fed. Catalog
1.8 3nd Subalss . Na.
‘Elemant No, 1-
Substament No. 1.1
| nuD15XXX
o EPA 68.XXX
Subslement No. 1.2 =
HUD 15.XXX
' . ARC 23.XXX
Sub-totat Elament No, t
Eloment No, 2 - "

" thuc e no subd:menu show agency names and ctulog
1o 4

For aach subclmn( {eloment when there aré no subele-

ments), draw a horizontal line acrots Columns (a) through

(i), Abova this line, onter the smounts for sach subelement

(-lomum) 23 appropriate in Jit Columns, Entries for future
funding eaquirements in Columns (0)-1j} will be made onty
when raquired by tha grantor agencies. Below the horlzon-
2} line, the following entries should be mada:

Column {b) ~ Enter the amount required from a Federsl
grantor agency for each catalog number listed in Column
{a}; the total of thesa for a single subel {ate-
mant) should be equal 1o the amount tbove the hoclzonta)
ling for the substement {element).

Column {e} ~ Computs snd enter tha percant of Columa
{b) to Columa {f}.

Column (d) = Znter the amount requested. fram @ Stats

grantor agancy for each State program listed in Column {a);
the total of these amounts for a single: subslement (ele-

mant) should by equal to tha amount above the homonul'

fing for the subsiemant {slemant), -

Column (¢} - Enter the amount of grantee’s matching share
far each catelog program and/or Swte peogram listed; tha
total of these smounts for a single subelemant (elemant}
shiould be equal to the amount abave the tocizontal line.
Thsa amounts should xoree with amounts on Line 3, Sece
tion €~ Budgst Categories {Exhibit H-8). Any Federal
funds used to match other Federal funds should be In-
dudad in this Column, and footnotes should be included to
show 2ach sourcs snd amount,

Column {f) ~ Eater the totaf of amounts in Columns (b),
{3} and (e},

Columns (g)-(j) ~ Enter tha amounts of assittance which
would ba newded from each Federal and State program in
subsequant years, only if requited bty the grantor agencies,
Subtotals — For each wibel and ¢ broak
thould ba shown for all columns uzed.

itam 2 — At the bottom of the form {at the bottom of the
fast ‘pege, if more than one shest is usad} a grant total for
the pmiec% should be provided for all columns used, .

—




. . OmMB Approval No, 80~R0192
PART Il — BUDGET INFORMATION
SECTION B — BUDGET CATEGORIES (Nonconstruction)

PROJECT ELEMENTS TOTAL
1

1 Object Class Cetegorios 1] 2 13 14 3]

8 Personna! ’

b Fringe Benafits

c Travel .

d Equipmant

o Supplies *

f Contractual

g Construction )

9%1

h Others -

i Totel Direct Charges

| Indirect Chargas

% Totals v

2 Program Income

3 Total Grantee Contributian

8 Cash ! ) ‘ :

b 4n Kind

¢ Stato Matching

d Others
(Page 1 of 2)

' H6, Part 111--Budget Information, Section B-Budget Cateorles (Nonconstruction)
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O INSTRUCTIONS "
PART ! ~ BUDGET INFORMATION
SECTION B ~ BUDGET CATEGORIES

Sharacid — This form will be ued to the extent required by
tha Fedarel grantor sgancies or tha Fadeisl lead sgency.

Column {7)-(4) ~ Enter a5 headings, tha title of the 1w
projact slsmenis andlor Lubsiermens shown i Column 1,
Section A, “Budget Summaery.”” Use sdditional thoms de
TOCRLIATY,

Umes a-h ~ For each pioject clement, 1ill in tha rquire-
ments {totsh of both Fideral and non-Fadaral} by object
clums catogosien,

LUy § ~ Show the total of Linss e-h for each cobismn, -
Ling | —~ Show ths amount of indirect cosrs. Rafer to FILC
144,

s bt ~ Entsr the totsl of smounts on L. i ond |

tins R~ Enter the estimatad amnount of incoma, it soy,
+ aupacted to be generated from this project, Do not add or
seberact this smount from the total project amoint., Show
wetor the progem nerfatre ststemant tha aature end
sowron of lncoms. The ssimated amount of progrem i
mmvhmhmh&uwwh
Rerazining the total cxcunt of the greng.

(Page 2 of 2)

ting 3~ Enter the tatel Amounts 1o be contributed by the
wonlicant. 0 Lines ad, provide the breakout by type of
oentow contribution ¢ follava:
. Cath, Inclusts tha uss of spplicsmt’scunh o5 well secoahy
rents of donations from othor than Fadsrel or State gov
snment. -
o iind Rt 2, DR and contil-
butions in forms of goods, voluntadr srvica and ixe of
equipment and proparty made by individuals end other
porticipents. Also, includci non-caih contributions mada
byw'sppiiunu.
£ Stete Mztching Funds made available by State govam-
muwnuhally for uss in matching Fedurl gant,
&, Others. Any othas kind of contiibutions,
Cotuara {5} = Wrien more then ono theat is uied, Coluinn

A5) of the fint papo should showr the grant 10tals of &t

saments in the project and Column {5) in uscoding pegas

Mdhlmﬂmlmpu‘dmlm&‘um(s) Line k,
thould ba the 16me 21 tha arand total in Section A, *Budget
Summary™ Columa (1), Ling 2, snd éntries on Jina 2 of this

mmm-mwmnwm .

of Ssetlon A, .

C
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Exhibit H-6 Budget Information

Reserved for Future Use




149

INSTRUCTIONS

PART IV. c. Identify the kinds of data to be collected and main-
PROGRAM NARRATIVE tained and discuss the criteria to be used to evoluate
. : the results and sutcesses of the project. Explain the
Prepare the prog G in d; with methodology that will be used to determing jif the
the following instructions tor s new grant programs. Re- needs jdentified and discussed are being met and if
quests for continuation or refunding and changes on an the results and benefits identified in jtem 2 are being

approved project should respond to item 5b only. Requests achieved. .
far supplemental assistanck should respond to guestion 5S¢ a. List P N o other .
orly. " “key Individuals who will wark on the projest along
1. OBJECTIVES AND NEED FOR THIS ASSISTANCE. with a short description of the nature of their effort

ar contribution.

Pinpoint any relevant physical, X |
inpo nt any relevant pl yslca economic, social; financial 4, GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION,

, or other quiring a solutien. Dem- .
. onstrate the need for assistance and state the principal and . Give a precise location of the project or area to be served
P whordinate objectives of the project. Suppomng documen- by the proposed project, Maps or othér graphic alds may be
’ tation or other testimonies from terests. other atuached, !
than the applicant may be used. Any relevant data based on 5. IF APPLICABLE, PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING IN-
. planning studies should ba included or footnoted. FORMATION: ’
- 2. RESULTS OR BENEFITS EXPECTED. . a, For research or demonstration. assistance fequests,
Identify results and benefits to be derived, For example, present a biographical sketch of the program director
* when_applying. for a .grant to establish a neighborhood L. with the following information; name, a.ddres, phone
haslth canter provide 8 description of who will occupy the: number, ba.ckgfuund, and other qual[fy"u}g experience
facility, how th facility will be used, and how the facility far the praject. Also, list the name, training and buck-
wifl benefit the ganeral public, N tground for other key personnel engaged In the
e ven ‘ project. - .
3. APPROACH.. , b. Discuss accomplishments to date and list in chrano-
a. Outline a plen of sction pertaining to the scope and fogical order a schédule of accomplishments, progress
detail of how the proposed work will be accom- -, or milestones anticipsted with the new funding re-
plished for. ézch grant program, function ar activity, qusL (f there have been significant changes in the
provided in the budget. Cite factors wiicn might ac- pruject objectives, location spproach, or tme delaye,
celerate or decalerate the work and your reason for #xplaln and justify. For gther requests for changes or
) teking this approach as opposed to others. Describe smendments, explain the reason for the change{s). If
+ my unusual featurs of the project such as design or the scope or objectives have changed of an extension :
i m mstor time, of time is ‘necessary, explain the cirttimstances and
or v social and justity, 1f the total budget has heen exceeded, or if
b, Provida for each grant program, function or activity, '”d'""?“aL b;l?nglﬂ Iteins have °h”29°d more me the
quantitative monthly or quarterly projections of the !
sccomplishments 10 be achieved in such terms as the :'):;;':7 m:’(p"’]" z"d lustity tha  change and "’
rumber of jobs created; the number of people served; n pm"’c R
. and the number of patients treated. When accom- X e
plishments cannot be quantilied by activity or func- ¢ For supplgmenual assistance requests, explain the rea-
tion, 1ist them in chronological order to show the son for the request and |us(lfy the need for-additional
schedule of accomplishments and their target dates. funding,
\
. Exhibit H-7, Application for Federal Assistance {Nonconstruction
Programs), Part 1V - Program Narrative .
(Page. 1 of 2) . '
e




PART IV~FROCRAM HARRATIVE—SPICIAL
INSTRYCTIONS TOR JOINT FUNDING

The spplicant shall comoly with the pre-
gram narrative requlrements éstablished by

150

(1) Nature and purposc of the elements
and subctements;

{2} The immediate objectives, the Jength
of time cstlmnccd to nm:ompllm what ac-
for this fund-

each Federal program from which
1s requested, In addition, paragraphs 3a and
35 shall be changed &s follows for jolnt fund~
ing projects,

“3. Approach.

&, Oulline a work plan “siso see paragraph
2b, Attachment B of this Clrculnr] pertain-
ing to the scope and detail of the proposed
project element and subelcments and how
the work will ba accomplished In each. The
work plan should include:

ing period, the cnd products to be realfzed:

{3) The relationship of the tlement ob-
Jectives to the-averall objectives of the pro)-
ect; and

(4) Any specific information needed to

Justity the level of funding reguested and
the element’'s qualificatior. for support from
the grant programs tndlcated.

Clte factors which might accelerate or de-
celerate the work and your reesomn for teking

PART V
ASSURANCES

this approach as apposed to others. Describe
any unusual featiires of the project stich as
design or technolopical Innovations, reducs
tlons in cost or time, or extraordinary socla)
a7¢ community involyement,

b, Provide for each project element and/or
subeléments monthly or quorterly projec-
tions of ihe quantitative accomplishments to
be achiaved in such terms as the number of
Jobs created; the number of people scrved;
and the number of patienis treated. When
accampushmenu cannot bz quiintified by
activity or 1lst them la
cal order to show the schedule of nmmpllsh-
ments and thelr target dates.”

The
gluding OMB

1. It possesses {eqal authority to apply for the grant: that v
resolution, motion or simifar action has. been. duly
adopted ‘or passed as ap officlal act of the appllunr’x

body, lhe hlmq of the appll
h ing. all Und i
therein, snd diretting and aumorlzlng the person identi-
fied s tha official reptesentative of the appfizant to act
in connection with the application and to provide such
additionsi information as may be required.

2, 1t will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1864 {P,L. 88-352} and in accordance with Tiva VI of
that Act, no person In the United States shall, on the
wound of race, color, or national vrign, be excluded
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be -
otherwise subjected to aiscrimination under any pro-
grem o setivity for which the apnlicant receives Federal
financia! assistance and will immediately tuke any mea-
JSures necessary 10 eihx:(unte 1his sgreement.

3, 1t will comply with. Tllla VI of the Civil Rights"Act of
1964 {42 USC 20004} prahibliing employment discrimi-
nation whers (1) the pnmarv purposa of a gmnl is to
provide T or {2} di
practices will result In uncqual treatment of persans who
are of should be beneliting from the grant-aided activity. .

(aby assuras ond Cortifes het he witl comply with th
rcular No, A-95 ond FMCs 74-4 ond 74-7, as they rafcta &
Tor this l.a.muy-mw.d pwl-:l. 3o the Applicont Gasures end ceti

doli

policlus, and
n.. application, scceptance ond use of F.a-ml 1...,.1-
wilh respact to rﬁ. gont thers

& 1t wit oompl'y with requirements of the provisions
of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Rea! Property
Acquisitions Act of 1970 {P.L. 91:646} which plWldes
for fair and equitabl of persons di

~ result of Federal and {ednrally-nss(slzd programs.

5, 1t will comply with the provisions of the Hatch Act
which limit the pofitical activity of employses,

6. It will comply with the minimum wage and maxiinum
hours. provisions of the Federal Fait Labor Standards
Act, as they apply. to hospital and- educational instity-
tion employees of State and tocal governments,

7. 1t will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from
using their positions for a purpose that Is or gives the
sppearance of heing motivaled by a dastre for private
min for thomeslves or othor, portloulorly thosa with
whom thoy have family, business, or other ties.

8, it will give the grantor agency or the Comptrailer Gen-
eral. through any suthoiized representative the access to
and the right to examine ail recards, books, papers, or
documents related to the grant.

g, 1t will comply with all requircmzms imposed by the
Federal grantor ogencv concerning spechal requxremmu
of law, program and other
requirements approved In accordance with FMC 747,

Exhibit H~8, Application for Federal Assistance (Nonconstruction
Programs), Part V Assurances

(Page 1 of 1)




151

. .- OMB Appeoval No. 80-R0184

PART It

PROJECT APPROVAL INFORMATION
SECTION

ltem 1. B
Doas this assistance request require State, locol, Nome of Governing Body
regianal, or ather prigrify rating? . + Priority Roting

Yes No
ltem 2.

Does this assistance request require Siate, or local

Naome of Agency or

advisory, educational or health ciearonces? Board

» Yes No (Attozh D ion)
tam 3. -
Doas thes assistadce tequest cequire clearinghouse review  {Aftoch Comments)

in occordance with OMB Circular A-957

«

Yes No

ftemd.
Daes this assistance request require Stote, local,

Nome of Appraving Agency

regiona! or ather plonning opproval? Date
Yes No .
ltem 5. _
Ts the propesed project covered by an uppmved Check one: State ]
comprehensiva plen? Local |
Regional [
e Y35 Nu Lurolion of plun
Item 6.
Will the.assistonce requested sarve o Faderal Mome of F:derﬂl 'n i}
installation? Yes No Federal Popul fiting from Project.
ftem 7,

Will 1Re assistance teaested be sp Federal lond
or instellation?

Nome of Federat fnstali
Lotatign of Federal Lond e

. Yes No Percent of Projecr
MHem 8.
Will the sxsistonce requested hove en impact or effect See i ion for edditional inf ion to be
on the environment? ptovided.
. Yes ~No
item 9. Number of: .
Will the assi d eause the displ of lndn:i’n_iuuis ———————
individuals famifies, businesses, or fams? Bl —— " .
Yes Ne Forms ————— ;!
ltem 10, N
Ts thera cther reloted Federal. assnslan:o on this See ions for-additional inf ion to be
project previ p-nding, or antici) ptovided,
Yes No

Exhibit H-9, Application for Federal Assistance (for Construction’
Programs), Part II - Project Approvdl Informatlon,

Sections A and B
(Paga 1 of 4)
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INSTRUCTIONS

PART It ~SECTION A

Negative answers will not require an explanation ualess the
Federal agency requests more information at a later date,
Provide supplamentary data for afl “Yes" answets in the
space provided in accordance with. the following instrec-
tions.

ltem 1 — Provide the namé of the governing body establish-
ing the priority sysfem and the priorty rating assigned to
* this profect,

Item 2~ Peavide the name of the agency ar board which
issued the and attach the d of status
or approval,

frem 3 — Attach the clearinghouse comments for the oppti-

cation in viith the i ined in Of-
fice of Management and Eudgel Circutar No, A 95. Ilcom~
ments weré sub y with a do

not submit them agam but 3ny additional comments re+
ceived from .the clearinghouse should be submitted with
this application.

Iem 4 — Furnish the name of the approving agency and the
approval date.

Item 6 — Show whether the approved comprehensive plan
is Staté, focal or tegicnal, or if none of these, explain the

sope of the plan. Give the focation where the approved
plan is available for examination and state whether this
praject Is in conformance with tha plan,

{tam 6 ~ Shaw the Federal population residing or working
on the federal installation who will benefit from this
project,

Item 7 - Show the percentage of the project work that will. ,

be conducted on federally-owned or leased Jand. Give the.
name of the Federal instalfation and its location,

#tem 8« Briefty describe the possible beneficial and/or
harmiul impact on the environment because of the pro-
posed project. If an adverse énvironmentat impact is anticl
pated, explain what action will be taken to minimize the
impact, Federal agencies will pravide separate instrictions
if additional data is needed.

Item 9 — State the number of individuals, families, busic
nesses, or farms this project will displace, Federal agencies
will provide separate instructions if additional data is
peeded, .
#tem 10— Show the Federa! Domestic Assistancr Catalog
number, the program name, the type of assistance, the sta-
tus and amount of each pmjel:l wherz there is n:!aled pre-
vious, pending, or Use i
sheets, if needed.

Exhibit H~9, Application for Federal Assistance (for Construction

. Programs)
(Page 2 of 4)
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OMB Approval No. 80~-R0184

INSTRUCTION

PART Il - SECTION B : , )

11, SITES AND IMPROVEMENTS: — . Mot required, ___—____ Attached as exhibits
Applicart intends to acquire the site thiough:
e Eminent domain, jated purchase, Othes ineans (specily)
- ——
12. TITLE OR OTHER INTEREST IR THE SITE IS OR WILL BE VESTED IN: .
Applicant, _ Agency or institution aperating the facility, Other (specily)
FB INDICATE WHETHER APPLICANT/OPERATOR HAS: S -
Fee simpie title, Leasehold interest, . Other {specily) N
14. IF APPLICANT/OPERATOR HAS LEASEHOLD INTEREST, GIVE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
a, Length of Tease or ather estate interest —_______, and number of years lo 1un
b. is lease ble? Yes Ho

¢. Current appraised valve of fard § oo ree -
d. Annual rertal rate §

15. ATTACH AN OPINIDN FROM ACCEPTABLE TITLE COUNSEL DESCRIBING THE INTEREST APPLICANT/OPERATOR HAS IN THE
" STEAND CERTIFYING THAT THE ESTATE OR INTEREST IS LEGAL AND VALID.

1. WHERE AFPLINABLE, ATTact SITE SUAYEY, S0IL INVESTICATION REPORTS AND COPIES OF LAND APPRAISALS,

17. WHERE APPLICABLE, ATTACH CERTIFICATION FROMARCHITECT ON THE FEASIBILITY OF IMNPROVING EXISTING SITE
TOPOGRAPHY.

118, ATTACH PLOT PLAN,

19, CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE ESTIMATES: " Not tequited, Being prepared, Attached as exhibils
Percentage of complelion of drawings and specifications at application datez
Schematics % Peliminary % Finat % .
2. TARGET DATES FOR:
Bid Advertl Conlract Award
C ion Completion’ Occupancy
21. DESCRIPTION OF FACILITY: .. Mol sequired . Altached as exhibits
Drawings ~ Attach any drawings which will assist in describing the project. -

Specifications —~ Attach copies of compicled outline speclflcalwns .
{1 drawings and specilicatiotis have not been fully completéd, please altach coples or working drawmgs that have been completed.)

NOTE: JTEMS O THIS SHEET ARE SELF-EXPLANATORY; THEACFORE, NO INSTRUCTIONS ARE PROYIDED, *

Exhibit H~9, Application for Federal Assistance (for Construction
Programs)
{Page 3 of 4) .
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PART

TION }
‘nmnmc

FOR JOINT

Por Jolnt fuvding, it is possible to have multiple answers for each question, because multiple
programs ard [nvolved, All “yea*” answers in Section A require explanationa on a separate sheet.

y for each g

should be p:

program involved,

in Section B for each

'OMB Appesval No, 80-R0184

PART Il — BUDGET INFORMATION -~ CONSTRUCTION

' " SECTION A — GENERAL -

2. Functional or Other Breakout

1. Federal Damastic Assisionce Catalog No. v v vvvaannves

SECTION B ~ CALCULATION OF FEDERAL GRANT

Cant Classhiicution

. " Use anly bar evvistons

Lusast Appeoned
Amprt

Ay
Vel

1. Adninistration espense

2. Puediminary expense

3, Landstrucdures, right-of-way

4. Architecturul engineering basic fees

5. Other archifectural engineecicg fees

6 Prject inspection fees

7, Lad development

& Relocation Erpenses

3. Ralocation peyments 1o ldividwals and Busineases

10 Demotilion and removal

1. C and project iegnoveaent

12. Equipaent

13, Miscellamous

1. Tolal{Lines 1 throwgh 13)

15, Estimated bncome {of applicable)

16 Het Project Amount (Line 14 mious 15)

. Less: Inehigibte Exclusions

18 Add Contingencies

19. Total Projact A, (Excliding Rehabilitation Grants)

X. Fedaral Shace tequested of Ling 13

21._Add Rebabililation Granls Requesied (100 Percent)

. Total Federat grant requested (Lines 20 & 21}

8. Gratee shace

4. Otbes shares

2. Tolat project {Lines 22, 2 5 20)

$

3

Exhibit H-10, Application for Federal Assistance {for Construction
Part IIX - Budget Information, Secti.as

Programs} ,
A and B
(Page 1 of 3)
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INSTRUCTIONS

PART 11

Sactian A. General

1. Show the Fedorat Domestic Assistance Catalog Num-
ber from which the ssistance is requested. When
more than one program or Catalog Number is in-
volved and the amount cannot be distributed to the
Faderal grant program or catalog number on ari over-
all percentage basis, prepare a separate set of Part {1
forms for each program or Catalog Number, However,
show the total smounits for all programs in Seetion B
of the basic application form,

2, Show the functi or other , if
required by the Federal grantor agency. Prepara a
saparate set of Part 11 forms for each category,

Ssction B. Caleulation of Fedaral Grant

When applying for a new grant, use the Total Amount
Column only. When requesting revisions of previgucly
wwsrded A,smv.)ums, use all columns,

Line 1~ Enter needed - for administration ex-
penses including such items-as travel, Jegal fees, rental of
vehicles and any other axpense (tems expected to be in-
curred to administer the grant. tnzlude the amount of in-
terest ( xpense when authorized by pragram legisiatiorn and
also shew this amount under Section E Remarks.

Line 2-- Enter amounts pertaining to the work of tocating
and destiining, making surveys and maps, sinking test holes,
and all osher work required prior to sctual construction.

Lina 3 -~ Enter amounts directly asociated wnh the acqul-
sition of 1and, existing structures. and related righici-way.

teat b
cat

Line 4~ Znter baslc fees for architectursl engineering
services,

Lina 5 — Enter for other
services, stich as surveys; tests, and borings.

i 1 anait

.~ Lina & — Enter tees for Inspection and audit of construe-

tion and refated programs.
Lino 7 ~ Enter d with the d

oi fand where the primary purposo of the grant is land

P Site work d with major
construction should -be axcluded from this category and
shown on Line 11,

Line 8 — Enter the dollar amounts needed to provnda relo-
cation advisory assistance, and the ner amounts for replace-
ment {last resort). housing, Do not include retocation ad-
ministration expenses on this Line; include them on Line 1.

Lina 9 Enter -the ostimated amount of refocation pay-*

ments to be made to displaced persons, business concems

and fit i for moving and: re-
pmcernant htmsir.g :

* Line 10— Enter the gross salaries and wages of employees

of tha grantee who will be directly engaged in performing

demolition or removal of structures. from developed fand.

_ This line should show also-the cost of demolition or re-

movel of improvements on developed land under a third
party confract, Reducs the costs on this fine by the amount
of expected proceeds fram the sale of salvage, if so in-
structed by the Federal grantor agency. Otherwise, show
*the proceeds on Line 15,

Lina 11— Enter amounts for the actual construction of,
addition ta, ar restoration of a facility. Also Include in this
category “the of project imp such as
sawers, streets, landscaping and lighting.

Line 12—4 Emer amounts for equipment both ﬁxnd and

of equip used for For

include. for ly attached lab~
oratory tables, built-in audio visuol systems, movable desks,
chalrs, and 1aboratory equipment.

Line 13— Enter amounts for items not speclﬂcallv man-
tioned above.

Line 14 — Enter the.sum of Lines ¥-13.

Lino 15 — Enter the estimated amount of program income
that wiil be earned during the grant period and applied to
the program. .

Line 16 — Enter the difference between the amount. on
Line 14 and the estimated income shown on Line 15.

Lina 17 — Enter amounts for those items which are part of
the project but not subject to Federal participation (Sea
Section C, Line 26g, Cotumn (1} ).

Line 18 — Enter the estimated amount for
Compute this amount 3s follows, Subtréct from the net
project amount shown on Lifie 16 the irielfgible. project
sxclusions shown on Line 17 and the amount which i
axcluded from the eontingency provistons shown in Section
C, Line 26g, Column {2)..Multiply the computed amount by
the percentage factor allowed by the grantor agenay in a¢-
cordancs with the Federal program ¢ idance, For those
grants which provide for 8 fixed dotlar. allnwance in lieu of
a percentage. allowance, anter the doflar amount of this
- Mllowanca, A

Lina 19 = Show the total amount of Lines 16, 17, and 18,
{This Is the amount to which tha matching share ratio pre-
scribed in program fegisiation is applied.}

Ling 20— Show the amount of Fedaral funds requested
exclusive of funds {or rebabilitation purposes.

Lina 21 — Enter the estimated amounts needed for rehabili-
tatlon expense if rehabilitation grants to Individuals are
made for which grantees are reimbursad 100 percent by the
Federal grantor agenty in accordance with pragram legisla-
tion. If the grantéee shares In part of this éxpanse show the
total amount on Line 13 instead of on Unn 21 and explain
in Section E.

Lina 22 — Shaw the tota! amount of the Federal grant re-
quasted. '

Line 23 — Show the amount from Section D, Line 27h,
Line 24 - Show the amotint from Section D, Line 28c.

Ling 26 — Salf-explanatory.

Exhibit H-10, Application for Federal Assistance (for cOnstructJ.on

Programs)
{Page 2 ot 3)

%




raRt
TION—-EPECIAL | INSTRUGTIONS FOR  JOINT
rUNDING

Section A—Gencral
ftem 1—List all Federnl Domestic Assist-

ance Catalog numbers. involved in the jolat

156

funding projéct on the summary shect, as
explained In Section B, only.

Item 2--Simply enter, “Joint funding™
Section B—Culculation of Federal grant

A sepnrate sheet for each project element
and subelement 1s required, Where more

than one Federal eatalog number is Involved
in o single elément or subelement, a sepe-
rate sheet for each catalog number rhouid be
prepared as a back-up to the element of
suhelement sheet, Also prepare a summary
shect showing aggregate totals of nil ele-
ments and subelements {nvoived In the
project,

OMB Approval No. BO-R0184

SECTION C ~ EXCLUSIONS

Clagsidication ‘ Inaligihte for

Puticwation
i

Exchudod from
Contingency Peavisien
IV

Torets - 3

SECTION D —~ PROPOSED METHOD OF FINANCING NON-FEDERAL SHARE

0. Grantee Shae

1

a, Securities

N -k Matgages

|- Arpeopristions {By Appiicant)

4. Bondy

€. Tax Levies

I #HoaCach

2. Other {Explan)

b TOTAL — Gianlee share

28. Other Shares

2 Nale

b. Other

N . Total Other Shares

3. TOTAL

SECTION E - REMARKS

PART IY_ PROGRAM NARRATIVE {Attoch — See lnstiuctions)

Exhibit H~1l, Application for Pederal Assistance {for Construction -
Programs), Part IXII - Budget Information - Sections C

and D
(Poge 1 of 2)
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INSTRUCTIONS

PART LIt

Section C. Exclusion:

Line 26 a-g — Identily .and list those costs in Colemn {1} -
which are part of the project cost put are not subject to
Federal participation because of program legistation or Fed-
eral grantor agency instructions. The total amount on Line
g should agree with the amount shosn on Line 17 of Sec-
tion 8. Show in Column {2} those profect costs that aid
subject to Federal participation but are not eligible for in-
clusion in the amount used 10 compute conmtingency
amounts as provided In the Federal grantor agency nstruc.
tions,

Section D, Pmbased Method of Financing Nen-Federal
Share

Line 27 #-p~ Show the source of the grantee’s share, If
cash is not immediately available, specify the actions com-
pleted to date and those actions remaining to make cash
avallable under Section £ Rematks. Jndicate diso the period
of time that will be required after execution of the grant
sgreement ta obtalny the funds. tf there is.2 noncash con-
tribution, explain what this contribution will consist of,
B

« Line '27 h = Show- the total of Lines 27 a.g. This-dmount
must equal the amount shown in Section B, Line 23.

Line 28 2 — Show the amount that will be contribuied by a
State or state agency; on/y if the applicant is not a State or
state agency, M there is.a noncash contribution, e<plain
what the contribution will consist of under Section € Re-
marks, .

Line 28b—Show the amount that will be contributed

from other sources. If there is 2 nancash contribution, ex.

plain what this contribution will consist of under Section E
. Remarks.

Llne‘ 28 ¢~ Show the total of Lines 28a and 28b. This
amount must be the same b5 the amount shown in Section
B, line 24,

Line 29 — Enterthe totals of Line 27h and Line 28¢.

Section E, Other Remarks

Make any remarks pertinent 1o the project and provide any
othar information required by these instructions or the
grantor agency. Attach additional sheets, it nx:ess,a'v.

‘

Exhibit H-11, Applicai:ion for Federal Assistance (for Construction

Programs)
(Page 2 of 2)
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PARY V

ASSURANCES | .

The Applicant hereby assures ond certifins tho he will comply with the

oficies, deti

Lot .

P and y ine
Aleding OMB Circules Now A0S and FHCs 74-4 and 747, as thoy 7elate 1o the onplication, acceptance and use of Fedarol funds
for this foderaliy-assiated project. Also, tha Applicany gives assuronce ond’ cartifias with cospect to the grant thats

e .

1. It postesses legal suthority to apply for the grant, and 1
finance and e prop ilities; that a resolu-
tion, motion -or similar sction has been duly adopted or
passed as an official act of the applicant's governing body,
austhorizing the filing of the application, including all under-
i and if therein, and directing
and suthorizing the person identificd as the official repre-
we of the i to @t in ion with the
appiication and to provide such it il ion as

with. these

to insure
specifications by the contractor.
9, 1t will cause work on the project to be commenced with-
in & reasonable time after receipt of notification from the
approving. Federal agency that funds hove been aPprav'ed
and that the project will be prosecuted to completion with
reasonable diligences

10. 1t will not dispose of or encumber its title or other
i in the site and facilities during the period of Fed-

may be required. .

2. It wilf comply with the provisions of: Executive Order
112986, relating to evaluation of flood hazards, and Execu-
tive Order 11288, relating to the prevention, contral, and
sbatement of water poliution.

3. It will heve sufficient funds available to meet the non-
Federal share of the cost for construction projects. Suffi-
cient funds will be available when construction is com-
pleted to assure effectt ion and mai of the

focility for the purposes cor:strucmdA

4,1t will. obtain approval by the appropriate Federal
agency of the final working drawings and specifications be-
fore the project is advertised or placed on the market for
bidding; that it will construct the project, or cause it to be

d, 1o finat pletion in ] with the
epplication and approved plans and specifications; that it
wili submit to the appropriate Federal agency for prior ap-
proval changes that alter the costs of the project, use of
space, or functional layout; that it will not enter into a
construction contract{s} for the project or undertake other
ectivities until the conditions of the construction grant pro-
gram(s) have been met. i

5. It will provide and maintai and ads

eral interest or while the Government holds bonds, which-
ever is the longer,

1. it wili comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 (P.\.. 88-352) and in accordance with Title VI of that
Act, no persan In the United States shall, on the ground of
race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participa-
tion in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected
to discrimination under any progi or activity for which
the Applicant receives Federal financial assistance and will
i iately take any necessary to eff this

agreement. If any real property or structura thereon is pro-
vided or improved with the aid of Federal financial assis-
4znce exlunded 1o the Applicant, this assurance shall oblic
gate the Aprlicant, or in the case of any wransler of such
property, any transferee, for the pericd during which the
real property or structure is used for 3 purpose for which
the Federal financial assistance is extended or for anather
_purpose invalving the provision of simifar services or bene-
fits. - .

12, 1t will bl ds to prohibit employees from
using their positions. for a surpose that is or gives the ap-
pearanve of being motivated by a desire for Srivate gain for
ks & or others, particularly those with whom they

srchitectural engineering supervision and inspection at the
construction site to insure that the completed work con-
forms with the approved plans and specifications; that it
will furnish progress reports and such other informatian as
the Federal grantor agency may require.

B. tt will operate and maintain the facility in accordance
with the mini dards as may be required or pre-
seribed by the applicalile Federal, State and focal agencies
for the maintenance and operation of such facitities.

7. 1t will give the grantnr agency and the Comptrolier Gen-
eral through any aithorized representative access to and the
right fo examine alt records, books, papers, or documents
felated to the grant. - .

B. 1t will require the facility to be designed to comply with
the “American Stondard Specifications for Making Build-
ings and Facilities Accessible to, and Usable by, the Physi-
cally Handicapped,” Number A117.1-1961, as modified (41
CFR 101-172.703). The: spplicant will be responsible for

have family, business, or other ties. .
13. It will comply with the requirements of -Title tl and
Title 1) of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and feal
Property Acquisitions Act of 1970 (P.L. 81-646) which
ides for fair and equitabl of persons dis-
placed as 8 result of Federal and {ederally. assisted pro-
grams. .
14, It wiil comply with alf requirements imposed by the
Federal grantar agency conceming special reqairaments of
jaw, prog quil and other inistrative re-
qui P din E with FMC 74-7,

15. 1t wilt comply with the provisions of the Hatch Act
which limit the political activity of employees.

16. 1t will comply with the minimum wage and naximum
hours provisions of the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act,
as they apply to hospital and educationial institution em-

. ployees of State and local governments. .

Exhibit H~12, Application for Federal hssistance {(for Construction
Programs), Part V ~ Assurances
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+ INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING PAGE 1
OF THE REPORT OF FEDERAL CASH
TRANSACTIONS

ttem 1— Enter the name of the Federal granter agency and
organizational element to which this report is submitted.
ftem 2 ~ Enter the name and complete mailing address in-
duding tha. ZIP Code for the grantee organization.

Item 3 —Enter the emp)oyer identification nurnber as-
signed by the U.'S. Intemal Revenue Service,

ftem 4 — Enter the Federal grant number or other identify-
ing numbers requested by the grantor agency. 1f this report
cuvers more than one grant, leave this space blank and pro-
vids the information on page 2 of this report.

Item- 5 — This space is reserved for an account number or
ather identifying number which' may be assigned by the
grantee.

1tem 6 — Enter the letter of credit.number which applies to

this report. If afl. advances were made by Treasury check,
enter “NA” for not applicable and feave [tems 7 and 8
blank, : -

fitem 7 — Enter the voucher number of the last letter of
credit payment voucher {Form TUS 5401} which was
credited to your account. _

hem 8— Enter the total number of letter of credit pay-
ment vouchers which were credited 10 your account during
the reporting period. .
ftem 9— Eriter the total number of Treasury checks fe-
ceived during the repocting period, whether or not de-
posited,

f1om 70 - Enter the month, day, and year of the beginning
and ending dates of the period cavered by this report.
Item 11 — STATUS OF FEDERAL CASH

Line a. Enter the total amount of Federdl cash on hand
at the beginning of the reporting period including all of
the Federsl funds on depasit, imprést funds, and un-
deposited Treasury checks,

Ling tu Enter the total amount of all Federal funds re-
ceived through payment vouchers {Form TUS 5401)
which were credited to your account during the reporting
period, .

Line ¢, Enter the total amount of all Federal funds re-
ceived during the reporting period through Treasury
checks, whether or not deposited.

Line d. Enter the sum of Linesband c.

Linc e, Enter the sum of Lines a and d.

Line f. Enter the total Federal cash disbursements or
paymants made during the mponfnq period including dis-

Exhibit H~-13, Report of Federal Cash Transactions

(Page 2 of 5)

bursements of cash received as program income. Disburse-
ments as used here also include the amount of advances
and payments less refunds to subgrantees or contractors
and the amount to which the grantee is éRitled for in-
direct costs and usage chargés for buildings and eauip-
ment.

Line g. Enter the Federal share of program incoma re-
ceived during the reporting period, Enter only the
amount of program income which was required to be
used on the project or program by the terms of the grant.

Line h. Enter the net disbursements, This amount is the ~
ditference between the amount shown on Line f minus
the amount on Line g. ¢

Line i. Enter the amount of all adjustments pertaining to
prior periods affecting the ending balance which have not
been included in any lines sbove. Identify each grant for
which an adjustrnent was made, and enter an explanation
for each adjustment in the “Remarks” space provided,

Line . Enter the total amount of Federal cash on hand at
the end. of the reporting period. This amount should In
clude all funds on deposit, imprest funds, and uriga-
posited funds (Line e less Line h plus or minus Line i),

Item 12-—Enter the estimated number of days until the-
cash on-hand, shown on Line 11], will ba expended. If more
than three days cash requirements are on hand, provide an
explanation In the “Remarks” space as to why the draw-
Gown was made prematurely, or other reasons ior the ex-
cess cash, The requi for the explanation dogs not
apply to prasch duled or ic ad .

Item 13— OTHER INFORMATION

Line a. Enter the amount of interest earned an advances
of Federal funds but not remitted 10 the grantor agency,
If this includes any amount earned and not remitted to
the grantor agency for over 60 days, explain in the “Re-
marks'* space, {States and State 2gencies do siot need to”
complete this fine.)

Line b. Enter the amount of advances to subgrantees or
other secondary recipients included in Line 11h.

Item 14 — In addition. to p) 9 i

above, this space is provided for additional
deemed necessary by the grantee and for the informetion
required by the Federal grantor agencies in compliance with
the governing legisiation. : . .

as requi

Item 15 — Comiplete the certification béfore submitting this
report
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING PAGE 2 OF
" THE REPORT OF FEDERAL: CASH TRANSACTIONS

Use this page onfy when ths Repart of Federal Cashi Trans-
actions covers more than one grant. .

ftem 1 — Enter the name of the Federaf grantor agency and
organitational element to which. this report is submitted,
tem 2~ Enter only the nama of the granice as shown on
1tem 2 of page 1.

ltem 3 — Enter the reporting period covered by this report
2s shown in Jtem 10 of page 1.

Item 4 — Enter the Federal grant number for each grant
listed. Provide a subdivision by other identifying numbers if
required by the Federal grantor agency.

Item 5 -~ Space is reserved for the grantee to show its ac-
count or athar identification numbers.

Item 6a — Show the net disbursements {gross disbursements
fess program income received) made from Federal cash dur-
ing the reporting gericd for each grant or line item shuwn
under Item 4.

tem 6b.— Show. the cumulative net disbursements made
for each grant or line item under Item 4.

Ttem 7 ~ Enter the totals for Calumns 6a and 6b, The tota!
of Column 6 should be the same as the total on Line 11h
on page 1, Also the total in Column b should be same as
the sum of this period's disbursement (Column 6al, the
adjustments shown on Line 11i on page 1, and the cumiula.
tive disbursements in the last report Explain any differ.
ences,

Exhibit H-13, Report of Federal Cash Transactions

{Page 4 of 5) .
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING THE FINANC;AL STATUS REPORT

ttan 1 — Eriter the name of the Faderal grantor agency and
organizational element 1o which this report is submitted,

{tem 2 — Enter the grant nupiber or other identifying num.
ber assigned by the Federal grontor agency, )

Itsm. 5 —Enter the name and complete mailing oddress,
including the ZiP coda Tor the grantee organization, *

Item 4 —Enter the employer identification number as-
signed hy the U.S. Internal Revenue Service,

ftem 5~ This space is reserved for an accaunt number or
other identifying rumbers which may be assigned by the
anted, -

items 6 and 7 —~ Mark the sppropriate Goxes.

Item B — Enter the month, day, and year of the baginning
and ending of this project period. For formuls grants
which are not awarded on a project basis, show the grant
periad,

Itsm 9 — Enter the month, day, and year of the beginning
sad ending dates ot the period for which this report is
prepared. The frequency of the report will be established
by the Fedéral grantor agency,

PLEASE READ BEFORE COMPLETING ITEM 10 — The
purpose of vertical Cofumns (1) through {6} is.to provide
financial data for each program, function, and activity in
the budget as approved by the Federal grantor agency. If
sdditional columns are needed, use as many additional
forms as needed. and mark "continuation” on each form;
however, the summary totals of all programs, functions or
activities should be shown in the *toral” Column of the
first page.

For grants pertaining to a single Federal grant program (cat-
alog numbar} or severa grant prograrps which do. not re-
quire a f ! or activity classifi enter under
Columns {1) through (6} the title of the program{s). For
grants pertaining to multiple programs where one or more

programs requive 3 furthar braabdowm hy functinn nr activ. -

ity, use a separate form for each program showing the appli-
cable functions or activities in separatecolumns. For grants
containing several functions or activities which are funded
from several programs, prepare a separate form for esch
activity or function when requested by the Fedaral grantor
2e0CY. -
item 10 — STATUS OF FUNDS

Line a. Enter the total outiays reported on Line 10e of
the last report. Show zero, it this is the initial report.

Line b, Enter the total gross program outlays for this
report period, including disbursements of cash realized as
program income. For reports which are prepared on a
cash. basis, outlays are the sum of actual cash disbursa-
ments for goods and services, the amount of indirect ex-
pense charged, the value of in-kind contributions applied,
and the amount of cash advances and payments made to
contractors and subgrantees. For reports prepared on an
accrued expenditure basis, outlays are the sum of actual
cash disbursements ;| the amount of indirect expense
incurred, the value of jn-kind contributions applied, and
tha net increase {or decreae} in the samounts owed by the
grantee for goods and other praperty recoived and for
Services performed by employees, ccn!raclors, sub-
grentess, and other payses.

Line ¢, Enter the amount of all program incomie realized
In this period which is 16 be ysed in the project or
program in accordance with the terms of the grant. For
fEports prepared on a cash basis, enter the amount of cash

jncoma received during the reporting period. For reports
prepared on an accrual ‘basis, enter the amount of the not
increase (or deerease) in the amount of azerued incoms
sinice the beginning of the report period.

Lina d. This amount should be the difference between
amounts shown on Lines band c.

Lins e. Enter the sum of amounts shown on Lines a and
d above,

Line £, Entér the amount pertaining to the non-Federal
share of program outlays mdud»d in the amount on
Line a.

Line g. Enter the Federal share of program outlays. The
amount should bs-the differance betweon Linese and f.
tine h. When the report is prepargd on a cash basis, enter
the total amount of unpaid obligations for this project or
program including unpaid obligations 1o subgrantees. If
the report is prepared on an accrucd expenditure basis,
enter the amount of undelivered orders and other out-
standing. obligations, Do nor include any amounts that
have besn included on Lines a through. g, On d‘m final
rapon Lire h should have a zero balance.

Llna i, Enter the non-Federal share of unpaid‘obﬁgmim
shown on Line h,

Line j. Enter the Federal shere of unpaid abllgatlom
shown on Line h. The amount shown cn this line should
be the ditference between the amounts on Linesh znd i,
Line k. Enter the sum of the amounts shown on Linesg
and J. If the report is fikal, the report should not contzin
any unpaid obligations,

ftem1 — Enter the total cumulative amount of Federal
funds authorized.

Line m. Enter the unobligated balance of Federal funds.
This amount should be the difference between Lines k
and .

Item 11— INDIRECT EXPENSE

a. Type of rate — Mark the appropriate box.

b. Rats — Enter the rate in eHect during the reporting
pericd,

c.-Base — Enter the amount of the base to which the rate
was applied.

d. Tetal Amount ~ Enter the total amount of indirect
cost charged during the report period, .

e. Federal Share — Enter the amount of the Federal share
charged during the report period,

If mora than one rate was applied during the project period,

include a separate schedule which shows the bases.against.

which the indirect cost rates were applied, the respective
indirect rates, the month, day, and year the indirect rates
were in effect, smounts of indirect expense charged to the
project, and the Federal share of jndirect axpense charged
to the project to date. {See .FMC 74-4, which rommn: pnrq
ciples for dcteimmlng alluwuble costs of grants and con'
tracts with Stateland local pwemmnu)

Htem 12 — Space is provided for any explanation _dsemed-

necessary by the grantee or for the provision of information
required by the Federal grantor agencies in compliance with
the governingJlegisiation.

Item 13 — Complete the cartification before submitting this
report.

Exhibit H-14, Financial Status Report

{page 2 of 3y
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TIONS FOR JOINT FUNDING
Itém {~~Eriter the Federal lead agency
neme and designation,

Jtem 10—Columns (1)-(6) are for pro-
Fiding Snanctal datas fur each projoct eles

ment and 4 Enter as for
these columns, the title of project elements
and subelements, When more than one fed~
eral catalog number {a Involved In a single
clement or subelement, o separite column
for each catalog number should be estab-
Hshed s & back-up to the element or sub-

element, Use a3 many forms ns needed. When
more thafi one form is aubmiited for s joint
runding projeck, the “"Total* column on the
first page should be the sgpregate totals of
a)l elements and subelements, and this eol-
um#n should be left blask on the succeeding
pages.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING THE .
REQUEST FOR ADVANCE OR REIMBURSEMENT

Hem 1 — Enter the name of the Federal grantor agency and
organizational element to which the request is submitted.
ttem 2 — Enter the Federal grant number or otfier identi-
ying number assigned by the Federal grentor eggncy.
Hom 3 — Indicate with an X" whether the typs of pay-
ment requested s

a. An advente, reimbursement, or both.,

b. Final or partial.
Item 4 — Indicate with an X" whether the report is pre-
pared on a cash or accrued expenditure bezis, All requests
“which are for:sdvances only shall ba prepared on a cash
basis.
ttom 5 — Enter the partial payment request number for this
request.

hem 6 —Enter the employer identification number as-

signed by the U. S. intemal Revenue Service.

ltem 7 - This space is reserved for on eccount number or
other identifying number which may be assigned by the
grantee,

ttom B — Enter the month, day, and year for the beginning
end ending of the period covered in this request. if the
request is for an edvance or for both an advance and reim-
-bursement, show the period that the advance will cover, If
the request is for o reimbursement, show the period for
which the reimbursement is requested.

ftem 9— Enter the name and complete mailing address,
including ZIP Code for the grantse orpanization,

item 10 - Enter the name gnd complets mailing address,
including ZIP Code of the payee if it is different than the
grontee organization shown in ltem 9.

PLEASE READ BEFORE COMPLETING ITEM 11—~ The
purpose of the vertical Columns {1) through (3) is to pro-
vide space for separate cost breakdowns when a large
project has been planned and budgeted by program, fune-
tion, and activity. If z2dditional columns aré needed, use as
mony additional forms as needed and mark “‘continuation*
on each form; however, the summary totals of all programs,
functions, or activities stiould be shown in the “total** Col-
umn on the first page.

ftems 11 — COMPUTATION. OF AMOUNT REQUESTED.

Line a - On the stub enter the month, day, and yeer of
tha ending of the accounting period to which this amount
applies. Enter program outlays to date in the appropriate
columns, For reports which are prepared on a cash basis,
outlays are the sum of actual cash disbursements for
goods. and sesvices, the amount of indirect wxpenses

" charged, the value of in-kind contributians applisd, and
the amount of cash advanices and peyments made to sub-

- contractors and subgrantees, For reports prepared on an

accrued expenditure basis, outlays are the sum of the
actual cazh disbursements, the amount of indirect ex-
penses incurred, the value of in-kind contributions ap-
plied, amounts owed by the grantee for goods and other.
property received, amounts owed for services performed
by emplayees, contractors, subgrantees, and other payees,
and amounts becoming owed for which no current servica
or performence is required.

Line b — Enter the cumulative cach income received to
date, if reports are prepared on & cash basis. For reports
prépared on an accrued expenditure basis, enter tha
cumulative income earmed to date, Under either basls,
emer only the smount applicable to program income
which was required to bo used for the project or program
by the terms of the grant. -

Line ¢ — This amount should be the difference batween
the amounts shown on Line a fess the amcunts shown on
Lineb.

Line d — Only when making requests for advance pay-
ments, enter the total estimated amount of cash outlays
that will bo made during the period covered by the ad-
vance,

Lire e — Enter the total of Linesc and d.

Line - Enter the non-Federal share of the amount
shown on Line e.

Line g — Enter the Federal share of the.amount shown on
Linge, R

Line h — Enter the cumulative amount of Fedaeral pay-
ments. received and included in ing re-
"quests.

Line i — Enter the Federal share now requested. (Line g
minus Line h),

Lino j- Show the amount of advances required by
month on each of Lines {1}, {2), and (3) when requestad

by the Federal grantor agency for use in making pre-

scheduled advances.

ftom 12— This space Is provided -for any explanation
deemed necessary by the grantee and for any information
required by the Federal grantor agenicy in compliance with
the governing legislation. .
item 13 — Complete ths certification before submitting this
report.

Exhibit H-1S5. Request for Advance or Reimbursement
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RIQUEST TOR ADVANCE OR KEIMBURSEMENT—
SFECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR JOINT FUNDING

This form will be used by foint funding
grantees to raquest advances or reimburse-
ments [rom Federal agencies on nonconstruc-
tion programs when a letter of credft is not
used, This form may be vsed on construction
programs when authorized fn sdvance by

167

Ilem 1.—Enter the Federal lead agency
name and designatlon. *

ltem 11~—Each project element and sube
tlement must be reported separately in zach
column. When a single element or sube
element s composed of more than one Feds
eral Domestic Assistance Catalog number, &
separdte column for eech Catalog number

element or subelement. In the célumn head-
ingy, enter the tiiles of élements, subclentents
and Catalog numbers, Use &8 many forms as
needed, When more than one form iy used,
the “Tolals" column on the first page should
show the aggregats totals for the project and
the colimn should be lef¢ blank In the suc-

Federal agencies. should be established as a bhueckup to the ceeding pages.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING THE OUTLAY REPORT AND REQUEST FQR
REIMBURSEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS

Hem 1 Enter name of the Federal grantof agency and
organizational alemnent ta which the report is submitted,

itom 2 — Enter the grant number or ather identitying num-
ber assigned by the Federal grantor agency

Rom 3 - Mark the appeopriate box. H the request is final,
the amounts billed should represent the final cost of the
projoct.,

ltam 4 - Show whether amounts ace computed on an ace
crued expendi or cash dish basis.

Itsn 5 - Enter the partial pryment request pumber,

1ten. 6 - Entes the employer identification number as-
signed by the U.'S, lntemal Revenue Service

Hom 7 - This space & reserved for an account number or
othes wlantdying numbér which may be asigned by the
grentse

tem 8 = Enfer the moath, day, and year for the beginning
and ending af the period for which this fepoct it prepared
ftom 9 Entér the rame and complete mailing address in
ciuding ZIP Code for the grantee organization.

itern 10 - Enter 1he name 20 completr mailing address
including the ZIP Code whern the check should be sent, i
tha payes it different than the grantee organization shown
n ltem's

PLEASE READ BEFORE COMPLETING ITEM 11 — The
pumoss of verticat columns {1} through {3) i 1o provide
space for separsta cost beeakdowns when a large project has
been planned and budgeted by program, function and activ-
ity. H additional columns dre necded, use 23 many addi-
donaf forms as needed and mark *“continuation™ on each
{orm; however, the summary 1otals of all programs, func.
tiors, o activities should be shown in the “fatal™ columi
on the first page.

Joem 3T =STATUS OF TUNDS - AN smouis om e

ported on a cumulative basis,

Line & Enter amounts expended for such iterns as travel,
togal {eed, rental of vehiclos and any other ddminististive
expenses, Indixle the amount of interest expense when
authorized by program legislation, Also shiow the amount
of interest expensa on a snparats sheet.

Lino b. Enter amounts pertaining to the work of locating -

and cesigning. making surveys and maps, sinking test
holes, and ali other woek required prior to actual con-
struction,

Line ¢ Enter all amounts dinctly asociated with the

scquisition of land, existing structures and reluted right-
ofwary.

Line d. Enter basie fees for services of architéctural en-
ginvers,

Lino & Enter other architectural engineering wrvices. Do
not include zny amounts shown on Lined.

Line f. Enter frspection and audit foes of i

tor relocati d these

should be included in amounts shown on Line a.

Line i. Enmter the amount of relocation payments made
by the grantee to displaced persons, farms; butiness con-
cermis, and nonprofit arganizations.

Line . Enter gross salaries and wages of employees of the
grantee and payments to third party contractors directly
engaged in performing demolition o removal of struc.
tures from caveloped land, All proceeds lrom the sale of
salvage oc the removal of structures should be credited to
this account; thereby ratlecting net amounts if required
by the orantor agency.
Line k. Enter thase amounts associated with the actual
construction of, addition to, oc restoration of a facility
Alsg include in this category the amounts for proect im-
provements such as -sewers. streets,” landscaping, and
lighting.
Line l. Enler amoumx for all equipment, both fixed and
of P used for constuction
For axample, permanently ‘attached taboratory tables,
bulit-in audio visusl systems, movable desks, chairs, and
aboratory equipment
Line m. Enter the amounts for all items not soecifically
mentioned above,
Line n. Enter the totaf cumulative s3mount 10 date which
should be the sum of Linies a through m.
Line 0. Enter the total amount of program Income ap-
plied 1o the grant except income included on Line j, lden-
tify nn a separate sheet of paper the sources and types of
tha income.

Line p. Enter the net cumulative amaunt to date which
should be the amount shown on Line n minus the amount
on Lins o,

#, Enter tha Federal share of the amount shown on
ine p,

tine r. Enter the amount of rehabititation grant pay-
ments made to individuals vihen program fegistation pro-
vides 100 percont payment by the Federal grantor
agency,

Linas. Enterthetawalof Linesgandr,

Line t. Enter the total amount of Federal payiments pre-
viously requested, /f this form is used for requesting reim-
bursernent,

Line v. Enter the amount now being requéned for reim-
bursemnent. This amount should be the difterence be-
tween the amounts shown on Lines s and t. |f differen:
explain on a separate sheotl.
Lino*v. Show the percentage of the physical completion
of the project. N

l1em 12 — CERTIFICATION,

2 GRANTEE — Entwer the name, title, telaphone numbet,

and retated programs.

Lina g Enter ali amounts associzied with the develop-
ment of lend whers the primary purpase of the grant is
1and improvenrent, The amaunt pertaining to land devel:
opment normally associated with major construction
should be excluded from this category and antered on
Line &

_ Lina h. Enter tha dollar amounts Lied 1o provide reloca-
tioh ndvisory assistancs end net cotts of replscement
houung (lest resort). 00 not include amounts needed

and sigr of the yrantee official who is responsible for
the operation of the program The data should b the sctual
dxte the form 1s sibmitted to the Federal grantor agency

b, STATE, LDCA?; OR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
REPRESENTATIVE — Entyr the name, tl(ls, telephone

number, and sigr of tha
who is certifying to the wrcom of pmpect ccmplenon Tius
1] may ba a 4 engineer

under contract to the State. local, or Foderal gavernment or
ho mxy be a qualified State, loral, or Foderal government
employeo.

Exhibit H~16, Outlay Report and Requests for Reimbursement
and Construction Programs

(Page 7 of 3)



QUTLAY REPORT AND REQUEST TOR REIMBURSE-
MENT TOR
INSTRI'CTION FOR JOINT FUNDING

‘This report will be used by Jolnt funding
grantees to request payments when sdvance
payments are not authorized for cosstruction
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Item t=~-Enler the Federnl lead ongeney
name nod destgnution, - -

item tf—Each program ¢lement and sube
element must “be reporfed separately In
each cgolumn, When & single element of
subtlement i5.zomposed O mbre thun one
Federal Domestlc Aszfstance Cotalog num-

element or subzlement. In the column head-
ings exter the titles of elements, subelement
ant catalog number, Use a3 iy forn
needed. When moce than one form is used,
the *Totals" column on the first page thould
zhow the aggregate totals for the project aud
the columh should be left biank in the suce

programs. ber, a goparate colunin for each catalog num-  ceeding pages.
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Exhibit H~17, Participating Agency Grant Award Notice
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JOINT FUNDING PROGRAM PARTICIPATING AGENCY GRANT AWARD NOTICE

Genaraf, The original and one copy shall be forwarded 10
the lead agency in-the participating agencies,

ftams 1 and 2 — These numbers are taken from the grant
application fice sheet Standard Form 424,

itsm 3 — The participating grantor agency enters the Jegista-
tive authority for the grant program from which the award
is made, .

Itern 4.— The {irm dates of the funding period may not be
known when the initial Award Notice is prepared by the
participating Federal agency The dates may be added for
any amendment made during the first funding period. The
funding period dates will be esrablished for continuation
grants and will be entered on the Award Notice when pre-
pared,

Itarn 5 — In the first blank Jine enter the name of the Fed-
eral participating agency preparing this Notice, and in the
seconid blank line, enter the name of the lead agency.

Ttem. 6 — Check this bax if appropriate, and enter as a per-
céntage number the required matching non-Federal share.

Item 7 — Check this box if the appmval is' made subject to
specific ditions {such as ifications to standard pro-
visions, monitoring requi reporting requil

ete.) which will be incarporated into the final conditions to
accompany the integrated grant award,

Item 8 — Check this box for amendments which modify the
support level or time period for expenditure of grant funds
currently approved by a previously issued award notice,
Check also the type of adjustmient. Amendments reguire
that items 13 C, D, E, and/or F be thecked, as appropriate,
and that the adjustment also be reflected in item 15,

Item 9 = Enter the program code number from the Catalog
of Federal Domestic Assistance for lhe program awarding
these funds.

tem 10 — The project title as shown on the application,

Item 11 —The name and address of the applicant or

grantee to whaom the lead agepcy will make the joint fund. -

ing award, This information is taken from the grant applica-
tion,

(Page 2 of 2)

Htem 12—The names, titles, and phone numbers of the
appropriate persans in the participating Federal agency
whom the lead agency can contact concerning.the award or
project.

Itern 13 — Check as appropriate, {f blotk C.{time extens
sian} is marked, write “t0,” followed by the date for the
time period for éxpenditure of the grant funds, in the space
below block C.

itam 14 — Self-explanatory

ftam 15— Suppan detail; Line A is the total of Lines B8
and C,

Line B — The grantee funds required to match the Federal
support on Line C, No entry when there is no requirement
for grantee matching funds, ,

Line T~ The Federal funds approved for support of the
peoject from this gramt program for this funding period.
Line D — The dispositidn of prior Federal support from
this period,

Lins D-1 —~ Seli-e%planatory, o

Line D-2—The unobligated balance of grant funded in
previous funding periods,

Line E — Funds awarded (new obhga(mnal authonty) or
withdrawn {adjustment) for this funding pericd. For thé
initial award, the entries ori lines C and E will be the same
amount; thereafter, the amount on line C will be subject
to adjustments indicated on Line D-1 or D-2 to datermine
the actual award action on Jine E.

ftom 16 — The full organizational title and address of the
office .administering the grant program from which the
funds are approved.

Item 17 ~ The signature of the approval authority.
itam 18 — The date the award notice is.approved,

Item 18 — Far use of agency accountinig offics as appro-
priate,

Exhibit H-12, Perticipating Agency Grant Award Notica
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PORMAT POR NOTICE OF JOINT PUNDING AWARD

3
4

M Date:
Name and Address of Primary Recipient

Subject: Note of Joint Funding Award
Project No.
N Amendment No. (It Apzlicable)

Dear :

It is my pleasure, acting on behalf of the participating
Federal agencies of the federal Regional
Council to advise you of the funds amounting to § being
made available (increased) to support your jointly Funded project
for the period to .

.

In accordance with the Joint Funding Simplification Act (P.L.
93-51,) ana implementing regulations OMB Circular A=111l, this award
constitutes approval of all (portions) of your application dated

" for ‘which we have received firm commitments from
the participating agencies. A letter of crédit providing authority
to aisburse the funds for the following programs will be
forthcoming:

s
- Amount of Required Ratio of

Agency Program Catalog No. Federal Award Grantee Matching .Funds

Note: The amount of Federal award shall be taken from line

. 15¢ in “support Detail® of Exhibit H-17.

- participating Agency Grant Award Notices. If an

amendment, add additional sentence to read: "This
brings the total amount of Federal funds approved for

JFP Project No. to $ N
Your acceptance by executinyg ackonowicdyement pcovided at the
end of this letter constitutes agreement on your part ¢to: (1)
accomplish the work included in the approved budget and funded
through the Joint Punding Program; (2) furnish the required non-
Pederal matching share for the grant funds; (3) comply with the
representations, assurances and standard provisions contained in
the approved Jjoint funding - application, and (4) comply with
appl1cable Federal laws, requlations and polzcxes relatxng to the
project.* .

1 appreciate ydur participation in this program.

Sincerely,

e

Authorized official of lead agency

on ‘pehalf of + I hereby accept the Joint Funding
Award, Project No. » Amendment No. (if applicable),
aated N -

Date__

Signature 5f grantee agency official(s)

*1f. there -are any special tequirements or conditions to which the
applxcant has agreed to comply, they should be made a part of . this
notice and added to this paragraph.

Exhibit H~18, Format for hotxce of Joint Funding Award
“{Page 1 of 1)

{FR Doc.76-21903 Fled 7-29-76:8:45 am|
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Financial And Program Controls Of
Selected Community Action Agencies

B-130515

Office of Economic Opportunity

UNITED STATES
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFF ICE
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

' MANPOWER AND WELFARE
. UVISION

B~130515

Mr. Randal C. Teague
Acting Assistant Director

for Operational Activities
Office of Economic Opportunity

Dear Mr. Teague:

This is our report on the internal financial and program controls
of selected community action agencies (CAAs) funded by the Office of
Economic Opportunity (OEO) under title II of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964, as amended. The report summarizes the results of (1)
audits of OEQ grantees by certified public accountants, the OEQ Audit
Division, and other independent auditors, (2) our 21 reviews of gran—
tees' financial activities wade pursuant to congressional requests, and
(3) our review in calendar year 1972 of the financial controls of 12
CAAs and the program controls of 42 CAds.

Weak DAtcotataisi ool rralsowerecfoucd By OF0. =141 bers . {n—
depende, ditors. and ou nt_to congressional
uasts, OQur review in calendar year 1972 at 42 selected CAAs found
weaknesses in financial and/or program controls which detracted from
“overall operations.

Grantees were selected for various reasons. Some were selected
on the basis of their (1) indicated problems, (2) geographical area,
(3) size perspective (large, medium, and small), and (4) proximity to
other grantees previously selected to aid our field reviews, Because
our selections were not randomly made, the results of our reviews are
not representative of all grantees but indicate clearly a2 continuing
need for improved financial and program controls.

A number of programs authorized by the Economic Opportunity Actk,
as gmended, and delegated to the Departments of Labor and Health, Educa~-
tion, and Welfare (HEW) and other agencies, such as the Weighborhood
Youth Corps and Head Start, are funded through the GAds.

An official of the Manpower Administration, Department of Labor,
said our observations on CAA financial and program controls would
assist Department of Labor officials in their future dealings with
CAAs.

0fficials of the Office of Child Development said that they
plan to evaluate operations of all Head Start programs currently

93-183 O - 77 - 12
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C-4-

funded through CAAs and that our observations on financial and program
controls would assist them in deciding whether the CAAs should continue
to fund Head Start programs.

Accordingly, we are sending copies of this report to HEW and
Labor officials.,

FINANCIAL CONTROLS

The effectiv i sider
on the Manner in which grantees administer individual projects. Ac-
ngly, federal agenc TDLe LOL Operating Such programs -

should require grantges to exercise adequate comtrols to insure that -
funds, property, and services are effectively used and properly ac-
counted for.

Weaknesses in financial controls were found principally in the
areas of payroll, travel, procurement, property management, and
maintenance of basic¢ accounting records, The nature and intemsity
of these weaknesses varied from grantee to grantee.

ANNUAL INDEPENDENT AUDITS OF GRANTEES

OE0's External Audit Division maintains a system for follow up
on corrective action on audit findings. This system includes classify-
ing grantee accounting systems and/or internal controls as adequate,
weak, or inadequate, based on independent audit reports.

About 3,500 audit reports were prepared on grantees by certified
public accountants, other licensed public accountants, and independent
agencies from July 1, 1970, to December 31, 1972. The Audit Division
classified more than 40 percent of the audit reports as showing that
the grantees had inadequate or weak accounting systems and/or systems
of internal controls.

The following table shows the number of audit reports received
during fiscal years 1971 and 1972 and the first 6 months of fiscal
year 1973 and the Audit Divisiom's opinions of accounting and/or
internal control systems discussed in the reports.
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Systems Systems Systems
Total considered considered considered
- reports inadequate weak adequate (note a)
received Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Fiscal year

1971 1,454 111 8 539 37 804 55
Fiscal year

1972 1,472 86 6 5352 38 834 56
First 6 months

of fiscal

year 1973 bg21 39 6 222 36 360 58

aNumber of adequate systems may be overstated. About 60 percent of over 1,000
audit reports on grantee operatioms issued in -fiscal year 1270 reported no
major accounting system and/or internal control deficiencies. We reviewed 27
from this group and found that 17 falled to disclose significant deficiencies
in grantees' financial operatioms. See our report to the Congress entitled
"Need for More Effective Audit Activities,' Office of Economic Opportunity
(B-130515, Apr. 4, 1973).

bfwenty additional audit reports were received which did not contain an evalua-
tion of the accounting system and/or system of internal contrals.

Of the 360 systems consldered adequate during the first 6 months
of fiscal year 1973, OEO's summary showed that 118 contained no deficien-
cies or gquestioned costs; OEC did not comsider the deficiencies cited
in the remaining 242 reports significant enough to require that the
grantee be classified as having an inadequate or weak accounting system
and/or system of inteérnal controls. Such deficiencies included

—~questionable expenditures,

—1lack of required persomnel or property records,
—-excess costs incurred for property and services,
—-organizational weaknesses,

--lack of countrols over contracting;

--financial statements not prepared and/or used by management,
and

--inadequate non-Federal share for grants.

By letter dated May 31, 1973, OEOQ stated it is mainly con-
cerned with correcting weaknesses disclosed in a given report,
rather than the percentage of audiits classified under the broad
category of weak accounting system. Our April 4, 1973, report in-
dicated that OFEQ was lenient in disposing of auditors' monetary and




176

nonmonetary exceptions and, as a result, graniees’' deficiencies were
perpetuated in many cases.

SUMMARY OF OUR AUDITS OF 21 GRANTEES

During fiscal years 1971, 1972, and 1973, as a result of financial
auddts of 21 CAAs made at the request of Members of Congress, we re—
ported that:

—Financial coatrols of three grantees were generally inadequate.

--Financial controls of six of the granrees were generally ad-
equate although various weaknesses were noted.

~—~Financial controls of the other 12 grancees were weak.

These audits covered various program years between 1965 and 1972,
and our tests were Iimited, scuetimes to 1- or 2-month transactions.
Although our findings may not be typical of all grantees--since many
of the requests stemmed from complaints about grantees' operations——
we believe the findings indicate z need for improved financial con-
trols over grantees' operatioms.

Payroll and personnel records

Seventeen of the 21 grantees did not properly maintain payroll
and personnel records.

At five grantees, time and attendance (T&A) records were not
maintained or were not kept current for all employees. At seven
grantees, T&A records either lacked employees' signatures, their
supervisors' signatures, or both. Also, at one grantee, superviscrs
approved thelr own T&A records,

At 6 of the 21 grantees, leave records were not maintained for
all employees, or they were not kept current, At seven grantees, in-
cluding one of the preceding, grantees made errors in computing employees'
leave and in recording it. OEO instructioms required that starting
salaries exceeding $5,000 be limited to an amount which does not exceed,
by more than 20 percent or 52,500, whichever is less, the person's
salary at his last employment unless approved by OF0. Personnel
files at 12 grantpes did not always contain information on employees'
salaries at their grior employment. Employees at six grantees were
started at salaries exceeding these limitations without OEO approval.

Six grantees had granted employees salary increases above the
OEO prescribed limitations without OEQ's approval. At one grantea,
OEO approved salary increases above prescribed limitations for five
employees, but the information the grantee submitted was incorrect.

TNy
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Other weaknesses follow in internal controls over payroll
functions.

-~Two grantees did not adequately segregate various payroll func-
tions.

—One grantee allowed six employees ro accumulate a total of
894 hours of compensatory time without requiring them to obtain
prior OEO approval for the additional time and for insuring that
the time was necessary.

—Two grantees had inadequate controls over employee loans and
advances; one had made loans to 74 employees, or 31 percent of
its staff members.

—Two grantees paid severance pay, totaling about $7,200, to 15
unauthorize’ individuals,

-—~Two grantzes prepared payrolls before completing and submitting
supporting T&A records.

—Two grantees did not pay for payroll tax liability when due to
the Internal Revenue Service,

Travel

Weaknesses existed in intermal controls over travel eéxpenditures
at 16 of the 21 grantees.

At each of the 16 grantees, adequate documentation was not
available to support the reasonablepess of all travel costs claimed,
including 5 grantees at which travel vouchers were not always sub-
mitted. Employees at seven grantees did not always obtain written
authorizations before traveling. At one of the grantees, travel had
not been authroized in advance for 20 of 33 travel claims paid during
a particular wonth for travel outside the grantee's normal operating
area, :

Two of the more significant examples of weak controls involved
support for the travel costs incurred.

1. A reviéw at one graantee of $11,756 of $57,389 reported as
travel expenditures during program year 1971-72 showed that
expenditures of $1,960 were not adequately supported.

-~Per diem claims totaling $1,215 did uot shew the period of
travel, including times of departure and return, which
vere the basis for computing per diewm.




178 :

--Travel vouchers for out-of-town travel totaling $500 had
no supporting travel authorizations,

eter readings.

2., A review of §933 of travel costs incurred during a 2-month
period at another grantee showed that $452, or 48 percent,
had not been adequately supported by the travel vouchers or
other documentation, as required under the Standardized
Government Travel Regulations. '

We found only check stubs and canceled checks to support B
$365 of these costs. The supporting vouchers or other i
documentation for the remaining $87 did not show odometer

readings or, where odometer readings were shown, mileage

computations did aot agree with the readings.

At five grantees, travel advances were not recorded in the
agencies' books as advances but were charged directly to expense
accounts. This lessened the agencies' controls over the funds and
increased the possibility of overstating expenses because advances
might not be liquidated based on actual expenses incurred.

For example, travel advances of $1,444 at a grantee had been
charged to travel expense accounts iustead of to employee recelvable
accounts pending subsequent offset against travel expense vouchers.

~-Mileage claims of $245 were not properly supported by odom-
Procurement

We noted weaknesses in the internal controls over grantees' pro-
curement processes in 10 of the 21 grantees audited.

Nine grarntees lacked adequate receiving reports or other evidence
that certain goods or services paid for had actually been received.
Also, at seven grantees, purchase orders generally were not prepared or
were prepared after the purchase was effected.

Other procurement deficiencies noted included such things as
duplicate paymeunts of invoices, competitive prices not obtained from
potential suppliers, and overpayments resulting from a failure to
audit billings before payment.

Examples of weaknesses in intermal controls over procurement
at varlous grantees follow,

1. For each of the 364 procurement transactions totaling about
$100,000 that we examined at 1 grantee, 1 or more of the
following discrepancies existed.
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-~Large purchases were made without approved purchase orders
or evidence of approval by respcnsible agency officials.

-~Purchase orders supporting recorded expenditures were not
on file, and these few on file were frequently incomplete.

--Vendors’ invoices were not on file,

~-~Payments were made without evidence that goods and/or
services were received or authorized.

~-Preaudits of billings were not made--we identified four
overpayments totaling about $312 resulting from dupicate
payments and mathematical errors.

--State taxes were paid even though the grantee was tax
exempt. .

We reviewed 161 payments made during a 2-month period at
another grantee for supplies, services, equipment, and mis-
cellaneous items totaling $25,228. The grantee had not fully
complied with its procedures or OEQ guidelines, which pro-
vide that purchases be initiated by purchase orders or
requisitions and that the receipt of goods and services be
adequately documented. Also, the grantee did not have an ef-
fective procedure for auditing billings before payment and for
examining records to prevent duplicate payments. Of the 161
payments reviewed, 155 totaling $23,994 were not supported
by purchase orders or requisitions. Further, 62 of these
payments totaling about $6,600 were not supported by signed
receiving reports showing what was actually purchased and
delivered.

Of a grantee's expenditures of $23,311 in August 1970 for
supplies, equipment, contractual services, and space rentals,
$7,210 was questionable for the following reasons.
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Cost Amount Amcunt Basis for
category expended questicned questioning
Gonsultant and contract $ 3,858 $2,220 Amounts not provided for

services in budget as required by

OEOQ guidelines

Space rentals 14,998 3,375 Rentals for time periods

for which no lease agree-
ment existed

Consumable supplies .. 2,102 797 No -purchase authorization
T e or evidence of receipt
Equipment 2,353 38 Duplicate payment
780 No purchase authorization
Total $23,311 $7.210

Nonexpendable property

Controls over nonexpendable property were weak or inadequate at
9 of the 21 grantees audited. Seven grantees either did not always

prepare property control cards and those prepared were incomplete, in~
aceurate, or not current,

At four grantees, documentation was not available showing that
annual inventories were taken as OEO required. Three grantees submit-
ted inaccurate or out-of-date inventory reports.

At five grantees, tests of inventory records showed them to be
inaccurate. One of the most significant examples follows.

In a test of 88 nonexpendable items valued at $8,600 on the

grantee's inventory listing, 17 valuad at $2,900 were located. Of the
remaining 71 items

—61 valued at about $4,300 could not be positively identified
because they did not have any identification numbers matching
those on the inventory listing, although items meeting their
general description were on hand, and

-=10 valued at about $1,400 could not be located; the acting
executive director was unable to furnish us with the locations
of these items.

In addition, four items—-two fluld duplicators, a copying
machine and a recorder--marked as property of the grantee were not
recorded on the inventory listing. Also, two stoves and three filing
cabinets were on hand, but no information was available as to whether
the grantee owned them.
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Cash controls

Seven of the 21 grantees had weaknesses in their internal controls
over cash.

Control over the signing of rchecks was inadequate at two
grantees-~at one, several individuals had access to both required
signature stamps and at the other, where two individuals were also
required to sign checks, individuals would occasionally sign blank
checks if they planned to be away from the main office at a time vhen
a number of invoilces were expected to be paid.

At another grantee, 151 checks totaling $3,380 were made payable
to cash from April 1971 through April 1972 and were reportedly cashed
by employees of the grantee for purchasing food stamps for needy per—
sons. Because coutrols were inadequateé over these expenditures we
could not determine whether the funds were used to acqu: .e f£ood stamps.

In addition, 79 of the 151 checks were written in amounts exceeding

the $15 limitation printed on the checks. The amounts on the 79 checks
ranged from $16 to $129,

We alsp found that one grantee did not promptly deposit its cash
receipts and that another grantee did not promptly :econcile itrs bank
statements, in some cases several months late.

Three grantees were maintaining cash balances exceeding program
needs without placing the funds in interest-bearing accounts. An ex-
ample follows.

The grantee received OEQ's check for $164,000 in July 1970 and
held it until September 30, 1970, when it was placed in a non-interest-
bearing checking account. No project expenditures were made uatil
October 1970. 4 large part of these funds remained in the checking
account until March 1971, when some funds were transferred to interest—
bearing accounts. From October 1970 through March 1971 the grantee
had ending monthly cash balances averaging $124,147, but its mounthly
program expenditures averaged only $12,196. An estimated $3,600 of
interest income was lost from July 1970 to March 1971.

RESULTS OF OUR REVIEWS OF FINANCIAL CONTROLS

We made a limited review in calendar year 1972 at the first 12 of
42 grantees selected for our review to determine if they had weaknesses
in financial controls, similar to those found by independent audits and
those made by us pursuant to congressional requests, Each grantee had
weak controls in maintaining basic accounting records and in the areas
of payroll, travel, procurement, and property management. The 12 gran-
tees had received about $14 million from OEQ, individual grantees re—
ceived funds ranging from about $240,000 to about $5,8 million. In
view of our results at these 12 grantees, we did not pursue this
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issue further at the remaining grantees we reviewed. However, our
cursory observations at these other grantees showed that several may
have had simlar weaknesses in financial controls.

Accounting systems not fully implemented

Seven CAAs did not have the basic accounting manual necessary for
guiding officials and employees responsible for operating the system.

Five CAAs had not implemented or were not maintaining the necessary
accounting records to adequately record their financial activitdes.
For example, yearend adjusting entries were not posted to the general
ledger, postings to the general ledger were not current or complete,
books were closed without including all expenditures incurred, a. i *
cash transfers to delegate agencies were not established as receivables
on the grantees accounring records or as payables on the delegate
agencies' accounting records. As a result, the financial reports sub-
mitted by the five CAAs to OEQ did not agree with accounting records.

Below are specific examples of discrepancies between financial
reports and grantee accounting records resulting, at least in part,
from incomplete accounting systewms.

1. Financial reports submitted by one grantee were not supported
by the books of account which consisted of only a cash jour-
nal, a general ledger, and a general journmal, all of which
were incomplete. No recordings had been made in the general
journal batween June 1971 and July 1972, Also, instead of
recording and reporting actual non~Federal funds expended,
each month the grantee reported an amortized amount of the
total non-Federal funds required by the grant. Accordingly,
OEG had no basis for knowing whether the grantee met the re-
quirement of non-Federal funds in operating its programs.

2. On receiving initial funding, one grantee hired a local cer-
tified public accounting firm to design an accounting system
that would meet OEO requirements., The certified public ac~
countant designed an accounting system that included a gen-
eral journal, general ledger, cash receipts and disbursements
journal, and subsidiary ledgers for accumulated leave, em-
ployee earnings, and property. The grantee was not maintain-
ing the general journal and general ledger during the
program year and did not complete these records until 1 month
after the close cf the program year. As a result, we were
unable to reconcile amounts reported to OEO with those of
the accounting records., The grantee's bookkeeper could not
explain the differences in the accounting records and the
financial reports to OEO.
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3. Some CAAs were reporting to OEO, as expenditures, funds
advanced to delegate agencies or other contractors. In one
instance, about $70,000 granted to about 35 communities for
various projects was not shown as assets on the CAA's ac-
counting records as provided by OEO guidances, and acount-—
ability for these funds was lost.

Payrell and personnel matters

Our review showed weaknesses in the intermal controls over payroll
and/or personnel records in 9 of the 12 grantees. At eight of the
grantees, the responsibilities for performing various payroll functions
were not adequately separated to insure that no ome person controlled
a transaction from beginning to end. Separating duties provides a
check on the accuracy of the work and substantially reduces the op-
portunity to commit fraudulent or other irregular acts.

At 4 of the 10 grantees where T&A records were examined, the T&A
system was weak. At one grantee, the T&A records were completed 4 to
6 days before the end of the bimonthly pay period so that the payroll
could be prepared and checks distributed on the last day of the pay
period. The bookkeeper at another grantee prepared the payrell before
receiving the individual T&A records.

At a third grantee, we tested 19 T&A records and found that 11
were not current, The T&A records for some employees at a fourth
grantee did not show employees' working hours but only their attendance
and leavetaking. Also, uot all T&A records were approved by the
employee's supervisor.

In addition to the weaknesses in the T&A records, weaknesses ex—
isted in the systems for maintaining employses' leave records at three
of the above grantees. At oune grantee, employees absent for less than
4 hours charged their absence to administrative leave rather than to
annual or sick leave as appropriate. At the second grantee, leave was
not always authorized in advance. For example, advance authorization was
not glven for 319 hours of the 439 hours of leave taken by five em—
ployees over a l6-month period im 1971. Also, 24 part-time employees
were paid for a holiday for which they were ineligible. At the
third grantee, sick leave taken was not supported by requests for
leave, and in 1971, employees were granted three additional holidays--
the day after Thanksgiving and 2 days at Christmas--withoutr the grantee
board of directors' authorization.

Three grantees were paying employees in excess of OEO instructions
on compensation without obtaining required waivers from OEQ. = At one
grantee three employees received excess salaries of $170, $105, and $5
per month.
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The second grantee paid four regular employees excessive amounts,
ranging from about $40 to about $300 per month. In addition, two
doctors working part time for the grantee were paid at hourly rates of
$13.58 and $17.03 although OEC instructions restrict hourly rates to
§7.21 unless a walver is granted by OEO.

During the year ended March 31, 1972, at the third grantee, four
employees received excessive pay increases totaling about $900.

Travel

The following weaknesses existed in controls over travel expendi-~
tures at six grantees.

—=Travel was not authorized in advance.

—Travel advances were charged to an expense account instead of
accounts receivable.

--Travel vouchers were not submitted or when submitted did not
show purpose and location of travel, odometer readings, time
of arrival and departure, or proof that travel had been per-
formed.

~Travel claims were paid based on itineraries rather than on a
travel voucher. .

—Per diem was not calculated in aceordance with the Standardized
Governmernt Travel Regulations.,

Travel transactions were improperly administered and, as a result,
expenditures were made for travel that were not approved or were reim-
bursed in amounts over those allowed. Travel policies and procedures
at three CAAs were inadequate, obsolete, or nonexlstent.

Procurement

Weaknesses were noted in seven of the nine CAAs where we examined
internal controls over the grantees' procurement functions. At six of
the nine grantees, adequate supporting documentation, such as properly
approved purchase requisitions or purchase orders; price quotationms,
or vendor invoices, was not always available to support procurement
expenditures,

For example, at one grantee, adequate supporting documentation
was not available for about $1,500, or 23 percent of about $6,500 in
procurement transactions tested. OEO auditors found similar weaknesses
at another grantee.

!"
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Nonexpendable property

Controls over nonexpendable property at all 12 grantees were, for
the most part, inadequate. Each of the grantees reviewed had numerocus
weaknesses in its controls over property; for example:

-~Property records were not always maintained and those maintained
were incomplete or not current.

——Control accounts were not established.
—~Property was not marked for identification purposes.

—Physical inventories were not taken annually or were taken by
* the same individuals who were responsible for maintaining prop-~
erty records.

—Adjustments were not made between the physical inventory amounts
and the control account.

~—~Equipment was not used after it was acquired, and deteriorated
because of inadequate storage.

——Equipment was used for personal use.
—Tnventories were not furnished to the OFD regional offices.

We also noted poor property controls., At liquidation, one CAA
reported that the inventory of property acquired with OEO funds at
December 31, 1970, amounted to $134,955. The successor granteé, how=
ever, did npt accept the CAA's inventory but reinventoried the prop-
erty and found inventory valued at omly $95,506, or $39,449 less than
the amount reported. The accuracy of the former CAA's physical inven-
tory could not be determined because perpetual inventory records were
not current.

PROGRAM CONTROLS

In August 1971 OEQ became less directly involved in the program
monitoring of grantees and took steps to insure that its grantees would
adopt adequzte planning procedures and accumulate needed program infor-
mation regularly to assess the progress of programs toward achieving
their goals.

On January 1, 1972, OEO reemphasized to its grantees the importance
of adequate program planning. & new work program format was designed
which required that grantees logically state their proposed activities
in terms of




186

—multiyear and.annual goals, quantified to the extent possible;
—~program priorities assigned by the grantee;

~-activities required to achieve goals; and

~—training and technical assistance needs.

OEO anticipated that this format would become the basis for sub-
sequent program monitoring and self-evaluation.

To provide the information for making such assessments, the pro-
gram control system should include (1) establishing realistic goals
and milestones, quantified to the extent posgible, (2) accumulating and
reporting data on accomplishments in relation to goals, and (3) formally )
evaluating programs, including validating accomplishments. b%

RESULTS OF OUR REVIEWS OF PROGRAM CONTROLS

During calendar year 1972, we reviewed the program control systems
at 42 OEO grantees to determine whether the systems provided them with -
information necessary to assess program quality and effectiveness and
whether program funding should be continued at the same or modified
Jevels.

Adequate information for making assessments of program operations
was not available at 40 of the 42 grantees because their systems con-
tained one or more of the following deficilencies:

~-Program objectives were stated too generally.

—Program goals were not sufficiently quantified.

~-Program accomplishments were not adequately reported.

—In-house evaluations of programs were not always made, were in—
adequate, or were not avallable for use.

Unclear statements of program goals

Program goals are standards against which results may be compared
to judge an activity's relative success. The established goals at
31 grantees were not clear because they were stated only in general
terms or had not been quantified to the extent possible.

For example, at one grantee, the work programs for its delegate.
agencies for the most part merely reflected general statements of
planned activities, such as
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—create and implement an economic development program;

—expand the agency's multiphasic health program for the elderly;
and

--establish and implement better methods and procedures for hous-
ing the elderly and all people in public and/or private housing.

The grfantee's quantification of goals was generally limited to
estimates of that segment of the target population which would be
served by all programs of each delegate agency rather than to specific
numbers of persoms to be served by sach program. At another grantee,
the number of persons eligible for services rather than the number to
be served was included in the work program.

Inadequate progress reporting

Of the 42 grantees covered by our review, 14 did not require all
of their programs to submit progress reports, and 24 submitted progress
reports containing data not related to program goals. In addition, 31
grantees did not verify program data submitted.

Even when the grantee required progress reports, our review dis-
closed the following deficiencies:

~~Reports were not being submitted or were submitted late,
—Reported data was inaccurate, inconsistent, or misleading.

~Statistical information on persons served or services provided
was not required.

--Operators of vocational training programs were not required to
report the number of graduates or the number of gradvates who
were placed in jobs.

Lack of program evaluations

Most of the 42 grantees had not evaluated all of their in-house
and delegated programs a2t the time of our review.

For example, one delegate agency had not been evaluated by the
CAA even though the agency had been funded since 1965 and received
$640,000 in OEO.funds for the year ended May 31, 1971. This same
delegate agency was not_submitting regular progress reports to the
CAA.







) OF 3




188

We found other cases in which
-~avaluations were performed but were not recorded,
~-prior evaluation reports were lost,

—CAA board of directors' evaluation committees were not function-
i{ng entities, and

~~evaluations were not being performed regularly.

Without adequate program information and evaluation, a grantee
cannot assess program quality and effecriveness or decide whether ome
program needs funding over another. '

In August 1972, while our review was still in process, QEQ directed
that each CAA establish a Program Progress Review system which would
generate reports on the achievements of proposed goals, provide the
basis for modifying activities and milestones for successive periods,
and facilitate self-evaluation.

Under the new system, each grantee was required to review its
programs at least twice yearly and prepare a report summarizing and
analyzing accomplishments in relation to established program goals.
In addition to preparing the basic report, each grantee was required
to prepare an annual summary covering

—the impact of program accomplishments,

~~—problems affecting program progress and corrective action taken,
—overall mission effectiveness,

—<planred changes in goals and program management, and
~—technlcal assistance needed.

- The system was designed to assist the grantees' internal program
management, and the reports furnished to the OEO regional office were
designed to allow the office to monitor grantee progress and to
identify grantees requiring technical assistance. The revised system
had not been effectively implemented at the completion of our review.

We shall be happy to geet with you or with members of your staff to
discuss our findings. .

Sincerely yours,
/V[Z{-zi‘j/f"“—‘g (J, é’ b ™ ‘

Director
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CONGRESSIONAL LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, RESEARCH SERVICE

Tar COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION AND THE OPERATION OF COMMUNIYY
AcTION AGENCIES : LEGISLATION AND IPUNDING

Trunctions

Community Action Agencies (CAA’s and also known as CAPS) are local com-
munity organizations which administer a multiple of various projects or compo-
nents to provide a range of services and activities designed to have a nieasurable
and potentially major impact on the causes of poverty, In effect, each CAA serves
as a local umbrella anti-poverty organization to provide services to the poor®in
areas including housing, health, manpower, transportation, legal assistance, educea-
tion, food and nutrition, energy, community development, child development, and
consumer affairs. In addition, CAA’s provide special programs’ for the elderly,
vouth, migrants, and native Americans. [See Appendix A—Types of CAA Pro-
grams—based upon information provided by the National Center for Community
Action (NCGA), a national CAA research, information and technical assistance
back-up center funded by the Community Service Administration (CSA)]1.* Gen-
erally the specific functions of a comimunity action agency inciude: o

(1) Planning activities, establighi,ng” priorities, evaluating programs.

(2) Encouraging other agenciés assisting the poor fo plan for, secure and
administer assistance, proyide planning or technical asgistance to them, and
undertaking efforts to improve existing efforts to attack poverty. °

(8) Imitiating and sponsoring projects responsive to the needs of the poor
which are not otherwise being met. .

(4) Bstablishing effective procedures by which the poor and area residents
concerned will be able to influence the program. R

(5) Joining with and encouraging business, labor, and other private groups
and organizations to undertake activities in support of the community action
program, RN

Legislative euthority
From 1964 through 1974, the Office of Economic Opportunity administered th
CAAg under the authorization of ‘the Eegnomic Opportunity Act of 1964, as
amended. Effective January 4, 1975, the CAAs began to be administered by the
Community Services Administration, the successor agency to OO, under the
authorization of the “Headstart, Beonomic Opportunity, and Community Partner-
ship Act of 1074,” aldo known ‘as the Community 'Service Act of 1974 (P.I.. 93—
644). The Community Services Act of 1974 re-established the TFederal anti-
poverty effort in & new agency and includes new provisions which significantly
alter various aspects of the program. See CRS Report No, 75-82 WD, “Summary
of Hleadstart, Bconomic Opportupity and Community Partnership Act of 1974.”
The establishment of CAAg is authorized under seétions 210 and 211 of the Act
and the funding of the prograimns is aunthorized under Section 221, The CAA pro-

gram i§ one of numerous programs funded by CSA. I Lo
Section 221(a) provides that: The Director may provide financial assistance
to community action agencies for the planning, conduct, administration, and evalu-
tion of community action programs and components. Those components mgy in-
volve, witliout limitation, otlier activities and supporting facilities designed to
assist participants including the elderly poor—— ST o
(1) To sécure and refain meaningful employment,
(23 To attain an adequate educntion.
(8) To make better use of availdble income. ' ;
(4) To: provide and maintain adequate housing and a suitable living
,epyjrgnment. i e e 3 T b [ireu iy =
(8) To undertake family planning, consisten} with personal and family
goaly, religious and moral conyietions, = - R
(8) To obtain services for the prevention of narcotics addiction, aleohiolism,
and the rehabilitation of narcotic dddicts and alcoholies. =~ = .

1E1(é(bility i determined by the speectal income pbvert' éuideliné of the Comm it
Services Administration (CSA) which are computed byyadjusting E'the' prgv(ijqoiirslmsiia%irt'g
Tdex: und. AGaing. Sunaiiens. Toe Ainane. s Uprcentike change in the Consumor Brice

3 riations for Alaska an awail, See Appeddis B for 1

povleérty g.rluld?ﬁnelsv ((jié!iued t%pri}d'lgr;q‘)ﬁ (g ol Dpelidix’ B £or 1974 "CSA

218ee also the NG publication, “Human Works and Human Needs ! Catalog of Com-
munity Aectlon Programs? which identifiés’ and describes sticcesstul . BPOISOF S
ey gtlon, Prog Wt neiies and deseribes sticcessful CAA Bongored pro

93-188—77——13
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(7) To obtain emergency assistance through loans or gl:ants to meet im-
mediate and urgent individual and family needs, including the need for
" health services, nutritious food, housing, and employment-related assistance.
(8) To remove obstacles and solve personal and family problems which
block the achievement of self-sufficiency. . .
(9) To achieve greater participation in the affairs of the community.
i (10) To make more frequent and effective use of other programs related
. to.the purposes of this title. o i ;
He may also provide financial assistance to other public or private non-
" profit agencies to aid them in planning for the establishment of a commu-
nity action agency. = = ¢ . :
Tunds appropriated under the authority of section 221 are commonly referred
fo as “loeal initiatives” and provide the seed money ® used by CAAs to assemble
their local anti-poverty program.?* In addition to the grant which a CAA receives
from CSA. for.such programs, a CAA typically administers a variéty of other
federally financed programs for which the CAA is eligible to receive funds as a
prime sponsor or grantee. OAAs are eligible to receive grants from legislative
programs administered by numerous agencies, including thé Department of Agri-
culture, the Department of Commerce, the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Department
of Transportation, Action, Appalachian Regional Commission, Legal Services
Corporation, and the Small Business Administration.® . : .
Organization . o L ) B DL
The establishment of the CAP agencies was designed to provide the “maximum
fersible participation” from the community residents. In practice this involved
many segments of the community who had never been involved in decisions
affecting their lives and their communities, particularly minority people, in
urban‘ communities. Under the Act, the State, city or county government (or a
combination of these) functions as the e¢ommunity metion agency.sunless the
officials of the political subdivision desire to designate a public or private non-
profit agency to serve as the community action agency for the aréi. The laige
majority of CAAs have been established as private nonprofit agencies. - -
_Bach OAA is governed by a broad-baged board of directors which is composed
of 51 members representing wll sectors of the local community, It must be con-
stituted so that one-third of the members are public officials, at least one-third
are representatives of the poor, and the remainder are members 0f business,
industry, labor, religious, welfare, education, an : other major groups and inter-
ests.in the community. Each member of the board selected to représent.a specific
geographic area must reside in the area he represents. Except for tlie public
officials, no person is permitted to serve on the community sction board for more
than five consecutive years, or more than a total of ten vears, The powers of
every community action agency governing board include the power. to appoint
persons to senior staff positions, to determine major pérsonnel, fiscal, and pro-

gram policies, and to approve overall program plans.
National coverage - . .

There are approximately 865 community action agencies throughout the coun-
tiy. (Three of these (North Dakota, Montana and Utal) are also State BEconomic
Opportunity Offices (SBOOs).) ° 770 are established as private nonprofit'corpora-

tions and 95 are public nonprofit corporations.) Approximately 509, of the agen- -

cies serve urban communities and the other half serve rural communities. (CSA
designates an area.ns “urban” when 509 or more of the ‘population (household
population) live in urban places, and there is at least one place with & popula-
tion of 10,000 or more. All other areas are designated “rural”.) Theré are also
53 SI0Os (State agencies which serve through the Governor's office as lisison
in coordination with CAAs in the Staté and commonly designated as the princi-
pal grantee) serving each Itate, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, and Micronesia. Of
the 3,141 counties in the U.S., 2,198 of them aie served by CAAS, 948 are not
served by CAAs. (Some of the areas not.served by CAAs are served by SEOOs.)

and rely on ‘State and local contributions;: .
; Ree Appendix ¢, Funding History of CAAs, "

receive, funding grants is-found in a 19875 .NCCA publfeation -entitled, *Where the Money

. ® Muny CAAg racelve a very small nxﬁdh’nt‘of funds from CSA for program ndmin‘ié.t‘ratiou

Is! Wederal Funding Guide for Community Action Agencies and Non-Profif Organizations??:

S A Usting of the ‘CAAs can be found in the :CSA publication, “Directar i o it
Actfon Agencies and State Economic Opportunity I()Z)ﬁices, Seﬁtember 19_"‘1,5." Commuxity
: R

Aulak i

comprehensiye: compile?ion of federal programs for ‘which :L"CAA ‘is eiigibié tc‘>‘

e
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According to OSA, CAAs and SEOOs cover a total area in thh app10x1nnte1y
839% of the natxon S POOx population is located. -

CAA'g within the administrative  structure of the Oommmuty S’ewwesk
Administration

The Community Selvmes Administration is established with a ﬂn ee-tier admin-
istrative structure. The National office of the CSA is located at the top with the
ultimate authority, and the regional offices in the middle with certain guthority
to oversee the operation of the local CAAs, There are 10 regioival offices located in -
the following cities: Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Atflants, Chicago, Kansas
City, Dallas-F't. Worth, Denver, Seattle and San Francisco. :

‘The new Act provided that OEO was to become: the Community Services
Administration. However, it also provided that the President may request that
the CGSA be transferred to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(BEW). In order to effectuate that request, the Pzesxdent must Submit to Con+
gress a reorganization plan to transfer OSA" The transfer plan-is subject to
congxesswnal approval; within 60 days of its submission, Congress can reject the
transfer plan by passing a joint resolution of disapproval by a simple majority
vote in each House. The joint resolution is subject to Presidential veto; in case
of a veto, a two- thlrds vote in the House and Senate Would be needed to kll]. the
transfer plan.

- However, whether CSA continues asg a completely mdependent agency: or be~
comes located in HEW, the Act requires that the agency be headed by a separate
director appointed by the President with Senate confirmation. The director is
responsible for all policy-making functions including the final approval of grants
or contracts.' If CSA becomes located in HDW the director- will ‘be 'directly
responkible only to the Secretary of HRIW,

TBach regional office has authority over the adnumstratmn ‘of the CAAs located
in the geographical avea-served by the regional office (see Appendix E). In the
past the regional offices haveé played a strong and influential role in the adminis-
tration of the CAAs within their jurisdietion. The mgajor functions of the regional
offices have been to oversee the operation and funding of CA'As and thie programs
administered by each CAA, In addition, the funds-necesary to defray the costs
of administering the CAAs (which are generally not included:in the funding of
specific jprograms administered by the CAAg), althongh funded directly by the
bii are- 1unnele(1 Lhrou"h the regional offices for disbursement to the mdwldual
CAAs,

The 1eg10nf11 oﬁ“lce in the past has had vmnt-mahmg and pohcy-mftkmg author~
ity delegated to it, but now under the provisions of the new Act, regional offices
no. longer exercise such authority. Under section 601 of the Act the CSA is'mno
longer.permitied to delegate such auihority to the regional offices. :

- Under the new Act, the CSA is also not permitted to delegate policy-making
functions -and final approval of grants and contiacts to CAAs, but the Director
of OSA: has the discretion to delegate to the CAAs other functions “as he deems
appropriate” and. which are “in accordance with criteria and guidelines estab-
lished by him.” Before such deleégation of authority takes :pl?ace, ‘however, it.is
required under the Act that “all the community action agencies within such State
formally indicate their apploval of such piroposed delegation” (emphasis added).
Furthermore, if the delegation is-approved;.and the delegated functions include
the authority to approve programs within such:State, the Director *“shall make
available, to the State, in addition to an-amount.not less than the armount made
availablé to such-State for Sthte agency assistance .. . in the previous fiscal
year; an amount in each-fiscal year equal. to such- State 9. share .. . of ‘the
aggregate amount madé available during the fiscal year edding June 80 1974 for
the operation of regwnal ofﬁees of the Office 01’ Lconomxc Opportumty ”

l‘undmg )

Under the p10v1smns of the “Headstart Dconomic Opportumty, and Oom-
munity Partnership Aet”.there is aubhorizatlon for the extension of operations
of all programs ‘through fiscal year 1978, Furthermore, the Act authorizes ap-
propriations; for fiscal’ years® 1975-1977. with .an ‘sutomatic one-year extension
unless Congress passes or formally rejects legislation extending the authorization

of appropriations or adopts 4 concurrent resolutmn negatmg the apphcatmn
of these provisions. :

7 At this writing, the President has not submitted o redrgnnlzution plan,
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The most fundamental change in the anti-poverty program is the decrease in
the Federal share and the corresponding increase in the loecal share requirement
for CAAs® CAAs annually receiving grants of under $300,000 from ORO will
.continue to be governed by the S0 percent Federal-20 percent local matching
requirement for FY 1975. In fiscal 1976 this will drop to 75 percent Pederal-25
pereent local and to 70 percent Federal-30 percent local in 1977, CAAS annually
yeceiving grants of over $300,000.will have Federal-local matehing of 80~20 in
fizcal 1975, 70-30 in fiscal 1976 and 60-40 in fiscal 1977. R ‘

pie Director of the Community Services Administration will continue to be
anthorized to provide Federal assistance in excess of those percentages if he
determines that to do so ould further the purposes-of the program. Waivers
exempting’ CAAs from the matehing share requirements are provided on a case-
by-case basis wher the CAA demonstrates the need for such assistance. New
regulations implementing that pplicy were issuad by CSA on July 1, 1975 in the
Tederal Register; pp. 27667-27671, The regulations state that the “eohjective of
OGS A’s exemption policy has been to assure that the poorest counties in the nation
are able to participate in Community Action Programs despite their lack of local
economic resources to matech TFederal grant funds. These exemptions will be
continued:?’ - -

Previously, the anti-poverty agency based its exemption policy on per capita
jncome factors. For example, comunities whose annual per capita income fell
below $750 were exempted to the extent that they were unable to raise the non-
Tederal share; a partial exemption was algo extended to about 500 low-income
rural counties whose annual per capita income was above $750 .but below $1,000.
Both groups were expected to provide the non-Federal share whenever possible.
Uider the new regulations (regulations for non-Federal share requirements for
Title II, sections 221, 222(a) and 231 programs, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No.
127, Tuesday, July 1, 1975), CSA has revised its waiver policy by “eliminating
the 'per.capita provisions and substituting eriteria which reflect a percentage of

- the population beloyv the poverty threshold.”” The 193 eonnties with 35% or more

poor families will be eligible for waivers of a poxtion of the non-Federal share.
In addition, 442 counties with at least 24.59 of the families poor may request
@ waiver of at least @ portion of the non-Federal share. A. complete listing of the
counties in each category was published along with the regulations. ’

The Act also made some minor modifications in the formula by which the “local
initiative” funds under section 221 and the special program funds under gection
222 are allotted among the States.” The language under section 225 (a) now reads
as follows: ‘“The remainder shall be allotted among the States, in accordance
with the latest available data, so that equal proportions are distributed on the
basis of (1) the relative number of public assistance recipients in each State
as compared to all States, (2) the relative number of unemployed persons in
each State as compared to all States, and (3) the relative number of related
children living with families with incomes below the poverty line in each State
as compared to all States. For purposes. of this subsection, the Director shall
utilize the criteria of poverty used by the Bureau of the Census in compiling
the 1970 decennial census. The Director shall ingure that for the fiscal year
ending June 80, 1975, and for each succeeding fiscal yedr, no. State shall be
allotted for programsunder seection 221 snd section 222(a) an amount which is
less than the amount received for use within such State for prograias desecribed
in sueh sections during the fiseal year ending June 30, 1974, )

Posgible new directions for. OAA's wnder community partnerslip agreements

One of the new programs created by the “Headstart, Economic Opportunity,
and Community Partnership Act of 1974" is-the Community Parvtnership Agree-

- ments. This program provides Federal funds. to mateh cash funds from State

and local governments for the expansion of programs run by community action
agencies and other similar private or public nonprofit agencies authorized under

8 A bill was introduced in_the 94th Congress to amend the Community Services Aect so
a8 to.restore the previous Federsl:logal funding mateh of”80 percent—20. percent "(ELR.
8578). The bill was approved by the House on November 19, 1975 ; see Congressional Racord,
pp. TT 11437-11445, At this writing, the bill is pending before the Senat ¢ and Puplic
Welfare Committee, "= ¢ ‘ ’ ‘ ' o o e

AThe local initiative funding level for CAAs under the CSA budget is $530,000,000 for
fiseal year 1976, ) ) :
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the Act. The financial assistance may be used for new programs or to supple-
wment existing programs but cannot exceed 50 percent of the g¢ost of such lew
or supplemental programs. This program is d recoghition of the ficed: fo ‘en-
courgge productive relatlonshlps between State and local gdvernments and ¢on-
munity action agencies. The Act also establishes an Intergovernmental Advisory
Council on Community Services composed of 9 members appointed by the Preg-
ident, including three members from State and loeal governmeit, three- fiom
representatives of community action agencies, and three from oOtlier intérested
groups, for the purpose of encouraging such agreements and overseeing the
activities of the programs.

The ‘Act authorizes appropriations of up to $50 million for fiscal year 1975
and “such sums as may be necessary during each of the two succeeding fiscal
vears.” There is a limitation of 1244 percent of such additional amounts for
any one State. The program has not yet been implemented, receiving no appro-
priations for either fiscal years 1975 or 1976.

APPENDIX A

TYPES OF CAN PROGRAMS
Aging programs
Pransportation.
Teeding and nutrition.
SSI outreach.
Occupation guidance and rehahilitation.

Child development
Headstart.
Iollow-Through.
Day care.

Child abuse.

Community development
Bconomic development programs.
Public education/public relations.

Consymer
Iducation and counseling.
Credit unions.
Buying clubs
Bducation
Adult education.
Student grant-in-aid.
Tutorial programs.
Bilingual programs.,
Bnergy
Wmteuzatwn
nergy v011chels.
- TFuel stockpiling.
~Hmall loan fund.

ﬂl’ood and nutrition

© Food stamp outreach.
Home gardening and processing.
qunpt/maternal feeding,
Tdod biying eo-op.
Tood and nutrition education.
Food banks (crisis intervention).

Health
Family clinie, dental clinic, rural health.
Child: health.
Alcohol/drug abuse, MO, Aid to handicapped.
Family planning.
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Housing
Rural housing.
Rehabilitation (other than winterization).
Low-income housmg development/constmctzon

Legal assistance

Legal services, tenant rights.

. Welfare rights, ex—offender rights.
Manpower

Title L.

Title II,
Title III
Title VI.

Transportation
Designed to serve rural, urban, elderly/handmapped youth.

Youth
Work experience (with and without recreation).
Job counseling.
Summer youth provxam
Youth center.
Camping. programs.

Migrants
Education and referral.
Feeding and consumer.

. Native American programs

APPENDIX B
1974 CSA INCOME POVERTY GUIDELINERS

Fainily size : Nonfarm family Farm family
CSA paverty for all States except Alaska and Hawaii:
1 32,590 $2,200
2. , 410 ' 2,900
3 , 230 3,600
4 5, 050 4,300
5 5,870 5,000
g1 6,690 5,700
CSA income poverty guidelines for Alaska: .
1 3,250 2,750
2 - 4,270 3,620
3 5,290 4,490
4 6,310 5,360
5. 7,330 6,230
62 N s ——— 8,350 7,100
CSA income poverty guidelines for Hawaii:
1 - 2,990 2,540
2 3,930 3,340
3 .4, 870 4,140
4 5,810 4,940
§ . 6, 750 5,740
63 7,690 . 6,540

¢ For family units with more than 6 members add $820 for each addltlonal member ina nonfarm family and $790 for

each additional-member in a farm fami

y.
2 For family unlts with more than 6 members add $1,020 for each additional member in a nonfarm famlly and $879 for

each additional member in a farm famil

mily.
3 For family units with more than 6 rlnembers add $940 for each additional member ina nonfarm famlly and $800 for

ch additeaional member In a farm family.

el

BN
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Arrennix C

Funding Wistory of C44s :

. Sect, 221—Local
initiative funding
(actual obligations

Fiscal years ] : o .. - millions)
1965 : i : . $119.
1966 y : ; 278,
1967 i . 9271,
1968 . : 391,
1969 i . . 332,
1970 : . 823,
1971 ' . . .. 858.
1972 : 208. 2
1973 : 3 — i 324. 8
1974 . " e o B1T4T
1975 : i . : 825.7 .
1976 i - : : 330,

1 These amounts do 1ot represent the total annual funds received and administéred by
CAAs. These amounts do not include administrative costs or funds received undér special
programs of sec. 222(q) of the act or other Federal funds for which a 'CAA g eligible
Eoi re(cleige '(g:rsagts. Figures for the total amount of funds recelved by ‘CAAs are not main-

ained by . S ) o :
is 137 ;Ehis_amount represents refunding for an‘average period of -6 to 7 months in fiscal year

AprENDIX D : : .

LOCATIOM OF REGIONAL OFFICES AND BOUNDARIES OF JURISDIGTIGN’
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BACKGROGND INFORMATION AND HaErarke IsstUns CONCERNING COMMUNITY AGTION -

AgenciEs (CAAs) UNDER THE COMMUNITY -SERVIOES ADMINISTRATION

The “Headstart, Econbmie :Opportunity; and Gommuhity Partﬂersiu‘p Act of

1974, commonly known as the Commanity Services Act of 1974;created a num-
ber of changes both in the structure and the future direction of the anti-poverty




A. BAGKGROUND AND GURRENT ISSUES

effort. First of all, the Officé of Bediioniic Opportunity, which over a ten-year
period derved as an independent agency and as an advocate for the poor in
this country, was abolished and replaced by the Community Services Admin-
istratibn. This new agency, which came into existence on January 4, 1975, while
bearing a new title has essentially continued the ongoing operation of OEO. its
creation and the abolishment of OHO represented a transition iiito the begin-
ning of a new period.in. Federal efforts to alleviate the problems of the poor.

Oneé of the questions which still remains unresolved is whether OSA will re-
main- an independent agency as was OEQ .in the past, of whether the agency
will-be transferred to the Department of Health, Bducation, ind Welfave. Under
the provisions. of the Commupity Services Act, the President may fequest that
the CSA be transferred to HEW, swith the Community Beonomic Development
Program transferred-to. the Department of Commerce. In ordeér to effectuate
that request, the President must submit a reorganization plan, which is sub-
ject to Congressional approval. To date the President has Siibniitted no,such
trdansfer plan. In the fiscal 1976 budget request, the President indicated that
lie intended to have a transfer plan drafted for his consideration. However, the
fiscal 1977 budget request was silent on this matter. CSA and CAAs throughout
the: coutitry havé urged that a -decision on the administiative status of the
ageliey be made to alleviate tlie unceértainty and enable -GSA .to make moreé
definitive future planning of anti-poverty efforts. L o

The most fundamental change in the anti-poverty program ig the deerease in
the ¥ederal share and the corresponding increase in the local share requirement
for Community Action Agencies (CAAs). Under the Community Services Act,
beginning with fiscal year 1976 those CAPs receiving annuval grants of under
$300,000 will be required to come up with a 25 percent non-Federal share, and
30 percent beginming in fiscal year 1977, rather than the 80-20 mateh in previous
years. For those OAPs receiving grants of $300,000 or more, a 30 percent naon-
TFederal share will be required for fiscal year 1975, and 4 percent beginning :n
fiscal 1977.

This legislative change has caused financial problems for some Communily
Action Agencies. Not only-is it difficult for the CAPs to testify the previous
share requitement of 20 parcent but under the current economic.conditions faced
by our ¢ities, these increased shares become even more onerous. In June 1975
John Gunther, Executive Director of the United States Conference -of Mayors,
testifying before the Subcommittee on Equal Opportunities of the House Com-
mittee on Bducation and Labor, stated that any matching requirement for CAPs
“will further exascerbate tlie problems of our over-burdened tax structures
particularly when there is no emergency intergovernmental fiscal assistance to
thqse localities hit hardest by our recession. The iusistence om a matching re-
quirement as contained in section 225(c) (of the Community Services Act) will
hurt loeal programs and local governments and aifect most severely those local
gevernments least able to cope with this program.”

There have Leen numerous suggestions for Congressional action to alleviate
the situation created by the change in the local share. Some suggest that Congress
‘amend the Community Services Act to restore the 80-20 matéh, A bill, H.R. 8578,
to restore the matceh to 80-20 wa§ introduced in the House and was subsequently
passed on Noveinber 19, 1975 by a vote of 244 to-172. An identical bill, 8. 3098
was introduced in the Senate on March 9, 1976 and- is pending before the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, Others have suggested -the total elimination
of thg local share, Still others are of the opinion that Congress should carefully
examine. the effects of the change on *he operation of the CAAg in eonjunction
with the provision of the Act which lermits the Director to waive the non-
Federﬂ_l share requirement in instances when to insist upon it would be contrary
to the interests of,’ghe program, and to allow a waiver would further the overall
purposes of the anti-poverty program. CSA’s regulations implementing the waiver
Drovision; which were pubiished in the Fuly 1, 1975 Yeceral Register state that
the ‘“objective of OSA’s exemption policy has been to assuve that the poorest
counties 1‘11.1:he‘ nation are able to participate.in Community Actici Programs
despite ‘their ldck of .local economic resources to matelh Federal grdant funds.

‘These exethptiond Will be continied.”
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Previously, the anti-poverty agency hased its exemption policy on per capita
income factors. For: example, communities whose annual per‘capxta.mcome fell
below $750 were exempted to the extent that they were unable to raise fhie non-
Federal share; a partial exemption was also extended to about 500 lo,w—ipcome
rural counties whose annual per capita income was above §750 but below $1,000.
Both: groups were expected to provide the non-Fedgml. share whenever possible.
According to the proposed regulations, OSA has revised ‘1ts"wa1vqr policy by
“eliminating the per capita provisions and substituting criteria which reflect a
percentage of the population below the poverty threshold.” The 193 counties with
35% or more poor families will be eligible for waivers of a portion gf' _t}1e non-
Federal share; In addition, 442 countries with at least 24,5% of the families poor
may request & waiver of at least a portion of the non-Federal share. A ‘coniplete
listing of the counties in each category was published along with the proposed
regulafions. ) ) _

Currently the Community Services Administration is being funded at a 15}46
appropriation level of $494.7 million, $380 inillion of which represents funding
for the Community Action Agencies. An additional sum of $23 million in sup-
plemental approprintions has- been approved. The Administration’s request for
fiscal year 1976 ywas only $205 million for CAPs, but the Flouse approved an ap-
propriation for the Community Services Administration which would maintain
the CAPs at the $330 million level. ‘ ) ] o

The -President’s budget for fiscal year 1977 ig $334 million, of which $260
million 1§ earmarked for CAAs. The CAAs are again subject to a significant de-
crease in funding under the 1977 budget request. Although the program has heen
funded at a $330 million level for the past three fiscal years, the Administration’s .
budget request of $260 million is designed to reflect the smaller Federal (Com-
munity Action Agency) share mandated under P.I. J3-G44. The same was set
forth under the 1976 budget, but was not accepted by Congress which maintained
the Federal level of funding, ; . ’

The House Labor-HEW Appropriations Subcommittee has approved a fund-
ing level of $496 million for CSA. The Subcommittee alloted $330 million of the
funds for CAAs. The funding level approved by the Senate Appropriations Sub-
committee is $558.5 wmillion, $330 million of which is for CAA’s. The Senate Sub-
commiftee version provides increased funds for the Emergency Food and Euergy
Components, as well as providing new funds for manpower services for migrants.

i
i
!

B. FUTURE ISSURS : i

The following issues and areas of concern affecting CAAs are emerging ant:
should beof importance in the next several years: : : ’

(1) Federal-local maiching share requirements.—Should Congress act to re-
store the §0-20 mateh (discussed in section A)? o

(2) Aging programs—The Congress over the past-several years had made
programs for the elderly one of its priorities. Efforts jn this area are currently
being made by CAAs and will probably be continued over the next Several years.
In order to avoid duplication of effort and to better coordinate efforts’ on behalf

of the elderly poor, CSA has recently entered into an interagency agreement with
the Administration on Aging (AOA), the lead agency for such programs, to ac-
complish these objectives. : o '

(8). Manpower—(OAAs have numerous programs designed to provide poor peo- .
ple in their communities with outreach and fol placement services. The Depart-
ment of Labor is the lead agency in this area under Title T of OBTA.."

(4) Trinsportation~—OCAAs have mounted- several inuovative Progrims to -
provide transportation services more qaecessible to poor people. OF particular in-
terest are such programs in rural areas where guch services are even less avail-
able for poor people than in urban areas, : i L o

(5) Imergy conservation—~The CAA’s have taken initiative in fhig area and
used funds fo winterize home of people with low-incomes, grant small eniergency .

energy loans,. and stockpilé various forms of fuel for the poor.

(8) Beonomijo development.—The Community Services Administration funds
the Community Beonomic Development Program -which ig designed “to provide
business and job opportunities and development in low-income communities.
.CA,{VS haye _d,qv,e{o,ped many innovatiye projeets to enhance femgldir‘n’eﬂt and
business opportunities for poor people. =~ L R e A
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U.8. GENERAL AcCOUNTING OFFICE,
‘ Washington, D.C., July 20, 1976.
. B<130515(6).
Hon, SAMUEL R. MARTINEZ,
Director, Community Services Administration.

DEpAr Mz, MARTINEZ: We have reviewed the Commumty Services. Administra-
tion's (CSA’s) policies and procedures for evaluating the effectlveness of Com-
munity Action Agencies (CAA’s) funded to deliver social services to the poor.
Our review centered on the agency's system requiring grantee self-evaluation.
‘We assessed how grantees in CSA’s Chicago, San Franeisco, and Philadelphia re-
gions had implemented the system. Our review included discussions with Fed-
-eral, State, and local program officials and an examination of self-assessment,
planning, and other related reports used in evaluating antipoverty programs.

In January 1975 the Congress enacted the Community Services Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-644) creating CSA, an independent executive agency, to sue-
ceed fthe Office of Economic Opportumty (OEQ). During the 3 years preceding
the act, OBO employment levels dropped from over 2,000 to under 1,000 because
of the transfex of several OFO functions to other Fed\aral agencies and the un-
certain future of an antipoverty agency. As of July 1, 1976, CSA ctill had less
than 1,000 employees, whose primary mission was to administer, fund, monitor,
and evdluate the operations of some 865 CAA’s. CAA’s and their delegate agencies
employ about 110,000 staff members nationally and are responsible for adminis-
tering Federal, State, and local program funds estimated at about $1.5 billion
annually
~ Both OSA and OFO have had a significant problem in momtormg and evaluat-
ing community action activities with limited staff. As a partial solution to this
problem, the agencies in vecent years have used a CAA self-evaluation process,
which reduces the amount of direct Xederal oversight required. However, we
believe implementation of the process has lagged because of 'unceltamty of an
independent Federal -antipoverty agency’s future and the delay in adoptmg a
new organizational structure for CSA.

SELF-EVALUATION SYSTEM FOR CSA PROGRAM GRANTEES

To increase the independence and self-reliance of ity grantees, OEO in 1972
established a system whereby it would rely on grantees’ self-evaluations of pro-
gram progress rather than the then-existing practice of intensive onsite team
evaluations by OBQ employees. As part of the new system, ORO. required each
grantee to establish a program progress review system and to report twice a
year on progress toward its goals, CSA still uses the system QRO established, and
CSA regional officials are primarily responsible for monitoring and evaluating
CAA’s and other CSA funded Drograms, CSA field 1epresentat1ves may periodically
visit OAA’s and other grantees to give technical assistance or monitor grantee
operations ; such visits are usually made as needed.

Title IX of the Community Services Act of 1974 gave CSA’s Director authority
similar to that of OEO's Director with regard to making program. evaluations
covering CAA’s and other grantees and developing standards for program evalu-
ation. The act also included a provision that program measurement against i
standards be considered in determining whether to renew or supplement fing -
cial assistance, )

In July 1975 OSA issued standards to evaluate the effectivenéss of OSA ¢..-
ministered programs and projects. In June 1976 CSA was completing develop-
“ment of guidelines for using these standards in making CAA funding determina-
tions, Following are CSA’s standards which generally restate the 1969 ORO
standards of effectiveness for local community action and other programs.

i Strengthen commumty capacity to plan and coordinate pov erty-related

programs.
Improve organization of services 1elated to needs of the poor.
Maximize participation of poor in the pr ogram.
Brosden community resources invested in antipoverty activities.
Increase innovative approaches. attacking the causes of poverty.
.~ ‘Maximize employment and training opportunities for groups served.
In June 1975 the President's Natwnal Advisory Council on Economic Op-
portunity reported that past programs for the ptor have not had uniform evalua-

tion procedures, and project monitoring was generally inconsistent and often

either insufficient. or overzealous. Tthe Council noted that the new Comumunity

5
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‘Services:Act contained a valuable component which focuses an CAA's program

results and the standards for measuring them which could be used to modify
or -terminate ineffective programs and expand and duplicate successful ones.

The Council also found that CSA did not have-the personnel within its own
organization to initiate and operate even a limited evaluation program. Further-
more, procedures established for reporting evaluation results of program and
grantee project performance were inadeguate to conform to the act’s require-
ments. o correct these weaknesses, the Council recommended that CSA (1)
strengthen its evaluation capabilities and reporting procedures to maintain
information on granteg performance and (2) establish procedures for evaluations.
to be made by trained staff within a reasonable time after initial project funding
and at regular intervals thereafter.

CSA - headquarters needs to provide better oversight and guidance to its re-
gmntal offices on 1mp1ementm°' the self-evaluation process. Specifically, we found
tha

Regional -and headqnarters offices' Tiad not -established or appropuately
staffed formal orgamza‘L sonal structures fOl. oversight of CAA evaluahon
activities.

Regional offices were not cbtaining and using relevant OAA self-evahmtmn

" and planning reports..

Inconsistent regional guidance contributed to dxspauty in- the eustence

and quality of CAA self-evaluation systems

C8A ORVGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE FOR PROGRAM EVALTATION

The former OSA Director recognized the need for a new organization plan
during confirmation hearings held shortly before engetment of the Community
Services Act in January 1975. The agency began initial efforts on the reorga-
nization plan in March 1975 and submitted the proposed plan-in July 1975 for
his consideration.

The plan called for separate evaluation units in OSA headquarters and regxonal
oﬁitces In CSA headquarters the plan called for an Evaluation Branch charged
with—

Analyzing the overall effectiveness of CSA: pmgrams

Maintaining liaison with other agency evaluation units. -

Developing an implementation plan for effectiveness standards and pro-

. viding technical assistance to operating staff,

Developing methods for grantees to malke self-evaluatlons and for OSA
evaluations.

Coordinating and pa1t1c1patm‘r in joint poverty-related program evalua-
tiong involving other Federal agencies. g

The reorganization plan provided for regional Plans, Budget and Evaluahon
Divisions, which were delegated the last three of the above functions, to complec
ment the headquarters BEvaluation Branch, =~ :

The CSA. Director did not implement the plan mmedlately In July 1975 4
reorganization committee was established consisting of OSA headquarters senior
staff and regional directors.

The agency’s inability to reach internal agreement on the plan, and related
staffing problems; caused more delay; and the Subcommittee on Manpower and
Housing, House Gommﬁ:tee on Government Operations, requested CSA. to submit
the plan for discussion at bearings held in' September 1975, The Subcommittee
indicated that completion of a reorgahization plan was the most pressing matter
faecing the agency. After its hearings, the Subceorimitiee reported that the plan
appeared to have been hastily assembled and noted that the regional offices had
1 week before the hearings to complete reguirements to fill the plan. At the time
of the heatings, CSA officials said they would submit the reorganization plan -
to the Office of Management and Budget and the Oivil Service Commission by -

October 31, 1975, for their approval. However, delays occurred, and in ‘January

1976 the Subcomnnttee réported that the reo1gammt10n plan had “not been ’

implemented. :
On February 18, 1976, the CSA Associate Director for Admmlstmtlon, thh

-concurrence of the then OSA Director, advised agency officials that the reorga- :
nization had reachizd the implementation stage. The Associate Director noted in

his directive that GSA’s employment ceiling wag being reduced to 960, as com-

i pared to 1,187 called for in the reorganization plan, and unlegs an adjustmen{: was
) obtamed reglonal staff levels would have to be reduced He told us that 1f the‘ E
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ceiling ‘was retained, each region would probably be limited to one staff member

- for the evaluation function, which would be insufficient.

Asg of July 1, 1976, the reorganization plan was still heing considered. How-
ever, one region had, on its own-initiative, begun transferring staff members into
the proposed evaluation unit positions.

OSA regional evaluation efforts

CSA regional offices are responsible for appraising CAA pmgxess and eﬁectlve-
ness, C8A’s directive provides that this will be accomplished primarily through
review of reports on grantee self-assessments of Drogram progress and that such
reviews will be supplemented by information gained through OSA pwgmm as-
sistance field visits, State Bconomic- Opportunity Office (SEOQ) evaluation re-
ports, and certified public accountant audit and CSA inspection 1ep01ts.

OAAg have been required since 1972 to submit pr 0graI Progresy review reports
twice a year to CSA containing self-assessments of progress in relation to locally
es.tabhshed goals and national mission effectivenesy standards. CAA reporting
systems were to be ‘established with OSA’s guidance and assistance.

We reviewed the fical year 1975 records relating to CSA’s self-evaluation proc-
ess for 21 CAAs in 8 regions. These CAAs covered a broad spectrum ranging from
large urban CAAs to small rural CAAS. Based on our review.and discussions with
OSA and CAA officials, we found that :

CSA was receiving less than half the le(nured program progress 1ev1ew
reports.

Some reports dxd not discuss required national effectiveness standards.

A number of CAAs had not estabhshed formal self-evaluation systems, in-
cluding one in‘a major city.

‘Regional officials said that the 1epoxt1ng condmons were generally representa-
‘mve of all CA:As in their region:

In February 1976, while our review was-in progress, the then CSA Director
notified all gmntees, CSA. officials, and affected orgauizations that the 1972
instructions for program progress review reporting were still in force. The ve-
minder was issued to alleviate confusion among grantees regarding OXO policies

‘,umalmnfr in effect after 1973, when the contmued operation of OBO became

uncertain. .

Limitations also existed in using information intended to supplement data
available through CAA self-evaluation reports. In one region, field monitoring
reports were generally not written and, thus, were unavailable for OSA evalua-
tors, In another regian, field reports ordinarily were not used for evaluation, and

GSA staff charged with evaluation maintained limited contact with CSA field
representatives, Also, little correlation existed between the problems cited n
OSA field reports and CAA self-evaluation reports,

In the three regions, SHOO reports usually were not received and limited use
was being made of the reparts that were received for evaluation purposes. Off-

" cials in one region said that Quring their field visits to CAAs they seek participa-

tion of SEOO officials to obtain some informal views for inclusion in CSA's field
visit report.
Contrasts in CAA self-evaluation systems

We found material differences in the exigteince.and quahty of gystems estab-

~lished by CAAs for self-evaluation. These differences are partly due to ‘the lack

of guidance from OSA heqdquartels to its regional offices, specifying the elements
and criteria required for an effective OAA self-evaluation system

CSA headguarters has delegate responsibility for establishing CAA self-evalua-
tion” systems requirements to its regional offices. Only two of the three regions
we reviewed had issted guldehnes to local CAAs specifying the basic require-
ments for CAA self-evqluatmn systems. Officialy of the third region said that
they were 1 eluctant to issye self«evaluatwu guidelines without uniform guidance
from OSA Jgeadgua,lters

Guldelmes issued Ly the twa. regions chffered in the following respects:

One region advoeated evaluation participants comprised primarily of CAA
staff and board members; the other advocated individuals from the com-
munity af 1a1'"e served by the CAA.

- Qne region’s ‘ingtructions conclud,ed that the self-evaluatlon wag an eligi-
blht" requirement. er GSA funding; no refelence was made tp thig require-
. ment in the other, region's’ mstx 'ous

"Ona-region’s guldmce emphasized a svsrematm appr ach to conducting
and veporting on the evﬂuatwu the other region’s guidance centered on
documenting actions to meet local a"encv objectives.

~¥
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One region’s guidance provided instructions concerning the organizational
stricture of evaluat1o~1 teanis; the other 1ev10n offered no specific guidance
on thig sub;ect

One region's guidance p10v1ded suggested time frames and deadlines for
self-ev aluanon the other Tegion's gmdauce made such agency 1esponsﬂ)1e

" for ﬂevelopmg 1ts otvn evaluation schedile.,
Becauge of thé uncertainty of ORO’s cointinfieq existence and the Jack of ubi-

form OSA. self-evalnation guidelines, many CAAs had not déveloped or imple-

mented self- evaliation qutems We ‘questioned 6ficials of tlie 21°CAAs in our
review and found that 7 ligd no Wwritten procediives for ‘§8lFeviluation and 2
hiad wiritten procedurds that wWere fiot béing ued. Adtother ‘CAA had developed
&eneral one-page instrilctions for use in ity sélf-évaluition Droéess. Many GAA
officizil§ indicated the néed Yo increased guidinee dnd techhieal Asdistance fromi
CSA in developing self-evaliation ‘systems for thieir agelicies. -

Of thiee largé urban CAAs; ‘only one had ‘developed and impleiieiited evalua—
tion procedures and regularly reported itd results t6 ONA. The othét two hiad not
submitted any fequired program progress teview reports durmg 1974 o 1975, One

CAA’s board of direttors had nuthotized 4 snbcominittee 16 make evaluationy
but Biad hot staffed the Subcommittee, THe other CAA had developed evaluation
proceduies but had not used them Lécause they were too comple\ for its smql} .
evaluation staff to follow. i

Oneé piedium-sized CAA had developed a reagonably eom'preheﬁsv*’e system of
self-evaludtion with detailed vritten procedures requiring. semiatinual evalua-
{ions of éach CAA wunit. The system iticludes two parailel evaluatlons—one Yy the
CAA internal representatives and 4 second by a tedih of sutside evalintory drawn
from 1oéal government agencies, banks, puvate buisinesses, ‘and ‘other kounfees in
the commumty Both groups uge the same locally ‘developed évaluation pro-
cedures and results are compared to provideé a system of checks and balances.

The vesulfs of tha completed evaluation-and planied actions ave conveyed to all
participahts in the evaltation piocess. The CAA executive director said that its
open evaluation policy hag both inereased community interest and support for its
goals and provided the CAA with an independent check on its accomplishments.

Separate independent evaluations of a 6eal CAA by otutside evaluators may
not aiways be possible. Accordingly, CSA should have the capablhty to malxe such
evaluatiofi§ when necessary.

CONJLUSIONS -AND RmcoMMENanNS

Increased guidance to CSA regional offices and a viable CSA oiganizational
strocture for evahﬂtmg CAA programs are needed. CSA’s limited staff resources
have delayed the effective implementation of the self-evaluation process, As a
result, CSA cannot determine with certainty whether CAA program grantees are
meeting national standards and program objectives set in 'accdi'dance with en-
abling legislation. To obtain more efféctive control over CSA programs tlirough
the present system of evaluation, we recommend that you:

fovide for appiopriate staff and organizational units Wlthm CSA to
effectively administer the self-evaluation process for CAAs.

Make a national suivey to determine which CAA’s have not established
réquired self-evaludtion systems and which CAA systems need improvernent:

Establish meaningfil tavget dates for completing needed/ CAA. systems and
improvements,

Develop and disseminate uniform national guidelines for CAAs to use i
establishing self-evaluation systems and for 1eg10ns to usein evaluating the
systems.

Male grant approvals cont:m"ent upon CBA 'lcceptance of a ‘satisfactory
grantee self—evaluatxon system and emluamon 1ep01t 511bm1~s1on 01' an
evaluation by CSA.

As you know, séction 986 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 T~
quires the head Of ‘a Federal agency to subinit a -written statement on actions
takenr on otr recommendations to-the House and Senate Comimittees on Govern-
ment Oberations not later than G0 days after tle date of the 1'eport and to thé
House dnd Sendte. Gomnnttees ‘on Appropriations with tlie agency’s first réquest
for applbpnatmns made more thah 60 days after the date of the report.- :

We aré sending copiés of this report to the Chairmen, Sénate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare; House Cominittee on Bducation and Labot ; and ‘Sub=
comthitiee ‘on Manpower and Housmg House ‘Committee on Govemment Opem
tions; Aand to ‘the Diréctor, Office of \Ianagement and Budget:

Smcerely yours,
Gnneom' J. AEART, Dzreetor.
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STATEMENT oF Wirrzadt J. KAYLOR, CHAIRMAN OF TIE BOARD, THE NATIONAL
CENTER For CoMMUNITY AcrtIoN, INnc, Execurive. DigeEcror PEorLE, .INo.,
WAsHEINGTON COUNTY AND BrisTor, VA.

. “A RURAL PERSPECTIVE"”

Ms. Ghaupmson and members of the committee; I came to this test1mony after
‘ten years of experience related to Community Actmn both as a member of NCAA
Board of Directors, and as Executive Director of a local Gommunity Action
Agency. Before that, T had been a pastor in a rural setting in Alabama-where
voverty in terms of real property and purchasing power was the norm.

My father was @ rural minister in Alabams, and during the lean years of the
Great Depressmn, had to find any and every possibie means of support to keep
a family of nine children fromi starving. He and my mother managed wull. We
never failed to have food on the table, and clothes on our backs, But we never
had much in the way of luxuries either. We were poor in terms of possessions.
S0, I have Known poverty in terms of economics.

However, I must hasten to add, I have not known the poverty of spirit that
so many of our people live under today The dispair, the hopelessness that mark
50 many of our people’s existence, and with which Community Action Agency
personnel come in contact every day, was completely foreign to me as a young
boy in Alabama-—even duung the deplessmn

What we are witnessing in modern society is a deterioration of society, a time
when land is becoming scaree, and Jobs——even as sharecroppers—in rural America
are no longer available to an ever-increasing number of Americans, The bigness
and de-personalization of industry has also had its impact on agriculture. Many,
far too many, small farms have been swallowed up by industry and urban sprawl,
go that there is less and less for rural people to do toward earning a living. Big
mechanized farms have replaced the small famﬂy falm

So the youth of Rural America do not remain in their homes—they migrate
to the already over crowded cities. Thoge who remain behind are the less talented
who join in the dispair of their families, often becoming a heavier burden to
the taxpayers.

It is from my perspective as a local CAP Director in a setting similar to that
described above that I make the remarks which follow.

When I first arrived on the scene at Abingdon, Virginia, I had hopes that the -
agency which had just employed me would be one in which the development of
programs for the poor would be foremost in emphasis. We set to work with Board
members and community representatives to design a proposal that would be our
hest possible effort. With the small amount of Training and Technical Assistance
funding we had, we engaged a competent consultant who gave us very valuable
assistance. The Field Representative from our Regional Office assisted us by
providing us with knowledge of possible resources. A training Seminar sponsored
and paid for by OO funds gave me a good basis for domg my own job as Execu-
tive Director.

It seemed that we were off to a good start. Despite local political struggles, and
even some political opposition, we discovered that State and Regional personnel
gave us the agsistance necessary to get our proposal approved and funded.

Then the axe fell! President Nixon appointed Howard Phillips to “dismantle
OEO,” a task which he attacked with a vengeance. The rest is history. The local
scene was one of attempting to “divide the spoils.” My own board members
(representatives of other agencies in particular) began to find ways to “unse”
our projects. The Welfare Supeuntendent felt he could assimilate the Manpower
Program under his “bhenevolent” umbrella. The Community College would be
heir apparent to the Head Start Project—and it would continue as a training
ground for their student teachers, Others were waiting in the wings to assume
the resources if not the advocacy role of my agency.

At the State level, the small amount of technical assitance and support rapidly
disappeared and the State Economic Opportunity Office literally became impos-
sible to locate. There wads an Office of Human Affairg which the CAA’s in the
State believed to be funded by OEO, and who sent a representative to National
STOO Association meetings. But to admit that the office was there for any real
agsistance to CAA’s-technical or otherwise was unheard of. There was no assist-
ange in dealing with local pohtlcal problems., Yet all grant actions had to go
thvough a very painful A-95 review process.

“And at the Regional level, there was no longer any technical as51stance to be
rendered. The person who had been responsible for performing that function
was exiled to a back office and to this day remains in exile. It became a fact of
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life that the advocacy role of Regional Office had long since ceased. We found

bitter competition developing between local CAA’S who had been in the clogest

of relationships of mutual suppoit—competition for the ever chmlmshmg re-

sources that came to us through our Regional Office. Local CAA’s in trouble were

léc)sllild for extinction because there was nowhexe to turn for ass1stance from
¥

The first bright spot to appear on the Horizon was the commg of Al Arnett
for all his falrness and dedication to the cause of the poor, provad: ‘to be an ana-
chronism, and was soon done in,

However, the work of the National Center, I believe, served 1s the contmumg
advocate not only of the poor, but of the CAP itself, Through it services, which
will be (or have been) described by o*hers here today, it has inspired, trained,,
educated, and assisted the CAP World toward a recovery of its own organizing
and advocacy roles, and to a position of Tespect in the scheme-of Social Services.

I bave had no greater single honor in my liféetime than my appointment by
Region ITI CAP Directors Association to the Board of Directors of tlns Agency;
and my subsequent election to the Presidency of the Board.

In many ways the National Center has fulfilled the Advocacy- role ‘that had
been abdicated by National, Regional, and State levels of the Office of Economic
Opportunity and its successor the Community Services Administration. .. -

The task of Community Action has only begun. During the lean years, we have
learned how to keep the effort going with far too limited resources.-We have
learned many lessons that will enhance the future of Community Aetion. And if
the rsources are made available, we can go on with the task. -

Poverty in the midst of plenty is not a viable option for us., We: must develop
the human and physical resources that have in the past made this nation great.

The means must be provided that will enable social and économic development
of all our people, including those who have become and are becoming disen-
chanted and dispossessed. Such development and utilization of our human 10~
sources constitutes the only real alternative to the welfare state, : ' .

Thank you for this opportunity to share my thoughts with you.

STATEMENT oF KwaME J, C. McDONALD, THE NATIONAL CDNTER FOR COMMU‘IITY
Aomov, INoG. .

Chairperson Collins and distinguished members of the committee, I 4m pleased
to be asked to be here as a member of the staff of the National Center for Com-
munity Action to give my views on the effective delivery and sharing of resources
with our fellow citizens who, at this point, find themseélves economically, socially,
cducamonally and politically impoverished.

Poverty is the result of a complex and varying set of causes, and ehmmatmg
it requires an imaginative and flexible range of programs..The Eeconomic¢ Op-
portunity Act of 1964 signalied just that type of approach, Rather than perpetuate
and expand existing government welfare programs . that merely . treat social
symptoms, the Nation committeed itself to seeking out and eradicating the roots
of the problem through a unique yet simple concept now known as “commtnity
action.”

In its purest form. “community action” is local communities developmg their -
own solutions to the problems of their low-income residents. The basic concept
behind community action was-—and remtuns——poor people helping themselves.
The local mechanism that coordinates and carries out thig effort is. the Com-
munity Action Agency (CAA). The CAA’s role igto determine the best approaches
to solving the problems of poverty in its arca and to bring together a wide range
of Tederal, State, and local resources—funds, materials, professional skills,
techiical know-how, and volunteers—to build into these solutions. .

The Community Services Administration: (CSA, formerly the Office of Beo-
nomie Opportunity) is the mdependent TFederal agency that is responsible for
providing the seed money and overseeing the activities of CAAs. But the CAA -
is a locally controlled, mdependent entity in which representatives of the poor
have full pa1t1c1pat10n in policy making.

The nearly 900 CAAs nationwide are.varied but they all operate at least one
or more programs in the following areas: aging, child development and youth,
community and economic development, congsumer assistance, education, energy,
nutrition, health, housing, legal aid, manpower, migrant assistance, civil rights
and transportation.
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Desplté CGAA’S administration ‘of local antipoverty programs totalling approx-
imately $1.5 bllhon notionwide; CSA. funds for their operation fotalled only $330
million 148t year. In addition, each agency, must match its Federal allotment
with & pércentageé of locally generated funds.

In its 1975 dnnual report, the President’s Nauonnl Advisory Comiinittee on
Economie Opportunity addressed a concern of the committee. Hoi cin the Com-
munity_Servieés Administration best serve the poor.

The prekent staff-allocation pattern of CSA are not approprlate for an agency
with such a viable and important mission, Lo better serve CAA’s and the poor,

OSA. stiould:
1. Inforin-grantees and others in and out of government of the ititent and pro-

visions of thé Community Services Act.
92, Vitalize afid regulirize contact with other Federal agencies.
‘3. Develoﬁ reéded support for itself and for CAA’s bv undertaking to edu-
ate o{ﬁmals :ind the pubhc dbout the nature, mission, capabilities, and merit
of “Ci
4, Dstabhsh a commy catxons and technical asmstance system with its grant-
ees—«newsléttels, guidauce papers, grantee conf.eLences reporting techmques,
trajning and technical assistance, staffing and other nieans to Iamhtate, exchange
and increase expertise about program. preblems and accomphahm ents.

‘5, Provide technical assistance to educate CAA board members regdrding their
Tespousibilities, functions, prerogatives; and potentigl. -

6.-Tund dnd implement the Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker§ program. The
Council found that because of their broader and more flexible mandate, these
programs dutborized to CSA are more relevant to the needs of that poverty see-
tor than those authorized and operated under the authonty of the Compre-
hensive Bmployment and Training Act of 1973.

Tror siimilar reasons of experience, cambuxty, flexibility, and direct access to
local Tow-incomeé comiiunities, the Council also felt that CSA was the logieal
agency to conduct energy programs for the constituency.

8. Work for full funding of the Community Partnership section of its law.

9. Promote community economic. development, stating that the primary ob-
jective of all antipoverty efforts must be economic mdependence

‘While concurring with the above, it is the view of the CAAs that the single
most eritical goal for CSA must be to assert its legislatively mandated preroga-
tive to advocate for the poor at every office and level of government, with the
press and with the people. The agency should also:

1. Egtablish reliable funding schedules for grantee; and )

- 2. Develop new approaches to the problems of poverty by stimulating Re-
search and Demonstration projects in every funding category and seeking sub-
stantial additional R. & D. moneys from Congress (Head Start and Legal Services
were originally R. & D. projects.)

We also demand that an equitable portion of the I‘edeml budget be allocated
to the néediest ‘sector. The CSA funding sliould be restored to the level of the
pre-Vietham connmhittment.

In 1974, the National Community Action Agencv Executive Directors Associ-

. ation (NCAADDA) established the.National Center for Community Action
(NCCA.). NCAA initially funded with a CBA grant, is a private nonprofit
corporation with offices in Washington, D.C, It pr ovxdes an ongoing and compre-
heagive program of research, information, training, technical and. other sup-
portive services to CAAs. It is guided by ‘a Board of Dirvectors composed of 27
meniber§. ‘Twenty-one represent comimunity action agencies at all levels and
from all’ 10 Federal regions. Other members serve for national orgam/atmns
with low—mcome and minority interests.

NCGA’S program is administered by an experienced staff of former CAA ad-
ministrators, research- professionals, lawyels, journalists, and tlanunn' and pro-
gram specialists.” -

The Commimity Services Administration and. othe1 I‘ederal ‘State axd loeal
agencies havé recognized NCCA’s services as an important contribution to the
commminity action world. But NCOA believes that its success depends primarily
upon the cooperation and support of CAAg and related organizations in the field.

NOCA’s coordinated program is delivered through three organizational com-
ponents: Research and Information, Pleld Se1v1ces and Network Services.
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Researcl and Information collécts, snalyzes, and distributes information on
Federal administrative and legislative developments affecting the poor. Its focus
is at the national level; it is concerned with specific programs that CAAs can
tap for funds and other resources and with general Fedéral policy trends. Its
services include the National Center Reporter, a monthly Joumal of indepth
and timely articles. on low-income issues at they relate to aging, manpower,
energy, health, law and civil rights, rural development, transportition, educatwn,
child development, community economic developmeut nui:utlon houmng, revenue
sharing, ete. 'Phe NCCA Special Reports, covering issues of mbre immediate or
speecial concern to CAAs. The Special Reports are: -

1. A review of the Emergency Jobs and Unemployment ASsttance Act of 1974
and the Contference Committee Report of the U.S, Congxess )

2. Save Energy: Save Money, January, 1975.

3. A Brief Review of the Community Services Act of 1974 and The Cotiference
Committee Report of the U,S. Congress, January, 1975.

4, Background and Implications of Increase of Idod Stamp Costs on Pom,
January 30, 1975.

5. Commumty Services Administration Budget Fiscal Year 1976 Analysxs and
Implications for CAAs, February 3, 1975.

6. IPederal Bnergy and Winterization Programs for the Poor I‘ebrua1y 18, 1976.

7. An Update on Housing and Manpower, March 20,°1975. -

8. Title XX of the Socml Security Act: The Socml Se1v1ce Amendments of
1974 (Piiblic Law 93-647), April 28, 1975.

9. Energy Problems and GA.As, July 8, 1975.

10. Update on Title XX, July 15, 1975

11. Unpiiblislied USDA Report ot F'ood ‘Btamp Program, August 13, 1975,

12. Freedom of Informsation Act Analysis.

13. Proposed Regulations for Flealth Service Ageéncies, October 28, 1975,

14, 'Conitiunity Services Administration: Budgel Fiseal Year 1977

15. '"Phe Non-Federal Share for fiscal year 1977: Impact on the Nation's 889
Commuiiity Action Agencies, March 2, 1976.

16. Tellig the World About Oommumty Action : Two Models, April 20, 1976.

17, A guide for Anti-Poverty Planning: A Description of the Putnam Tables,
May 1916

18. Resourees for Board Training, July 30, 1976. .

19, Public Works Bmployment Act of 1976 July 30, 1976. i

20. Congressional Oversight Hearings on the Comprehensive Bmployment and
raining Act, October 13, 1976.

21, Audio Vleual Resomces A. Bibliography for Community Aectidn Groups,
November 1976,

22, The Carter Cabinet, January 1977.

23. President Ford’s Tinal Budget Message, Budget fiscal year 1978: Brief
Analysis and Implications for CAAs, Janvary 1977.

Special research projects and monogmphs such as Where The Mongy Is, a
digest of Wederal funding Sources for nonprofit organizations and a sthm“ton
information- service ithat handles mail; telephone and persor” 11 requests for pro-
gram information on anindividual, case-by-case basis.

Tield Sérvices designs and dehvels training programs- and provides. techmcal
assistance on issues that are of major concérn to CAA staff ‘and board members.
The department attompty to select topies that dare ?clmely and that have been :
recommended by CAAs and their constituents.

Training sessions are presented through a series of two- or three-day semmar/
workshops in’cities throughout the country. Limited funds and personnel gen-
erally preclude NCCA’s answering individual requests for -on-site teehrical as- -
sistance. But it makes every: attempt to provide such help tlitough writtén or .
telephone communication. This role is al§o filled through attendance and par-
ticipation at national and regional working conferences, 2

Some of the semmar/wmkshops thé Center has condvcted ‘this far mclude

Health Resources. :

Resource Mobilization.

Program Planning and Evaluatlon
Program Development and Tund Raising.
Program Hvaluation.

Problem Solving.

93-188—T7—14
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" Phese sessions are taken to the people, therefore, they have been held.in sucl}
places as: - o : ’ B
v Albany, New York.
Atlanta, Georgia.
Austin, Texas.
Cinecinnati, Ohio.
Denver, Colorado, -
Jacksouville, Florida.
Kansay City, Missouri.
New Orleans, Louisiana.
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.
San Diego, California.
Seattle, Washington.
Silver Spring, Maryland.
Tle schedule will nexttakeus to:
Charlotte, North Carolina,
Cincinnati, Ohio,
Dallas, Texas.
Denver, Colorado.
ISJincghl, %T ebiaskag.
eattle, Washington.. x i : .
These semi’nar/workshops will result in the training of more than 1,700 in-
dividuals representing virtually every State in the union, at a cost:of about
$135 per trainee. Bxhibit A presents 4. typical course outline for our seminar/
rorkshops. . . o
N Netwogk Services links NCCA with the nearly 900 CAAs and related organi-
zotions. It serves as a clearinghouse for local CAA programs, collecting, record-
ing and distributing information that is utilized by other departments of NCCA,
by CAAs, SEQOs, and CDCs, national low-income interest groups, Federal p.nd
local officials and, upon requesi, congressional staff. The department’s. services
include a Program Information Network listing and describing hundreds of
specific CAA. programs. Human Work for Human Needs is a NCCA. publication
thalt highlights CAA. activities nationwide. Network services is capable of Link-
ing tfie resources of one local agency with the program requirements of another
in any of the 10 Federal regions. It also conducts surveys and studies of CAA
problems, needs and profiles in an attempt to develop an accurate scenario of
the community action world. .
Some of the surveys and studies ineclude:
A Community Action Agency Profile.
A Survey on Non-Federal Share.
- "Praining Needs Assessment Survey.
Survey for the National Center for Appropriate Technology.
Survey on Women and Child Abuse for HEW.
Survey on the National Water Demonstration Program.
Survey on Drug Abuse Programs in Community Action Agencies.’
. In a recent survey of the National Center Reporter readers, we found the
following information: of the respondents, 96 percent receive the reporter on a
regular basis, 58 percent said they read all of the articles while 34 percent
reported they read. all of the articles sometimes. Eighty percent of the respond-
ents have been receiving the reporter since its ineeption and the remaining 20
percent, less than a year. : o
In answer to their overall attitude toward the Reporier, 61% said they had a
“very positive” attitude and 89 percent reported a “positive” attitude, There were
no negative responses concerning the overall attitude of the Reporter’s readers.
Most often cited as articles particularly well-received include ‘articles on
Title XX, CSA Act Analysis, Utility Rate- Structures, Food Stamps, Health
Planning Actand the special features, News Briefs and Reflections.
] 'quty-six percent: of. the respondents ‘claim that the information in the
magazine is presented in a clear, easy to read inanner, is not too technical and
_is pertinent to their needs. Seventy-six percent said the information is‘useful
for solving problems at fthe local level. Sixty-six percent said it was detailed
enougﬁ, whereas 34 percent claimed the information presented was not detailed
enough. :
The answers to the questions “What areas of information aré you most
interested in”, and “What type of information would you like to receive more
of?” pretty much coinecided, with the most mentioned area (849) that of legisla-
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tion, legislative matters, and in-depth analysis of current legislation. The.second,

“most important need (809) centers on: technical information and. ‘“how-to”

information, including how to get funding, and how to-deal with- CSA, Specific
areas of program information.requested most include Community, Development,
Food and Nutrition, Flousing and programs concerning Rural Areas. .. = - :

In response to the question “How has the National Center Reporter been
helpful to you?”, most respondents said it gave them a better understanding of
topics covered and motivated them to follow through on some of;the leads
provided. As to what happens to the Reporter after the reader.is finished with.
it, the majority of the respondents said they passed it on to other staff and/or
put it in a central location for ready reference. Twenty-six percent, said they
discussed it with staff and/or board.. - ‘ P v

Here are somé miscellaneous comments from readers: . L e .

“Difficult to select three from the many fine articles published in NOR:” .

“T think CSA needs to get its own management tightened up. How can we be
effective in trying o bring this about? CAPs need better planning and evaluation -
systems. We need more analysis of how to improve ourselves. Over all.we need
a better image . . . summary statistics of how many lives we affect and in what
ways, I am not interested in what individual CAPs do, but in the over all'impact.
Do more CAP surveys—on programs.” : : v

*“Phe most current and informative reporting we receive.” :

“News Briefs keep me in touch with changes in capsule format.” .

“Thig issue—fiseal year 1977 budget is the first really clear explanation I have
geen——really outstanding.” - RO ’

“Legislative Update—all issues—one of a kind information—the only ‘way I
gef this type of information.” T

“News Briefs—great overview when I don’t have time to read everything.”

#“Some material is necessarily dry. Even though essential. More uses of boxes
(inserts-would help the presentation of such material) . R

“March 1976 was excellent.” S B

After 200 years of national development, about one out of every nine Ameri-
cans remains poor. The U.S. Bureau of the Census’ latest figures 8how that more
than 24 million persons are below the official poverty level of just over $5,000
in annual income for a family of four. ‘ ) ' :

While the majority of the Nation’s poor is white, it ig also true that large
proportions of America’s black, Hispanic, and Indian populations are in poverty.
Many of the poor are huddled in urban ghettos, but many moré live in rural
areas. They can be found in New Hngland villages and Appalachiad hollows.
They erowd California migrant camps, fill slums near Miami resort hotely and
live on 'Western Indian reservations, just off scenic highways. In virtually every
(tzxorner of every State, poverty continues to strain the health and welfare of

mericans. : :

PR

STATEMENT oF JOEN WILSON, DEPUTY DIRECGTOR, JEFFERSON OLARION. TCONOMIO
: OPPORTUNITY ASSOCIATION, PUNXSUTAWNEY, Pa. | .

Chairperson Colling and members of the committee, I am pleased to he here this
morning to testify concerning government éfforts in the allevidtion of poverty
in our nation. : -

The United States i8 a nation of extreme economic contradictions. Despite
the existence of a very prosperous economy for a substantial number of our
citizens, there is a very large category of Americans totally unable to-provide for
the bagsic necessities of life : food, shelter, clothing, health services, education and
eultural activities. For these citizens—despite a mass of remedial: public and
private programs—economic and social conditions continue te deteriorate with-
out any real indieations of improvement. Adverse crities point t.» this lack of
dentonstrable suceess and recommend a decrease in the amount of resources this
nation commits to combatting the causes of poverty. We contend the weight of
the evidence more readily supports another view; that national policies should
be designed and implemented which are based upon a realistic understanding of
the causes and symptoms of poverty. e

Poverty i caused by—and continues to perpetuate—a gross imbalance in the
nafion’s cultural, economic,: educational, health and political resources. Tt -is
a delibergte and systematic attempt to foster and perpetuate the total life styles
of the advantaged at the expense; and to the detriment, of the digadvantaged. It
operates-to maintain extremely disadvantaged groups, which vary from place to
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place, within a specific 6t of circumsiances, circumstances which prevent them
from enjoying tlie barest minimui opportunity in business development, cultural
enrichfent; éducation, employment, health and medical services, liousing, daily
uiikrition aid adequate social setvices. This insulation from the mainstream of
opportunity occul's in both rural and urban America.

The Uhited States ean achieve its full economic and social potential only if
the full resoliveas of the public and private sectors are mobilized to remove the
canises adid Syfptoms of poverty from our midst. It should be the sense of the
Congress thdt to insure tlie implementation of the national commitment against
poverty, an ifidépendent hgency, eitheér bearing the name Commuhity Services
- Administratioh o some other designation, shall exist within the structure of the
Tederal Government to provide the primary advoeacy and leadership role within
the public sector and to participaté in the formulation of public policy, as it
relates tu tlie ‘condition of poverty, on behalf of the disadvantaged tvitliin our
Society. -

WHETHER SERVIOES. PROVIDED BY CSA COULD BE PROVIDED THROUGH ANOTHER AGENCY

Today. in 1977, no less than in 1964, there is a4 need for CSA to be a strong,
independent agency; and it should be mandated the respopsibility for admin-
istering the total wat-on-poverty programs, The only allowable change would
be one in which the Congress were to replace CSA with a stronger, higher funded
and more independent agency. The CSA functions should not be carried out by
DOL, HEW, HUD or any other department or agency. A move such as the
latter would only result in the CSA functions becoming lost in 4 maze of bureau-
cratic ethphasis on other more popular (politically) and higher funded programs.

Traditionally, the Department of Labor has been the domain of organized labor
and its constituency, the working class. While DOL has been heavily involved
in manpower training programs in recent years, as its major contribution to
helping the poor, there is no evidence that its leadership or vast bureaucracy
js in step with the total needs of poor people, The Department of Housing and
Urban Development has acquired its own constituency : the housing interests and
the large{r) city mayors. The latter’s interests do not always coincide—some-
times they conflict—with organizational, advocacy and housing needs of the
poor. Similarly, the Department of Health and Welfare has factors which work
against its being the controlling agency of the anti-poverty effort. Currently, HEW
is alleged to be too unwieldly a bureauncracy to remain under one administrative
roof, Its critics say it should be broken up into two separate departments, one
for health and welfare services and another for education.

We suggest that whatever roles these departments have should be done under
formal arrangement with an independent CSA or its successor agency, with the
latter's director having the weight of authority needed to initiate such arrange-
ments and to monitor the programs and activities under them. The war on
poverty is itself a highly innovative idea. As such it must be conducted by an
agency that is free to establish its owh import, derived from the pathos of the
impoverished, developed frée of the practices and traditions, thiat, while necessary
in the modus operendi of other departments and agencies, would not contribute
to the pectiliay heeds and unique eircumstances surrounding the poverty agency.

WIY CSA MUST ABSUME AN ADVOCACY ROLE

- In Both riiral and urban America,; CSA could greatly enhance the development
of an éffedtive poverty policy if it assumed an adyocacy rolé. In urban areas
the housing erisis is an exemplary exaitiple which demonstrates thé need for
CSA to assume an ddvocacy role. The problem of housing in the inner ¢ity can
not e divorced from the racial exclusionary practices of the housing industry
and t(iJAA‘s st be armed with additional support to counter this problémr and
practices.” : ‘ . o
. Patteriis of housing segregation can be ‘explained not by conditions of 1ot
inconie but by the workings of the exclusionary interests, i.e., real estate boards,
buildérs assdeidtions, redlining practices of lending institutions ahd suburban
zoning devices, that establish vast sanctuaries from which Blacks and poor peo-
ple are exdélided. Likewise, patterns of sluilordism can exist only throtgh tha
maintenance of these patterng of housing segregation.

Governtnenit policies subsidize sluimlords fhrough lax op ngnexistent codé
enforceineht, thereby saving them millions of dollars; offer them genérous tax
treatmeiit: ahd then pay them handsomely for their property whenh shims are
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bought under urban renewal. The economics of ghetto-housing insures that bad
housing is profitable and that good housing cannot be maintained, ln short, bad
housmg drives out good. As nelghbmhoods deteriorate, further deteuomtlon
is induced.

Slum owners persist in their business because they make an adequate return;
and it is possible for the more disreputable angd dishonest to do fairly well. How-
ever, the curtailment of existing practices through code enforcement might
drive out some of the slum lords. Indeed; it is the lack of law enforcement,
coupled with the existence of housing segregation, that leads to slum lords
plohtabmty

There is a great variety of available suburban housing. The existing suburban
housing supply, in terms of housing cost, pmmdes ample oppor tunity for desegre-
gation now. However, tlie single c1uc1a1 factor in ensuring the pmﬁtabxhty of
slums is racial segregation. The all.white sections are essential tq Specessful
slum development. With a “white only” barricade around the ghetto there is no
escape for those who live within its confines. As buildings are subdivided,
crowded, and deteriorate more, they beome almost impossible to maintairt
Soon it becomes impractical to try to maintain neighbpring houses. The latter
houses then become 2 profitable investment and stum development §pirals,

One thing desperately needed, then, is an honest enforcement of the law. There
are laws against discrimination in renting and the sale of apartments and
houses. There are laws to ensure adegiate plumhing and to enforce building
codes; but the enforcement of these laws ig slanted in favor of those who have
some influence in this society. The truth of the matter is that profit-making
incentives run counter to the best interests of the poor as far as the maintenance
of housing iy concerned. Tax laws and condemnation procedures combine with
the peculiarly vulnerable sifuation of those svho are poor to pay the most profit
for the worst housing. Where enforcement is pitted day by day against the slum
jord’s incentive to make profit, enforcement is bound to be in trouble.

What is a must here is for CAAs to apply their community ozgamzntmn/actlon
skills to mobilize their constituents, and their constituent’s supporters, to press
for an all out enforcement of such laws as well as to push for changes in the
law where existing remedies are inadequate. Yet, CSA has done almost nothing
to arm CAAg so they can be effective in this role. Ifurther, CSA sghould assist
CAAg to assume the role of local housing sponsors where it is necessary to
broaden the supply of housing for the poor. FHousing is only one examnle of the
need for OSA/CAAs to take up the advocacy role. According to the information
compiled by the Congressional Rural Caucus, 44% of the nation’s poverty exists
in rural areas. This is the very part of the nation which supplies the vast food
supplies to feed our tirban populations and also supplies the raw. physical re-
sources which support our nation’s commerce, (i.e., Wood ores, coal; water
power, natural gas).

The Washington Post carried a small ar tlcle—on page A2 February 28, 1977—
which probably attracted very little attention in the Washington meétropolitan
area. To gome of us in the community action world, however, the article merits
ereat attention because it points up the need for something which we have advo-
cated for a long time and which is long averdue: a national policg to reverse the
decline in small farmg and thus restore strength to the rural economy. Said the
article:

“Senator James Abourezk (D.8.D.), is introducing a blll thqt wonld require
agribusiness corporations to sell their farm properties within " five years,
Abourezk sgid that since World War II, 2,000 farmg and 800 rural businesses
have been driven out of business each Week He cited estimates that.hiy 1980,
half the American food supply will be tinder corporate confrol. By 1985, pe said,”
corporations will control nearly 5 pelcent Hig bill would lequue carpmatwns

that hold more than three million in non-farm- assets to chspose of theu; i"um : )

prope1tles ” . :
“In many rural areas the people haye the land and the capacity to grow food
stuffs wlhich have a he'wy consumer demand, It is ironic that at g txme when
the numbers of farm (ers) is less than in the past, th;, amount of acreage nnder
‘cultivation is at an gll-time high becatse of the rige of the corpom,ie farms
with their complete mechfuuzatmn, which enables tliem to farimn more land with -
legss manpower than that used by the fanuly farms. The lattev sunph; eannot
meet the costs associated W ith trymg to .compete with the agpbusmess N
conglomerates. ‘ : .
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Without fostering the impression-that the National Cener is in support of any
effort to break up these corporations—because we ave not—we suggest that
‘here is a perfect example of the need for a strong advocacy role by CSA. and
CAAs, We assert here that the Community Service Administration and Com-
munity Aetion Agencies should be advocating the creation of new mechanisms
which will enable us to link the farming skills of familieg in rural communities
with the food purchasing power of consumers located in CAA urban areas.

Repeat! We assert here that the OSA/CAA alliance should be advocating the
creation of new mechanisms which will enable us to link the farming skills of
families in rurdl communities with the food purchasing power of consumers
located in urban areas.

The average CAA target area in an urban center contains a large number of
“low income families that expend heavy percentages of their income on food
purchses. What is needed in the urban centers is a mechanism, i.e.; more and
heavier funded CDC, which will enable the residents to purchase produce and
meat from the family farms and then sell quality food items to themselves, thus
keeping the profits from such gales in their own communities, thereby. lending
additional support to their own economic development. This self-support would
include the'jobs created by these businesses. The urban mechanisms can guarantee
markets to the family farms, thus giving rural communities a stronger foundation
for their own economic development plans, .

The need also exists in education, where the situation has reached crisis pro-
portions in the inner cities. Similarly its exists with respect to the:availability
of health services in low income areas where the poor often have to go without
medical treatment, with respecl to the need for true welfare reform wherein
welfare recipients will be helped in accordance with real need as opposed to the
current punitive levels, with respect to impoverished areas getting a fairer share
of the.block grant dollars; and the advocacy role is necessary if CAAs are to
receive legal recognition as controllers of the categorical programs. In all of
these problem areas the need is the same: for CAAs to apply their organization/
action gkills to mobilize public opinion in support. of the interests 'of the poor.

SrATEMENT oF AMBRosE I LANE, BxecuTive DirEcror, Tum NATIONAL CENTER
: ror COoMMUNITY Acrion, INc. ~

Madam.Chairlady and Members of the subcommiftee, I am pleased to respond

to your invitation to testify regarding the important matters outlined in your
recent letter to the National Center. .
- Ag an introductory I should say that; the positions that we will take today are
not positions that our Board of Directors has taken or officially approved. If it
chooses to do s0, our Board may submit testimony for the record .that will
represent their official views,

Nonetheless, we will respond to your inquiries in the order presented in your
letter of invitation. o : ol

I. APPRAISAL OF SERVICES RENDERED TO CAA BY CSA AND ASSESSMENT OF CSA’S
: - PERFORMANCE  AS AN ADVOCATE FOR THE POOR

In our view, the CSA has 8 prineipal xoles to play. They are as follows:

1: The CSA should be the primary Federal agency to develop and promofe a
national strategy for the elimination of poverty.

2. The OSA should be the primary Federal advocate for the poor and CSA’s
pr}nmpal,constituency agencies, the Community Action Agencies,

3. The CSA should be the primary Federal innovator and initiator of new
and better ways to enable poox people to help themselves out of poverty.

4, The.OSA should be the vigorous and efficient administrator of the National
Community Action Program, providing its constituent agencies with the manage-
;;laltlllxnd technical assistance tools and resources to do an increasingly better job

or the poor. IR 0 .

- b, The CSA should be the primary Federal agency to seek new sources of funds
to be channeled through GAA’s, where appropriate, rather than seeking new ways
to spin‘off its own programs to other agencies. . ‘ . L

6. The ‘0SA should be the primary Federal evaluator of all Federal programs
designed to ‘enable the poor to move out of poverty. .

7. 'The OSA should take the lead in establishing multiple Federal interagericy
agreements and in promoting extensive use of joint funding arrangements in
behalf of CAA’s.
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8. The:CSA should assume leadership in educating the general public, as well
as Congress and the White House, regarding CAA’S and the poor and in promot-
ing a national atmosplere of understanding, support, and concern.

If thete are the primary roles that the Community Services Administration
should play,-our appraisal must be that OSA’s services to CAA’s have been inade-
guate, at-best, and totally incongistent; at worst. -

That appraisal must, however, be viewed against the historical backdrop of
the agency’s existence. Of its nine National Directors, only one had a strong com-
mitment to its suceess and contintiation, and even he did not clearly understand
what was needed to effectuate those ends The actions of all of the others, with
one exception, cleaxly indicated that OEO/OSA was little more than a “way
station” in the achievement of their persongl ambitions. The one exeeption was
Howard Phillips, whose sole aim was to destroy the agency.

Further, of three Presidents, not counting President Carter, only one gave
strong support And his support waned near the end of his ‘term.

President Car’er’s recent characterization of CSA as “gluggish” and “politi-
cized” was accu.ate, With the etceptlon of a dedicated few CSA staffers who are
either “old timers” who have hung in or recent staffers who have been “con-
verted,” thie old vigor and dedication and love of service that characterize the
Natlonal and Regional Officeg are in short supply Thig is the awful legacy of the
1978 Howard Phillips scourge. Although he is long gone, many of liis philosoph-
ical brethren are still employed at the agency.

It must be burned into our memories that, after the difficult 1067 reauthorizd-
tion battle and the restrictive amendments that were produced that year, the
major national support given to CAA’s came from Congress. It came neither
from the agency itself nor from the Executive Branch,

Qur appraisal of the CSA's performance as an advocate for the poor differs
little from our appraisal of the sérvices that it has rendered to QAA’s, A natipnal
debate has been publicly engaged for several years regarding Federal program-
muég for the poor. In that debate, CSA’s voice has either been timid or fotally
mute.

A current example is its lack of a publicity—defined pohcy posmon in the
current . discussions regarding appropriaté Federal programming to meet the .
needs of our nation’s unemployed. Another is the absence of a publicly-defined
policy position 1e«a1d1ng specmhzed Federal programmmg for youth unem-
ployment, Anotlier is the agency's ciurrent publie silence in the nation’s debate
1eg‘uchng overall economic policy and the impact of Federal policies and pro-
gramming on the poor. )

A failure of 1ong standing is the non-use of legislative authority given OBO/

OSA by Congress in 1964. Section 612 of the Kconomic Opportunity Act of 1964 -
provided, in part that *“the head of each Federal agency administering any
Federal program is dirvected to give preference to any application for assistance
or benefits which is made pursuant to or in connection with a community action
program approved pursuant to Title II of this Act.”” Thist 1§ still the law. It
has never been used. Further, the Congress amended this section in 1967 and
provided a mechanism and procedure for joint funding or projects to CAAs, as
well as provided for the establishment of a single 1oca1 share and the waiver of
restrictive inconsistent regulatoiy 1equnements For CAAs, the Joint Funding
Simplification Act was not necessary, Congress, by the pasgsage of the 1967 amend-
ment to Section 612, had already acted, but the agency never used its authoritv
to advocate for its consutuency

" Another current example of CSA's failure to stromly advocate for the poor
iy its weak response to-the Congressionally-provided power to evaluate the serv-
ices being.provided to the poor by other Pederal agencies. Although appl‘opua-
tions were not made availaple for this title in the law, data-collection power is
present and could -be used to gather and analyze the mafrmtude and. effct:tlveness
of the services of other Federal agencxes

Perhaps, one of the major obstaclés blocking. OSAin its advocacy i8 its nncleay
vision that adyocacy for the poor is inextricably tied to advocacy for its constit-
uent dgenciés that serve the poor. This.is not to say that CSA does not have a
separate advoeacy function not directly tied to-CAAs. It is simply to contend that
it must understand that the two advoescy functions dre hound together. Tut ther,
CSA must nnderstand that it must keep. the plight of the poor, successful efforts
to enable the poor to move out of poverty, and the agencles that continnue 1o
‘suceessfully accomplish that—CAAs-—before the American People in a positive
stance..The other side of the coin is that €SA must appropriately defend the _

~poor and OAAs when false negatlves are dnected their way. - - RO
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ITHAL: Some of the general public that aie aware of CAAS as “War on Poverty”
agencies believe that most of their staffs ave drawing ‘“fat salaries.” A 1975
NCCA. study revealed that 389 of all CAA employees earned less than $5000
a year; 409 earned between $5001 and $8000 per year; 969, earned less than
-$12,000 per vear; and only 1% earne] more than $15,000 per year. A 1976 survey
by an mdependeut; contractor commizsioned by CSA. generally confirmed our
figures.

ITB3: Before Con«rressmnﬂ committees and in public forums, CAAS have been
charged with having high administrative costs, ranging from 21%‘ to 80%. Tror-
nier. HEW Secretary Caspel TWeinberger lepeatealy made such charges. Usmg
a Freedom of Information Act request, the NCCA forced HEW to admit in its
response that neither HEW nor its Secretary had any documentation for his
charges. Our own investigations showed that the real administrative costs of
CAA programs was between 6% and 1% A 1976 'survey by Mariscal and Com-
pany confirned our figures.

When such public misconeeption are given public currency, 1L is a part of the
advocqcv role of CSA to publicly spread the truth before the American People.
Moregver, it is CSA’s advocacy role to pubhcly emphasize the lemmess, speed
and ﬂenblhtv of CAAs as deliverers of services to the poor. During the oil crisis
of 1978 and this year's severe winter, the only Feder ally-supported agencies that
moved to address the needs of the nation’s poor were CAAs and GSA. More
YVigorous education of the general public by CSA of the vital roles plaved by
1tself and its constituent agencies should have been undertqken

I1. COULD CSA SERVICES BE PROVIDED TTIRQUGIL ANOTHER AGENCY?

As the question is couched, only administrative logic is called for and admin-
istrative logic would lead only to a yes response. If the question were “Could
CSA services be provided through a new agency” or “an e\nstmg ageney,” the
answer would be the same. Since we do not believe that this is the thrust of the
question, we will address the question of whether CSA serviceg should be pro-
vided through another agency. Our response is negative.

1t ig.our belief that:

1. CSA shounld be properly staffed. When Howard Phillips became Director,
he inherited a staff of 2160: when he left, the staff had been veduced fo 1006.
President Ford oviginally ploposed a further reduction to 960, but later ap-
proved an inerease to 1067. Since the original 2160 was 1nadequate, 1067 does
not represent proper staffing.

2. OSA must have the strong support of the President as well as the continued
st dn support of Congress.

3. OSA must have a strong National Director who hag the strong support of
both the President and the Congress. In addition, he/she must be given the legal
tools to reorganize the agency and sweep but the agency's “deadwood ”

4. Programs started by OEO/CSA and latter “spun off should be “spun in.”
Turther, other appropriate Federal programs serving the poor should be “spun
in.” Similarly, all Federal youth, manpower, noningtitutional educatmn job
training, child ecare, evaluatwn research, and demonstration money deswned to
sex ve the poor should be ‘spun in.”

5, Section 612 of the Bconomic Oppmtumty Act, as amended shounld be fully
implemented. as well as the Joint Funding Snnphﬁc&tlon Act.

- 6. Vigorous efforts should be undertalken by CSA to develop and promulgate
extensive interagency agreements, with teeth and follow up.

7. A national strategy to address the needs of the poor must be designed by
CSA and recommended for the President and Congress for 1mplement'1t10n and
to the American publie for their suppmt and commitment.

8. A vigorous utilization of the provisions of Title IX must be made.

9. A strong capacity must be developed by OSA to provide momtoung, evalia-
tlo,n, training, and technical assistance to its consgtituent agencies.
© 10. The mmnmouth volume of yegulations and mst1uct10ns governing USA and
its.constituent azencies must be drastically 1'educed

IL is our behef that if thege things develop, the questlon will never be posed

ggain.
‘Jg III. THE ROLE or NCCA

Rather can consume the Committee’s time spelling out the functions and role of
NCCA, we have provided our current work pr o"ram and cop1es of ouv wo1l\
pr oducts for the members’ use ‘and ‘study. :
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Thdnk you for thi§ opijor tumty 16 be Of s8rvice: m the m’lpbrtant worle of this
dxstmg\‘mhed Committee,

. . APPENbiX D
D= Artlgles and Conespondence, k
D-1 Dnhstmg Qurselves in the War on Crime.
D-2 Corfespondence :

Leétters to Atfoiney General Bell—May 26, 1977, rmd Aughst 2,-1977.
Letter from Douglas Cunningham—Maiéh 17 19

[Frbm’ the Washington Post, T uly 24, 19771
BENLISTING Otmsmvns IN THE WAP (‘N CRIMD
(By John IIolhsﬁer Stem)l

Americans persist in believing thft\t cnme control is smd mdeed ‘should bethe
exclusive responsibility of state and lseal government. it is a costly concept which
prevents ts from using the most cogent forces.of erime control at our command—
ourselves:

For e\:perience shows thiat the contest w1th cummahtv is basmally fhe pm’ate
citizen’s to {vii or lose; not the public servant’s.

Police officers like the public to think that arresty are the ploduct of pohce
acumien, though in fact most are the result of citizens’ timely emergency calls or
their 1dént1ﬁcatmn of suspeécts with whom they are acquainted. Prosecutors take
pride in fHeir legal skills, but some, at least; recognize that prosecution success is
fisifally attributable to the strengtli of “civilian” testimony, actual or potential, -

CitiZens rarely get credit.for then contributions to the system’s effectiveness;
nor do they get the blame when the system fails (which is most of the tune)
Yet research findings tend to underline how crucial the private citizen’s role is:

Surveys conducted by the Census Bureau show that, of every three crimes; only
onei§ reported {o the police.

A study i Katdas City, attempting to determine how lohg it takes the police
to réspond. to erime calls, ‘discovered that police ¥Yresponse time" was not the

: ploblem the éoniton prictice of vietinig was to wait 15 to 20 minutes or longer
. béfme caling the pohce anid it wis this which: made on-sceue arresty unlikely.

‘Most prosecutxdns in most jutisdietion fail ty conviet anyone. Studies in Wash-
ington; uking the combufer-based Prosecutor’s Management Information System,
show that the chief cause of prosecution failure is that cmcml w1tnesSes stop
cooperd il -with the authounes in-njid-course.

Piit, bliintly, tHe aferage citizen, funetioning as thé prmclpal eustodmn of his
nexghbms’ sebu‘nty, is'a 'sorry 1ucompetent Itisnot chﬁicult to discern why—not,
at least, wlitrs the ifijustice of crithe i most: acute; in hig-city nen,hboxhoods

Ulball diyéllers don’t 100k Giit for their neighhors fof the: simple reason that

thes flequently dow't knoW their naighbors: Instead they tend to live in isolation,
S0 fewhit rootlbasly. A disturbance in the stréet or in thé adjoining apartment,
4 Eroud: bf uniknown téenawers in thie hall, all dre chsconcextmg but outsxde the
shrunlken space the mban ahén cdlls hig own.
: Anf[ wheh; ag ‘cail §o- sasily happen his $pace is vwlflted—when he, too, be-
tolies & 1o*bbe1y hiirglary of asgdnlt vietim—he fears retaliatioh if he seeks legal
rédress. He s, aftér all, more or leds on liis owi and maniféstly vulnerable.:
Though he may have a W1de cirele of friends, they are riot centered in his 1mme-
dnte envxrons I‘or 1nm, newhborhooﬂs are 16 ldnger a “social mgam'sm

QITIZI}NS I‘IGHT BACK.

Compoundmg the problem are the \pubhc agencies of cummal Jushce I‘or :
vhen the trime victinr or witness meets his civie duty; he .often encounters pohce,'
prosecutors and other officials who are no more consuiner-oriénted than other

publi¢ btireaucrats, When he stops cooperating with them; they will elassﬁ:’y him:
. a8 miotheL thop out thouwh in fact. he may well have been pughed out G

k8

Jigteihy direetor 01: the thkstone Institute,\ . cmnlmu uwtlce research ccntex' in k
Waslnngton, 18 the author of “Assisting Cﬂm%l Victimg and Wltneases,” to be published
tlus year. by {he L'nv‘ anorcemént Asslsmnce A mmistration ; , o

S Ty S . T Y I P Ir Wi :z,”,‘
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~On.-oceasion, however, urban residents shake off their paralysis,-often with
surprising success. In the past several years, three instructive case histories of
collective citizen’s action in response to crime, with mixed results; occurred in
Adams-Morgan, a racially and socially Northwest Washington nexghborhood that
has changed from an urban backwater fo the archetypical “back to the cities”
area. Many blacks and Spanish-speaking residents, once three-fourths of -the
mix, are being exiled in the process, with possible bitter social repercussions.
Adams—Morgans crime rates have been relatively high but steady for years.
According to. the police, reports of serious felonies numbered around 1,000 for
19:4 1975 and 1976-—fairly high for a neighborhood of some 20,000 people But in

1977, 1005 such reports were filed in the first six months alone.

If those reported rates reflect a major increase in actual crime, they may im-
pel a collective citizens’ reaction of the kind that gripped one block of Adams-
Morgan eight years ago.

“Tt was a modest effort, really, a mundane, American thing, like raising a barn,”

Tedson Meyers has said about the progect he and: other residents of the 1800
block of Wyoming Avenue instituted in 1969.
" TThat effort was in Tesponse to a rash of violent crimes on the block. Once,
months earlier, Meyers himself had rushed outside at the sound of an “ex-
plosion;” a shotgun blast, he discovered, which wounded a neighbor. The young
man couldn’t talk and, as A ayers lmelt behide him, “he looked at me, and I
Iooked at' ’him” ntil, a few minutes-later, the v1ct1m died.

When neighbors began threatening to move away, Meyers hosted a meeting
of about 20 Wyommg Avenue’ residents, some black but mostly white: “Did we
take matters into our own hands?” he ashs rhetorically. “We certamly did.”

The project involved trimming the shrubs' bordering the street so that they
could no longer concedl a Waltmo' mugger, neighbors also trimmed a few boughs
off the city's trees, to improve the illumination of the streetlights, and installed
their own floodlights on the ekxterior walls of 22 rowhouses and apartment
bmldmgs along the blocl\ :

’ VANISHING cmmr

’lhe v1sub1e changes helped to draw other neighbors: to the gwups monthly'

meétings, Residents began knowing each other by name: and pausing to chat as
they met eacl other on the block. Night-time motorists who chanced down the
block drove slowly, bafled by the extraordinary brightness of all.
. Not so the criminals, who recognized what the: block resments Were up to.
Crime didn’t diminigh—for a time 1t vanished. From as many as three muggings
a weelk, Meyers recalled, the bleck expemenced none for 18 months, a and relatively
few in- the years after walds

A newspaper article deseribed the enhghtenment of Wyommg Avenue—loeal

and national TV reports followed, as did Meyers’ appointment to the City Couneil

and the installation of sodium vapor lights on most of Washington’s residential

streets.: Ironically, despite local objections, the sodium vapor lights were also -

installed on Wyoming Avenue, which all but ended the ﬂoodilghtmg

~Yet only two:or three dlstant blocks, less preyed-upon than ‘Wyoming Avenue,
followed its example. And militants attacked Meyers and his neighbors as racists,
on the theory, perhaps, that resisting streef crime camoufiages racial antipathy
tow:u d its perpetmtms thought to be exclusively black,

“That common impression is misleading, The Community Release Organiza-
tion (CRO), which worked  with Adams-Morgan adults arrested on.criminal
charges from 1972.to mid-1976, found that 11 percent of these defendants Wele
wlute and another 8 per cent were Spanish o1 “other.”

Robert Walsh, who directed CRO, moved to the 1800 block of Wyommg Avenue

in 1975, His impression is that, in recent years, the block has been relatively safe,
if not exactly crime-free, He had heard ahout the earlier crime-prevention pro-
gram-—something to do with shrub trimming and Tedson Meyers, he recently
told. & visitor. He did not, however, know the historical significance ‘of the flood-

lght§ atfached Just outsule lus thud floor apartment wmdows he had never

turned-them on.
He and the vi51tor sought to analvze why community cndeavoxs hke ‘Wyoming

. Avenue’s seem so transitory. One inajor reason, they believed, was the 'mobility
' ‘of Americans generally, which also affects neighborhood act1v1sts like -Walsh

himgself (in fdact, the conversation was interrupting his‘packing to 'move to a new
job in Challottesville) He regrets fhese bredks in the social tiey of ‘Adams-
Morgan, especialiy the mvoluntary displacement of working-class families who
offenbhave stronger soc1a1 roots. in the neighborhood than their more afﬂuent
neighbors .

Y
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- Another reason for the demobilization of the Wyoming Avenue effort; théy sup-
posed, was its success—the erisis. brought on by several odious:.crimes had
passed, Regrettably, neighborhoods which respond only to the most frightening
crimes seldom. show interest or concern over the much more common lawbreakers
in the community, whose crimes arve usually leys serious and who are. rarely
banished to prison for their misdeeds.

Programs like CRO, which can attract volunteers to work constructwely wlth
neighbors who are accused or convicted of such crimes, generally need a paid staff
to recruit, train and supervise those volunteers, When. CRO’s funding ended,
so did that nexghboxhood effort to deal humanely with the efEects of cnme

THE LACK oFr PERBISTE\C‘E

. . ISR 3

The protagonist of the second story is a young man, who over several weeks
in 1976, surreptitiously followed three lone women to.their doorways, forced
them inside and raped them. One such vietim, though stabbed repeai dly and
twice shot in the face, survived and gave the police an excellent descuptlon of
her assailant.

Such’informal block assocxatlons as éxisted i in the 1mmed1ate area o;, the cmmes
sprang to life under these attacks, The same thing had occurred a few montlhs
earlier, when another series of rapes had prompted & gpecial meetmg of the
Lanier Heights Association. The attendance was unprecedented both in size and
composition—black participants, for once, outniimbered white. The new outb1 eak -
of rapes induced a similar sharmg of fear.

One ‘encountered it not only in meetings among nelvhbors, but in, the com-
posite drawing of the rapist, which was soon posted.on nelghborhood. trees. A
few of the white neighborg, still angry over the first series -of rapes, then volun-
teered to investigate other nelghborhoods’ crime prevention methods.

At Jast, a person who worked in a store on Columbia Road connected the police
drawing to a regular customer. Within hours, the suspect ‘William Edward
Thomas, was in custody; he confessed and last week he Was sentenced by a
Superior Court judge to serve at least 87 years in prison.

. Meanwhile, the criime prevention investigators had contaetetl the ‘Citizens
- Local Alliance for a. Safer Philadeélphia (CLASP) and’ had talked. to ‘members

of a sintlar group on Capitol Hill. Although interested in both programs the
Adams-Morgan volunteers could find neither the time to attend CLASP training
sessions in Philadelphia no: the energy to start a prevention program of their
own. Two months after Thoinas' arrest, all remnants of their moblhzatmn had
disappeared.

There is certainly nothing un-American in that relapse toward private life-
styles. But in this case, it was hastened by the intricacies of race and class in
Adams-‘\Iorgun Despite evidence that the neighborhood’s repugnance to violent
crime crossed social divides, the self-appointed volunteers—all wlute, mostly

" homeowners—found no allies among black and Spanish residents ‘of the neigh-
borhood. As one .of them said, “We Jooked for some spontaneous’ actmn among
our black neighbors and, when we didn’t see it, we took that to be a sxgnal "

DIS CO\iFOETING OEOICE

The patural forum for such a dialogue would have- been elther the Ada.ns-
Morgan Organization (AMO) or the Admsory Nelghborhood Commission (ANC).
The integrated leadership of both boches is sumlar in outlook and both are
chaired by Frank Smith Jr.

Smith iz a veteran of the civil rights movement, from whxch b4 still carries & -

certain skeptlcism toward the privileged classes. H13 most persistent eafubaign
in Adams-Morgan is to preserve the economic balance of the nelghbmhood——whlch
trauslates into slowing down the influx of wealthier homeowners;, mostly Wh1te,
and the departure of low-income tenants, mostly black and Spanish: : :
‘When- Smith was approached during the period of crisis over the rapist, he
was reluctant to put crime control on ‘the AMO/ANGC agenda, He - estimated
that a publicized anti-crime program in Adans-Morgan twould dchieéve ity great-
est effects as 'a free source of advermsmg f01 the real estate mtexiast’s seekmg
middle-class settlers in the area, s
Smith’s choice, as he saw it, wads between the pxeservatxon of nelg‘hborhood
.(hveimty and the restoration of nelghborhood ‘tranquility. Wlsewhers,” in fact
Sifccessful erime’ prevention efforts have Ied to mcreased 1ea1 estate values and
the very ehange Smith feared: :
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And yet; Smith’s choice was discomfortinig. Like other blacks from the South,
Smith is appalled at the contempt many yoangsters in the ecity show toward their
clders. “The gocial fiber that has bound black families has broken dowi,” Smith
says. Crime is only one manifestation: of thie bredkdown and he hopes it can le
alleviated by helping low-income tenants get a stake in the coinmunity through
honme ownership and by improving economic and recreational opportunities for
their children.

Blséwhere, black politicians, once knotvn for their abhorrence of “law and
order” polities, have been furned around through constituent pressure. Atlanta’s
black public safety commissioner, Regitiald Baves, expressed this new impatience
In what he called Baves’ Law: “No matter how poor you are, there is no excuse
for knocking a lady in thé héad or stealing Her purse.”

There are other problems. L )

Oxe suinmér night in 1974, foul black téenagers from 4 distdnt part of the
city iere Walking alohg the 1800 block of Kalorami Road (parallelifig Wyoming
Avenué)j wheti they noticed an open windoswv on the first floor of a townhouse.
They Were §obn Inside that apartment and had tied up the two oecupants at gun-
point. As the gang members collected the victimas’ valuables, they berated theni
for being white. After leaving, the gang knocked on the door of the second-fHoor
dpartient aid, wheh it was opened, barged i and attacked that couple in juss
the sam%é‘ matiner—only this time they also gang-raped and svdomized the woman
Tesident, '

Datective Tom Kelly bf the Sex Investigition Division twis asgigiied fo investi-
gate both Kalorama Road cases. His first inthition was to connect these home
invdsions to {hree othéts involving rape ivhich hidd oeeurred iir the preceding
montll arbtind Adams-Morgin, The guig’s sizé had varied ffom case to case, and
a black ¢ouplé had béen among the vietims. Yet Kelly suspected that it was all
the _wox(-ik of a single confederdtion. .~ = ,

Ten days later, Kelly was called by 84 Distriet Det. Peter Banks. Banks had
just béen interviewing a buiglary suspect, Charles Isaac Kirkland, who had
almost bragged o6f his burglaries of unoceupied hiomes, but had been suspiciously
adamant in denying involvement in any crimes of violence. ’

Kelly got a copy of Kirkland’s photogiaph, assembled it with pictures of eight
ofleir youhyg men of similar appearance and showed his “photo lineup” fo the
Kdlorama Road vietims. Independently, all picked Kirkland out as one of the
assailants, indeed the apparent ringleader. , )

So Chatlik Kirkland was rearrestefl and, with his prospects looking misérable,
Degafi tb talk. Tour othieis soon joined him behind bars; a fifth, involved in only
one of the cases, was arrested weeks later,

Ag thé months passed, the 12 vietims of the home invasions were brought to-
gethiér to obderve police lineups, to give grand jury testilholiy and to identify
their belongings from property taken from the defendants, Edch trip strength-
ened the vietims’ chance alliance. o

Whenéver the proceedings began to wear excessively on one member, others
would band around with conmfort and support. Two, who worked for a local jus-
tice agency, Pegan to monitor the edse for thé group. Tivo others bechme the vie-
tims" emissaries to the U.S. attorney’s office,

Ag Assistant U.S. Attorney John F. Bvang later told a reporter, the group was
unusual “in the amount of contact and cooperation they offered ns.” Evans added,
“Pny sorry we disappointed them.”

. What “disappointed” the vietims (“infuriated” is the word they used) wele
the effects of the plea bargains agreed to by the prosecutois. (Despite what they
tliought were assurances to the contrary, the vietims were not fully consulted in
these negotiations.) ) ) . - L

Kirkland, for exainple; was offered a plea of guilty to one armed rape, two
armed ropberies and a burglary—a heavy dose of culpbility, claimed the prose-
cutors. T'he vietims disagreed:

VIOTIMES EXCLUDED

Pheir fears of relatively lenient sentences were not groundless. In a hearing
before Judee Leonard Braman, Kirkland’s lawyer seemed to get the judge’s agree-
ment to sentence Kirkland and the others under the Youth Corrections Aet, which
is designed to rehabilitate young first offenders. -

In reaction; one victim sent Detfective Kelly a note saying, *“We've sent letters
10 Judge. Braman and have contacted the Post re: publicity—what else can we
d07729" As it turned out, the group did not need Kelly’'s help, since their initial
efforts proved successtul.
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" Judge Braman withdrew thé Youth Correctious Act possibility (and in doing
so, allowed two defendants to withdraw their suilty pleas). And by the time each
of the gang members faced a sentencing judge (the two holdouts having been
convicted on practically all counts), their violent rampage through Adams-~
Morgan had been well publicized in the press. For the five principal offenders,
the sentences ranged from a low of 10 years in prison up to Kirkland’s sentence
of 144 years.

The vietims’ alliance had affected the course of justice, and they werg satis-
fied. And yet, what makes this “consuniers’ revolt’” most memorable is that it was
exceptional, perhaps unique, and achieved only accommodation, not reforn,

Take, for example, the question of whether erime victims should be consulted
when prosecutors enter plea negotiations. Unlike mauny others, Washington’s
prosecutors generally make these private arrangements with defense counsel
nlone, sometimes on grounds of principle; not convemence-—“Justlce” should. not
be swayed by the vindictive motives of vietims.

This is one of the more regrettable bym oducts of the latitude given American
prosecutors, Judges and parole boards in punishing offenders.: in order to temper
the harshness in this overly discretionary system, one of the two parties who
have a Iegltlmate stake in the outcome—the vietim—is simply excluded.

For all its unique qualities, Adams—\rmgan has two characteristics’ which make
it comparable to certain neighborhoods in other cities. Wirst; it suffers ﬁom a
Iugh w.te of cume——not as high as many deplessed nelghbmhoods, but certainly

high énough.

And second, it is a thoroughly integrated community; its crime vietimg come
from all strata, while its vigtimizers are mostly from the poor, who in this case
are mostly black As Adamsg-Morgan has demonstmted that circumstance can
inhibit -2 sustdined, eollective 1esponse to crime, lest the mofives he consxdered
bigoted. .

Thexefore, it is worth examining one mtegmted neighborhood which hag over-
come that inhibition, to see what lessons it has for obhers which have not.

The Oltlzens Local Alliance for o Safel Phllqdelphla is an oubgrowth of a crigis
\vhlch aﬁ‘hcted & section of West Phlladelphla in 1971, When Hillje Wegeners
a Lutheran pastor, 1nv1ted a few nelghbors in to dlscuss the cume sxtuatxon
Instead, about 30 showed up.

They mapped out several approgches to the problem. One wag fo geek more
police protectmn (on the popular mlsconceptlon that saturatlon patlols anp-
preciably reduce crime). Within a few days, their petition contained nearly 800
signatures. When this got a chilly réception from the police, the group retumed
to itgmlternative strategy of self-help.

The technique hit upon yas “bloclt organ1z1ng » Wokag with Ross Flanna-
gan, a member of a Quaher—rooted commumty in West Phlladelphm Mls

Yevener encouraged neighbors to have meeu gs to whlch every bloc:; re51dent
wag 1nv1tgd.

The monthly meetings involved a mix of chscussmns about cnme—,ﬁom
vietimization stories to reports on crime prevenmon techniques—plug an equally
long period of sncmhzmg, S0 that newly acguamted nelghbms could gef to know
one -anohher ot Jus(: as vxctxms but inlso as ;palents) basketball fimsz house pamt-
ers, whatever.

Many of the crime prevention measyures which bhe block clubs adopted were
of their own invention—like the u§é of a small freon horn which neighbors
sounded Whenever t:hev were attacked. or ns soon thergafter as they coulﬂ Toa
person on an organ;tzed Dblock, that sxgnal means to call the police mnd then to
sound jyour own horn More than one Would -be crlmmal has been forced to flee
from a cacarphony of these devices.

‘While ¢rime was the' merhum ‘of orgamzmg, the Wegener-I‘launa emn Iessage
involved somethmg larger. To Weg relier, “People Ican’t 11ve tqgether Wlthout talk-
ing responsﬂnhty for egch other LA ‘

VULNERAB r

TY REDUCED

That wewpomt suﬁuses the: en‘me program. Organized bloclxs Sponsor flea
markets, summer-long volleyball tournaments in the streets, programs for ex-
offenders and many other social and civic activities. Teams of neighbbrs regu-
larly tour their streets in the evenings, armed only avith freon ‘horns, to chat
;lwt}& g;?fr neighhors and-to indiedte that they have reclalmed their neighbor-

ood tu
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. On integrated blocks, blacks and whites got to know each other,.often fo their
mutual relief. Residents of primarily black streets also began showing interest
ijn the program, but more in termsof “block building,” not “erime prevention”;
they were relatively unenthusiastic about techniques to secure their houses and
apartments, over the freon horn device or over other crime prevention concepts.

"And yet, just as crime prevention on Wyoming Avénue “accidentally” pro-
duced 1 network of friendships on the block, so the restored social netsvorks on
certain black blocks in Philadelphia reduced their vulnerability to crime. From
this, Flannagan concludes, “the restored fabric of community in a neighborhood
is the real basis for protecting its streets.” . . =

The block organizing led to the formation of the West Philadelphia. Block
Association, from which CLASP drew its: citywide (now statewide) program
jdeas and its original co-directors, Wegener and Flannagon. Over 900 blocks in
Philadelphia have been organized in this fashion and perhaps half of them con-
tinue to hold regular meetings, even long after crime and fear have gone dowi.

(The-figures ‘are Mrs, ‘Wegener's best estimates; the CLASE program has not
been carefully evaluated.) - . .. - . Coe

One offshoot. of the CLASP model was “Friends in Need,” a project svhich
trained volunteers to serve as “crisis intervemors” for people leff traumutized
by crime. The service was effective for a time, but eventually succumbed to a
case of too many demands and too few resources. N

‘Flannagan is discouraged over the demise of “Friends in Need” und not just
because crime victims who experience psychological crisis can be, but rarely ave,
helped. “If you leave that vietim upset and unattended,” he reasons, ‘e or she
is likely to poison all the neighbors'.confidence you've tried to build? .

. The program unecovered racial tensions which still concern Flinnagan. Once,
after @ black youth murdered a young white man, the group fanned qut to can-
vass the entire neighborhoodl, fo dispel rumors and fearfulnegs. Another time,
in helping track down a rapist, the picture of a black suspect was posted around
the neighhorhood with an inscription, ‘““This brother needs help.” .. . -

. If, "as Flannagan believes, CLASP got much of .its initial momentum from
white fear, it seems to be past that now. Mrs, Wegener describes the “absolutely
extraordinary’. success the program has had in low-income, high-erime, sections
of North Philadelphia over the past 1% .years—in. neighborhoods which are
virtually all black. T o ‘ ” . . S .

'CLASP’s ability to achieve what the Wyoming Avénue neighbors could ngt—to
establish and sustain block organizations—is by no means unigue; There are
dozens, perhaps, hundreds, of community crime prevention programs around the
couniry, and many have found ways to endure lopg after the crises svhich
spawned them. ) ' C ) oL,

The instinet to get involved in theé prosecution and sentencing of offenders—
wwhich motivated the Kirkland gang's victims—has also been institutionalized in

- some neighborhood justice programs. Two examples: AR

“In Chieago, activitists in the Organization of the North Tast (ONE)
lobbied. successfully to get two assistant. prosecutors moved from headquar-
ters to their area. These “community prosecutors” handle, from arrest
through appeals, the most fearsome crime cases referred to them by.neigh-
borhood groups., Recently, ONE convihced the branch office prosecutors pro-
bation workers and police to concentrate efforts on certain high‘crime “hot

. Spots” in the area. ONE volunteers. will worle closely. with hoth: the victins

and the offenders in these target areds. LT

Trained volunteers who live, in Boston's Dorchester section serve on two
panels. One panel hears eases involving family or neighborhood strife and
. seeks to-work out a mediated settlement between the disputants, The other
hears cases of convicted minor offenders and fashions recommendations
which are accepted by sentencing judges in over 90 percent of the cases.

These neighborhood advisers have almost never recommended jail terms;

but théy often recommend that offenders make restitution fo their vietims.

These programs and many others offer a variety of techniques by which

neighborhoods can resist crime. Together, they.add up to an ascent “neighbor-
hood justice” concept which has a comprehensive panoply of reforms to offer:
The organizdtion of block residents to prevent crime and help the police

.+ ‘@pprehend suspected offenders::: - o0 LT L T e
.- The decentralization. of eriminal justice #gencies into surbian: neighboi-
-hoods-in order to make.them more accountable to ah organized:citizenry and
...~ torencourgge a;compassionate,response’to "the worst. casuslitiesrof crimetis

b
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The adoption of reforms which recognize the legitimate status of vietims
in eriminal prosecutions and which geek to imvolve neighborg in devising
just sentences for local offenders. . - . ' '

Even without scientific findings, sponsors of the new neighborhood justice
programs hiave ample impressicnistic evidence that the programs work; thaf
organized. neighborhoods actwally reduce crime; that they often hecome ai
effective social force of much broader scope, and that, far from exhibiting repres-
sive instinets, such programs are usually civil and caring. - L

Those encouraging reports must be tempered with four reservations: .

Tirst,.for: every organized West Philadelphia neighhorhood, ther¢ may be. 50
Adams-Morgans, mobilized only fitfully, if at all. - S e

Second, despite the impressive voluntary energies these programs inspire,
virtually all of them have, and need,-at-least some financial support to stay alive.

Third, without alternatives, some neighborhoods still rise up in arms over
crime—literally. . et L

Finally, even though neighborhood justice programs can instill-a.degree of
harmony in integrated neighborhboods, their economic effects, intended oi not,
are to-“upgrade” the neighborhood and, at times, to displace niany. of its poorer
residents—a: harsh problem which call§ for stabilization programs to.complement
the antizerimie efforts. - - SRS T S :

: ~l--; THE NEED FOR STABILITY . R SRR |

The idea of organized neighborhood involvement in crime control is very
promising but equally fragile.. As the Adams-Morgan experience shows, the con-
cept reguires more than citizen anger and mutual goodwill to-survive. Inescapa-
bly, its. fate is largely dependent on governmental support. Ag the Philadelphia
experience demonstrates, such programs require a core of full-time staff people
to sustain the effort once the emotional drive proyoked by the immediate origis
is dissipated.. - R : C : B

Most of the pioneer neighborhood justice programs were started by indigenoys
organizations with modest funding from state and local agencies.receiving grant
money from:the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. (LEAA)... =~ - |

Recently, however, Congress required:the national LWAA office to hegin sup;
norting sych projects directly. The $15-million Commuuity Anti-Crime, Program
will begin malking grants to neighborhood organizations this fall. The program
is designed to minimize bureaucratic red tape. It encouragey applicants to devise
crime-prevention programs which also take on other elements of the neighbor-
hood justice coneept, such as services to crime victims and neighborhood participa-
tion in the sentencing and rehabilitation of offenders. - e :

The federal government's involvement in thig novel approach to.crime control
is salutary. Bven if crime rates have leveled off, as seems-to be the case, that
platean is very high; criminals victimize about 40 million .Americans; or'1 in
every. 6, each year. These figures add up.to a terrible volume of suffering. They
mandate remedial inventiveness at every level.of public responsibility, including
the federal'level. The neighborhood justice concept is an excellent candidate for
that kind of experimentation. ) : : e

—:

4.
R CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, & o
- HOUBE 0F REPRESENTATIVES, . |
Coum e Washington, D.0. May 26,1977
Hon, GrirriN B. BELL, e
U.8. Attorney, Department of Justice, AR
Washington, D.C. .
DeArR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: .On October 15, 1976, the President signed into

law the Crime Control Act of 1976, which authorized the establishment of an
Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs within LEAA and earmarked $15 mil-

lion in funds'for community anti-erime programs. Six months later the Depart- :
ment of Justice has spent none of the money which was appropriated and it:

appears that no grants will be awarded until September at the earliest. Guide-
lines for the community anti-crime programs were not even promulgated by the
new office until the end of April, i .
I find this delay to be inexcusable. At best it will have taken the Justice De-
partment almost one year to implement a critical program to fight crime.
‘While I understand that one ostensible reason for the inerdinate delay was

that LEAA was awaiting a statutory interpretation from the General Account- .
ing Office regarding the grant-making authority of the new.Office of Community

Anti-Orime Programs and an interpretation of the suthority of LEAA to expend
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funds appropuated for grants to be adm1mste1ed by that ofﬁce, I find a certain

bitter irony in the fact that a $15 million ‘program was put in suspended anima-

tion for five months while the Depaltment of Justice sought legal advice from
an outside agency, ‘the GAQ. T am also curious as to why 1t: ‘will have taken two
months from the date of ‘GAO’s reply to draft guidelines for this program.

“Congress felf strongly that the participation of local communities and citizens
at the mneigliborhdod level was crucial to the law enforcement effort. I am
chagrined to find that the Department of Justice apparently does not share this
,sentunent and has frustrated the will of Congress by inaction.

1 would apprecidte your loolsmg into this niatter to see what steps can be
taken to get this program moving as quickly as possible.

: AvGust 2, 1977.
Hon. GrIFFIN B. BELL,

Attorney General, Depm tment of J ustice

Tashington, D.C.

DEAR MR, ATTORNEY GENERAL I am writing to express to you my concerns
regarding the Community Anti-crime Program w1t:h1n the Law Lufoxcement As-
sistance Administration, and to call to your attention certain sholtcomm“s of
LIAA in carrying out legislative intent expressed. in the legislation authorum"
this program. This mattel was the subgect ot a May 26, 1977, letter to you
from me.

The Community Anti-crime P1o~ram was created by the Crime CGontrol Act
of 1976, Wlnch was signed into law on October 15; 1976, In the more than nine
months that have passed since then, I have as Chauman of the Subcommittee
on’ Omme, througﬁ personal meetings, written correspondence, and, finally,
through a legislative hearing, attemipted to communicate to the leadexshlp of
LEAA my understanding of what Congress intended in passing this law, and to
convinee LIAA to implement the program in a manner.consistent with legisla-
tive intent, I want to sfress, Mr, Attoriiey Generai, that I have no desire or
intent to usurp proper executive discretion in 1mp1ementm legislation such as
this. In this situation, however, I find that discretion is being exercised in areas
where no discretion ig pelmltted by the statute, or to reach a result contrary to
the mandates of the statute.

‘To date, my attempts havé not succeeded in convincing THAA. The QOffice of
Comniunity Anti-crime Programs created by the Crime Conth Act of 1976 has
not been stqffed other than on ’l skeleton pas1s, and 1s headed by a part-tune
to provide “financial ass1stance to gmss-mots nelghborhood citizens’ groups. At
a Subcommittee hearing on the Program in May, I noted that the proposed Pro-
gram guidelines contained msuﬁiment provisions to gu’uantee that the money
would reach this level. LWAA’s response was to relax even further the language
in questlon When the final guidelines were issued, an action \vhlch suggests £o me
an open and arrogant insult to myself and the Congless

Associate Deputy Attorney General Walter Fiederowicz has been furmshed by
Subcommittee staff with considerable detail and documentation regarding my
exceptions to the manner in which this Program is being approached by LEAA.
I ask yon to reylew the matter, and, if you agree with my conclusion that Con-
gressional mtent is not bemg carried out, to use your policy direction authouty
to order proper remedial steps. .

Sincerely,
JOHN CONYERS, JR.,
Chairman, Subcomnwttec on C‘rzme

o









