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UNITED STATES OEPART'MEN'I' OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20530 

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

TO THE PRESIDENT AND THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

I have the honor to t:tansmit herewith the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administrcttion's Ninth Annual Report. It describes 
LEAA's program and activities during fiscal year 1977. 

One of the report's principal components is the information 
requested by Congress in Section 519 of the Crime Control 
Act of 1976. The statute (Public Law 94-503) directed LEAA 
to respond to a series of specific questions to enable Congress 
to more effectively exercise its oversight authority over 
the Agency. Since most of the programs supported by LEAA 
are operated by State or local governments, we asked each 
State and Territory to provide detailed information about 
its activities. Their responses, as analyzed by LEAA, constitute 
the bulk of this report. 

The Congress asked LEAA to include in this annual report 
an analysis of each State's criminal justice system improvement 
plan, a summary of major innovative policies and programs, 
an explanation of LEAA's evaluation procedures, and responses 
to a number of other specific questions. 

All of these new and comprehensive requirements are included 
in this report. 

Sincerely, 

SM'C:~ 
cting Administrator 

Washington, D.C. 
March 31, 1978 
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INTRODUCTI(~'N 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion provides Federal financial, technical, and 
research support for the improvement of State and 
local criminal justice administration. Through a 
grant program to law enforcement, courts, correc­
tions, youth services, and community an~icrime 
agencies, LEA A seeks to stimulate new and better 
ways to reduce crime, prosecute offenders, help 
crime victims, and deter juvenile delinquency. 

Additions to LEAA's basic legislation, enacted 
in 1968, have made the Agency responsible for coor­
dinating all Federal juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention programs as well as administering the 
public safety officers' death benefits statute. 

LEAA provides both planning and program 
operatior. funds to State and local governments, and 
upon request, makes available various types of 
specialized. training and technical assistance 
resources. In addition, it supports research into 
selected law enforcement and criminal justice 
problems, including both operational and theoreti­
cal issues as well as statistical and systems analysis 
questions. 

LEAA funds are also used to give grants and 
loans to persons serving in or planning criminal 
justice careers, and to develop new programs of 
higher education in the improvement of law enforce­
ment, criminal justice, and juvenile delinquency 
agency administration. 

During April 1977 Attorney General Griffin B. 
Bell created a Department of Justice study group to 
review the present LEAA program and recommend 
measures to improve its effectiveness and respon­
siveness. On June 30 the Attorney General released 
the study group's report to the public and invited 
comments, noting, "I haw reviewed the report, but I 
have come to no conclu.:-ions on its recommenda­
tions .... Only aft«r.' thorough and detailed consulta­
tion with Congress will' we recommend legislative 
changes." 

The study group proposed that the Administl'a­
tion restructure the LEAA program to "refocus the 
national research and. development role into a 
coherent strategy of basic and applied research and 
systematic national program development, testing, 
demonstration, and evaluation." It also suggested 
that the current legislation be changed to "replace 
the present block (formula) portion of the program 
with a simpler program of direct assistance to State 
and local governments with an innovative feature 
that would allow State and local governments to use 
the direct assistance funds as 'matching funds' to buy 
into the implementation of national program models 
which would be developed through the refocu.sed 
national research and development program." 

On July 19 the Attorney General directed 
LEAA to close its 10 Regional Offices by September 
30, 1977 to make LEAA services to the States more 
direct and to achieve cost savings. 

On September 20 LEAA established the Office 
of Community Anti-Crime Programs to finance and 
provide technical assistance to community-oriented 
anticrime programs. The Congress has authorized 
$15 million annually for the new program's ac­
tivities. 

This report describes the Agency's activities 
during fiscal year 1977, that is, from October 1, 
1976, through September 30, 1977. It is the ninth 
such report since the passage of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act, which created a new 
responsibility within the U.S. Department of Justice 
to "assist State and local governments in strengthen­
ing and improving law enforcement at every level by 
national assistance." 

The Ninth Annual Report is the first to contain 
new information specifically requested by the Con­
gress under Section 519 of the Ct\~me Control Act of 
1976. The specific subsection responses are listed in 
the Tabk of Contents. . 
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BUIDGET 

LEAA's fiscal year 1977 budget was $753 
million, compared to $809.6 million for fiscal year 
1976 and $895 million for fiscal year 1975. 

The bulk of LEAA funding, $458 million in fis­
cal year 1977, was distributed through block grants 
to the States, according to Parts B, C, and E ap­
propriations as well as juvenile justice formula. The 
amounts are based on State populations. The monr,;y 
is used as each State deems fit under a comprehen­
sive plan LEAA approves in advance. 

Some LEAA action funds are distributed 
through discretionary grants for programs of na­
tional scope or those that involve sevetal States or 
lesser jurisdictions. About $92 million of the fiscal 
year 1977 budget came under discretionary grant 
funding (Parts C and E funds). 

Tt., remainder of the funds support educational, 

training, evaluation, research, and development. 
About 3 percent of LEAA's budget goes for ad­
ministrative costs. 

An important LEAA contribution to the Na­
tior~'s criminal justice system is the many innovative 
aD J experimental criminal justice programs that 
would not exist were it not for LEAA funding. These 
programs, once their effectiveness has been proven, 
are implemented in other areas throughout the Na­
tion. More often than not, when LEAA seed money 
runs out, State or local funding keeps the programs 
going. At the same time, other jurisdictions support 
similar programs with their own funds. 

It should be noted that LEAA funding repre­
sents less than 4 percent of total annual State and 
local criminal justice expenditures. 
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OFFICE OF JUVENILE 
JUSTICE AND 

DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
The Juvenile Justil!e and Delinquency Preven­

tion Act of 1974 and its 1977 amendments were 
enacted by the Congress to form a program to coor­
dinate the efforts of Federal, State, and local 
governments. It created the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and within that 
Office the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. 

The two groups established by the act to help 
direct Federal juvenile delinquency programs, the 
Coordinating Council and the National Advisory 
Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, have been strengthened by the recent 
amendments. The Advisory Committee reports to 
the Administrator of the Office and to the President 
and the Congresf. The National Advi£Ory Commit­
tee has operated i'/lrough three subcommittees: 

1. The Advisvl'Y Committee for the Na­
tional Institu!e for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention is responsible 
for advising, consulting with, and mak­
ing recommendations to the Ad­
ministrator of the Office concerning 
overall policy and the operations of the 
Institute. 

2. The Advisory Committee to the Ad­
ministrator of the Office on Standards 
for the Administration of Juvenile 
Justice helps the Office review existing 
reports, data, and standards relating to 
juvenile justice. The subcommittee is 
responsible for developing standards 
onjuveniie justice and delinquency pre­
vention and recommending tn the Ad­
ministrator of the Office, the President, 
and the Congress, Federal, State, and 
local action required to facilitate the 
adoption of those standards. 

3. The Advisory Committee for the Con­
centration of Federal Effort makes 
recommendations for improving the 
coordination of Federal juvenile delin­
quency programs and provides advice 
to the Office on the p'reparation of the 
annual report, containing an analysis 
and evaluation of Federal juvenile 
delinquency programs and a com-

prehensive plan for implementing 
Federal policy on the prevention, treat­
ment, and control of juvenile delin­
quency. 

A new subcommittee has been estaL'blished to ad­
vise the Administrator of the OffiCe on particular 
functions of the work of the Ofrlce. During the com­
ing year 1 the National Advisory Committee will 
assist in assuring that the States comply with the re­
quirement to deinstitutionalize status offenders and 
neglected and dependtmt children by working to 
strengthen the role and effectiveness of the State ad­
visory groups. 

The Coordinating Council is now required to 
review the programs and practices of Federal agen­
cies and to report on the degree to which Federal 
agency funds are used for purposes that are consis­
tent or inconsistent with the mandate to deinstitu­
tionalize nonoffenders, including status offenders 
and dependent and neglected youth, and to insure 
that youths are segregated from adults in correc­
tional and detention facilities. 

In February 1977 the Second Analysis and 
Evaluation of Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs 
was prepared and submitted to the President and the 
Congress. The report provides an overview of the 
Office, the National Advisory Committee, and the 
Coordinating Council and comparatively analyzes 
the planning requirements of several key Federal 
juvenile justice programs. 

Special Emphasis 

Grants to public and private nonprofit agencies, 
organizations, and individuals are made through 
OJJDP's special, emphasis program. These discre­
tionary funds are used to support program initiatives 
focused on priority areas. Eleven grants have been 
awarded for two-year demonstration programs in 
five States and six counties to deinstitutionalize 
status offenders from jails, detention centers, and 
correctional institutions by developing emergency 
shelter facilities, group homes, foster homes, and 
family counseling services. 

A program was developed to divert juveniles 
through a bette.r coordinatioJ,1 of existing youth serv-
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ices and the use of community-based programs. This 
program is for those juveniles who would normally 
be adjudicated delinquent and who are at the 
greatest risk of further juvenile justice system in­
volvement. Eleven grants for three-year programs 
have been awarded. 

OJJDP funds supported 10 demonstration 
Teacher Corps programs in low-income areAs to 
develop teacher skills to help students plan and im­
plement workable programs to reduce crime and im­
prove the school environment. Funds were also 
made available to HEW's Office of Drug Abuse Pre­
vention to train 210 teams of seven persons each to 
plan and implement local programs to reduce and 
control violence in public schools utilizing the drug 
education training model and training centers. 

In addition, 10 discretionary grants were 
awarded to public and private youth agencies to 
develop and implement model programs to prevent 
delinquency and improve the juvenile justice system. 
Examples included money to Pennsylvania to 
remove juveniles from Camp Hill, an adult prison 
facility; to support female offender programs in 
Massachusetts; to fund arbitration and mediation 
programs involving juvenile offenders in the District 

. of Columbia; to utilize volunteers to assist female of­
fenders through the National Council of Negro 
Women's Sisters United Program in Greenville, 
Miss., Dayton, Ohio, and St. Thomas, Virgin Is­
lands; and to support projects of the American 
Public Welfare Association's efforts to coordinate 
local youth programs. 

Formula Grants and Technical 
Assistance 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion Act created a !'ystem of formula grants for 
States. To be eligible for these funds, a State must 
submit a comprehensive plan that will help in the 
development of an effective coordinated approac to 
juvenile delinquency prevention, treatment, and the 
improve,nent of the juvenile justice system. Funds 
are allocated annually among the States on the basis 
of population under 18 years old. The Congress 
mandated three activities of participating States: 
that nonoffenders, including statu.s offenders and de­
pendent and neglected children, no longer be held in 
jlJVenile detention and correction facilities; that 
juveniles not be held in institutions in which they 
have regular contact with convicted adults or adults 
awaiting trial; and that States monitor these facilities 
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to insure compliance. Annual leporting of this 
monitoring is made to LEAA. 

During the year, $43,271 million was awarded 
to the 46 States and territories that are currently 
participating. In attempting to achieve compliance 
with the act. 10 States have enacted laws to effect 
deinstitutionalization, and 19 States are presently 
developing data to be included in their monitoring 
systems and report'). 

Technical assistance to State advisory groups 
and State juvenile justice specialists was also pro­
vided. 

Techmcal assistance was provided to public and 
private agencies, institutions, and individuals for 
developing and implementing juvenile delinquency 
programs. Technical assistance was also provided to 
Federal, State and local governments, courts, public 
and private agencies, institutions, and individuals. 

Technical assistance funds were used to support 
the major programs of the OJJDP Special Emphasis 
Division-deinstitutionalization and diversion. 

During the year, $3 million in technical assis­
tance funds were awarded to contractors to support 
the States' implementation of the juvenile delinquen­
cy legislation and their deinstitutionali7~lion of 
status offenders and diversion programs. Prior to the 
delivery of technical assistance a needs. assessment 
review was conduc:ted and a six-month technical 
assistance plan was developed for all States. Techni­
cal assistance was provided to 36 States during the 
year. 

The National Institute of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention 

The Institute serves as an information center by 
collecting, assessing, synthesizing, publishing, and 
disseminating data about various aspects of delin­
quency. The work is largely accomplished through 
the Assessment Centers Program, consisting of three 
topical assessment centers and a coordinating 
center. The three topical assessment centers are 
delinquent behavior and its prevention, the juvenile 
justice system (police, courts, and corrections), and 
alternatives to juvenile justice system processing. 
The fourth center coordinates the work of the three 
topical centers and will produce an annual volume, 
Youth Crime and Delinquency in America, consisting 
of a brief synthesis of the current knowledge of the 
nature of delinquency, the juvenile justice system 
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handling of youthful offenders, and program effec­
tiveness. 

Research and Evaluation 

The majority of the Institute's activities in this 
area are focused on the evaluation of special 
emphasis programs, which are underway in the 
deinstitutionalization of status offenders, diversion, 
prevention through private agencies, and school 
crime. 

A current major research and development proj­
ect is examining the link between learning dis­
abilities and juvenile delinquency. In addition to 
measuring the incidence of learning disabilities 
among delinquent and nondelinquent groups, this 
project is evaluating the effectiveness of remediation 
programs. 

Standards 

The InstitLt.:; has provided support for the Ad­
visory Committee on Standards for Juvenile Justice 
and the American Bar Association-Institute of 
Judicial Administration, Juvenile Justice Standards 
Project that has developed standards delineating the 

functions that Federal, State, and local juvenile 
service systems should p'lilrform, and the resources, 
'programs, and procedur'lis that should be used to 
fulfill tholle functions. 

It is currently devli.loping programs that will 
facilitate Ithe adoption of appropriate standards con­
sistent whh the mandatIJ}; of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinque:ncy PreventiOl', Act. 

Trainirllg 

The Institute's 'r.':ammg program is mainly 
focused on developirl'l~ and improving the skills of 
commu,lity youth wOI'kers in their roles of helping 
youth-'-particularly in program alternatives to 
juvenil'l! justice sysWm processing. Several of these 
projecls are focused specifically in the delinquency 
preven.tion area. 

A major comp(]Jnent of this program, currently 
being developed, i1:1volves training the members of 
State .Vuvenile advil!lf>ry groups in their roles pertain­
ing to implementation of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prev!!ntion Act. Other projects are 
.focused on law-re:lated education and the develop­
ment of educatorl:;' skills involved in literacy teach­
ing in community.:based programs. 

7 



Table 1. Fiscal year 1977 funding for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(including the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention) ** 

In Millions 

Source Allocation Awarded Balance 

JJDP Act $93,288 $59,405 $33,883 
Part E 13.101 4.956 8.145 
Part C 5.679 4.481 1.198 
NILECJ 1.896 1.605 .291 

Technical 
Assistance 1.394 1.393 .001 

Table 2. Allocation of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Block Grant Funds ** 

Alabama 813,000 New Hampshire 200,000 
Alaska 200,000 New Jersey 1,571,000 
Arizona 425,000 New Mexico 268,000 
Arkansas 432,000 New York 3,850,000 
California 4,373,000 North Carolina 1,159,000* 
Colorado 510,000 North Dakota 200,000* 
Connecticut 673,000 Ohio 2,463,000 
Delaware 200,000 Oklahoma 551,000* 
Florida 1,390,000 Oregon 460,000 
Georgia !,083,000 Pennsylvania 2,536,000 
Hawaii 200,000 Rhode Island 200,000 
Idaho 200,000 South Carolina 629,000 
Illinois 2,501,000 South Dakota 200,000 
Indiana 1,213,000 Tennessee 874,000 
Iowa 643,000 Texas 2,635,000 
Kansas 492~000* . Utah 279,000* 
Kentucky 734,000 Vermont 200,000 
Louisiana 915,000 Virginia 1,047,000 
Maine 227,000 Washington 764,000 
Maryland 910,000 West Virginia 382,000* 
Massachusetts 1,236,000 Wisconsin 1,044,000 
Michigan 2,142,000 Wyoming 200,000* 
Minnesota 910,000 American Samoa 50,000 
Mississippi 556,000* Dist. of Col. 200,000 
Missouri 1,024,000 ;Juam 50,000 
Montana 200,000 Puerto Rico 776,000 
Nebraska 335,000* Virgin Islands 50,000 
Nevada 200,000* Trust Territory 50,000 

* These states aid riot participate during FY 1977. 
** As of September 30, 1977. 

8 

/1 

." 



NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AND 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

. The National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice is LEANs research and evaluation 
arm. Its purpose is to encourage research and 
development to improve and strengthen law 
enforcement and criminal justice, to disseminate the 
results of such efforts to State and local govern­
ments, and to assist in the development and support 
qf programs for the training of law enforcement and 
. criminal justice personnel. 

By the ciose of fiscal year 1977, the National In­
stitute had completed a period of reassessment 
designed to move the Institute toward a better mix of 
basic and applied research. New planning and 
management will permit the Institute to carry out its 
responsibilities under LEANs action program 
development process. This Agencywide effort ex­
plicitly recognizes that research and evaluation ac­
tivities must be routinely linked to the development 
of action programs. At the same time, however, 
Agency policy recognizes that no~ all research leads 
immediately to practical application artd that a 
legitimate purpose of research is to develop 
'knowledge that furthers an understanding of crime. 

A decade ago, the available knowJedge about 
crime and criminal justice was scanty and frag­
mented. Only a handful of scientists were engaged in 
criminal justice research. Today that number has 
grown to include some of the Nation's most 
prestigious researchers. At the same time, there is 
within the criminal justice system an unprecedented 
receptivity to research and R willingness to experi­
ment with new concepts. 

During the past fiscal year, the Institute 
awarded $21.7 million through three major offices: 
Research Programs, Evaluation, and Technology 
Transfer. 

Office of Research Programs 

This Office translates research priorities into 
programs by awarding grants and contracts, 
monitoring their programs to completion, and 
assessing the research products. It also maintains a 
limited in-house research capability. 

The six general program divisions within Hle 
Office of Research Programs and their major ac­
complishments are as follows: 

Police Division 

An effort completed last year experimented with 
split-force patrol in Wilmington, Delaware. Sixty 
percent of the patrol force responded only to calls 
for service, while the remainder concentrated on 
directed preventive activities and immediate 
followup investigation . 

According to the evaluators, this approach ap­
pears to increase productivity, both in response to 
calls for service and in arrests. The quantity of ar­
rests by the patrol division increased by more than 
100 percent without any apparent decline in quality. 

Like any new approach, the split-force experi­
ment was not without problems. However, despite 
some initial resistance by officers, Wilmington has 
made the split-force standard operating procedure. 

The study concluded that the split-force ap­
proach is an economical alternative that other cities 
could adopt, although research will continue to ex­
plore variations on the split-force theme. Perhaps 
most significantly, however, the Wilmington experi­
ment demonstrated that the demand for police serv­
ices can be managed much more effectively and effi­
ciently. The majority of calls are nonemergencies. 
Setting priorities for response and candidly telling 
citizens when police officers will arriVe can mean 
greater economy for police departments while 
minimizing the possibility of citizen dissatisfaction. 

One of the assumptions guiding th~ allocation of 
patrol resources is that police must be deployed for 
the quickest possible response to calls. Recent 
research findings challenge that assumption. The 
emphasis on police response tiIpe seems to have 
obscured an equally important part of the total pic­
. ture-citizen reporting time. An Institute-sponsored 
study of police response time in Kansas City, 
Missouri, shows that many citizens who are capable 
of reporting crimes promptly fail to do so. With each 
minute the citizen delays the probability ~f anest 
declines. 

The study examined a sample of 949 cases of 
seriouli crimes that occurred in Kansas City. It 
analyzed the impact of response time on the out­
comes of arrest, witness availability, citizen satisfac­
tion with response time, and injuries to citizens dur­
ing crimes. 
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While more resea.rch is ne-eded to determine 
whether the Kansas City experience is borne out 
elsewhere, the findings offer a much more realistic 
view of response time. With such objective data, 
local policymakers are in a better position to make 
informed decisions. For example, allocating funds 
for expensive technology designed t9 reduce police 
response time may not bring the crime control divi­
dends hoped for unless citizens can be motivated to 
summon police promptly when crimes occur. 

These and other findings from the Kansas City 
response time study will be published by the In­
stitute in 1978. 

An Institute-supported study conducted by the 
American Justice Institute is developing a perfor­
mance measures system to enable police administra­
tors and others to evaluate the effectiveness of police 
operations. Existing program evaluation systems 
that only rely upon reported crime statistics fail to 
measure the full range of police activities. The new 
system wiIl be tested in three cities. 

Women on police patrol are a relatively new 
development. The Vera Institute of Justice last year 
completed a study of the performance of a sample of 
41 female and 41 male officers in 11 New York City 
police precincts. Male and female officers were 
matched by length of time on the force, patrol ex­
perience, and type of precinct. 

The conclusions are fairly consistent with those 
of previous studies, which found few differences be­
tween the sexes in terms of policing styles and the 
effectiveness of performance. The women's style of 
patrol was almost indistinguishable from the men's. 
Their choice of techniques to gain and keep control 
fell into the same pattern as the men's and they were 
neither more nor less likely than the men to use 
force, display a weapon, or to rely on a direct order. 
Civiiians rated the female officers more competent, 
pleasant, and respectful than their male counter­
parts. The female officers were, however, slightly 
less active and more likely to hang back from 
physically strenuous activity. They were away from 
patrol on sick leave more frequently, less apt to 
assert themselves in patrol decisionmaking, and less 
often credited with arrests than their male counter­
parts. Also, they participated in control-seeking 
behavior less often and were slightly less successful 
at achieving the immediate objectives of their at­
tempts to gain and keep control of civilians. 

The study points out that some of these dis­
parities disappeared when the women were given 
female patrol partners or assigned to a precinct 
where supervisors were particularly receptive to 

to 

their presence. . 
Another sensitive issue facing police administra­

tors is the problem of corruption. An Institute­
funded study examined the nature of corruption 
from administrative, sociological, and psychological 
perspectives to develop basic information for more 
intensive research. The project surveyed current 
methods of assessing and controlling corruption and 
their implications for management. The most pro­
mising strategies will undergo indepth examination 
under a new Institute grant. 

Other research findings reported last year had a 
bearing on certain special problems of police opcra-

. tions. Police mug jiles, for example, may contain 
hundreds of photos that witnesses or victims must 
sift through in trying to identify a suspect. This time­
consuming task can lead to confusion and fatigue, 
reducing the likelihood of correct identification. 

An Institute-funded laboratory experiment 
designed a computer system capable of quickly and 
al;curately selecting from the mug shot library a 
small number of photos closely resembling the 
description of a suspect and information on personal 
characteristics such as height, weight, age, sex, race, 
and the type of crime committed by the suspect. 

Another experiment investigated the accuracy of 
the polygraph. Based on their tests, the researchers 
reported that the polygraph can be more than 90 
percent accurate in detecting truth or deception in 
criminal cases. The policy implications are a matter 
for further consideration. The project recommended 
that polygraph tests be considered as another form 
of expert testimony. Other knowledgeable profes­
sionals, however, would limit it '0 an investigative 
aid. 

As a part of the Institute's National Evaluation 
Program, strategies and techniques that could be 
employed to combat transit system crime were 
assessed last year. The magnitude of the impact of 
patrol on such crime often is unclear, and effects ap­
pear to diminish with time. However, there is evi­
dence that devices such as closed-circuit television, 
silent alarms, and two-way radios have some deter­
rence value and bolster transit police surveillance 
and apprehension capabilities. In large multi­
jurisdictional systems with serious crime problems 
special transit police officers can provide uninter­
rupted patrol coverage, whereas officers from the 
general police force might give lower priority to 
transit system crime. Passengers accurately believe 
that more crimes occur on rapid rail than on bus 

. systems and that within the rapid rail system more 
crimes occur at the station than on the trains. 



Courts Division 

Institute research is examining alternatives to 
conventional adjudication that have operated in 
other industrialized countries to explore their poten­
tial for use in this country. Some 20 methods for 
handling civil and criminal ca~e!l were identified and 
examined in foreign countries. Four will be studied 
in depth under a 1977 grant-community media­
tion, prosecutorial practices, rentalsman (a mechan­
ism for resolving landlord-tenant disputes), and 
compulsory mediation. 

Model sentencing guidelines were successfu3ly 
implemented on a pilot basis in Denver, Chicago, 
Newark, and Phoenix. The experience indice.ted that 
judges are both interested in the concept and willing 
to use a model that reflects their jurisdiction's sen­
tencing policy. Although not mandatory, it is antici­
pated that judges will follow the sentences recom­
mended by the guidelines in 80 to 85 percent of the 
cases. Philadelphia also has implemented guidelines 
sentences. . 

Another Institute research study is exploring 
data from PJ{OMIS (Prosecutors' Management In­
formation System) as it operates in the District of 
Columbia. The computerized system, which can pre­
pare court cal.endars, issue subpoenas, and warn of 
possible bail jumpers, is operating in 15 ether cities 
and will be in six more by December 1978 with 
LEA A support. PROMIS provides courts and 
prosecuting attorneys instant access to arrest and 
court records that formerly took days to retrieve-if 
they could be retrieved at all. 

Last year, the Institute published the first three 
of 17 reports to be produced by the PROMlS research 
project. Some of the findings from the studies, which 
analyzed approximately 100,000 cases entered into 
the system since 1971, have been startling: almost 70 
percent of all 1974 arrests for serio'Us crimes in the 
District of Columbia di.d not result in convictions. 
More than 25 percent of 1974's felony arrests in­
volved defendants on some form of conditional 
release-bail, probation, parole-stemming from a 
previous offense. This was true for almost one-third 
of the robbery and burglary defendants. During a 
five-year period, 7 percent of the defendants ac­
counted for almost one-quarter of all arrests. One­
half of the arrests that did result in conviction were 
made by 15 percent of the city's police .force. When 
tangible evidence was recovered, the number of con­
victions per 100 arrests rose' 60 percent in robberies, 
25 percent in other violent crimes, and 36 percent in 
nonviolent property offenses. In stranger-to-

stranger robberies 40 percent of all persons arrested 
within 30 minutes of the offense were convicted. For 
suspects apprehended between 30 minutes and 24 
hours after the occurrence of the offense the convic­
tion rate dropped to 32 percent. For arrests that 
followed the commission of a stranger-to-stranger 
crime by at least 24 hours the conviction rate was 
only 23 percent. Less than 1 percent of the arrests 
were rejected for prosecution due to improper police 
conduct, such as an illegal search or a failure to ad~ 
vise a suspect of his or her rights. 

A national study developed and tested two 
model evaluation designs for public defender offices. 
One was a self-evaluation handbook that a public 
defender could use to pinpoint strengths and weak­
nesses in client representation and office manage~ 
ment. The other was a more detailed evaluation 
design to be used by an outside evaluation team. The 
evaluation designs can serve as tools to upgrade the 
defense function. 

Two research projects in Philadelphia 
demonstrated the advantages of modern technology 
for criminal justice agencies. The closed-circuit 
television case screening project tested the use of a 
television link between the prosecutor's office and 
the nine police division headquarters in the city. The 
system provides early case screening and legal coun­
seling to police officers by prosecutors before the de­
fendant is booked and transported to central police 
headquarters, The results suggest that the use of 
technology in early case screening produces cost sav­
ings and better manpower utilization in both the dis­
trict attorney's office and the police detective divi­
sion. In addition, the system appears to offer signifi­
cant opportunities for improving successful case 
prosecution by the district attorney's office. The 
early elimination of poor cases helps conserve court 
and prosecution resources. 

The computer-aided transcription of stenotype 
notes greatly speeds the production of court trial 
records. The National Center for State Courts tested 
the practicality of this procedure for court reporters. 
in the Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas. The 
study found that transcript delay could be reduced 
by half and that computer-aided transcription is 
competitive economically with traditional transcrip­
tion methods. The average time of delivery of a 
transcript was reduced from 37 days to 18. The 
researchers report that the computer can be 
programmed to take into account the idiosyncrasies 
of each reporter's notes, an important factor in in­
suring accuracy. 

In the initial phase of a plea bargaining study 
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completed last year, researchers called for an end to 
the secrecy surrounding plea bargaining in the Na­
tion's prosecuting attorney's offices. The report 
urged that plea bargain~ng, long couched in mystery 
and suspicion, should be remover' from behind 
closed doors and a record kept of all discussions. 
The report also stressed the urgeucy of developing 
specific guidelines to help prosecutors in plea 
bargaining. Although the report drew no conclu­
sions about eliminating plea bargaining, it suggested 
that alternatives to reduce the visible defects of the 
practice should be considered. 

Among the new projects funded during fi.scal 
year 1977 were: . 

• A continuation grant for an indepth 
analysis of promising new mechan­
isms for American State and local 
court systems, which is a part of a 
study of alternatives to conven­
tional adjudication in other in­
dustrialized countries. 

• A national survey of public opinion 
on what Americans think of and ex­
pect from adjudication systems. 

• A continuation of an analysis of 
plea bargaining procel,ses. 

• A continuation of Rll analysis of 
PROMIS data. 

• An analysis and evaluation of State 
speedy trial provisions. 

• An identification of current 
prosecutorial decision making prac­
tices and the development of pro­
cedures that enhance the consistent 
processing of cases by assistant dis­
trict attorneys in a prosecutor's 
office. 

Corrections Diviaion 

A legal issue with significant ramifications for 
corrections is fixed sentences. A few States have 
shifted from indeterminate sentencing to systems of 
more definite sentences. The first to abandon the in­
determinate sentence was Maine. 

The Center for Policy Research in New York 
City is investigclting what changes in sentencing and 
correctional systems would be required if parole 
were eliminated. The study includes a thorough 
analysis of the elements of the current parole system, 
an assessment of the reforms required if parole is to 
be retained, and a consideration of the changes 
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needed in other parts of the system if parole were to 
be eliminated. 

An Institute study of prisons found that prison 
intakes have risen 38.8 percent during the last six 
years. In 1976, however, intake exceeded that of 
1975 by only 1.3 percent. If this abatement con­
tinues, inmate population will stabilize within the 
next two or three years, provided that time served 
does not increase. Nationwide the number of 
prisoners on June 30, 1977, was 283,433, which ex­
ceeded rated capacity by approximately 21,000 in­
mates. If all currently reported construction, 
renovation, and acquisition plans are carried out by 
1982 and if current rated capacity remains 
unchanged, rated capacity will rise from its current 
level of 262,768 to 325,000. This number exceeds 
the present popUlation by 14 percent. 

Population forecasts for 1982 were derived 
from different projection techniques. Depending on 
the assumptions made about the continuation of pre­
sent trends in corrections, the projected 1982 prison 
popUlation ranges from 284,000 to 384,000. Thus, 
the anticipated 1982 ,';apacity lJescribed above will 
accommodate either all population growth expected 
for 1982 or only half the increase that can be proj­
ected for that time. 

The report includes a number of estimates of the 
effects of different sentencing and policy practices 
on prison populations. The information should help 
administrators and legislators in planning ways to 
manage overcrowding. 

A more detailed analysis of the projections that 
will include data on local detention facilities as well 
as prisons is being prepared. 

LEAA awarded funds to three States-Connec­
ticut, Illinois, and Minnesota-to reshape their 
prison industries to correct the deficiencies a survey 
of seven States had uncovered. 

An assessment of employment service programs 
for offenders released from institutions revealed that 
there is a great variation among programs in the 
types of employment services offered and the ways 
these services are delivered. However, little is 
known about the types of services that seem most 
effective or about the best method for providing any 
given service. Many programs have analyzed 
whether or not clients obtain jobs. Most have 
reported that the majority of clients are successfully 
placed, but fail to provide information on stability 
and duration of the job, salary, etc. 

Available analyses usually indicate that 
program clients experience lvwer rates of recidivism 
than are commonly thought. Most studies incorpor-



ate limited impact measures, such as placement and 
rearrest rates, and do not -::onsider such factors a:­
job stability, job quality, or the severity of crimes 
committed. Few studies compare the outcomes of 
program clients with those of similar groups of non­
clients. Consequently, the extent to which successful 
client outcomes should be attributed to the 
programs' intervention or to other causes cannot be 
determined. 

Another study nearing completion attempts to 
assess the correctional treatmen.t and evaluation 
literature produced during the last decade. 
Preliminary findings suggest that recidivism rates 
for offenders are somewhat less than the high rates 
(one-half to two-thirds) traditionally alleged. 

The Institute also is sponsoring a project to 
analyze what is known about probation and another 
to develop a uniform approach for measuring cor­
rectional outcomes to better evaluate the efficiency 
of corrections programs. 

Community Crime Prevention Division 

Research has demonstrated the crucial role 
played by the private citizen in preventing and con­
trolling crime. However, research findings suggest 
that a citizen's willingness and ability to assist in 
crime control is affected by the physical environ­
ment. This concept has been tested in a major in­
stitute project in Hartford, Connecticut, which 
designed, implemented, and evaluated a com­
prehensive crime control program for residential 
neighborhoods. Changes in the physical environ­
ment were coupled with changes in police and 
citizen crime prevention activities in an effort to 
reduce 'burglary, robbery, and street larceny. 
Preliminary results indicate that this coordinated, 
environmental approach to crime prevention was 
quite effective in reducing crime and fear in the 
Hartford neighborhood. 

These concepts are also being demonstrated in a 
second Institute program of crime prevention through 
environmental design, where projects are underway 
in a school system (Broward County, Florida); a 
residential neighborhood (Minfleapolis, Min­
nesota); and a business district (Portland, Oregon). 
Based on the projects' experience, a program manual 
will be published to assist city officials, city plan­
ners, and community groups in applying a com­
prehensive approach to crime prevention. 

A related effort is a recently commissioned ur­
pan design technical manual. it will explore the proc-

ess of planning and designing !)afe nei8hborhcods 
through a systems an:tlysis approach to urban design. 
The manual wiIi include an analysis of past models ' 
and case studies of the Institute-sponsored Hartford 
residential neighborhood crime control study and a 
crime prevention planning approach proposed for 
Chicago's South Loop area. 

The environmental approach is useful not only 
at the neighborhood level but also for individual 
housing developments. Another Institute project is 
currently studying the impact of building design and 
layout on crime in housillg developments with 
different kinds of residents and variations in 
management policies. 

To help the criminal justice system handle rape 
cases more effectively, the Institute sponsored a 30-
month study that included, surveys of police and 
prosecutors. It confirmed a trend toward a more 
enlightened treatment of rape victims. Many police 
departments, for example, are assigning female 
officers to such cases and are providing specia~ train­
ing to investigators. Although prosecutors' offices in 
many large jurisdictions have begun to adopt im­
proved approaches, overall they have been slower 
than law enforcement agencies to respond to the vic­
tims' concerns. 

The surveys also identified the most pressing 
needs and problems police and prosecutors face in 
handling rape cases. To respond to these needs, the 
project gathered data from an analysis of rape 
legislation, from onsite studies of rape programs, 
from police records in a number of cities, and from 
interviews with victims, offenders, and criminal 
justice personnel. For example, victims expressed a 
need for detailed information that explains in clear 
language what to expect as their case moves through 
the criminal justice system and alerts them to the 
medical, legal, counseling, and other social services 
available. The project produced an easy-to-read 
booklet for victims, which the Institute published 
last year. Responding to the special concerns of 
police and prosecutors, the project developed 
operating manuals for criminal justice personnel. 
Legal issues also were covered in another report 
dealing with recent developments in this area. 

A study of gambling also was completed. It 
gathered information on the effects of different types 
of gambling laws and the nature of gambling enforce­
ment practices in 17 cities. Among the findings of in~ 
terest to policymakers is the need for setting and 
communicating priorities among criminal justice 
agencies for enforcing gambling laws; for coordina­
tion among police, prosecutors, and courts; and for 
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accountability systems to insure that policies are car­
ried out c()nsistently. 

The Institute also completed a nationwide 
survey of State and loeallaw enforcement and criminal 
justice personnel. Findings inclu.de data on the ade­
quacy of current manpower; projections from man­
power needs in the future; recruitment, training, and 
education programs and practices; and special 
issues, such as the employment of women and 
minorities and the effects of changing criminal 
justice functions on manpower requirements. 

The survey found that in 1974 almost one 
million persons were employed in the criminal 
justice system at the State or local level. Executives 
of criminal justice agencies believed that a 26 per­
cer\ increase in personnel was needed fOj" the system 
to fulfill its responsibilities completely. Probation 
and parole agencies and sheriffs' offices suffered the 
greatest manpower shortages. 

The survey found that minority group memb~rs 
are still underrepresented in police and corrections 
agencies and that progress in the hiring of female 
police officers has been minimal. In 1960, only 2 
percent of aU police officers were women. By 1974, 
that figure had risen to 3 percent. 

Little relationship was observed between police 
manpower, as measured by police-popUlation ratios, 
and crime rates in major cities. It appears that a bet­
ter use of police resources and greater citizen sup­
port may do more to reduce crime than increases in 
police manpower-a contention that has been rein­
forced by several other Institute research studies. 

The labor force for criminal justice is expected 
to grow slowly during the next decade. More jobs 
will open in courts and corrections,than in law en­
forcement. In all sectors of the system more workers 
will be hired for administrative and technical posi­
tions than for other positions. 

As for education and training, the survey found 
a need for indepth programs to help supervisors 
build their managerial and technical skills. The 
survey recommended that LEAA's Law Enforce­
ment Education Program sponsor more advanced 
education of this sort. LEEP should also increase its 
assistance to agencies that cannot now provide en­
try-level training for new employees, it said. 
Juvenile corrections, parole and probation agencies, 
and very small agencies of all types have particular 
difficulties, it noted. New attorneys, judges, and 
court administrators also need more help in prepar­
ing themselves for specialized roles in the criminal 
justice system, it stated. 

Data from the survey are being anaLyzed by 
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LEAA. The Institute will publish a six-volume 
r~port in 1978, and the findings should be useful to 
State and locaL legislators, administrators and plan­
ning officers. Eventually, the experience gained in 
conducting the survey will permit even more accu­
rate projections of manpower and training needs. 

Advanced Technology Division 

During the year the Advanced Technology Divi­
sion emphasized the research and development of 
systems to improve the Gecurity of Jaw enforcement 
personnel and businesses, the testing and improve­
ment of the Nation's crime laboratories, a.nd the 
development of law enforcement equipment stand­
ards. 

Among the principal programs completed dur­
ing the year were: 

• A field test of lightweight protective garments 
in 15 cities. The synthetic cloth protects 
wearers against bullets fired from most 
handguns. During the field tests 15 police 
officers escaped serious injury or death 
because they were wearing the garments. 

• The crime laboratory proficiency testing 
program, which measured the analytical ac­
curacy of evidence analysis nationwide. It 
identified both strengths and weaknesses in 
the capabilities of 'Crime laboratories to 
analyze such typical physical evidence as 
bloodstains, firearms, drugs, paint,gIass, soil, 
metal, hair, and wood, More than 200 
laboratories participated in the tests. The 
results provided a sound basis for devising 
programs to improve evidence analysis. 

• The continuation of a program of certifica­
tion for forensic science personnel. 

• A test vf an Institute-developed technique for 
detecting gunshot residue on a suspect's hands. 
The new method, which promises to be of 
value in connecting suspects with weapons 
and in distinguishing between homicides and 
self-inflicted wounds, was used in more than 
100 cases to establish validity and ap­
plicability. 

• A laboratory-controlled test of a cargo 
security system to prevent truck hijacking. The 
system will be evaluated in a 400-square-mile 
area in Los Angeles, A control station opera­
tion and 40 trucks will be involved in the test 
to determine the system's cost-effectiveness. 

• Further work on new techniques developed 
through Institute research for analyzing blood 
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and bloodstain evidence. The prqject is ex­
pected to permit scientists to link evidence 
more 'lccurately to a specWc. individual. 
Similar breakthroughs have been made in 
analyzing hair and semen. 

The Advanced Technology Division published 
15 standards, guidelines, and special reports 
evaluating communications, weapons, security and 
investigative equipment and systems. 

Special Prograrr.s DivIsion 

The Institute's Special Programs Division 
divided its budget among three research programs: 

National Evaluation Program. This effort assesses 
the cost, benefits, and limitations of selected crim­
inal justice programs. Each study focuses on a 
specific category of ongoing programs throughout 
the country, such as halfway houses or crime analysiS 
units. 

Seven Phase I studies were completed during fis­
cal year 1977, bringing the total number of such 
completed assessments to 24 during the past two 
years. 

An evaluation of court information systems found 
that approximately 30 jurisdictions are operating 
comprehensive systems that provide not only day.to­
day information processing but also data useful for 
court management. 

The assessment concluded that court informa­
tion systems are evolving into a useful, integral.part 
of normal operations. However, their potential for 
aiding court administration and caseflow manage­
ment has not yet been realized. The repone, 
published by the Institute last year, included recom­
mendations for a more rational approach to system 
implementation, a method for evaluating existing 
systems, and greater use of systeifl capabilities. 

Other assessments completed during the ~scal 
year include halfway houses for adult offenders, in­
tensive special probation projects, employment serv­
ice programs fvr former offenders, street lighting 
projects, and security programs for urban mass tran­
sit systems. 

The study of 155 ha2fway houses found that they 
are as effective in preventing criminal behavior as 
other forms of community release and t.hat at full 
capacity halfway houses cost no more, and probably 
less, than incarceration, although they cost more 
than parole and outright release. The available 
capacity of halfway houses is only partially utilized 
at present, thus driving up actual per diem costs. 

A revi0w of 41 streer lighting projects indicated 
that there is '10 statistically significant evidence that 
the lighting has an impact on the ievel of street 
crime, especially if ~isplacement of crime to another 
location is taken into accollnt. There is a strong in­
dication, however, that increased lighting decreases 
the fear of crime. 

Fiscal year 1977 funding included Phase I 
assessments of police juvenile units and coeducli­
tional corrections institutions, Phase II evaluations 
of Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) 
and pretrial release programs, and a project to 
develop a manual for single project evaluation 
design based upon findings to datt;o 

The Visiting Fell&wship Program. This program 
supports a community of criminal justice scholars at 
the Institute. Fellowship recipients work on projects 
of their own design for periods from three months to 
two years. The emphasis is on creative, independent 
research into major issues concerning crime preven­
tion and control and the administration of justice. 

Visiting fellowship projects during fiscal year 
1977 inc1 uded a study of international terrorism 
focusing on terrorist-hostage situations, an examina­
tion of the private practice of criminal law, the 
development of sourcebooks in forensic serology, 
and an analysis oftrends of crim.e and violence in the 
Nation's public secondary schools from 1950 
through 19'75. 

The Research Agreements Program. The Institute 
established this program to provide relativei.y long 
term support for basic research into major unsolved 
criminal justice problems. The topics selected are 

'those whose scope and complexity demands long 
term studies or a rigorous analysis of highly compli­
cated data. Research agreements are signed with 
universities or research organizations that have 
established centers or weil-designed research 
programs capable of understanding projects of this 
magnitude. 

Four research agreements were funded in fiscal 
year 1975 and are expected to continue through fis­
cal year 199b. The topics are habitual criminal of­
f~nders (the Rand Corporation), collective 
responses to crime at the community level (North­
western University), econometric analyses of crime 
problems (Hoover Institution on War, Revolution j 

and Peace), and white-collar crime (Yale Univer­
sity). .... .. 

During fiscal year 1977, each of these groups 
continued to collect and analyze data abollJ their 
particul.ar topic. For example, the Rand Corpora­
tion, which has completed two years of study, 
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reported the following interim findings: 
Former prison inmates account for a relatively 

small proportion of total crime rates even thoughthe 
former inmat~s who repeat (25 to 40 percent) com­
mit more frequent and more serious criminal acts 
than those offenders who have not been to prison. 
New sentencing policies should deal with those of­
fenders who have been convicted at least once of a 
serious offense but never sent ;0 prison. 

Within a group of offenders who can be charac­
terized as habitual and dangerous by their prior con­
viction record at least two different patterns of 
behavior can be distinguished-the intensive offen­
ders who are most dedicated to crime, commit more 
frequent offenses and are more likely to avoid arrest, 
and the intermittent offenders who commit crimes in 
a more sporadic and reckless fashion and are much 
more likely to be arrested. Most offenders attributed 
their continuation in crime to their own personal 
choice and not to external factors. 

A fifth research agreement was begun during the 
year with the Vera Institute of Justice to study the 
relationship between employment status and crim­
inal activity. 

Office of Technology Transfer 

The Office of Technology Transfer transmits 
LEA A research findings to both researchers and 
practitioners to increase the understanding and use 
of re<tearch results and advanced criminal justice 

• practices. 

.Model Program Development Division 

One of the Division's most important 1977 
,priorities was to devise improved mechanisms for 
resolving citizen disputes-to establish fair, conven­
ient, and economic community alternatives to for­
mal court trials for resolving minor cll.ses. The goals 
were to reduce delays, costs, and court congestion. 

Working with the Institute's O~fice of Research 
Programs, the Model Program Development Divi­
sion reviewed past research and operating ex­
perience in the area and developed Neighborhood 
Justice Centers: An Analysis of Potential Models, 
wh\ch analyzed the advantages and disadvantages of 
each approach. The Division subsequently worked 
with the Department of Justice to develop a program 
design appropriate for a national test and evaluation 
effort. The resulting Neighborhood Justice Center 
pilot program will be tested during the coming year 
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in Los Angeles, Kansas City, and Atlanta. 
The Institute will assess and analyze the ex­

pt:rience of the three sites to develop a national 
model. The Reference and Dissemination Division 
is publishing and distributing the original program 
model to other interested communities. It also will 
publish and distribute the test experience report and 
the results of newly initiated Institute research on 
citizen involvement in dispute resolution and court 
processing. 

In addition to developing program models from 
research findings and operating experience, the 
Division identifies the most effective practices and 
produces handbooks to guide criminal justice 
officials in using the new techniques. Two of its ma­
jor efforts are the Exemplary Projects Program and 
the Prescriptive Packages Program. 

Exemplary Projects. This program identifies and 
publicizes outstanding criminal justice programs. 
Candidates may come from State, local, or private 
agencies. LEAA funding is not a prerequisite. To be 
considered for the exemplary designation a projecf 
must have operated for at least one year, must have 
demonstrated success in reducing a specific crime or 
improving a criminal justice operation or service, 

. and must be adaptable to other locations. 
All exemplary projects are publicized na­

tionally. Brochures and detailed manuals are pre­
pared on each project, covering planning, operation, 
budget, and staffing. The manuals place a special 
emphasis on evaluation procedures so communities 
adopting the program can gauge their own successes 
01 shortcomings. From more than 430 candidate 
programs submitted to date, 25 have been desig­
nated exemplary-. 

The five named during fiscal year 1977 were the 
Community Crime Prevention Program of Seattle; 
Project New Pride in Denver; the One Day/One 
Trial Jury System in Wayne COUIity, Michigan; the 
Pre-Release/Work Release Center in Montgomery 
County, M?ryland; and the Mental Health/Mental 
Retardation Emergency Service ill Montgomery 
County, Pennsylvania. 

Monographs. An outgrowth of the Exemplary 
Projects Program, this publication series consoli­
dates and analyzes information gleaned from the 
study of a number of related exemplary project can­
didates or focuses. on one particularly worthwhile 
program that did n?t quite meet the stringent ex­
emplary criteria. During 1977 monographs were 
published on Courts Planning and Research: the Los 
Angeles Experience and Use of Civilians in Police 
Work. 
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Prescriptive Packages. These reports analyze the 
advantages and disadvantages of various program 
models, based on available data, research findings, 
and expert opinion. Twenty-four prescriptive 
packages have been published, and 21 more are in 
preparation. 

During 1977 four related prescriptive packages 
were funded on management (case flow manage­
ment, records management, personnel mandgement, 
and financial management); two on community cor­
rections (the regionalizatiCin and consolidation of 
correctional programs and community correctional 
facHitie!;); and manuals on correctional programs 
for women and the unification of State court systems. 

Prescriptive packages published and distributed 
during 1977 include Para-Legals: A Resource for 
Public Defenders and Correctional Services, The 
Prosecutors' Charging Decision, Child Abuse Interven­
tion, Routine Police Patrol, Specialized Police Patrol, 
and Drug Programs in Correctional Institutions. 

Training and Testing Division 

The Division conducts regional training 
workshops, special national workshops, field tests, 
new program approaches, and a HOST program of 
onsite training in exemplary prar'ices. 

Executive Training Program Workshops offer 
criminal justice decisionmakers brief, intensive 
training in new research-based programs and ad­
vanced practices. 

The following workshops were conducted dur­
ing 1977: 

Juror Usage and Management-Some 450 judges, 
jury commissioners, and court administrators were 
trained in efficient and cost-saving juror manage­
ment techniques developed through Institute-spon­
sored research. 

Managing Criminal Investigations-More than 
600 police executives were trained in criminal in­
vestigation management and resource allocation 
techniques based on the findings of three Institute 
studies. 

Prison Grievance Mechanisms-More than 485 
prison administrators and corrections officials 
studied techniques for resolving grievances in in­
stitutions based on an exemplary project and a 
prescriptive package. 

Rape and Its Victims-This workshop trained 
more than 570 participants who came as community 
teams to study how to effectively integrate com­
munity responses to rape victims. 

Special Nqtional Workshops present significant 
research findings to selected national audiences to 
stimulate discussions of critical criminal 11lstice 
issues. During 1977 these included a seminar to help 
local elected executives solve criminal justice 
problems by adopting better approaches identified 
through research and a seminar on determinate sen­
tencing and its effect on courts and corrections. 

Field Tests are conducted as part of the ltl­

stitute's research and development effort and are an 
important part of the LEAA program and develop­
ment process. 

Two field tests continued in 1977, both drawn 
from a series of Institute-sponsored studies. Manag­
ing Criminal Investigations is being conducted in five 
locations and Juror Usage and Management is being 
tested in 18 jurisdictions. 

The HOST Program gives local officials in­
terested in establishing a new project the chance to 
visit and work with agencies using the program. Par­
ticipants spend up to two weeks at the host agency 
and work with the people who initiated the program. 
During 1977, 60 criminal justice officials visited an 
exemplary project HOST site. 

Reference and Dissemination Division 

This Division publishes and distributes Institute 
research and evaluation findings, develops special 
information on Institute progra,ns for researchers 
and practitioners, operates the LEAA library, an!d 
disseminates information to the international crim­
inal justice community through the National Crim­
inal Justice Reference Service. 

The Reference Service is an international 
clearinghouse for all aspects, of criminal justh:e 
research and .operations. It acquires indexes and 
abstracts; stores, retrieves, and distributes reports 
and information; and offers a wide range of fflee 
reference and referral seryices to users. Its 34,000 
registered users have access to a data base of mme 
than 28,000 entries. 

To improve dissemination the Institute last year 
created a Research Utilization Committee that 
brings together relevant Institute and LEAA 
program staff to review research reports and suggest 
appropriate utilization and dissemination ap­
proaches. 

Brochures or manuals currently available at the 
Reference Service include the following: 

ABA Standards for the Administration of Justice; 
Abbreviations Used By NCJRS and A List of Primary 
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Sources of Documents; Abused and Battered Child; 
Administrative Adjudication Bureau of the N. Y. State 
Dept. of Motor Vehicles (Brochure); Be on the Safe 
Side, For Your Personal Protection,' 

Benefits for Public Safety Officers; Central Police 
Dispatch (COPS), Muskegon, Michigan (An Exem­
plary Project); Citizen Dispute Settlement - The Night 
Prosecutor Program of Columbus, Ohio - An Exem­
plary Project; Citizens Against Crime,' Community Ac­
tion Brochure; Community-Based Corrections in Des 
Moines - A Coordinated Approach to the Improved 
Handling of Adult Offenders. 

Community Crime Prevention - Seqttle, Washing­
ton - Exemplary Project (Brochure); Community 
Response to Rape - Polk County Rape/Sexual Assault 
Care Center, Des Moines, Iowa ~ An Exemplary Proj­
ect,' Community-Based Corrections in Des Moines, An 
Exemplary Project (Brochure); 

Controlled Confrontation - The Ward Grievance 
Procedure of the California Youth Authority (An Ex­
emplary Project); Dallas Police Legal Liaison Divi­
sion, An Exemplary Project,' Denver (CO) - Project 
New Pride - An Exemplary Project (Brochure); Dis­
trict of Columbia Public Defender Service (Brochure); 
Document Loan Program; Document Loan Program 
List Two. 

Does the Job Seem to Big to Handle?; Don't Foul 
Up; Evaluation Clearinghouse (Brochure); Evaluation 
Document Loan List No.2,' Evaluative Research in 
Corrections,' Exemplary Programs Brochure 
NILECJ/OTT - Apr. 75; Family Crisis Counseling 
Brochure,' Focus on Citizen's Initiative; Guide to 
Microfiche Accessory Equipment; Guide to NCJRS; 
Handling Traffic Cases: A Better Way (Exemplary 
Project). 

Hazardous Devices Course (Brochure); Health 
Care in CorrectionaL Institutions; Improving Juvenile 
Justice,' Innovative Research in CriminaL Justice 
Programs Announcements; Internship Program, A 
Vital Working Experience; Juvenile Diversion 
Through Family Crisis Counseling (An Exemplary 
Project); Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion . . .A New Perspective; Juvenile Justice and Delin­
quency Prevention . . . Federal Research in Action. 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration - A 
Partnership For Q'ime Control; Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration - A Partnership for Crime 
ControL (Spanish version); LEAA Community Efforts 
Make News; LEA A Literature on Criminal Justice; 
LEAA Presents NCJRS; LEAA Public Information; 
LEEP - A Step Ahead; LEEP - An Opportunity. to 
Move Ahead,' Mqjor Offense Bureau, The Bronx Coun­
ty District Attorney's Office - An Exemplary Project; 
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Managing Criminal In vestigations (Prescriptive 
Package); NCJRS - A Unique Information Service; 
NCJRS Goes to Microfiche; NCJRS Wants to Know. 

New York City Police (Street Crime Unit) (Ex­
emplary Project); NILECJ (NationaL Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice) Evaluation 
Program; NILEC] - Research Evaluation Technology 
Transfer; NILECJ Evaluation Program (Oct. 75); 
NILECJ/L'xemplary Projects; Office of Technology 
Transfer Brochure; Only Ex-offenders Need Apply -
The Ohio Parole Officer Aide Program, An Exemplary 
Project. 

Operation: Demonstration Out of the Ivory Tower: 
A University'S Approach to Delinquency Prevention -
The Adolescent Diversion Project; Philadelphia· 
Neighborhood Youth Resources Center - An Exempl­
ary Project; Prescriptive Packages Brochure (2); Pri­
vacy and Security of Criminal History Information - A 
Guide to Dissemination; Providence Educational 
Center, A Program for Juvenile Delinquents (Exem­
plary Project) (Brochure). 

Prosecution of Economic Crime (Exemplary 
Project); Publications - NILECJ; Questions and 
Answers About SNI; Rural Legal Research, Creighton 
Legal Information Center, Omaha, Nebraska - An Ex­
emplary Project; Search and Retrieval Brochure; 
Selected Literature and Information Sources (Com­
munity Action); Selected Literature on Evaluation; 
Selective Notification of Information. 

Training in Advanced Criminal Justice Practices 
(A Program of Technology Transfer); User Manual; 
User's Guide to NCJRS; Victimization: A Different 
Perspective; Why Improvise? Standardize; X-Ray 
Systems for Bomb Disarmament - Law Enforcement 
Stal7dards Program. 

Office of Evaluation 

The Office of Eval uation's primary functions are 
to evaluate specific programs and innovations, to 
develop improved evaluation methodologies, and to 
assist State agencies in developing their own evalua­
tion capabilities. 

During fiscal year 1977 work began on an 
evaluation of LEAA's Standards and Goals 
Program. The study is analyzing the experience of 
the 27 States that had completed the standards and 
goals process. 

The Office also applied funds to LEAA's Office 
of Criminal Justice Education and Training to begin 
a study of the Law Enforcement Education Program 
as it is operating in participating two-year colleges. 
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Additional funding expanded the evaluation of 
LEAA's Career Criminal Program to examine the 
effects on police and corrections of this prosecutor­
oriented program. 

Grant solicitations were also developed for 
evaluations of four other LEAA discretionary 
programs, Community Anticrime, Court Delay, Im­
proved Correctional Field Services, and Neighbor­
hood Justice Centers. 

The Office of Evaluation also is responsible for 
designing and implementing evaluations of test and 
demonstration programs initiated by the Institute's 
Office of Technology Transfer. During 1977 this in­
volved the Managing Criminal Investigations 
Pro~\am, which is testing improved methods of 
managing and using investigative resources in six 
city police departments. An evaluation of the New 
York Court Employment Program successfully com­
pleted its first phase. Among the methodology 
studies begun in 1977 was a critical review by a 
panel of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
literature on rehabilitation. 

Among the studies completed during fiscal year 
1977 was one on the effects of reducing the penalties 
for violating State marijuana laws. The study sug­
gests that although substantial dollar savings can be 
anticipated when penalties are reduced, it is too soon 
to say with any confidence whether marijuana use 
has been affected by the passage of new laws. 

Another study examined New York Stalle's early 
experience in implementing and enfor~ing its strict 
new drug abuse laws. The evaluators found that dur­
ing the first three years the objectives were not 

achieved. For example, heroin use was as 
widespread in New York City during mid-1976 as 
during 1973, and the pattern of usage over this 
period was not appreciably different from the pat­
tern in other major East Coast cities. Similarly" pat­
terns of drug-relat'-:d crimes showed no significant 
deterrent effects. Finally, although court caseload 
backlogs and other effects on the criminal justice 
system tended to decrease over time, the costs im­
posed by the laws do not appear to have resulted in 
commensurate benefits. 

In addition to evaluating specific programs and 
sponsoring research into new and more effective 
evaluation methodologies, the Institute also assists 
State Planning Agencies in developing or improving 
their own evaluation capabilities. Representatives of 
the Institute met qu~rterly with the National Con~ 
ference of SPA Directors to exchange views about 
evaluation needs and proposed LEAA evaluation 
plans. 

The Institute also published several documents 
to aid State officials in conducting evaluations. 
These included Monitoring for Criminal Justice Plan~ 
ning Agencies, Intensive Evaluation for Criminal 
Justice Planning, Management-Oriented Corrections 
Evaluation Guidelines, and a bibliography on Tech~ 
niques for Project Evaluation. An LEAA Evaluation 
Handbook for State and Local Agencies will be 
published in 1978. 

The Institute also maintains a clearinghouse of 
evaluation materials at the National Criminal 
Justice it<!ference Service. 
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OFFICE OF REGIONAL OPERATIONS* 

The Office of Regional Operations, com posed of 
LEAA's 10 regional offices, five major program 
divisions, and two staff units, is the largest program 
office within LEAA and the most frequent contact 
point with State and local criminal justict! agencies. 

The Office exercises major authority for the 
LEAA program through its responsibility to ap­
prove, award, monitor, evaluate, and terminate all 
planning and block action grants and manage a large 
portion of the Agency's discretionary grants and 
technical assistance activities. The Office's Enforce­
ment, Adjudication, Rehabilitation, Special 
Programs, and Indian Affairs Divisions provide na­
tional-level policy guidance for the LEAA discre­
tionary grant programs in these areas. 

Planning grants (Part B) funds support the 
operations of the 56 State-level criminal justice 
planning agencies and a network of regional and 
local planning units. Planning grants totaling $60 
million were awarded during fiscal year 1977 to the 
various States. 

Action funds are of two basic types-block and 
discretionary. Block action grants are made avuila· 
ble to States on a population basis. They represent 
85 percent of the annual LEAA Part C appropria­
tion and 50 percent of the Pari. E (corrections) ap­
propriation. State Planning Agencies submit annual 
criminal justice plans based on State agency and 
local priorities. The plans analyze crime and crim­
inal justice problems, set goals, standards and 
priorities, and establish an annual action program 
responsive to State and local needs. The plans are 
approved and block grants are awarded if they meet 
guideline requirements, reflect a determined effort 
to improve the quality of criminal justice throughout 
the State, and are likely to make a significant and 
effective contribution to the State's efforts to deal 
with crime. During fiscal year 1977, $314,554,000 
:n Part C block grant funtis and $36,694,000 in Part 
E block grant funds were awarded to support State 
and local criminal justice programs. 

LEAA's discretionary grants are made for the 
purpose of deveioping, testing, implementing, and 
evaluating innovative programs at the State and 
local levels. The Office awarded $65,789,000, or 76 
percent, of LEAA's total discretionary grant funds 
awarded during the fiscal year. 

The Enforcement Division administered 
programs in the areas of rural law enforcement, 
organized crime, drug ~nforcement, and integrated 
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criminal apprehension. Organized crime programs 
include white-collar crime projects, corruption con­
trol projects, cargo theft, and antifencing projects. 

The Adjudication Division administered discre­
tionary grants for court improvement programs and 
career criminal programs. Court programs are 
designed to produce fundamental structural or pro­
cedural changes in the operation of State court 
systems. The objective of the career criminal 
program is to demonstrate that serious crimes can be 
reduced through special prosecutorial emphasis on 
cases involving repeat offenders. 

The Rehabilitation Division directed programs 
in Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (T ASC), 
community corrections training, and corrections 
system management improvement. The T ASC 
programs reduce drug-related crime by providing 
for community-based drug treatment services for 
eligible drug abusing criminal offenders. The com­
munity corrections program improves and increases 
the use of community help rather than institutional 
resources to control selected offenders without en­
dangering citizens. The corrections training 
program' provides demonstration programs for cor­
rectional offices in major institutions and jails. The 
system management improvement program im­
proves the manage:,lent of corrections systems 
through the developihent of research, evaluation, 
planning, and monitoring capabilities in State adult 
probation and parole agencies. 

The Special Programs Division directed the vic­
tim/witness and citizen participation programs, 
which improve the treatment of victims and wit­
nesses and increase citizen cooperation with the 
criminal justice system, as well as assist in organizing 
community groups to deal with crime and reduce the 
vulner.ability of the elderly as crime victims. 

The Indian Affairs Staff directed Indian 
program funding through allocations to 85 eligible 
Indian tribes. Projects are designed to improve In­
dian criminal justice programs for police, courts, 
corrections, and youth and to assist with crime 
reduction on reservati(lfls. 

*On July 19, 1977, Attorney General Griffin B. 
Bell directed LEAA to close its 10 regional ofiices 
as of September 30. Beginning in fiscal year 1978 
most of the functions of those offices will be per­
formed by the personnel of the new Office of Crimi­
nal Justice Programs in LEAA's Washington, D.C. 
headquarters. 



NATIONAL CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE INFORMATION 

AND STATISTICS SERVICE 

The National Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Service develops a coordinated and unified 
approach to the information and communications 
needs of criminal justice agencies. Its programs 
emphasize the timeliness and accuracy of informa­
tion and the uniformity of statistics needed by crim­
inal justice agencies. The information made availa­
ble is designed to make criminal justice operations, 
resource allocations, and program planning and 
evaluation as efficient and effective as possible. 

The program consists of three major areas, the 
Statistics Division, the Systems Development Divi­
sion, and the Privacy and Security Staff. 

Statistics Division 

The Division is organized into two branches, 
one for national efforts to collect, analyze, and dis­
seminate criminal justice -statistics and the other for 
the support of State efforts to derive statistics from 
operational information systems and to analyze and 
utilize data to improve the administration of justice. 
Major programs are: 

The National Crime Victim Survey. TIiis nation­
wide report measures criminal victimization and at­
titudes concerning crime through a representative 
probability sampling of households and commercial 
establishments. It employs sophisticated 
methodological techniques to provide more reliable 
and accurate information about levels of criminal 
events and changes in those levels than is possible 
with traditional police reporting programs. More 
importantly, it provides information about the 
characteristics orwictims and criminal events that 
was unavailable in the past. It is also a ready vehicle 
for supplemental data collection .efforts for a wide 
range of topics of interest to criminal justice 
officials. For example, the survey measures public 
attitudes toward the relative severity of a wide range 
of criminal offenses. Secondary analyses of the vic­
timization data on subjects of specialized interest are 
also performed, such as myths and realities about 
crim(~; urban, suburban, and rural crime; and 
minorities and the police. Continuing methodologi~ 
cal.xrsearch into refinements of the victim survey 
techniques is a part of this program. 

The National Prisoner Statistics. This is a series of 
statistical surveys and censuses in corrections. It 
provides statistical profiles on the inmates and the 
institutions to which they are confined. This statisti­
cal data includes prisoner population, movement of 
prisoner trends, methods by which people are 
released, characteristics of persons admitted and 
released, characteristics of the correctional facility 
itself (its programs and administration), data on per­
sons executed under the sentence of death, as well as 
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of 
prisoners. 

Capital Punishment 1975 and CJ..)ftal Punishment 
1976: Advance Report were published during 1977 
under this program. These reports contain data 
about persons executed under civil authority as well 
as those currently under the sentence of death, by 
sex, race and offense. 

Criminal Justice Expenditure and Employment 
Data. National and State-by-State estimates of ex­
penditure and employment are published for each 6f 
the components of the criminal justice system­
police, Judiciary. prosecution, indigent defense, and 
corrections. The use of this data in the development 
of State comprehensive plans is extensive following 
new LEAA guidelines governing data analysiS. Dur­
ing the year special tabulatiOlJS were run to provide 
the States with the most current data, and instruc­
tions for using the data were prepared and dis­
tributed to the States. This program collects the ex­
penditure data in accordance with a statutory re­
quirement and is the only national source of such .. 
data. 

Trends in Expenditure and Employment Data for 
the Criminal Justice System, 1971-1975. This is the 
third in a series presenting detailed multiyear 
statistics on criminal justice employment ancJ. expen~ 
diture trends in the United States. The annual survey 
covers the Federal a~d State government~;, all coUIl­
ties, all municipalities with a 1970 potlulatiOI1 of 
10,000 or more, and a representative saIt1ple of the 
remaining cities and townships. Inclu~:ed in the 
survey are law enforcement agencies, cqurts, legal 
services, prosecution, public defense, corrections, 
and other criminal justice activities. Some of the'6lg­
nificant findings of this report are that police protec­
tion,judicial and legal services, and prosecution are 
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supported mainly by local governments. States con­
tinued as the largest supporter of corrections. Police 
protection accounted for more than one-half of all 
direct criminal justice expenditures during the five­
year period, varying from 59 to 57 percent. More 
than 80 percent of all municipal criminal justice 
spending in all five years was for police agencies. 

National Survey of Court Organization, 1977 Sup­
plement to State Judicial Systems. This is the second 
supplement of an original survey made in 1971 by 
the Bureau of the Census. It is part of LEAA's effort 
to develop profiles of court systems and their opera­
tions, to help judges, court administrators, and their 
court personnel stay abreast of national develop­
ments in court organization. During the year LEAA 
awarded a grant to the National Center for State 
Courts to establh:h a National Court Statistics Proj­
ect. 

Children in Custody: Advance Report on Juvenile 
Detention and Correctional Facility Census of 1974. 
This is the third in a series containing data on 
population, movement, numbers and types of 
juveniles, length of stay, personnel, and expen­
ditures collected from approximately 900 public 
and private facilities. 

Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics, 1975 
and Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 1976. 
These publications incorporate information from 
100 separate criminal justice publications on such 
data as the nature and distribution of criminal 
offenses, the characteristics of arrested persons, the 
court processing of defendants, and a description of 
correctional system inmates. 

LEAA Dictionary of Criminal Justice Agencies. 
This 10-volume directory lists names and addresses 
of alI criminal justice agencies, including police, 

. prosecution, indigent defense, court, and correc­
tions, by Federal region. The Division also sup­
ported a single-time, nationwide survey of the 
sociodemographic characteristics of 50,000 
employees from approximately 5,000 criminal 
justice agencies. Two reports to be released in the 
early part of fiscal year 1978 are State and Local 
Prosecution and Civil Attorney Systems and State and 
Local Probation and Parole Systems. They document 
the prosecution/civil attorney and probation/parole 
system in each State and report on a 1976 survey of 
these agencies, showing employment, funding, and 
jurisdiction. The probation and parole report also 
presents the numbers and characteristics (adults vs. 
juvenile, felony vs. misdemeanor) of probation and 
parole clients. 

State Programs Branch. A major LEAA program 
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is Comprehensive Data Systems. It encourages the 
States to collect comprehensive criminal justice in­
formation for use in planning, implementing, 
managing, and evaluating criminal justice programs 
at the local, State, and national levels. Because the 
administration of criminal justice is largely a State 
and local function, much of the data needed for na­
tional planning must be developed at thiS level. The 
program provides the means to systematically 
gather, organize, and analyze this information. 
There are three system components, the statistical 
analysis center, the uniform crime reports, and the 
offender-based transaction statistics computerized 
criminal histories. More than 100 grant awards were 
made to the States for one or more ofthe three com­
ponents during 1977. During fiscal year 1977 there 
were 44 States plus Washington, D.C., and Puerto 
Rico with approved CDS action plans. The plan 
describes the State's program to implement the CDS 
components and is a prerequisite for funding under 
this program. One additional State plan is expected 
to be approved. Two other States are known to have 
plans in preparation. 

Thirty-four States have now begun development 
of their computerized criminal history systems. 
Eleven States have their criminal history files in the 
FBI's National Criminal Information Center. At the 
end of the fiscal year, 40 States had established crim­
ina.! justice statistical analysis centers. Forty-two 
States have been assisted in assuming responsibility 
for uniform crime reporting. 

Systems Development Division 

The Division develops, tests, evaluates, and 
transfers information and communication systems 
which hold potential for improving the efficiency 
and effectiveness of criminal justice operations. 

Communications Systems. One of the major 
programs within the DiVision is the improvement of 
State and local telecommunications. During the year 
the expansion of the National Law Enforcement 
Telecommunications System was completed. Four 
years ago, NLETS was a low-speed, party-line 
system which was manually interfaced with the 
States it served. The capacity of the system was 
totally inadequate for the message load being 
developed by the States, and as a consequence, back­
logs of several hours were not uncommon. 

Today NLETS is an efficient, high-speed data 
system to which all States except Hawaii have access. 
Messages to 45 States and several Federal agencies 
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are transmitted on a computer-to-computer basis in 
less than a second even at peak periods; Four States 
have access to NLETS via teletype methods. 

Under the State Communications Program, a 
detailed requirements analysis and design of an 
interstate criminal justice communications network 
for Ohio and Texas was completed during fiscal year 
1977. A comparative cost-benefit analysis of alter­
native network configurations expected to satisfy thl:! 
reqUirements identified in Texas and Ohio was also 
completed. Many other States have expressed in­
terest in using the network solutions in Texas and 
Ohio for their own communications problems. 

Phase II of the Emergency Command and Con­
trol Communications System was initiated during 
the year. It will integrate all aspects of a command 
control communications system, thus improving the 
efficiency and effectiveness of a major city's dispatch 
and communications system. To date, each major 
subsystem has been identified and the transmission 
capacity determined. The master radio plan was 
developed and has been prepared for imptementa­
tion. 

A major program is now underway to increase 
the effectiveness of 911 emergency telephone 
systems through two demonstration projects and to 
disseminate information on the costs and benefits of 
these systems to local jurisdictions. These advanced 
emergency telephone systems are designed to 
decrease the number of errors in the identification 
and location of the caller, thereby reducing the 
response t~me by the police, ambulance, and fire 
departments. The 911 emergency telephone system 
in the quad cities area (South County, Iowa, and 
Rock Island, Illinois) is a planning study that will 
evaluate alternative approaches for providing 911 
s,ervice to a multijurisdictional area that is served by 
multiple independent telephone common carriers. 
During the advanced 911 trial in Alameda COl~nty, 
California, an evaluation will be conducted of the 
cost-effectiveness of a service that will offer three 
advanced features not currently available in any 
other community: selective routing, automated num­
ber identification, and automated location iden­
tification. 

A study was conducted on the use of the 900 
MHz frequency by law enforcement personnel to ex­
pand communications from the sometime.s crowded 
VHF-UHF freque'nc~r spectrum to the less crowded 
900 MHz frequency spectrum. 

Automated Criminal Identification Systems. An 
evaluation of the ten-print automated fingerprint 
system in Arizona was completed. The system suc-

cessfully demonstrated the feasibility of automating 
the reading, classification, storage, and retrieval of 
arrest fingerprint images for a medium-sized State. 
The evaluation showed that the use of such automa· 
tion is faster and more economical than manual and 
semiautomated procedures in effect elsewhere. 

A project to expand an automated latent 
fingerprint system was initiated in New York State. 
The system takes prints found at the scene of a crime 
and searches the State files for a match. The signifi­
cance of this system is the size of the data base which 
can be accessed. Most latent fingerprint systems can 
only access a very limited data base. By expanding 
this system from 11 to 62 counties, the chances of 
making a match are greatly increased. 

Judicial Information Systems. The third major 
Division program is the development of State and 
local information systems. State judicial information 
systems are under concurrent development in 23 
States, and 18 States have begun implementation. 

A comprehensive demonstration of automated 
legal research was sponsored by the Division, which 
used SEARCH Group, Inc. as the coordinating 
agency. Thirty terminals were installed for a six­
month period in eight States. 

During the year, the United States Department 
of Justice's Criminal Division and the State of Min­
nesota operated a joint project to develop and test a 
pilot progr&:.- .b collect and analyze statistics on the 
disposition of concurrent jurisdiction offenses which 
had been referred either from Federal to State or 
State to Federal courts for prosecution. The ultimate 
goal of this project is to provide prosecutors with 
more meaningful information to use in caseload 
assignment. Existing reporting systems in Minnesota 
were modified, and computer programs were 
developed that will generate compatible statistics on 
criminal cases that can be prosecuted at either the 
Federal or State level. 

Police Information Systems. A Crime Analysis 
Systems Support Project was initiated through a 
grant to the International Association of Chiefs of 
Police. It will provide automated support for im­
proved crime analysis capability in police depart­
ments. The project directly supports LEAA's Com~ 
prehensive Career Criminal Program. 

During the year the Geographic B~se File (com­
puteriz~d maps) was tested in St. Louis and Tucson, 
and subsequently distributed to approximately 35 
law enforcement agencies. Onsite technical assis­
tance was provided to 10 agencies receiving the soft­
ware package and telephone assistance was available 
to all others. The Division also funded the Interstate 
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Organized Crime Index Project during fiscal year 
1977 through a grant to the California Department 
of Justice. The department is the central coordinat­
ing agency for more than 200 law enforcement agen­
cies across the country. The project develops and 
operates an automated index of persons known to be 
active in organized crime. 

Capitalizing on a police information system that 
was developed with block funds, the Systems 
Development Division is sponsoring the conversion 
and implementation of the Police Operations Sup­
port System-Elementary to meet the needs of small 
and medium-,>ized law enforcement agencies. The 
basic system will include such characteristic law en­
forcement functions as calls for service, offense inci­
dent reporting, UCR reporting, arrest reporting, and 
a microfiche arrest and identification system. These 
applications will be converted to operate on a wide 
variety of low-cost computer equipment. A full im­
plementation package is being developed that will 
enable agencies to implement the system basically 
for the cost of the computer equipment. 

A test of the model standardized crime report­
ing system developed by SEARCH Group, Inc., was 
begun. It was developed as a result of a survey that 
indicated that basic information nep.ds and func­
tional uses of crime report data were fairly standard 
in agencies regardless of size or jurisdiction. The test 
phase of the project will coordinate, monitor, and 
evaluate the demonstration of this model in five 
sites, a small rural community, a medium-sized city, 
and a State police department, with input from two 
small urban communities. The test will show 
whether the conceptual design can be used by agen­
cies in their own tailor-made event reporting 
systems, whether there is a valid need and use fol' 
standard data elements in crime reporting, and 
whether this particular system is technically and ad­
ministratively feasible in a variety of environments 
on a cost-effective basis. 

Corrections Information Systems. The Offender­
Based State Corrections Information System is cur­
rently operating in 23 States containing more than 
64 percent of the total United S~ates prison popula­
tion. It is anticipated that over 12 new States will 
join during the next fiscal year. 

The Computer Assisted Prisoner Transportation 
Index Service was initiated during the year to deter.­
mine the feasibility of establishing a central informa­
tion system to assist county sheriffs coordinate the 
transportation of prisoners between States. The im­
plementation of this service is expected to result in 
cost reductions of approximately $2.5 million an-
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nually. 
A Jail Accounting Microcomputer System, 

which represents LEAA's first major effort to 
demonstrate microcomputer technology in an opera­
tional criminal justice setting, has been developed 
and was operationally tested in the San Joaquin 
County Jail in Stockton, California. The purpose of 
this project is to demonstrate the applicability of 
low-cost microcomputers to inmate accounting in 
jails. The system provides the capability for booking 
prisoners entering the jail and the subsequent log­
ging and retrieving of information concerning their 
location, status, and characteristics as well as pro­
ducing operational, management, and statistical 
reports. 

Technical Assistance. Technical assistance was 
provided by the National Clearinghouse for Crim­
inal Justice Information Systems. The clearinghouse 
provided onsite expert advice and technical assis­
tance to more than 13'3 police, courts, and correc­
tions agencies in the transfer of criminal j(llstice in­
formation systems. It automated the 1976 LEAA 
Directory of Automated Criminal Justice Information 
Systems, which is maintained as an up-to-the-minute, 
online information system. 

A gr~:1t was awarded to the National Center for 
State Courts to provide court improvement through 
technology. Under this program technical assistance 
will be provided to court managers throughout the 
Nation in microfilm, business equipment, audio­
visual devices, and electronic data processing hard­
ware. 

Privacy and Security Staff 
During the year the Privacy and Security Staff 

helped States comply with the LEAA privacy and 
security of criminal history information regulations 
and confidentiality of research/stt'\tistical informa­
tion regulations. The original deadline of December 
31, 1977 for compliance with the privacy and 
security regulations was extended until March 1, 
1978. States can, however, request a further exten­
sion on a case-by-case basis. 

In June 1977 a nationwide Privacy Policy Con­
ference was held to discuss access to criminal 
records by the news media, private employers, and 
private security agencies as well as other government 
agencies; and access by criminal justice agencies to 
other government records. In addition, training 
seminars on the regulations were held as were a 
series of informal discussion seminars for State 
officials. To provide the affected organizations and 



individuals with maximum assistance, a series of five 
. publications were prepared and distributed to the 
public. 
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OFFICE OF 
CIVIL RIGHTS COMPLIANCE 

[he Office of Civil Rights Compliance enforces 
the civil rights responsibilities of the recipients of 
LEAA financial assistance. It conducts complaint 
investigations and compliance reviews and -monitors 
technical assistance contracts. 

The Office is also responsible for the preaward 
review of categorical grant applications in e"!",::::: ~f 
$500,000 to make sure they contain aciequate civil 
rights components. Thirty of these reviews were per­
formed during fiscal year 1977. 

In conformance with regulations of the Office of 
Federal Contract Compliance in the U.S. Depart­
ment of Labor concerning equal employment on 
federally-funded construction projects, 12 onsite 
reviews were conducted and 32 construction project 
reporting requirements were issued during the year. 
Effective October 1, 1977, this responsibility was 
transferred to the Department of Labor. 

Technical assistance and training efforts were 
enhanced through the participation of OCRC staff as 
well as contractors and grantees to help assist State 
Planning Agencies and other State and local agen­
cies develop programs to improve their compliance 
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with LEAA civil rights requirements. One grantee is 
developing new employment selection tests for State 
and local law enforcement agencies. The Office also 
continuously monitors the nondiscriminatory 
validity of all locally-developed entrance and pro­
motion examinations. 

On February 16, 1977, LEAA adopted regula­
tion!> that included stringent timetables for civil 
rights complaint investigations and compliance 
reviews. The regulations mandate fund suspension 
and ultimately fund termination in cases of con­
tinued noncompliance. 

Through improved management techniques the 
Office closed 481 complaints of discrimination, 
reducing a large backlog, and was instrumental in 
prompting the award of $250,000 in back pay and 
other benefits to discrimination victims. 

In addition, 20 State governments were notified 
of LEAA's intent to terminate program funding if 
compliance with applicable regulations was not 
achieved. In all but one instance compliance was 
secured without the necessity for fund termination. 
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OFFICE OF 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

The Office of Criminal Justice Education and 
Training is responsible for LEAA's manpower plan~ 
ning and program development. The Program 
Development Division administers the Law 
Enforcement Education Program (LEEP), the 
Educational Development Program, the Graduate 
Research Fellowship Program, and the Internship 
Program. Annually, these four programs support the 
improvement of criminal justice and criminology 
education at more than 1,000 of the Nation',; educa­
tional institutions. 

OCJET's Planning and Analysis Division 
develops policy for the programs directly ad­
minist.~red by OCJET and coordinates policy with 
the other LEAA offices that administer training 
programs. It also works closely with other office::: in 
the prepar~tion and delivery of technical assistance 
in the area of manpower development. 

The Office of the Director provides support 
services for the two Divisions and makes final policy 
decisions. In addition, it monitors decisions about 
the eligibility of individuals and institutions to par­
ticipate in t>uucational assistance programs. 

During fiscal year 1977 the Office initiated an 
extensive effort to coordinate LEAA's four major 
education programs. The results of the National 
Madpower Survey, conducted under a contract 
awarded by LEAA's National Institute of Law En­
forcement and Criminal Justice, showed there was a 
need to upgrade the quality of criminal justice 
courses in institutions of higher education and to 
Hlake them more responsive to personnel require­
ments. 

The Educational Development 
Program 

The Crime Control Act of 1976 requires LEAA 
to provide funds to institutions of higher education 
to develop criminal justice cur·ricula, to support the 
education and training of criminal justice faculty, 
and to encourage research in criminal justice teach­
ing methods. During fiscal year 1977 Educational 
Development Program funds were concentrated on 
the improvement of the quality of criminal justice 
educational programs and the improvement of the 

educational response to criminal justice manpower 
needs. The Educational Minority Emphasis 
Program, which encompasses both of these areas, in­
cluded a grant to the Stale University of New York 
at Albany to design a program to increase the 
availability of minority practitioners in education 
and research. Positive Futures, Inc., a consortium of 
nine predominantly black institutions, received a 
grant to develop baccalaureate-level criminal justice 
programs at minority colleges and universities. East 
Central Oklahoma State University received an 
award to develop a baccalaureate-level career 
education program in corrections. 

The Educational Development Program also 
supports research to establish policy for the other 
education programs administered by the Office of 
Criminal Justice Education and Training. For exam­
ple, the American University was given ail award to 
collect and analyze data concerning the influence of 
LEEP on other sources of funding for criminal 
justice degree programs. Michigan State University 
received educational development funds to study the 
current state of educational needs assessment and 
planning. These projects will help LEAA distribute 
Law Enforcement Education Program and intern­
ship funds more responsively to the criminal justice 
sy<?tem's manpower needs. 

The Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences, in 
conjunction with the American Society of Crim­
inology, received an award to develop minimum 
academic standards for criminal justice and crim­
inology programs. The results will not only help 
upgrade the quality of criminal justice programs but 
will also assist LEAA in directing LEEP funds to in~ 
stitutionslvith quality programs. 

The Educational Development Program funds 
being used for a comprehensive evaluation of the 
Law Enforcement Education Program will also sup~ 
port a Stanford Research Institute assessment of 
two~year colleges in the LEEP program. This proj­
ect will coHect and analyze data concerning the cur­
rent quality of education programs at LEEP institu­
tions. The data will help LEAA deliver technical 
assistance to these institutions to improve the quality 
of criminal justice programs and to more adequately 
prepare personnel required by the criminal justice 
system. 
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The Law Enforcement Education 
Program 

LEEP is an academic assist(lnce program that 
provides grants to eligible institutions of higher 
education for financial assistance to criminal justice 
students. It is designed to improve and strengthen 
the system by improving the educational level of 
criminal justice practitioners. Full-time criminal 
justice personnel enrolled in a degree program that 
will enhance professional competence can receive 
grants of up to $400 per academic semester or $250 
per academic quarter to defray the cost of tuition, 
books, anJ fees. Maximum loans of $2,200 are 
available to both inservice criminal justice students 
and preservice students enrolled full-time in 
programs leading to degrees directly related to law 
enforcement and criminal justice. 

LEEP awards are directed toward institutions 
whose programs are responsive to the manpower 
needs identified by LEAA. Program guidelines per­
taining to preferred faculty qualifications and ac­
creditation standards insure that program funds are 
channeled to high caliber criminal justice degree 
programs. Participating institutions must meet 
established criteria to award loans to new preservice 
students. They are required to offer a degree 
program headed by a full-time director and supple­
mented by a placement service for criminal justice 
students. The degree program must include student 
work experience in the criminal justice system. Dur­
ing fiscal year 1977 special consideration was given 
to those institutions whose programs addressed the 
need for qualified minority personnel in the system. 

The Internship Program 

The Internship Program provides maximum 
weekly stipends of $65 to criminal justice students 
working for criminal justice agencies during the 
summer recess or while on leave from an academic 
degree program. It is designed to enhance a student's 
academic experience by providing an opportunity to 
acquire a working knowledge ofthe practical aspects 
of the criminal justice system. In addition, the 
program provides agencies an exposure to qualified 
personnel who can be recruited to meet manpower 
needs. 

A college or university receiving an LEAA in­
ternship grant is responsible for the development of 
internship positions with criminal justice agencies, 
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the selection of student interns, and the general 
supervision of internship funds. Participating in­
stitutions of higher education are selected on the 
basis of the institution's capabHity to provide an ac­
ceptable response to manpower needs. In addition, 
the institution must be capable of and willing to 
design a year-round internship program that pro­
vides for intern placements, student counseling, and 
agency guidance necessary for a meaningful work­
study experience for the student interns. 

During the year, $341,181 to assist about 600 
students was awarded to Armstrong State College, 
Bal! State University, Bismarck Junior College, 
Boise State University, Central Missouri State 
University, CUNY-John Jay College of Criminal 
Justice, George Washington University, LaSalle 
College, Northeastern University, Oklahoma State 
University, University of Arkansas at Little Rock, 
the University of Hawaii at Manoa, the University of 
South Florida, the University of Wisconsin at 
Madison, Washburn University of Topeka, and 
West Virginia State College. 

The Graduate Research Fellow­
ship Program 

LEAh's Graduate Research Fellowship 
Program encourages the development of educators 
and researchers required by the criminal justice 
system. A maximum fellowship of $10,000 is 
awarded for a one-year period and provides funds to 
support the fellow and dependents, major project 
costs, and some university fees. Doctoral candidates 
prepared to write oissertations in a crime-related 
area submit concept papers describing the project 
and a proposed budget to the Office of Criminal 
Justice Education and Training. The papers are 
reviewed by a panel of qualified criminal justice 
. academicians and a panel of LEAA specialists. Pro­
posals are judged on the basis of the perceived need 
for the subject matter in the criminal justice body of 
knowledge, the originality of the research subject, 
the quality and feasibility of the methodology, the 
practical applicability of the findings, and the appli­
cant's qualifications to produce an acceptable disser­
tation. During the year, LEAA especially en­
couraged proposals that contributed to improved 
research and evaluation methodologie- for innova­
tive criminal justice programs and the improvement 
of criminal justice services or manpower planning 
and development. Through the competitive Gradu­
ate Research Fellowship Program, 31 doctoral can-
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State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 

DISTRIBUTION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM FUNDS 

Amount 

$827,200 
27,256 

524,530 
171,662 

4,432,601 
454,457 
437,950 
154,186 
595,683 

2,347,021 
721,700 
199,154 

50,063 
2,291,176 

930,062 
459,435 
357,373 
586,550 
614,425 
130,700 

1,107,702 
1,609,908 
2,226,080 

411,488 
239,402 

1,049,670 
47,183 

Fiscal Year 1977 

No. of 
Institutions 

25 
2 

14 
14 
57 
16 
12 

5 
5 

38 
27 

7 
4 

53 
15 
20 
18 
12 
13 
6 

18 
28 
44 
23 
11 
25 

6 

State 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Puerto PJco 
Virgin Islands 

Total 

Amount 

193,052 
140,870 
144,700 

1,568,789 
275,000 

4,543,720 
704,685 
105,668 

1,725,979 
595,835 
549,496 

2,294,328 
93,250 

355,505 
120,705 
463,350 

2,159,663 
259,184 

84,530 
552,112 
662,051 
117,327 
744,488 
33,208 

295,197 
11,341 

$41,799,250 

No. of 
Institutions 

6 
5 
2 

27 
5 

72 
12 

4 
34 
23 
is 
36 
4 

10 
5 

15 
80 
3 
6 

29 
32 
7 

19 
4 
4 
1 
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OFFICE OF 
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

LEAA's Equal Employment Opportunity 
Program was established in April 1972 to alisure 
equal employment opportunity for all employees 
and applicants for employment. The Office is 
responsible for establishing a continuing affirmative 
program in employment and personnel operations 
without regard to race, color, religion, sex, national 
origin or, with certain restrictions, age. 

The EEO program is a ,nauagement program. 
The overall responsibility for the program rests with 
the LEAA Administrator. Past experiences of the 
Federal executive agencies demonstrate that EEO 
programs attain maximum effectiveness when 
managers at various leve!g agsume full responsibility 
fCir the program. 

Since the establishment of the program, the staff 
has received 22 informal and nine formal EEO com­
plaints. There has been a sharp shift in the emphasis 
of the EEe) function as it relates to LEAA employee­
supervisor conflict. Currently thl~ emphasis is on 
counseling, primarily by the EEO staff. As of Sep­
temb~:r 30, 1977, the EEO Office had accomplished 
677 counseling units involving LEA A employees, 
iucluding 51 during fiscal year 1977 A counseling 
unit is one employee counseled in any given calendar 
week. 
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During the past four years, the Office has par­
ticipated in a variety of conferences, seminars, etc., 
inc!"/ding the National Urban League, the N:t.tional 
<\,ssociation for the Advancement of Colored Peo­
ple, the International Mexican-American Citizens, 
Federally Employed Women, the National Associa­
tion of Blacks in Criminal Justice, and other civil 
rights action organizations. 

These meetings have proven to be an excellent 
source of contact with prospective minority and 
women candidates for employment. 

The Office also has a continuing role to inform 
minority communities of its mission and objectives 
and the personnel and techniques utilized to meet 
these objectives. 

The Office studies and collects data concerning 
legal developments in the area of EEO. In addition 
to this, quarterly statistical reports on female and 
minority employment in relation to LEA A goals are 
analyzed. 

The percentage of LEAA employees who are 
members of minority groups has declined from 24.1 
percent as of December 21, 1975, to 23.1 percent as 
of June 30, 1977. 
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OFFICE OF 
THE COMPTROLLER 

The Comptroller is the principal advisor to the 
Administrator on the financial management of 
LEAA. It is responsible for Agency policy in the 
area of financial management, planning and ad­
ministrating the budget, operating an Agency-wide 
accounting and reporting system, supervising con­
tract activity, formulating procedures for the finan­
cial administration of grants, and providing techni­
cal assistance and training to the LEAA program 
offices, State Planning Agencies and other grantees 
in the areas of financiai management, grant ad­
ministration, budgeting, accounting, and contract­
ing. It also monitors the execution by LEAA operat­
ing components of financial and grants management 
regulat!ons and directives and maintains an account­
ing subsystem that controls the processing of ap­
proximately 300,000 student notes under the Law 
Enforcement Education Program which produces 
approximately 20,000 monthly bills. 

The Office is responsible for providing data 
processing support for LEAA in the development of 
its information systems. These include internal, 
functionally-oriented systems, as well as national­
level grant management and criminal justtce statisti­
cal systems that provide information to the 55 States 
and ten;,itories, the United States Congress, the 
Office of Management and Budget, the Government 
Accounting Office, and LEAA program managers. 
It has developed the capability to track grants and 
contracts from initial application thru final closeout 
and has developed an inventory of all LEAA grants, 
subgrants, contracts and interagency agreements. In­
dividual accomplishments in this area are: 

• A new program descriptor system 
for use in program planning, 
budgeting and project reporting 
under the Program File 
(PROFILE) System. 

• An expanded analytical capability 
of the PROFILE system, including 
project assessments and evaluated 
material in the PROFILE data 
base. 

• An increased utility of the 
PROFILE system that givt')s LEAA 
users an automated grant data que­
ry sYl)tem. 

• An improved Law F'1forcement 
Education Program (LEEP) note 
processing and program manage­
ment report system that provides 
online terminal access to the LEEP 
data base. 

~ The provision of LEAA program 
offices with a timesharing capability 
to be used for storage and use of 
fund control and grant application 
data. 

G A new mechanism for the cont1'01 
and accountability of LBAA per­
sonal property on loan tlO grantees 
and contractors. 

The Office implemented a number of training 
programs to increase the capacity of LEAA and 
grantee personnel to manage grant and contract 
programs. Individual accomplishments in this area 
were: 

~ A course to acquaint LEAA person­
nel with methods and procedures 
employed in processing and imple­
menting Requests for Contract Ac­
tion. 

s A course to improve the quality of 
Statements of Work supporting 
contractual actions. 

• A course to alert program office 
personnel to both small business or 
minority business programs. 

e A course to familiarize LEAA and 
grantee personnel with grant proc­
essing procedures. 

• A course to acquaint grantee per­
sonnel involved in the financial 
aspects of grant management with 
basic principles and procedures 
relating to the Federal require­
ments of grant administration and 
financial management. 

The Office aiso admiuisters the Public Safety 
Officers' Benefits Act, which pays a $50,000 death 
benefit to the eligible survivors of a public safety 
officer who died as the direct and proximate result 
of personal injury sustairled in the line of duty. Dur­
ing the year ] 06 benefits claims were paid. 
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OFFICE OF 
AUDIT AND 

INVESTIGATION 

The Office of Audit an.:! Investigation is inde­
pendent of other LEAA offices. It performs audits, 
investigates alleged irregularities and conducts 
special inquiries, which it coordinates with other 
Federal and State investigative agencies. It also pro­
vides training llnd technical assistance to State and 
local audit functions. The Office consists of three 
headquarters divisions and five field offices. 

The Federal agency having the most money in a 
particular State agency or nongovernmental unit has 
audit responsibility for the Federal money in that 
agency or unit. Currently, LEAA has audit respon­
sibility for the audits of 56 State Planning Agencies, 
20 State agencies, and 40 nongovernmental entities. 
Most of the nongovernmental units are nonprofit, 
private organizations associated with criminal 
justice. 

During each year since fiscal year 1972, the 
Office has sponsored a series of two-week and one­
week courses for State and SPA auditors. The basic 
two-week course is a prerequisite for attendance at 
the one-week advanced course. Classroom instruc­
tIOn has been given to 1,01,7 individuals. During fis­
cal year 1977 more than 120 State auditors partici-
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pated in the training course. Tn addition, a two-day 
session was held for the heads of the State audit 
agencies. 

In past years, the audit of SPA's was ac­
complished primarily by OAl audit teams. During 
fiscal year 1977, most SPA audits were conducted by 
the State auditors. To strengthen State audit 
capabilities and to assure the effectiveness and com­
pleteness of audit coverage, OAI is continuing to 
provide technical assistance and/or the assignment 
of one or more OAI auditors to the State audit team. 
These cooperative auditing programs, in addition to 
the specialized auditor training, are innovative and 
unique approaches to assuring effective audit 
performance responsive to the LEAA audit require­
ments. Each State can now mme readily assume its 
responsibility for auditing its block grant program 
and eliminate the need for a large staff of OAI audi­
tors. 

During fist.:ll year 1977, the Office issued 399 
audit reports. They covered all aspects of the LEAA 
program and represent audits performed by LEAA 
and State auditors. In addition, 133 investigations 
and special projects were closed during 1977. 
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OFFICE OF 
PUBLIC INFORMATION 

The J:>ublic Information Office informs the news 
media and the general public about LEAA's 
programs. It responds to specific questions and pre­
pares news announcements and features about all 
aspects of the Agency's activities. It arranges news 
conferences or news briefings to explain the details 
of particularly significant research findings or im­
portant new initiatives. 

The Office encourages the widest possible dis­
semination of information about LEAA, and as the 
Agency's Freedom of Information Act/Privacy Act 
Office, it is responsible for making all grants and 
other nonexempt documents available for inspection 
and reproduction upon request. It is the Office's 
policy to allow liberal access to all appropriate 
records. During the past fiscal year the Office 
handled 224 Freedom of Information Act and Pri­
vacy Act requests. 

The Office publishes the LEAA Newsletter, 
which is distributed 10 times a year to about 42,000 
criminal justice professionals, research institutions, 
schools, colleges, and universities as well as in­
terested members of the general public. In addition, 
the Office published the LEAADER, an internal 
newsletter for LEAA employees. 

The Office prepares speeches, briefing 
materials, and other policy statements for the LEAA 
Administrator and is responsible for reviewing the 
content of all information released to the public. 

During the current fiscal year it greatly ex­
panded the Agency's publications program, which 
provides basic information in a short, readable form 
about 11 .;:ular aspects C}f general interest. Recent 

examples include publications about the Public 
Safety Officers' Benefits Pt'ogram (about 35,000 
copies in English and 5,000 in Spanish) and a con­
tracting guide to encourage small businesses and 
minority groups to do work for Agency-funded proj­
ects. In addition, the Office began a brochure series 
for the general public called LEAA/AID. Thus far, 
it has published 20,000 copies in each of the follow­
ing subjects: "Improving Corrections," "Improving 
Juvenile Justice," "Curbing Organized Crime," and 
"Citizens Against Crime." The Office provides low­
cost pamphlets on subjects most commonly referred 
to by correspondents seeking information. 

During the year the Office issued approximately 
50 news features about LEAA-supported programs 
of exceptional general interest. They included sto­
ries about cigarette smuggling, legal and illegal 
gambling, plea bargaining, co,nmunity rape centers, 
crime laboratory shortcomings, white-collar crime, 
juvenile delinquency, wife beating, and so on. These 
are intended to broaden the public understanding of 
specific LEAA programs and appear weekly in 
several hundred newspapers, news magazines, and 
are regularly aired over network radio and televi­
sion, The Office also issued 508 news releases of 
general and regional interest. 

The Office has greatly expanded its cooperation 
with public service organizations and civic groups. 
For example, it worked throughout the year with 
Kiwanis International and its regional organizations 
to support the organization's "Safeguard Against 
Crime" program. 
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OFFICE OF 
CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON 

The Office of Congressional Liaison is responsi­
ble for promoting effective communications with the 
Congress and for giving the LEAA Administration 
general guidance in intergovernmental affairs. 

The Office works with the members of Congress, 
committees, and their staffs on legislative matters 
affecting LEAA and the criminal justice community. 
The Office also maintains general contact with State 
and local governments and their representative 
associations and organizations to increase their un­
derstanding of LEAA programs. 

Congressional Liaison prepares the LEAA 
testimony on legislation before Congress affecting 
criminal justice activities and the Agency. It also 
researches legislative issues and develops com­
prehensive reports on legislation after consulting 
with other parts of the Departmi!nt of Justice. 

During fiscal year 1977 the Office reported to 
the Admi:1istration on legislative activity. Each bill 
was screened for pertinence to LEAA's interests. 
About 500 bills and resolutions were of particular 
note, approximately 60 of which could be con­
sidered high interest measures. Included in this 
category were such topics as correctional reform, 
crime victim compensation, public works legisla­
tion, zero-based budgeting, repeat offender prosecu­
tion, sentencing guidelines, group life insurance for 
police, police bill of rights, and other bills that 
might affect the administrative aspects of the LEAA 
program. 

The most significant development of the fiscal 
year was the passage by both the House and Senate 
of the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977. The 
bill extended for three years the program authorized 
by the Juvenile Justice ::lnd Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. Highlights of the new legislation in­
clude the following: 
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• The intent of the Congress that the act, as well 
as other LEAA juvenile programb, be ad~ 
ministered through or subject to the policy 
direction of the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, is reemphasized. 

• The minimum annual allocation under the 
formula grant program is raised to $225,000 
for each State and $56,250 for territories, an 
increase from $200,000 and $50,000 respec­
tively, 

• Each participating jurisdiction is given three 
years to assure that juveniles who are charged 
with or who have committed offenses that 
would not be criminal if committed by an 
adult, or such nonoffenders as dependent or 
neglected children, are not placed in juvenile 
detention or correctional facilities. 

• Beginning in fiscal year 1979, the relative 
percentage of funds under the act which can 
be used for planning and administration 
decreases from 15 to 7.5 percent. In addition, 
fund recipients must themselves contribute as 
much to planning and administration as is 
received from the Federal government. For 
most other aspects of the program, the 
Federal share will be 100 percent, rather than 
the former 90 percent. 

• Twenty-five percent of the funds appropri­
ated under the act are reserved for the discre­
tionary use of the Office. At least 30 percent 
of these funds are to go to private nonprofit 
organizations. Provision is also made to 
assure that private organizations can receixe 
funds under the formula grant program. 

• The role of the Coordinating Council for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinqu,'ncy Prevention 
is expanded to assure that all Federal 
programs and practices are administered con­
sistent with the mandates of the act. 

• The sum of $150 million is authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal year 1978, $ I 75 
million for fiscal year 1979, and $200 million 
for fiscal year 1980. 

During the year, the Office of Congressional 
Liaison drafted testimony and prepared background 
materials for numerous congressional hearings, in­
cluding the following: 

• The condition of the Nation's cor­
rectional institutions. 

e Elderly crime victimization. 
• The fiscal year 1978 budget re­

quest. 
• The extension of the Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act. 

• The Community Anti-Crime 
Program. 



.-------------------~--

• LEAA-supported drug enforce­
ment and treatment programs. 

• The role of the National Institute of 

Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice . 

• Unemployment and crime. 
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OFFICE OF 
PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

During 1977, the Office of Planning and 
Management developed and implemented the Ac­
tion Program Development Process, which provides 
a logical framework for the development of LEAA 
action programs and will be the primary framework 
for assuring coordination between the research and 
action goals df LEAA. The process delineates seven 

. major steps in the development of LEAA programs: 
policy planning, problem 'efinition, selection of 
response strategies, program design, testing, . 
demonstration, and marketing. 

. During the next year, virtually all LEAA action 
programs will come under the process. Furthermore, 
the process will require that the research arm of 
LEAA direct a specific percentage of its research 
resources toward program priorities in LEAA. Con­
versely, the program offices of LEAA will be able to 
impact on research priorities of the National In­
stitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 

In an effort to reduce redtape and to signifi­
cantly ease reporting burdens on State and local 
governments, the Office slashed LEAA's Guidelines 
to State Planning Agencies by 50 percent. The new 
streamlined guidelines implementing the statutory 

. requirements of the recently enacted Crime Control 
Act of 19'16 were issued in January 1977. This 
streamlined guideline will be used on a multiyear 
basis, thus eliminating the prior practice of annual 
reissuance. 

The Office also established a new monitoring 
policy for grants that includes a new status report 
form requiring more specific information from 
grantees. 
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The Office began conducting "reality monitor­
ing" "tudies to assess high priority LEAA programs 
independent of the program office and thus provide 
an independent assessment to the Administrator of 
program progress and/or problems. One major study 
has been completed and two are presently underway. 

To support the development and utilization of 
evaluation capabilities of State and local criminal 
justice planning agencies, the Office and LEAA's 
Training Division developed an evaluation training 
course to present to State supervisory board mem­
bers, managers, staff evaluators and program moni­
tors, through five university-based area training cen­
ters. 

The Office prepared and published in December 
1976 LEAA's first Two- Year Evaluation Plan cover­
ing fiscal years 1977 and 1978. It describes in detail 
the planned evaluation activities of all LEAA 
offices. It also published a Program Results Invento­
ry, which summarized Agency accomplishments dur­
ing 1975 and 1976. 

The Office was responsible for the final publica­
tion of all five National Advisory Committee on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals reports . 

The data base (PROFILE) for all categorical 
grants, contracts and interagency agreements 
awarded during fiscal years 1976 and 1977 was up­
dated. 

Consolidated and revised fiscal year 1977 
workplans for the Agency were prepared. These 
documents measure performance vis-a-vis short­
range planning efforts. 

" 
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OFFICE OF 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

The Office of General Counsel's primary mis­
sion is to meet LEAA's legal needs. It provides legal 
opinions, interpretations, and advice as requested on 
LEAA activities, such as the Agency's authorization, 
appropriation legislation, compliance branch policy 
directives, and the resolution of audit findings. It 
assists other LEAA offices in promulgating regula­
tions and guidelines implementing certain statutory 
requirements. It drafts and reviews contractual 
documents for legal sufficiency and provides advice 
on legal matters concerning grants and contracts. 

The Office provides legal counsel to LEAA's 
Grants and Contracts Review Board, which requires 
the legal review of all LEA A grants and contracts 
prior to award. 

The Office is the review body for any contract 
protests involving LEAA grants and contracts. Dur­
ing the course of the year, more than 10 protests con­
cerning contracts were processed, reviewed, and 
decided. No LEAA contract decisions have been 
overturned, and the Agency is often requested by 
other agencies to render informal technical assis­
tance in the emerging legal field of procurement 
contracts under Federal grants. 

Major activities during fiscal year 1977 in­
cluded: 

• The Office published a volume of 
its formal legal opinions covering 
the period of July 1, 1976, to 
December 31,1976. 

• The Office is responsible for 
Freedom of Information Act and 
Privacy Act reviews. During the 
year 115 files werc reviewed. 

• The Office promulgated three sets 
of regulations, one implementing 
the A-95 process, which deals with 
the evaluation, review, and coor­
dination of Federal and federally­
assisted programs and projects, one 
implementing the civil rights provi­
sions of the Crime Control Act of 
1976, and pne implementing the 
Public Safety Officers' Benefits Act 

of 1976, for which an appeals pro­
cedure was devised. 

• Regulations to implement Section 
524(a) of the Omnibus Crime Con­
trol and Safe Streets Act, as 
amended, to protect the security 
and privacy of research and statisti­
cal information identifiable to 
specific persons were written and 
published and Agencywide training 
sessions were held. 

• In conjunction with LEAA's Office 
of Regional Operations, the Office 
published an Environmental Pro­
cedures Handbook that outlines the 
steps to be followed by LEAA, 
grantees, and subgrantees to com­
ply with 11 environmentally-re­
lated statutes. 

• The Office instituted a procedure 
for collecting defaulted LEEP 
notes by recipients who have 
declared bankruptcy. 

• The Office participated in 41 litiga­
tion actions, including nine general 
court cases, two cases involving 
EEO matters, 18 administrative in­
vestigations of appeals of grant 
denials, four compliance agree­
ments, and eight contract protests. 

• It continued monitoring the Model 
Procurement Code for State and 
local governments. The develop­
ment stage was largely completed, 
and the American Bar Association 
drafters moved to implement it in at 
least five States and a number of 
cities and counties. 

• The Office was actively involved in 
the legislative process leading to the 
reauthorization of the juvenile 
justice program. The new law 
became effective on October 1, 
1977. 
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OFFICE OF 
OPERATIONS SUPPORT 

The Office of Operations Support plans and 
directs personnel management, administrative serv­
ices, records management, audiovisual services, and 
internal as well as State Planning Agency training. 
The Office is aiso responsible for all international 
programs involving skyjacking, terrorism, and nar~ 
cotics interdiction. 

The Personnel Division's responsibilities in­
clude providing employee services to all compo­
nents of LEAA. The Classification Branch con­
verted all LEAA position descriptions using the new 
factor evaluation format in preparation for a Civil 
Service Agency review. 

The Training Division is responsible for servic­
ing LEA A employees as well as State, regional, and 
local planning unit personnel. During the year it 
developed, tested, and delivered a training program 
on program development that was presented to 
central and regional office managers and operating 
personnel and played a major role in the refinement 
of the action program development process. More 
than 150 persons participated in a series of training 
and workshop sessions conducted by the Training 
Division. It increased Agencywidc participation to 
more than 1,000 instances of job-related training 
averaging about 30 hours duration, including the 
selection and training of individuals to serve as 
voice recorder-transcribers as part of LEANs Up­
.ward Mobility Program. 

The Division also established five university­
based training centers to deliver training across the 
Nation. More than 1,000 persons were trained 
through these centers during the year. 

The Office's Printing anr.: Publications Branch 
programs were adjusted to meet changing require­
ments. Five additional reports of the National Ad­
visory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals were published through its technical serv­
ices. 

The Graphic Services Bmnch produced a large 
volume and variety of charts, graphs, forms, slides, 
viewgraphs, and other artwork. Highlights included 
the development of a series of publications for the 
Public Information Office that emphasized particu-
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lar LEAA programs, the production of "A Partner­
ship for Crime Control" in English and Spanish, and 
the design of books and pamphlets for community 
anticrime programs. 

The Photography and Exhibits Branch 
established a 35-mm color slide and photography 
resource center. Exhibits were built to help the 
program offices disseminate information to the 
criminal justice community and the general public. 

The Television and Motion Picture Branch pro­
duced 17 videotape productions to support grantee 
programs or to provide specific information or 
training to State and local criminal justice agencies, 
and 275 copies were made. The Branch ~Iso 

established a computer data base for information on 
criminal justice films and published the second edi­
tion of the "Criminal Justice Audiovisual Direc­
tory." 

The Office's Administrative Services Division 
administered the excess property program. The State 
of Virginia used 96 mobile homes to house more 
than 1,000 prison inmates and thereby relieve over­
crowding. The Los Angeles Sheriffs Department 
realized a direct cost savings of $624,592 during the 
year by utilizing items obtained through the 
program. 

The International Affairs Staff coordinated 
LEANs international programs to combat skyjack­
ing, terrorism, and narcotics smuggling. During the 
year, $880,000 in technical assistance funds were 
allocated for international activities. The following 
projects were supported under this program: 

• An interagency agreement with the State 
Department to develop procedures for the 
apprehension, extradition, and prosecution of 
international terrorists and narcotics 
traffickers. 

• An interagency agreement with the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency to support 
counterterrorism research. 

• An interagency agreement with the FBI to ap­
ply threat analysis techniques to FBI cases in­
volving terrorism and other forms of criminal 
activity. 



-CRIME CONTROL ACT, 
SECTION 519 RESPONSE 

This part of the LEAAAnnuaI Report describes 
the Agency's work during fiscal year 1977 as re­
quired under Section 519 of the Crime Control Act 
of 1976. It consists of the following: 

• An analysis of each State comprehensive 
plan, including the amounts expended in 
programs and projects for each component of 
the criminal justice system, the State monitor­
ing and evaluation procedures, the innovative 
and replicated projects, and those projects 
that have and have not met their goals. 

• Major innovative policies and programs as 
well as technical and financial assistance. 

• Procedures for reviewing, evaluating, and 
processing State plans as well as the programs 
aHd projects supported with block funds. 

• The number of State plans approved without 
substantial changes. 

• The number of State plans approved with 
substantial changes and their disposition. 

• A summary of the expenditure of funds under 
the State plans during the past three years. 

• The number of programs or projects that 
have been discontinued, suspended, or termi­
nated because of noncompliance with 
LEAA's administrative regulations or 
Federal civil rights provisions. 

• The number of prograltl and projects that 
were discontinued after LEAA funding 
ceased. 

• The LEAA Administration's monitoring 
measures to determine the impact and value 
of its programs. 

• An explanation of fund allocation, expen­
ditures, policies, priorities, and criteria for 
discretionary funds, block funds, and the Na­
tional Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice. 

• A description of the criteria used for correc­
tions program applicants and grantees as well 
as guidelines for drug treatment programs in 
State and local prisons and their parolees. 

The Congress directed LEAA to report about 
program activities. The Agency is reporting by 
program components to maintain compatibility with 
the Administration's budget and management infor­
mation systems. The five components are preven-

tion, enforcement, adjudication, corrections, and 
system support. 

The Congress also requested detailed information 
about juvenile justice and delinquency prevention as 
well as drug abuse programs. 

Accordingly, in each section of this annual report, 
the five program components account for all Agency 
expendit.~res and activities, including the separate 
information about juvenile justice and drug abuse 
programs, which is a further refinement of all Agen­
cy expenditures and activities. 

1. Prevention includes community or 
official activities in support of 
crime and delinquency pmvention. 
Preventive measures include both 
target-hardening strategies (en­
vironmental design and security 
measures and public education to 
promote citizen cooperation in 
reducing criminal opportunities) 
and human service programs that 
provide community support to 
popUlations vulnerable to future 
criminal or delinquent activity by 
virtue of age, special problems, or 
prior c::ontact with the system. 

2. Enforcement includes all programs 
related to the detection, investiga­
tion, and control of crime and 
delinquency by State and local law 
enforcement agencies and related 
organizations. All functions in sup­
port of police agencies, including 
crime reporting, information ex­
change, and police management are 
also included. 

3. Adjudication covers all activities in 
support of the operations of crimi­
nal, civil, and juvenile judicial in­
stitutions from the highest appellate 
court to trial c0urts of least 
jurisdiction. Included are pretrial, 
trial, and sentencing procedures 
and the related functions of the 
prosecution, defense, and judiciary. 
Nonjudicial court administrative 
organizations and programs pro­
viding nonlegal services in lieu of 
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continuing court intervention are 
included in this category. 

4. Corrections includes all Federal, 
State, and local agencies that pro­
vide both residential and nonresi­
dential services to probationers, in­
mates, parolees, and ex-offenders. 
Also classified as correction efforts 
are residential programs for delin­
quent or dependent youth and all 
court-ordered community and civiJ 
sanctions or placements. 

5. System support includes activities 
that affect more than one or all 
components of the criminal or 
juvenile justice system. These en­
Qompass programmatic activities 
(sJlch as comprehensive data 
systems or systemwide training 
efforts), activities that' support the 
development of law and policy 
(I\~gislative efforts and operations 
:maiysis) or the application of 
systemwide resources to special 
target groups, such as victims and 
minority groups. Accordingly, 
"system support" is not limited to 
computerized information or ADP 
systems. 

Juvenile justice and delinquency program means 
any program activity related to juvenile delinquency 
prevention, control, diversion, treatment, 
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rehabilitation, planning, education, trammg, and 
research, including drug and alcohol abuse 
programs, the improvement of the juvenile justice 
system, and any program or activity for neglected, 
abandoned, or dependent youth and other youths 
who are in danger of becoming delinquent. 

Drug abuse means any project or program whose 
primary or principal focus or thrust is drug abuse, 
prevention, treatment, or related activity, including 
alcohol. 

Aggregating the State Planning Agency 
responses to the statutory requirements presented 
LEAA with a major organizational task. By inten­
tion LEAA permits State Planning Agencies great 
individual initiative in constructing work plans for 
their States. 7herefore, no two State plans could be 
easily aggregated. 

Moreover, all of the program descriptions in 
each State plan are different. To convert this diver­
sity into something that might eventually be recog­
nizable, LEAA decided to utilize the program com­
ponents defined above for data collection, display, 
and analysis. Because of other congressional over­
sight interests, it was decided to include separate 
categories for drug abuse and juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention. In every case, the five 
program components count 100 percent of the 
enumerated data. The additional categories, drug 
abuse and juvenile delinquency, are double or triple 
counted. Juvenile delinquency in this report does 
not include any Juvenile Justice Act monies. 



Section 519(1) 
Section 519(1) in its introductory paragraph re­

quires "an analysis of each State's comprehensive 
plan. _ ." The following is that analysis. 

ALABAMA 
Summary 

The 1977 Alabama comprehensive plan was a 
significant improvement over the plan submitted by 
the State in 1976. The staff of the Alabama Law En­
forcement Planning Agency (ALEPA) had the 
benefit of a complete crime analysis produced by the 
Alabama Statistical Analysis Center, as well as an 
extensive criminal justice system data base. As a 
result of the availability of this information base, the 
staff was in a position to develop a more complete 
problem analysis than in previous years. The data 
available on State and local agencies' responses to 
crime and criminal justice problems allowed a more 
accurate assessment of the relative impact of grant 
program activity. In the review of the plan, it was 
determined that the level of funding for judicial 
programs during the first year of implementation of 
the Alabama five-year court plan would not be ade. 
quate. A special condition was placed on the Part C 
grant award requiring the transfer of reverted funds 
to the judicial action programs. Negotiations be­
tween ALEPA, the judiciary, and LEAA led to the 
resolution of the allocation problem through the ar­
rangement of transfers of funds for judicial projects 
in several plans. Another important special condi­
tion required the agency to develop for the 19'18 
plan a full study of the State's system for the delivery 
of indigent defense services. ALEPA agreed to this 
requirement and undertook the development of the 
study, which was completed in 1977 in coordination 
with the judicial planning proce!!~. In summary, the 
] 977 Alabama plan was approved with special con­
ditions which were successfully resolved. Multiyear 
approval was given to a major section Of the plan 
dealing with data on the State's criminal justice 
system resources and performance, as well as several 
minor portions of the plan. Single-year approval was 
given to sections dealing with crime analysis, 
problem analysis, goals, objectives, standards, al1d 
multiyear forecasts. 

Overview 
Prevention. Ir. the 1977 plan, ALEPA did not 

present a specific program designed to prevent 
specific types of crime. A program in this area was 
under development for inclusion in the 1978 plan, 
however. The agency has concentrated its efforts in 
the development of deterrents to crime through the 
strengthening of enforcement programs, improve­
ments in prosecutions, and prevention of delin~ 
quency. Those sections should be consulted for addi­
tional information. 

Enforcement. The overriding goals in this area 
of the 1977 plan were the expansion of law enforce­
ment resources and the improvement in the quality 
of enforcement through training and educational 
programs. The highest priority was the support of 
training programs in the State's three regional train­
ing academies, as well as continuance of oversight 
activities of the Alabama Peace Officers' Standards 
and Training Commission. The plan called for the 
baSIC training of approximately 408 officers, with 
the provision of advanced and specialized training 
for approximately 1,200 officers. Both the basic and 
advanced work were to deal with crime prevention 
techniques within the comm unity. 

Additional personnel were to be furnished for 
special purpose units in activity areas such as major 
felony units, crime scene search, and investigations. 
A number of these projects were to provide staff to 
serve multicounty jurisdictions. 

Adjudication. The improvement of the effec­
tiveness of the State prosecutors, including the 
State's attorney gene.al's office, was a major goal in 
this area of the plan. Another key goal was the im~ 
provement of the judicial process to permit the effi~ 
cient handling of an increase in caseloads of approx­
imately 10 percent over filings in 1976, while imple­
menting the State's unified court syr" "' leginning in 
January 1977. The plan analysis in<i&~ated that the 
increased demands which would be placed on 
prosecutors under the unified system could present 
serious backlog and delay problems, Additional 
staff was to be acquired to prevent these system 
failures. 

Additional resources were to be provided to 
selected district and circuit courts to support the 
processing of heavier caseloads and improve court 
efficiency. A major project was implemented in the 
Birmingham/Jefferson County area where a key 
project goal was the reduction of case processing 
time to 90 days. 

Corrections. The main goal in corrections 
programs was the development and maintenance of 
alternatives to the incarceration of offenders. This 
was of considerable importance to the State, since 
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the Alabama Board of Corrections (BOC) was under 
a Federal court order to reduce institutional popula­
tions to design capacity, while improving the 
facilities' physical conditions and rehabilitation 
programs. Probation and parole capacity expansion 
was a major element in this effort. Additional staff 
was to handle an estimated monthly caselo,ad of 
2,800. BOC work release programs were to be sup­
ported in four locations, handling an average daily 
population of 200. The State Board of Pardons and 
Paroles was to receive funds for the operation of 
three residential facilities in Mobile, Montgomery, 
and Birmingham for the intensive supervision of 
high-risk probationers requiring more extensive 
guidance and treatment. 

System Support. Alabama's two major goals 
in the 1977 plan in the area of system support were 
the further development and implementation of the 
State Criminal Justice Information System and the 
expansion of the State's crime laboratory delivery 
system. Both of these goals were major areas of ac­
tivity in which planning and program implementa­
tion began in 1971. cns projects were implemented 
in the State's high crime areas where high volume in­
formation needs necessitate a local capability. The 
Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center was 
to continue its work in the implementation of the 
Law Enforcement Data System and the operation of 
the local terminal network. 

A single grant to the Alabama Department of 
Toxicology and Criminal Investigation was to ac­
quire additional staff and equipmeM to achieve the 
1977 priority activity for increasing agency case 
processing efficiency by 20 percent over 1976 case 
processing levels. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. The State's goal in this area of the 1977 plan 
was the development and maintenance of com­
munity-based programs for juveniles as an alterna­
tive to placement in State institutions. Community-

. based residential facilities in 12 locations were to be 
funded to provide custodial care and treatment for 
approximately 1,000 juveniles. A major effort was 
proposed to reduce the number of juvenile adjudica­
tions by diversion to community treatment 
programs. This was expected to affect approx­
imately 2,000 juveniles, particularly status offen­
ders. The ::avings involved in the reduction of the 

. number of adjudicated cases was expected to be sub­
stantial, while at the same time providing a large 
number of juvenilep with more approprit~'e treat­
ment programs. 

Drug Abuse. The State's goal in this area was 
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to affect drug abuse through the reduction of avail­
able illicit drugs by increasing the apprehension of 
drug dealers. This program was to involve activity in 
the State's metropolitan areas as weB as several 
multicounty regions, anticipating the apprehension 
of approximately 2,500 individuals. 

ALASKA 
Summary 

This plan included a goad analysis of crime in 
Alaska and an analysis of the criminal justice 
system's capability to meet crime problems. The 
statements of problems which are to be addressed by 
the goals, objectives, and programs of the plan are 
clearly stated and are explicitly related to the 
analysis of data on crime and the criminal justice 
system. Goals and objectives are established which 
appropriately address the problems. Goals and ob­
jectives are general1y stated in measurable terms 
with specific time frames for achievement. An effec­
tive process for developing goals, objectives, stand­
ards, and priorities is described. Projected ac­
complishments for the criminal justice system as a 
whole are provided, but budget figures are projected 
for LEAA funds only. Programs are proposed which 
address the goals and which provide significant im­
provement in Alaska's criminal justice system. The 
plan presents a process for monitoring and evaluat­
ing, and projects some intensive evaluation. The 
plan was approved with only one special condition 
of substance to which the SPA responded ade­
quately. 

Overview 
Prevention. This plan proposed the highest 

dollar inve.~tment in the area of crime prevention. 
The need for crime prevention is established by most 
problem statements. Crime prevention goals receive 
a fairly high priority. These goals include public in­
formation and education; diversion of juveniles and 
alcoholics from the criminal justice system; and 
community-based diversion, rehabilitation, and 
treatment. Two programs for the expenditure of cur~ 
rent year LEAA funds are described: juvenile delin­
quency prevention and diversion, and citizen aware­
ness and public education . 

Enforcement. There are three programs in the 
enforcement area. One addresses the problem of in­
adequate law enforcement communication. Objec­
tives include upgrading of equipment and services, 
and 24-hour dispatch capability. The second 



program is for legal assistance to police. It addresses 
a specific goal of increasing police-prosecutor 
cooperation. The third program in this area has as its 
object the improvement of police-community rela­
tions. The goal to which this program is responsive is 
not only to inform the public but also to increase the 
responsiveness of the police agencies to public input. 

Adjudication. The only program in the ad­
judication area is one to design a uniform, statewide 
juvenile intake process. The problem analysis which 
serves as a basis for this program is that of juvenile 
justice. There is a clear thread of continuity running 
from the problem statement to the program. 

Corrections. One program in the corrections 
area is to develop and implement methods and ap­
propriate programs which will identify ~ervices and 
make them available to offenders with special 
problems. Goals to which this progrtl.m responds in­
clude the provision of mental health, vocational 
training, and alcohol rehabilitation services. The 
second corrections program is to establish alterna­
tives to juvenile confinement. 

System Support. Programs in this area include 
operational planning, research and development, in­
formation systems, privacy and security regulations, 
training, juvenile justice training materials, and 
technical assistance. In all cases problems are stated 
in terms of system needs and goals, and objectives 
are stated in terms of improved performance. 

Juvenile .Justice and Delinquency Preven~ 
tion. Programs in this area were covered in the sec­
tions above on adjudication, prevention, enforce­
ment, corrections, and system support. There isa 
separate section on juvenile justice system problems. 
These problems are reasonably related to the 
programs. 

Drug Abuse. The only problems identified in 
this area relate to alcohol abuse. The only program 
in this area is described above in the corrections sec­
tion. The program is to make available alcoholic 
rehabilitation services in the prison. 

AMERICAN SAMOA 

Summary 

American Samoa submitted a combined 
1975 -1976-1977 com prehensive plan and applica­
tion for LEAA action grants. The 1975 submission 
was not acceptable to LEAA and the 1976 plan was 
not submitted prior to the combined submission. 
The Office of the Governor together with consv.1tant 
assistance and technical assistance provided by 

LEAA submitted a remarkable document account­
ing for crime and systems analysis, major problems, 
goals, standards, and pricliities that led to the viable 
plan of action. The plan was approved and awarded 
for a duration of one year. There were no major 
special conditions placed against the awards. 

Overview 

Prevention. Crime prevention was not a major 
priority for American Samoa. The creation of a via­
ble criminal justice system was, however. 

Enforcement. Recruitment, training, records 
development, and communications planning were 
major priorities funded. 

Adjudication. Provision for adequate prosecu­
tion and defense, upgrading court records, staff 
studies regarding the status of appellate remedies 
and the status of the right to trial by jury, physical 
space for the courts, traffic case backlog, and ade­
quate training for court personnel were considered 
to be major priorities. 

Corrections. Training for correctional 
officers, physical construction of the correctional 
facility at Tufuna, development of a records system 
and vocational education programs, separation of 
adults and juveniles at Tufuna, and provision for 
noninstitutional supervision were major priorities 
funded. 

System Support. Emphasis was placed on 
assisting the FONO (American Samoa's legislative 
body) to construct a juvenile and criminal code as 
well as rules and procedures for the criminal justice 
system. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Development of procedural manuals for 
operational agencies in the area of juvenile justice, 
construction of a Samoan youth center, design of 
juvenile rehabilitation programs, provision of 
school release, alcohol and drug programs,~ounsel­
ing, and encouragement of recreational and work 
programs were of major concern to American 
Samoa. 

Drug Abuse. Although the abuse of alcohol is 
considered a problem on American Samoa, systems 
needs were considered to be the major priorities to 
be dealt with during 1977. 

AR~ZONA 

Summary 

Arizona's initial 1977 comprehensive plan sub-
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mission was in substantial noncompliance with re­
quirements of the Crime Control Act. Additional in­
formation submitted by the Arizona State Justice 
Planning Agency on December 9, 1976 failed to 
remove the finding of substantial noncompliance. 
No findings of comprehensiveness, as defined in 
Paragraph 60im ofP.L. 93-83, and required by Sec­
tion 303(a) and 303(c), were made. Additionally, no 
finding of determined effort to improve the quality 
of law enforcement and criminal justice throughout 
the State could be made as required by Section 
303(b) of the act. On January 14, 1977, LEAA 
received draft revised materials in response to a 
December 21, 1976 plan disapproval letter. When 
reviewed in conjunction with the comprehensive 
plan submission of December 24, 27, and 30, 1976, 
this material was found to be minimally compliant 
with the requirements of the act. On February 18, 
1977 LEAA staff recommended funding with 
special conditions to the award. On February 28, 
1977, the application was awarded. 

Overview 

Prevention. Prevention of critu~ and delin­
quency did not appear to be a major priority of the 
plan. Police administrators, however, have 
developed successful burglary prevention programs. 
The courts and juvenile justice authorities funded 
projects specifically designed to prevent juvenile 
crime. 

Enforcement. Major priorities funded through 
the annual action plan were crime Itnalysis units for 
major police departments, multijurisdictional nar­
cotic strike forces, development and establishment 
of statewide basic training standards, and improve­
ments in data and information collection including 
utilization and burglary prevention. 

Adjudication. The major priority funded was 
training. Less than 21 percent of judges of justice 
and municipal courts are attorneys. It was estimated 
that 10 to 15 percent of all judicial positions within 
the State are vacated each year. The problem is par­
ticularly acute in Arizona due to inadequate local 
training budgets and the large distances which sepa­
rate major population centers. 

Corrections. The reduction of probation 
officer caseload, the utilization of volunteers within 
the corri"ct:vl1al system, and the increase in 

-rehabilitation capability by improving inmate serv­
ices and community services were major considera­
tions. 

System Support. The acquisition of manpower 
and equipment, capital improvements, and inform a-
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tion processing were addressed. 
Juveniie Justice and Delinquency Preven­

tion. Developing resources within the system and 
the community to address juvenile problems was a 
major program. 

Drug Abuse. Narcotic and alcoholism treat­
ment was cited as a major priority. Block funds were 
available for rehabilitation programs within institu­
tions as well as within the community for proba­
tioners and parolees. The city of Tucson further re­
quested LEAA discretionary funds to implement a 
T ASC project. 

ARKANSAS 

Summary 

The 1977 Arkansas Crime Commission com­
prehensive plan complied with Title 1 of the Om­
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as 
amended. The major strength of the plan was the 
planning and analysis capability reflected and 
developed through the Comprehensive Data Systems 
Program which became operational in 1972. The 
CDS portion of the plan included collection and 
analysis of criminal justice agency data, and mainte­
nance of the arrest and identification components of 
computerized criminal histories and other criminal 
justice system data required for crime analysis. 

The plan contained raw crime data, data sum­
maries, and Uniform Crime Reports Parts I and II 
offense data, for each substate planning region-Lit­
tle Rock, Pulaski County, and the State as a whole. 

The plan also contained a general analysis of 
reported crime for murder, rape, nonresidential bur­
glary, street robbery, aggravated assault, residential 
burglary, larceny, property crimes, and motor vehi­
cle theft. In addition, drug and alcohol abuse offense 
data were tabulated and summarized. This general 
analysis showed burglary, larceny and auto theft to 
be the most frequent major crimes in Arkansas. 

System performance problems were analyzed on 
a limited basis. General standards, goals, and 
priorities, based on the general system and crime 
analysis, were provided. 

The 1977 plan was complete, covered all neces­
sary system components, and reflected priorities. 
The plan was approved by LEA A for a single year 
with eight special conditions. The SPA agreed to 
these s!lecial conditions and has taken necessary ac­
tion to comply with and clear the conditions. 



Overview 
This section provides a plan overview of the 

problems, goals, priorities and programs or projects 
for the criminal justice system components. 

Prevention. The State's priority area in crime 
prevention was the use of public education to enlist 
the aid of citizens and the community in th.e active 
support of law enforcement. The objective was to 
reduce all major crimes statewide with special 
emphasis on burgtary and larceny. The problem as 
reflected in the plan was a lack of community and 
citizen involvement in crime prevention. 

Enforcement. The major problem in this area 
was the lack of well-trained personnel in the patrol 
force, the criminal investigation branch, and the 
support service. In addition, police have inadequate 
facilities and equipment to perform a more efficient 
police function. The priority was the funding of 
academic and training programs, and the purchase 
of needed facilities and equipment. The priority goal 
was to provide all levels of enforcement with better 
trained officers. 

Adjudication. Major problems in adjudication 
included the lack of available counsel for indigent 
defendants, lack of speedy trials, lack of support 
personnei, a need for improved case flow manage­
ment, and a need for improved court supervision. 
Priorities in this area included judicial education, 
judicial support personnel, and case flow manage­
ment. 

Corrections. Major problems in theG9rr",c­
tional area included the need for improved person­
nel training, the need' for a more comprehensive 
management information system, the need fOf sen­
tencing alternatives, and the need for improved 
facilities. Priorities in this area included programs 
for management information, correctional person­
nel training, and facilities renovation. The major 
goal in Arkansas corrections was to create and ex­
pand programs designed to provide sentencing alter­
natives. 

System Support. Arkansas' major system sup­
port problem was the lack of reporting of com­
prehensive criminal justice data by police, courts, 
corrections, and juvenih~ delinquency agencies. In 
addition, planning and analysis was needed in all 
phases of the criminal justice system. The first 
priority in this area was the support given to the 
Comprehensive Data System program designed to 
collect and analyze data, and maintain com­
puterized criminal histories and other data required 
for crime analysis. 

Juvenile Justice ~nll Delinquency Preven­
tion. Juvenile courts in Arkansas need referees, 
probation officers, intake officers, secretaries, coun­
selors, and social workers in order to provide more 
professional and effective services for juveniles. 
Several areas are in critical need including im­
proved service delivery, alternative education, 
alternatives to incarceration for status offender~, im­
proved facilities, statistical data on juvenile d~lin­
quency crime, improved training and education in 
juvenile court services, improved training in 
juvenile procedures, and need for diagnostic services 
at the local level. Programs established in the plan 
for delinquency prevention and diversion were 
aimed at improving the first goal of 'providing for 
the development of values necessary for youths to 
avoid juvenile delinquency through diversionary 
programs. 

Drug Abuse. In the drug abuse area, the plan 
concentrated on the collection and analysis of drug 
data. Most funding in the drug abuse area was for 
special narcotic investigative units in the enforce­
ment area. No special arug abuse priorities and 
goals have been identified. 

CALIFORNIA 

Summary 
The 1977 California plan was a good effort to 

meet LEAA requirements for comprehensive plan 
development. The plan format was logical and 
flowed easily from one ['ection to the next. It was a· 
good initiai effort at data anaiysis and provided the 
foundation for improved and more sophisticated 
data analysis in future plans. Problem analysis was 
adequate in most cases and also set the stage for 
further improved problem analysis. However, the 
plan did lack some specifics in problem analysis. 
Goals and standards needed to be better defined, 
and the plan needed improvement in developiq$- , 
specific priorities at the State and local levels. 'rhe ' 
proposed results and accomplishments were some­
what general in nature. The 1977 California plan 
was approved for a one-year period, and all special 
conditions attached to .the grant award were ap­
propriately addressed by the California Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning. 

Overview 
Prevention. The 1977 California plan repre­

sented the first real attempt by the current California 
administration to develop and establish programs 
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that emphasize the role of citizens and communities 
in crime prevention and control. The plan set the 
stage for an increased effort in crime prevention and 
resistance by drawing upon community and citizen 
resources for various community anticrime 
programs, i.e. Operation Identification programs for 
household and personal belongings, burglary pre­
vention programs for businesses and homes, and 
neighborhood crime watch programs. 

Enforcement. Goals, priorities, and programs 
in this category generally emphasized the improve­
ment of law enforcement agencies' specific 
capabilities, improved coordination among law en­
forcement agencies, and improved coordination 
with other elements of the criminal justice system. 
Efforts included specialized burglary teams with in­
tensive investigation and prevention components, 
improved cooperation and coordination with the 
community relative to crime problems, multi­
jurisdictional burglary and robbery teams, and con­
tinued criminal justice automated systems develop­
ment and coordination. 

Adjudication. Efforts in this area are best 
typified by statewide programs to improve judicial 
procedure and court management as well as sentenc­
ing techniques. These efforts are largely carried out 
under the auspices and assistance of the California 
Judicial Council. The efforts include training and 
administrative staff assistance to local prosecutors' 
offices. 

Corrections. Community-based alternatives 
and responses to traditional incarceration ore still 
priorities in California corrections. Community­
based efforts provide better educational and voca­
tional programs that give some assurance that ex­
offenders can function lawfully in society. The train­
ing of corrections personnel is an ongoing priority. 

System Support. Activities in this area aim 
largely at continued refinement of automated infor­
mation system components that have been 
developed and implemented through previ-.lus 
California plans. Continued improvement in crime 
information and data transfer among the various 
criminal justice components is stressed. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Improved program development and imple­
mentation for juveniles and young adults under the 
jurisdiction of the California Youth Authority has 
and will continue to be a priority in California. 
Again, the ~~tempt is to make education and training 
of juvenile offenders meaningful in relation to those 
requirements necessary for a lawful and positive ex­
istence. Local juvenile probation departments and 
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juvenile courts are also seeking to develop better 
alternatives for juvenile offenders, and local agen­
cies are beginning to emphasize delinquency preven­
tion to reduce juveniles' contact with the system. 

Drug Abuse. Drug abuse treatment and alter­
natives for adults and juveniles are generally 
handled as one part of a comprehensive rehabilita­
tive services program within corrections programs, 
largely within an institutional setting, although some 
community-based efforts exist as well. 

COLORADO 

Summary 

Colorado's overall plan was an improvement 
over the prior year's plan except for the annual ac­
tion plan allocations to programs for the high crime 
and high popUlation area of metropolitan Denver. 
The corrections section was well-done with no defi­
ciencies; the juvenile and manpower sections were in 
compliance; the police section was good; and the ad­
judication section was excellent in systems, 
resources, and statistical analysis (approximately 11 
percent of funds were allocated to this latter area). 

The plan was approved for a single year with a 
special condition that required revision of the an­
nual action programs to contain additional funding 
to the city and county of Denver and its 
metropolitan area. The State responded to and 
cleared this condition with an allocation increase of 
$220,000 to this area. 

Overview 

Problems, goals, priorities, and programs are 
detailed under separate categories below. 

Prevention. This category was designated the 
first priority by the State council. Goals and objec­
tives were to increase the knowledge of causes of 
delinquency and to direct major resources to reduc­
tion of causes, early intervention, limitation of op­
portunity for delinquency, corrective intervention 
with delinquent prone individuals or groups, and 
proactive crime prevention awareness and capability 
within law enforcement agencies. Juvenile officers, 
school liaison officiCils, juvenile outreach workers, 
and youth work program officers were the types of 
programmatic activity allocated funds in the lfnnual 
action plan. Additionally, two projects were spon­
sored which responded to high crime areas in 
Denver, and Larimer and Weld counties for preven­
tion of burglary, robbery, rape, aggravated assault, 
and grand larceny. 
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Enforcement. Detection and apprehension 
programs directed toward the reduction of specific 
crimes (as listed above) received approximately 40 
percent of the annual action program Part C alloca­
tion. The thrust of the programs funded was to pro­
vide adequate police coverage for potential crime 
areas, quicken response time, and upgrade inve;stiga­
tions and the level of successful prosecutions. 

Adjudication. The objectives of this compo­
nent of the plan were to expedite the disposition of 
court cases consistent with due process and to pro­
vide for more public support of the judicial process 
with regard to management of witness, juror, and 
victim time. Sentencing alternatives and adequate 
counsel for the offender were also programmed. 

Corrections. ~mprovement of local jail stand­
ards, community-based alternatives, effective 
classification, community rehabilitation, and rein­
tegration of offenders to reduce recidivism were the 
priorities in adult corrections. 

System Support. Programmatic development 
and funding were provided in the areas of personnel 
training, research and evaluation, justice systems 
planning, and information systems. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. In Colorado,juveniles account for 16 percent 
of the total population, 52 percent of all major 
crimes, and 35 percent of total arrests. Coordination 
of existing social agencies which provide services to 
youth (e.g., expansion of job opportunities and after 
school and summer employment, and initiation of 
prevention programs were major thrusts. Programs 
were approved for public education, corrections, 
modification of learning disabilities, delinquency 
prevention, diversion, juvenile defense, detention, 
and community rehabilitation. 

Drug Abuse. The plan provides support for 
coordination of assistance to enforcement task forces 
and treatment programs diagnosed as needing such 
support. 

CONNECTICUT 

Summary 
The format used in presenting this comprehen­

sive plan was extremely well-done. The plan re­
sponded to the guidelines by paragraph, thus 
facilitating the review process. 

The progress report requirement was described 
as excellent and was recommended for use as a 
model for other States. 

The SPA requested multiyear approval of the 15 
plan requirements. Even though none of the plan 
components received an unsatisfactory rating, the 
Regional Office only granted multiyear approval for 
seven components. The plan was approved with only 
two special conditions needing SPA action. These 
conditions have had adequate response. 

Overview 

Prevention. Needs were identified for the pre­
vention area. Connecticut continues-. to place the first 
priority on juvenile delinquency prevention and the 
utilization of a community-based approach for this 
activity. 

Enforcement. Needs for law enforcement were 
adequately identified, and appropriate programs 
such as resource management and operational plan­
ning, assessment of investigative operations, train­
ing, and the improvement of police (esponse to 
juvenile delinquency were developed. 

Adjudication. Since Connecticut has a unified 
court system, most of the programs developed per­
tained to such needs as citizen involvement in the 
adjudication process, fair and consistent treatment 
of the accused, judicial planning, management, and 
administration. 

Corrections. Needs were identified for this 
area. The goals and programs that were established 
in response to the needs included such activities as 
improving probation, correctional training, integra­
tion and consolidation of community correctional 
activities, and cooperative programs to address the 
problems of preadjudicated individuals. 

System Support. The major needs for this area 
for which programs were developed pertained to 
statewide communications systems, coordination of 
criminal justice records and information systems, 
development of agency-specific records and 
management information systems, and design and 
implementation of Connecticut's criminal justice in­
formation syst-<.:m. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Connecticut is participating in the juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention program. The 
needs identified in the plan range from prevention to 
treatment. Connecticut also has an extensive com­
munity-based prevention and treatment network. 

Drt!~ Abuse. Connecticut has identified needs 
associated with this component. The major funding, 
however, is provided by the Connecticut Drug and 
Alcohol Council (a single State agency). Block funds 
are being used for special units of the probation 
department, youth service centers, and at the State 
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juvenile institution (diagnostic screening and treat­
ment placement). 

DELAWARE 

Summary 
The fiscal year 1977 Delaware plan represented 

o decided improvement over previous submissions. 
Crime and problem analyses were strong, as well as 
program descriptions and the juvenile justice sec­
tion. There were some weaknesses noted in the treat­
ment of criminal justice system performance, stand­
ards and goals, manpower data, evaluation data, 

. past progress, and technical assistance. These were 
dealt with by special conditions to the award to 
which the SPA has been responsive. The plan was 
approved for single-year status. 

Overview 
The following comments highlight the 

problems, goals, priorities, programs and projects 
dealt with in. the 1977 Delaware plan. 

Prevention. Needs were identified primarily in 
the area of juvenile delinquency prevention and 
were given a relatively low priority. A somewhat 
higher priority was given to increasing public aware­
ness and understanding of the criminal justice 
system as a crime prevention measure. 

Enforcement. Crime analysis identified rob­
bery and burglary as severe problems. Related 
programs were established with a very high priority. 
Other enforcement programs include a statewide 
police communications system, and police-commu­
nity, police-jurisdictional problem solving schemes. 

A~udication. Needs were identified in 
speedier processing from arrest to final disposition. 
Several high priority goals were aimed at special 
offense prosecution units, case flow study and 
followup, witness notification, case coordination, 
and improvement of the capabilities of magistrate 
courts. 

Corrections. Problems were identified in over­
crowding, diagnosis, screening, and treatment in the 
corrections area. High priority programs were 
established for developing alternatives to adult de­
tention and medical diagnosis, treatment, and 
screening in correctional institutions. 

System Support. System support l1eeds were 
identified in planning, training, and criminal justice 
information systems. The highest priority was given 
to satellite planning,juvenile planning, and program 
evaluation. Programs of lower priority were 
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established for the development of an instate ad­
vanced criminal justice training program and for the 
information system. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Delaware does participate in the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act program 
and has dealt with special problems in juvenile plan­
ning, juvenile incarceration, intake screening, and 
alternative community programs. Programs were 
established for each, and also for delinquency pre­
vention efforts. 

Drug Abuse. Although not identified as a 
serious statewide problem, the plan did note the 
prevalence of drug and alcohol abusers in prisons, 
and a program was established to deal with this. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
LEAA rejected the District of Col umbia's 1917 

comprehensive plan because of the District's sub­
stantial failure to comply with the necessary require­
ments. However, the juvenile justice plan was ap­
prov,-1 and funds were awarded under the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

FLORIDA 

Summary 

The 1977 Florida plan reflected the continuing 
efforts of the staff of the Bureau of Criminal Justice 
Planning and Assistanc~ to improve the planning 
data base and the quality of analysis and program 
development. The State presented its most com­
prehensive analysis of .crime and the performance of 
the criminal justice system, showing considerable 
improvement over the document developed in 1977. 
The plan was submitted in two phases. The first por­
tion contained crime analysis, system resources and 
performance data problem analysis, goals, objec­
tives, and standards. The second submission in­
cluded priorities, multiyear forecasts, annual action 
programs, and materials addressing special statutory 
requirements. The review of the plan went smoothly; 
several questions Wf>.e raised which required addi­
tional information. The planning agency responded 
adequately by supplying revisions of the multiyear 
forecast of results and accomplishments, as well as 
portions of the problem analysis ,and annual action 
program descriptions. The' plan was approved with 
standard conditions. Single-yea. approval was given 
as requested by the State Planning Agency. It was 
anticipated that the 1978 plan would be sufficient 



quality to merit full multiyear approval, and that 
multiyear approval of the 1977 plan would be pre­
mature. 

Overview 
Preventioll. Crime prevention was a major 

goal in Florida's 1977 plan. The commitment of 
resources in this area was significant and ·reflected 
continued high priority activity in this area. The 
statewide "Help Stop Crime" program was to con­
tinue implementation by the State attorney general's 
office; this effort involved over 300 local units of 
government. Local projects were included for ac­
tivities designed to involve citizens groups in 10 
localities throughout the State. Grants were to be 
made to local units of government for the establish­
ment of crime prevention units to work with com­
munity groups. Finally, funds were to be provided to 

. five local law enforcement agencies for planning and 
developing crime prevention programs in their 
jurisdictions. 

Enforcement. The 1977 plan included a major 
program to deal with the goal of crime reduction. 
Approximately $1 million was made available to 
city and county agencies for use in establishing and 
operating crime control units designed to deal with 
specific community crime problems. It was expected 
that a variety of crimes would be chosen for local 
agency efforts. In each case, the projects were ex­
pected to produce a 5 percent reduction in the crime 
being addressed after the first year of operation. 

Another high priority program addressed the 
improvement of law .enforcement manpower 
through specialized training throughout the State. 
Eleven projects were proposed in this area of ac­
tivity. 

Improvement of law enforcement communica­
tions was also a significant area of grant activity in 
the plan. Funds were made available for State and 
local agencies for communication system improve­
ments consistent with the State's master plan for 
telecommunications. 

Adjudication. One of the main goals in 
Florida's 1977 plan was the improvement in the 
quality of justice in the State. Programs which are 
designed to contribute to .the achievement of this 
goal address all aspects of the judicial system. An 
extensive statewide training effort was to be carried 
out by the State supreme court. Participants in 
various programs were to include county and circuit 
judges, court administrators, public defenders, State 
attorneys, and court clerks. An extensive intern 
program was available for the employment of law 

students as legal interns in court, prosecution, and 
defense agencies. A program to establish four special 
units for the prosecution of repeat offenders was in­
cluded in the plan in an effort to remove career 
criminals from society. Pretrial diversion projects in 
four locations were expected to improve the quality 
of justice while contributing to judicial efficiency. 

Corrections. In an effort to alleviate over­
crowding of detention facilities at State and local 
levels, the highest priority in the 1977 plan was the 
development of alternatives to incarceration. The 
largest single corrections program in the plan was 
developed to increase diversion from the prisons 
through diagnostic and classification programs, 
pretrial services to first offenders, and programs for 
offenders with recognized special problems (such as 
drug abuse and mental retardation). The commit­
ment of funds in this area was approximately $1.5 
million. A program to deal with the problem of com­
munity rejection of ex-offenders was to be funded in 
two of the State's metropolitan areas as a test of the 
effects of citizen involvement on the acceptance of 
the ex-offender. 

In addition to the diversion programs, a 
program to provide inmates with rehabilitation serv­
ices was included to improve institutional efforts. 
Projects were to be carried out in the State's facilities 
and in seven metropolitan areas. 

System Support •. The 1977 plan contained a 
major program for the implementation of existing 
criminal justice information systems master plans, 
which is directly related to the State's goal of in­
creasing the efficiency of the criminal justice system. 
Projects were to be funded in seven major counties 
for activities such as computer-aided dispatching, 
basic information system developme,nt, mobile 
digital communications, and automated manpower 
deployment. A large grant to the State supreme 
court was to allow the initial implementation of the 
State judicial information system and automated 
legal research master plan. Finally, substantial fund­
ing was to be provided for the implementation of a 
State-level juvenile justice information system; as 
w('ll as two county-level efforts in the areas of 
research and system monitoring. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. This broad area of activity had the largest 
commitment of grant funds in the 1977 plan, in con­
junction with the goal of reducing crime and recog­
nizing the proportion of crime committed by 
juveniles. A major program, containing approx­
imately $2 million, was available to support com­
munity-based residential treatment facilities as an 
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alternative to commitment to State institutions. 
Another area of activity was to be in service delivery 
coordination in an effort to improve the utilization 
of existing community services, as well as to deter­
mine where gaps exist for which programs must be 
developed. Nonresidential services projects were 
proposed for 10 counties and one State agency. for 
the development of outreach services to help delin­
quent and disadvantaged youth to utilize their free 
time constructively and to involve them in com­
m1lmity programs. Other areas of activity in the plan 
were to include police juvenile units, school services 
projects, volunteer services, runaway. services, coun­
seling, and diagnostic services. These varied 
programs were to be related to the objective of 
diverting youth from the juvenile justice system. 

Drug Abuse. The State had moderate activity 
in this area of the 1977 plan, related to the goals of 
reducing crime and diverting certain r::ategories of 
offenders from State institutions. Programs were in­
cluded for activities in two localities for intensive 
substance abuse treatment efforts. In addition, two 
projects were proposed for the prevention of sub~ 
stance abuse by juveniles, and the early intervention 
in substance abusing behavior. This approach was 
also designed to divert individuals from entry into 
formal judicial processing. 

GEORGIA 
Summary 

Georgia's 1977 comprehensive plan contained 
all the components necessary to be considered com­
prehensive in nature, but it lacked the required 
thread of continuity among components. Because the 
State was aware of this problem and because its total 
plan presentation did constitute a good faith effort, 
no major special conditions were placed on the plan. 
Instead, specific advisory comments providing 
direction for the 1978 plan submission were 
transmitted to the State. The 1977 plan failed to 
place adequate emphasis on high crime areas in the 
State. The city of Atlanta was not designated as a 
high crime area and was not separately treated as 
such in the plan. In addition, a decrease from 1976 
in the allocation offunds to the high crime areas was 
not explained in the plan. A speciaL condition was 
placed on the plan requiring additional information 
and corrective action before it was subsequently 
cleared. 

The State provided an excellent description of 
the juvenile justice system in Georgia. The analysis 
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of the effectiveness of the juvenile justice system in­
dicated that Georgia had an excellent start in imple­
menting the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre­
vention Act. As for technical assistance, Georgia's 
plan served as a model for other States. The major 
vehicLe was a unit within the State Department of 
Community Development. In summary, Georgia's 
1977 plan was approved with a number of advisory 
comments that delineated specific improvements ex­
pected to be reflected in the 1978 submission. The 
State's adherence to and compliance with these com­
ments was admirable. MUltiyear approval was not 
requested for any of the components in the plan, but 
it was recognized by LEAA and the SPA that they 
would consider the 1978 plan as the base for 
multiyear consideration. 

Overview 

Prevention. In Georgia the community rela­
tions program was designed to decrease the number 
of criminal opportunities through the development 
and implementation of target-hardening capabilities 
for cities in the 5,000 to 30,000 population range 
and for metropolitan areas of at least 60,000 
population. All projects within this program were 
continuation projects. 

Enforcement. The goals and priorities' in this 
area of the plan were to increase the level of 
cooperation and coordination among criminal 
justice agencies by establishing communication and 
work links as well as enhancing inte::nal and exter­
nal planning efforts among law enforcement agen­
cies in the State. Also, support was pmvided to im­
prove the quality of criminal investigations through 
specialized support services at the State level, made 
available to all Georgia law enforcement agencies. 

Adjudication. The major goal in this area of 
the plan was the improvement of the effectiveness of 
the trial court system. In an effort to enhance the 
efficiency of the trial courts and to provide an infor­
mation base from which enlightened decisions could 
be made about the judicial system, the State 
established an administrative structure capable of 
bringing professional management to the trial 
courts. Both components of this program were to in­
crease the efficiency. of Georgia's courts and mini­
mize court processing time so that by 1980 all per­
sons accused of crimes would be tried within 120 
days of indictment. 

Corrections. The main goals and priorities 
were to increase the limited spectrum of adult pro­
bation by providing community-based adjustment 
centers to serve probationers, and to reduce the 



overcrowded and rising prison population by pro­
viding support for two adjustment centers designed 
as an alternative to incarceration of misdemeanants 
and as a work-release facility for county prisoners. 
Also, support was provided for institutional treat­
ment programs in county correctional institutions in 
the form of counseling, vocational training, and 
basic education to approximately 1,800 inmates in 
13 county institutions. 

System Support. Georgia's two major goals in 
the area of system support were to provide the crimi­
nal justice system with complete, timely, and accu­
rate data needed for effective operational and ad­
ministrative decisionmaking and provide, by the end 
of 1982, the capability in each law enforcement 
agency to communicate effectively and efficiently 
'with other law enforcement units. . 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. The State's gQals and priorities were to in­
crease juvenile crime prevention capabilities in the 
school system by 1980 by developing and imple­
menting career education, extensive student coun­
seling, and school crime programs in all systems; 
increasing diversion resources; decreasing the num­
ber of children detained through increased diver­
sion; increasing alternatives to juvenile incarcera­
tion; and providing effective, comprehensive 
juvenile justice planning. 

Drug Abuse. The State's major goals and 
priorities were to continue the development and im­
plementation of comprehensive strategies at State 
and local levels to contain and ultimately reduce il­
legal drug trafficking. Through the drug enforce­
ment and prevention program, the Georgia Bureau 
of Investigation was able to continue its contract 
agent project, initiate operational tactics predomi­
nantly in the coastal regions of Georgia to combat il­
legal drug traffic at the entry (smuggling, level, and 
to continue three local agency enforcement projects. 

GUAM 

Summary 

Review of the 1977 GlEam plan found the plan 
to be significantly improved over previous years' 
efforts. While lacking some specific information, 
particularly in the areas of police and corrections, 
the plan was quire acceptable as a tool for planning 
and implementation qf LEAA-funded programs. 
The plan reflected a logically developed format, 
making for a readily understandable plan of action. 
Problem analysis was adequate, although the plan 

reflected a rather low level of sophistication in data 
collection. However, improvements were noted in 
the latter 'IN:L The plan's forecasted results and ac­
complishr~H:';~~5 occasionally lacked specifics. The 
1977 Gnu'!1 plan was approved for a one-year 
period. ;;lJld special conditions attached to the grant 
award; were appropriately addreSised by the Guam 
Territorial Crime Commission. 

Overview 

Prevention. Involvement of the community in 
crime prevention has been extremely successful in 
Guam. Reflective of this is the volunteer citizens' 
patrol program which functions in cooperation with 
the Department of Public Safety. The groups per­
form preventive patrol activities throughout resi­
dential, commercial, and school areas during night­
time hours, seven days a week. 

Enforcement. The 1977 Guam plan continued 
to reflect priority efforts to upgrade routine and 
special functions performed by the Guam Depart­
ment of Public Safety, including improved com­
munications capabilities, administrative staff assist­
ance, and training programs. A police cadet 
program continues to function, helping draw young, 
college eligible students into career police work. Im­
proved police-community relations is another aspect 
of the Guam plan. 
- Adjudication. Guam has developed an: alter­

native community service program for the superior 
court, which provides an alternative to traditional 
sentencing by allowing selected defendan:ts, pri­
marily first offenders, to perform services to victims 
and/or the community. 

The Guam plan also supported the implementa­
tion ofa courts management improvement program, 
to update and/or amend current court pr,!cedures 
and management. 

Corrections. The Guam plan has supported 
the construction of an eight-bed addition to the ex­
isting Guam prison for the holding and/or incarcera­
tion offemale offenders. No facility for females pre­
viously existed, sometimes causing probation or 
release in questionable cases. 

System Support. The Guam Territorial Crime 
Commission is currently developing and implement­
ing an automated criminal justice information 
system. This system, when operational, will assist 
Guam criminal justice agencies in the collection and 
use of crime information for both long range plan­
ning purposes and day-to-day agency operations. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Major funding activities in the area of 
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juvenile justice have been in programs to improve 
rehabilitation capabilities, including improved 
counseling techniqes and recreational and tutorial 
services, and group homes for status offenders, in­
cluding emphasis on runaways. 

Drug Abuse. Most drug rehabilitation 
'pro.grams have been part of institutional program 
services available to adjudicated adult and juvenile 
offenders. 

HAWAII 
Summary 

Hawaii adequately analyzed specific crime data 
by geographical area. Resources, manpower, 
organizational capabilities, and systems available to 
meet crime problems were presented in a quality 
manner which led to an excellent analysis of the 
State's major crime and systems problems. A thread 
of continuity was closely adhered to as goals, stand­
ards, priorities and the annual action plan for the use 
of LEAA resources were developed. The lack of 
time framed, quantified objectives within the 
programs weakened the State's ability to intensely 
evaluate certain projects or programs. Hawai~ did, 
however, present a strategy to measure performance 
and to utilize that information in a positive manner. 
There were three deficiencies concerning Part E re­
quirements-organized crime, and resolution of 
narcotic and drug enforcement problems that were 
corrected by way of response to special conditions 
placed on the grant awards. The plan was approved 
for single-year submission; however, multiyear sub­
mission approval was given for six major elements. 

Overview 
Prevention. The Hawaii State Law Enforce­

ment and Juvenile Delinquency Planning Agency 
supervisory board, together with the criminal justice 
system, have set a major priority: the prevention of 
juvenile crime. A large portion of annual LEAA 
resources was encumbered for programs and proj­
ects throughout the system and community dealing 
with counseling, early diversion, prevention 
programs for immigrant minorities, parent educa­
tion, community-based treatment programs, and 
other services pertaining to the youth problem. 

Enforcement. Hawaii has a county police 
system. Each county or island operates independent­
ly from the other. The police had no systematic way 
to provide interisland communications, enforce­
ment, intelligence gathering, or training. Manpower 
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development on a statewide basis is a major priority. 
Funded projects have enabled the police depart­
ments to expand training programs and to partici­
pate in specialized courses which heretofore were 
nonexistent or very restricted. An· LEAA-funded 
police training study was undertaken to assist the 
departments in identifying training needs, to list in 
priority the types of training needed, and to give 

. overall assistance in developing specific courses. 

-~, 

Adjudication. There has been no significant 
activity in prosecution and defense other than train­
ing. Major priorities funded have been the uniform 
court standards, rules and procedures, and adoption 
of a uniform sentencing plan. 

Corrections. The correctional master plan 
funded in part by LEAA discretionary funds and 
Hawaii block grant funds has been and remains the 
major priority. Construction and program develop­
ment are underway. 

System Support. Information systems that 
support Hawaii's criminal justice system are for the 
most part funded by LEAA discretionary funds but 
are complemented by ~lock funds in each functior:a' 
area (courts, corrections, and police) including the 
State's statistical analysis center. Hawaii regards the 
completion and coordination of these programs as a 
major priority. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Crime prevention through counseling and 
family oriented treatment is a major priority. Hawaii 
has. established ? highly effective response to 
juvenile problems through the leadership of the 
family court system. 

Drug Abuse. There currently exists a network 
of private and public treatment and rehabilitation 
resources aimed at the problem of alcohol and other 
drug abuse. These programs are considered a major 
priority in Hawaii and are thus funded from many 
different sources. 

IDAHO 

Summary 

The analysis of crime and the Idaho criminal 
justice system presented in this plan is thorough, 
comprehensive and well-presented. Problem state­
ments, however, vary considerably in quality. Some 
of the statements are too general, lacking adequate 
specificity to determine goals and programs to ad­
dress them. Other problem statements do not show 
an adequate basis in data on crime and the criminal 
justice system. There is a thread of continuity run-
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ning from the problem statements through goals and 
priorities to the programs. However it is not clear 
why the particular programs were selected. The plan 
was approved subject to eight special conditions of 
substance. The Idaho Law Enforcement Planning 
Commission responded to the '~onditions adequfI.tely 
and all conditions have been retired. 

Overview 

Preventi6n. Crime prevention programs in­
clude: crime prevention units in police departments, 
school resource officers, family services counseling, 
and vocational training. 'The programs are not re­
lated to crime or systems problems in any specific 
way. Crime prevention goals are very general. Ob­
jectives are specific but not explicitly determined by 
problem statements. 

Enforcement. One priority enforcement 
program is crimes relating to robbery and burglary. 
The other is simply to support additional police per­
sonnel. This program does not show development 
from crime or systems or problem analysis. 

Adjudication. Programs in this area show a 
clear relationship to problem analysis. Prosecutor 
screening and major violator projects address iden­
tified problems. However, a significant portion of 
the funding is to go to augment manpower .. 

Corrections. The problem of repeat offenders 
is addressed by a work-release program, female of­
fender program and parole/probation manpower. 
More tban half the funding is to support augmenta­
tions of existing manpower. 

System Support. Programs in this area include 
improvement in criminal justice agency planning 
and record keeping capabilities, research programs, 
facility construction and remodeling, equipment and 
training. Problem statements directly support these 
programs. The need for f!j.cilities construction and 
remodeling is related to the need to comply with the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

Juvenile .J ustice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Idaho participates in the juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention program. Programs funded 
with these funds all address the single problem of 
status offenders in the criminal justice system. Alter­
natives to incarceration, family counseling and 
education referral services are proposed. Crime 
Control Act-funded projects include programs to in­
crease detection and apprehension, and crime pre­
vention programs. These programs address ;:;the 
problem of increasing juv.enile crime .. 

Drug Abuse. One program to direct drug and 
alcohol offenders from the criminal justice system is 

provided. The problem addressed is the overbur­
dening of the criminal justice system with low risk 
drug and alcohol offenders. 

ILLINOIS 
Summary 

The Illinois 1977 plan was based on a 
geographic-demographic concept which produced 
different criminal justice system characteristics for 
each geographical area resulting in superior goal set· 
ting, problem identification, and program develop­
ment. However, the overall plan had many deficien­
cies, particularly in the crime analysis and juvenile 
justice areas. Accordingly, the plan was approved 
for one year, and there were 11 nonstandard special 
conditions placed on the award. The Illinois Law 
Enforcement Commission has subsequently satisfied 
these special conditions. 

Overview 

The Illinois State plan stressed prevention, ad~ 
judication, corrections, and juvenile justice. 
Enforcement is still important but no longer the 
priority area it has been in previous plans. 

Prevention, The plan was strong in crime pre­
vention and included several neighborhood projects. 
.one in particular is the Chicago Cabrini-Green 
Homes high impact program to combat crime and 
vandalism by altering the environment and involv­
ing the residents in policy formulation concerning 
the operation of the housing development. Another 
program is the violent crime prevention program in 
Peoria, which is oriented to a communitywide effort 
to reduce the community's fear of crime and each in­
dividual's fear of becoming a victim. 

Enforcement. The thrust of the enforcement 
program is to provide better police services in rural 
areas by contract policing and to install 911 systems 
in urban areas to reduce response time and increase 
efficiency in utilizing available resourceSl, 

Adjudication. The adjudication programs in 
the plan were judged to be of the highest <luality and 
most useful in carrying out public defender and 
prosecution services. 

In addition, a 60-day fair trial program was in­
cluded to achieve a more efficient movement of of­
fenders through the judicial process and to provide 
adequate facilities for the processing of cdminal 
cases. A court management information system is 
being implemented in five jurisdictions to provide a 
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comprehensive record processing storage and 
retrieval system. 

Corrections. The adult correction programs 
continued in diversion, work-release, education, 
alcohol/d;ug detoxification and counseling, com­
munity rehabilitation, correctional institution 
renovation, and correctional officer training. Diver­
sion projects in the plan include deferred prosecu­
tion and use of hearing officers as arbitrators to 
resolve disputes outside the criminal justice system. 

System Support. The State has an active com­
prehensive data system plan and several CDS proj­
ects. The recently completed systems master plan is 
of good quality. The security and privacy plan has 
been approved. Continued programming was found 
in multijurisdictional information systems for 
metropolitan criminal justice agencies and courts 
management. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Programs were continued in the following 
areas: diversion of juveniles to community-based 
programs, alternatives to detention, deinstitu­
tionalization of status offenders, and separation of 
juvenile offenders from adult offenders was con­
tinued. Prerelease planning, and purchase of voca­
tional counseling and educational services for ad­
judicated delinquents were continued by the Depart­
ment of Correctbns as a high priority. 

Drug Abuse. Programs for identification of 
the need for narcotic abuse treatment and treatment 
facilities are provided by the Dangerous Drugs 
Commission. Treatment within the State corrections 
department and the Cook County corrections 
department showed substantial compliance with 
Part E requirements. 

!NDIANA 
Summary 

The 1977 Indiana comprehensive plan is an ex­
cellent document that portrays the various problems 
in the Indiana criminal justice system and the 
programs that have been designed to alleviate those 
problems. The plan was formulated with informa­
tion and input from State, county, and local criminal 
justice and government officials throughout Indiana. 
The broad planning base used to develop this plan 
makes it a particularly valuable document as it 
.reflects the problems and their solutions as viewed 
by officials and the uni.ts of government who must 
deal with them. The 1977 Indiana comprehensive 
plan was awarded single-year approval by LEAA 
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with special conditions covering minor procedural 
and substantive deficiencif!s. 

Overview 
The Indiana comprehensive plan provides an 

analysis of the various problems in the Indiana crim­
inal justice system. This problem analysis forms the 
basis for the development of some of the excellent 
programs. and projects that are described in the plan 
and are currently being supported with LEAA funds 
in Indiana. The 1977 Indiana comprehensive plan 
supports activity in the following areas: 

Prevention. In recognition of the need for in­
creased citizen awareness and cooperation in crime 
prevention, Indiana has established goals and pro­
vided funding support for several public education 
programs. These programs will increase public 
awareness of crime prevention measures and will 
reduce the likelihood of individual citizens being 
victimized. 

Enforcement. The priority program areas in 
enforcement are patrol emphasis; specialized en­
forcement units that target burglary, auto theft and 
drug violations; enhancement of forensic science 
capabilities; law enforcement training; and develop­
ment of an improved radio communications system. 

Adjudication. The 1977 Indiana com prehen­
sive plan provides support for several excellent 
programs that respond to the goals established to 
improve the Indiana court system. 

Funding support is provided for training of 
courts, prosecutorial, and defender personnel. Ex­
cellent programs also provide court administrators 
and additional support personnel for courts, 
prosecutors, and defenders. Also supported are vic­
tim/witness assistance and night prosecutor projects 
that are increasing the efficiency of the Indiana court 
system. 

Corrections. This plan includes priority 
programs that address both the need for community­
based corrections services and improved institu­
tional treatment. Indiana has recognized the need to 
expand the use of community correctional programs 
to ease prison crowding problems, provide support 
for probation and other noninstitutional services, 
and improve treatment programs in the institutions. 

System Support. Indiana- is continuing 
development of a data and communications system 
which provides reliable crime information data for 
law enforcement agencies throughout the State. An 
automated probation casework management system 
is also supported as well as court information 
systems. These programs address the need for accu-
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rate information about the functioning of the In­
diana criminal justice system. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. This plan contains excellent programs that 
serve to reduce the often needless involvement of 
many juveniles with the criminal justice system. 
Police-school liaison projects, juvenile counseling 
services, foster and residential care ser-rices, alterna­
tive education programs, and court intake centers 
are all projects designed to reduce juvenile involve­
ment with the justice system and to increase the 
effectiveness of efforts to deal witb delinquency. 

Drug Abuse. The 1977 Indiana comprehen­
sive plan provides support for several drug treat­
ment programs for ex-offenders as well as alr':....hol 
abuse treatment that focuses on the prob"'m of 
chemical dependency and its link to crime. 

IOWA 

Summary 
The Iowa 1977 comprehensive plan is the best 

they have submitted to date. 
The SPA has done an excellent job of gathering 

the required data and presenting it in a manner to 
facilitate crime analysis. The problem analysis and 
multiyear sections reflected the additional effort 
that was undertaken by the SPA and the area crime 
commissions (regional planning units). The area 
plans are submitted well in advance of the State plan 
and are of good quality. Local plans provide the 
comprehensive base line data which is essential to 
the SPA in order to properly assess the problems and 
obtain the direction for program development. 

The 1977 plan received multiyear approval in 
numerous key areas including crime analysis, 
problem analysis, and criminal justice standards. 

One special condition that required the submis­
sion of a revised statement of budget allocations fN 
programs and projects described in the State plan, 
and assurance of juvenile justke maintenance of 
effort was met. 

Overview 
Since LEA A guidelines require the annual com­

prehensive plan to be based upon adopted standards 
and goals, the State of Iowa has put a great amount 
of effort into developing standards and goals that 
will be formally adopted by the Stale. The standards 
component of the Iowa. plan forms the basis of the 
plan and dovetails with the stated objectives and 
goals of each functional componerrt, thereby com-

plying with LEAA guidelines. Since many of the 
standards will require legislatr 1:\, the Iowa commis­
sion will actively support legis1ation when it is in­
troduced. The Iowa plan supports activity in the 
following areas: 

Prevcution. Since Iowa's crime analysis shows 
a need for crime prevention programs, one goal is to 
inform and educate the public concerning methods 
to be utilized in reducing the vulnerability of the 
crime target. There will be target-hardening 
programs at the local level j public education and 
citizen awareness efforts, and encouragement of 
other governmental and private agencies to partici~ 
pate. 

Enforcement. The problems that exist in law 
enforcement have been identified, prioritized, and 
programs developed to address those problems. 
Multiyear goals and objectives have also been 
established and approved by the Iowa commission. 
The number one goal is to assist law enforcement 
agencies in the efficient and effective delivery of 
police services through improved managerial opera~ 
tions. 

Adjudication, In 1973 Iowa passed a Unified 
Trial Court Act. The Unified Trial Court, known as 
the Iowa district court. has general and original 
jurisdiction of all actions and proceedings, including 
probate and juvenile matters with the powers usually 
possessed by trial courts of general jurisdiction. 
Funding is concentrated on the problems as iden­
tified and prioritized, such as the appointment of 
district court administrators, and establishment of . 
regional prosecutors' offices. These efforts will 
enhance the management and operations of the 
State's entire court system. 

Corrections. The corrections system data has 
presented Iowa with a serious concern. Population at 
both adult male institutions is rising rapidly, and the 
facilities cannot handle the increase. The 19"77 an­
nual action plan and the multiyear plan are directed 
at this problem. Priority programs will be directed 
at first offenders and marginal cases being diverted 
to the community-based corrections program and 
improved instit~~tional services through remodeling 
and renovation. 

System Support. The plan does a good job of 
addressing the deficiencies and problems in this area 
as well as addressing the needs. The new uniform 
crime reporting program and other planned im­
provements will help this effort. The State has writ­
ten a comprehensive data system plan for funding in 
1978. The CDS plan addresses data collection ill 
terms of unified long term planning for development 
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of a shared data case that interfaces all data collec­
tion and processing for all criminal justice agencies. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency ?reven­
tion. The information provided shows that Iow;>'s 
arrest rate for juveniles is higher than the national 
average and shows an extensive juvenile involve­
ment in property crimes. The plan reflects a recogni­
tion that the problems of the juvenile justice system 
reflect on other components of the system. Goals 
have been identified and prioritized and funding has 
been directed to achieve desired change. Allocations 
reflect a substantial commitment of Part e funds to 
community-based corrections and delinquency pre­
vention and diversion. 

Drug Abuse. The Iowa 1977 comprehensive. 
plan provides support and coordination of com­
munity resourr;es in the delivery of counseling and 
treatment services to substance abusing offenders. It 
is anticipated that T ASe will be operating on a 
statewide ba!iis by 1978. All pro~grams are closely 
coordinated with the Iowa Drug Abuse Authority, 
the corrections specialist of the SPA, staff of the 
Depar.tment of Social Services, and staff of in­
dividual community projects. 

KANSAS 

Summary 
The 1977 Kansas comprehensive plan was 

received by LEAA in two pllrts on August 30, 1977. 
The LEAA review, which was favorable, was com­
pleted on September 22, 1977. Although the State 
had requested multiyear approval of a number of 
sectiori'> of the plan, no multiyear approvals were 
given. The principal weakness of the plan was in the 
depth of analysis of criminal justice system 
problems. To a lesser degree the plan was weak in 
the relationship of funded programs to documented 
criminal justice problems. In spite of these weak­
nesses, most sections of the plan were improvements 
over the 1976 plan. The area of greatest significant 
improvement was the crime analysis section. The 
1977 comprehensive plan was approved with only 
four special conditions. Of these, three were stand­
ardized special conditions applied to all 1977 com­
prehensive plans approved by LEAA. The reml;lin­
ing condition required submission of plan sections 
related to a police communications program. This 
delayed submission was permitted to accommodate 
inclusion of the results of a special study, separately 
funded in Kansas by LEAA, to produce a model 
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communications system manual. This material was 
subsequently submitted as required. 

Overview 
Prevention. While the Kansas plan does not 

contain analytic or program sections specific to 
crime prevention, this topic is briefly covered in the 
crime analysis and law enforcement program sec­
tions ofthe plan. An indepth crime analysis is not in­
cluded as a basis for determining those methods of 
target-hardening (residence, neighborhood, vehicle, 
etc.) which would be the most productive in terms of 
crime prevention or offender apprehension. 
However, limited statistics from a national-level 
study are cited in support of the problem. The 
priorities and goals relative to crime prevention 
effectiveness are not stated in measurable terms. A 
law enforcement program provides funds for several 
community crime prevention programs. The design 
and focus of these programs is left to local initiative. 

Enforcement. As the Kansas plan does not 
focus its programming on target crimes, the law en­
forcement problem statements and funding are quite 
broad in scope. The crime analysis and law enforce­
ment problem analysis do not contain an analysis of 
the causes of police deficiencies in either apprehen­
sion or evidence gathering and presentation. This 
lack of data inhibits clear definition of the exact 
nature of problems in the law- epforcement area. 
Similarly, the relative seriousnes.> of indicated 
problems and priorities of related programs IS not 
evident. Nevertheless, the plan does list a number of 
priority, long range program goals unquantified in 
terms of impact on police effectiveness. These in­
clude support for consolidated police radio and 
records systems, police training, and consolidation 
of smaller police agencies. The plan contains action 
programs which fund these activities as well as a 
number of other activities such as improvement of 
police laboratory services, provision of police legal 
advisors, and response time improvement. 

Adjudication. While the plan contains exten­
sive data on offender and case flow in the court 
system, no assessment is provided concerning sen­
tencilJg adequacy or dif:parity. The charging process 
and case presentations by prosecutors are also not 
analyzed with regard to their adequacy or disparity. 
However, trial and appeal court backlog are 
covered. Also, some analysis is provided on the 
availability of public defense. The goals and 
priorities contained in the plan are not expressed as 
quantified levels of effectiveness or capacities of 
criminal justice agencies. Priority long term 



program goals include victim and witness needs, 
enhancement ofa statewide prosecutor system, court 
unirication and training for prosecutors and judges, 
improvement of judicial caseload, and improvement 
of defense services. The relative importance of these 
goals is not described. Funds are provid'ed in 
programs dealing with all of these activities. 

Corrections. The Kansas plan does not docu­
ment the effectiveness or adequacy cf parole deci­
sionmaking or presentence recommendations by 
probation officers. Also, the effectiveness of correc­
tions programs, in terms of their rehabilitative 
value, is not analyzed. The plan does give some at­
tention to caseloacis, institutional capacity, and in­
stitutional conditions. The goals and priority long 
range program objectives are generally unquantified 
. in terms of capacity or effectiveness of corrections 
agencies. Program objectives include a broad range 
of activities to be funded. However, determination 
of the specific methods utilized in projects is largely 
left to the initiative of the applicant and/or subse­
quent SPA review. Some of the projects contem­
plated are halfway house support, work-release sup­
port, improved probation, corrections training, and 
diagnosis. 

System' Support. The State of Kansas does not 
have an identifiable criminal justice information 
system. The 1977 plan documents the lack of in­
tegra,tion of data and information systems among 
Kansas criminal justice agencies. However, the 
analysis falls short of providing indepth analyses of 
those decisions which are in need of substantial im­
provement by means of improved information 
systems. More general analyses are provided con­
cerning the needs for information systems in the 
courts, corrections, and police areas. A variety of 
subgrants in these areas was contemplated. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Like the components of the plan dealing with 
adult offenders, the juvenile justi~e section of the 
plan provides no analysis concerning the adequacy 
of filing decisions (by prosecutors andlor juvenile 
court intake workers), sentencing decisicas, or 
parole decisions concerning juveniles. However, 
despite the lack of analysis, data on these various ac­
tions is presented in the plan to a much more exten~ 
sive degree than for adults. Similarly quite a bit of 
data is presented, distinguishing status and delin­
quent offenders. However, here again, the data is not 
utilized in analyses to form conclusions about system 
effectiveness. Priorities and objectives are generally 
not quantified. The majority of Kansas' juvenile 
justice funds areallq~ated to noninstitutional 

rehabilitation. Prevention and diversion receive 
modest funding. 

Drug Abuse. This topic is addressed in several 
parts of the plan. Like other parts of the plan, the 
priorities and objectives of those dealing with drug 
abuse are generally unquantified in terms of operat­
ing agency performance. Further, the plan, in its pre­
sentation of drug arrests, does not differentiate 
among the various drugs or levels of supply. The 
plan offers funding for preventive, enforcement, and 
rehabilita.tive activities. 

KENTUCKY 
Summary 

Kentucky'S 1977 comprehensive plan was 
viewed as a better than good faith effort describing 
the Commonwealth's criminal justice system, its 
strengths and weaknesses, and proposed solutions. 
Several areas of the plan indicated significant im­
provement when compared with the prior year's sub­
mission, especially the adjudication area. These im­
provements and the overall increased quality of the 
1977 plan emerged despite extensive staff changes 
and supervisory board membership revision-in­
dicating the competency of remaining staff and, to 
some degree, a unified criminal justice system which 
lends itself to narrative description. However, there 
were some areas which lacked thorough explanation 
(i.e. the' problem analy~is, standards and goals, and 
communications sections). Special conditions were 
imposed which required the development and sub­
mission of a communications master plan, of infor­
mati-on regarding recidivism rates, of a detailed plan 
and timetable for the development and adoption of 
standards and goals, of a technical assistance plan, 
and of more specific program descriptions regarding 
three innovative programs. The SPA respond.ed and 
received clearance from LEAA on all items except 
the communications master plan. The due date on 
this special condition was extended until March 
1978, while funds in this area remained frozen. The 
entire plan received singte~year approval. 

Overview 
Prevention. Efforts in this area included the 

establishment of both local and State crime preven­
tion units. Both relied on the techniques of public 
educatiQn, Operation ID, and 9 I 1 telephone 'systems 
to achieve their goals of a crime decrease through 
opportunity reduction. 

Enforcement. The 1977 priorities centered 
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around continuation of the Metropolitan 1n­
telligenca Vnit, establish!1\ent of a rape crisi~ center 
and organized crime investigation unit, and con­
solidation of police services and functions. The 
program category labeled "upgrading loca\ tech­
nology" was viewed by LEA A as a communications 
equipment procurement activity. To insure t'hat 
compatible equipment was obtained for an inte­
grated communications system, a special condition 
was imposed requiring the development of the 
master plan. 

Adjudication. The State is preparing to imple­
ment a new unified court system effective I II /78 
whose uniform rules of administration and pro­
cedures were developed through block grant fund­
ing. The new district courts will replace many lower 
courts which had overlapping jurisdictions. Comple­
menting programs include the jury pooling and 
management projects and the supplemental staff of 
the court of appeals. 

Corrections. The 1977 plan projected the 
funding of a model State minimum security institu­
tion for offenders with special programming needs 
(retarded, geriatric, and/or female). Community­
based alternatives, regional jail construction, a 
detoxification care center, and a jail improvements 
program comprised the remaining priorities in this 
category. 

System Support. The statistical analysis center 
and the prosecutors' information system are the ma­
jor contributors in this area. The establishment of 
additional forensic labs, continuation of the Crimi­
nal Justice Planning Institute, and provision of a 
broad training program for all criminal justice 
system components were also priorities. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Kentucky originally elected to participate in 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act program for 1977. Program outlines for this 
area extended to alternative learning centers, treat­
ment homes, day c'are centers, emergency shelter 
care, etc. The identified priorities were provision of 
additional staff to the juvenile court and establish­
ment of additional noninstitutional settings for 
youth, both aimed at meeting the deinstitutionaliza­
tion .)f status offenders mandate. The State notified 
LEAA of its decision to terminate program par­
ticipation in January 1978 due to the amount of 
State funds needed and unrealistic deinsdtu­
tionalization timetables. At that time, 1978 pilr­
ticipation was projected. 

Drug Abuse. The State's goals to increase drug 
arrests by 25 percent and to reduce drug availability 
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by 10 percent were being sought through the provi­
sion of training, special equipment, buy money, and 
public awareness campaigns under the category of 
local narcotics unit assistance. The systems and 
crime analysis sections of the 1977 plan suggested a 
decrease in drug related activity from the previous 
year. Funding in this area was therefore reduced ac­
cordingly. 

LOUISIANA 

Summary 
The 1977 Louisiana comprehensive plan was 

improved over previous submissions in respect to 
crime analysis, system description and response, 
problem analysis, goals, objectives, and priorities. 
The same degree ofimprovement, however, was not 
noted in the multiyear forecast or multiyear budget 
sections. The plan's annual action programs were 
basically the same as previous submissions, with 
programs related to selected national and statewide 
standards and goals. 

The plan was approved for one year only, with 
special conditions. The major special condition on 
both the Part C and Part E awards required the ex­
penditure of funds for Department of Correction 
programs to be in accordance with a Federal court 
order and responsive to Part E requirements. The 
Part E special conditions required compliance with 
Part E requirements related to drug and alcohol 
abuse; and monitoring correctional programs. The 
SPA was responsive to all special conditions and the 
conditions were cleared. 

Overview 

Louisiana received $5,488,000 of Part C and 
$646,000 of Part E funds for implementation of the 
1977 comprehensive plan. Provided below is an 
overview of the plan's major functional area 
problems, goals, priorities, programs, and projects. 

Prevention. Priorities in prevention were the 
development of strategies to address the lack of un­
derstanding between law enforcement officials and 
juveniles, and the lack of public awareness about 
measures to protect themselves against crime. The 
plan provided $560,000 for programming in 
police-community relations, juvenile delinquency 
prevention, public education on prevention of crime 
and drug abuse, and community involvement in the 
criminal justice;: system. Juvenile delinquency pre­
vention received the highest priority with $440,000. 

Enforeement. A plan priority was the func-



tional improvement of enforcement to respond to 
specific crime problems through training and educa­
tion, special units, and acquisition of additional per­
sonnel and equipment. Programs contained in the 
plan related to training and education, crime labs, 
special enforcement units, personnel and equipment 
acquisition, communications, management, and 
operations improvement. The SPA allocated 
$1,853,000 to enforcement, with personnel training 
and education, and special enforcement units receiv­
ing the highest priority with $1,064,000 allocated 
for these purposes. 

Adjudicati1ln. Priortty needs identified were 
to provide sufficient personnel and equipment to 
deal with increasing caseloads, bail reform, a 
uniform indigent defense system, and alternative 
programs. Plan programs related to the identified 
needs for bail reform; diversion; and pros'ecutorial, 
defense, and court support. These programs will 
assist prosecution and defense in providing addi­
tional legal, investigative, and support capabilities 
as well as opportunities to attend seminars and 
workshops. The courts will receive assistance for 
management surveys, development of improved jury 
selection teChniques, computerized court testimony 
transcripts, renovation of facilities, and improved 
support capability. 

Correction. The plan problems and needs re-

percent of the funds were allocated to juvenile 
programs. Community-based services for status of­
fenders and delinquents received the largest portion, 
The SPA received $915,000 of juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention 1itnding. 

Drug Abuse. Various special police units were 
funded for the enforcement of drug laws, and 
$28,000 of Part C funds was allocated to the Depart­
ment of Corrections to upgrade its medical labora­
tory equipment related to testing for drugs. 

MAINE 

Summary 
Maine has done an adequate job in its 1977 

comprehensive plan of addressing problems and 
meeting guideline requirements. The plan indicates 
that the planning process has been given some 
thought beyond the mere compilation of fundable 
projects. It is comprehensive and relates identified 
problems to appropriate program responses. The 
plan received single-year approval with six-.special 
conditions requiring SPA response. All conditions 
have been satisfied. 

Overview 

lated to improvement and expansion of the quality, Prevention. The SPA has devised a well-con-
condition, effectiveness, and services of adult and ceived 'and well-researched scheme tQ. improve its' 
juvenile institutions and rehabilitative programs. effectiveness in this area. Initial steps proposed in 
The plan's programs were directed at these needs. the 1977 plan include the development of detailed 
Renovation and construction projects addressed training designs, broad community services and 
several serious conditions in both State and local referral capabilities, expanded classification pro-
correctional institutions. Corrections received cedures (all geared to revised code), and client 
$1,998,000, with equal allocation to institutional f<1 . .ised rehabilitative services. This, coupled with 
and noninstitutional programs. In institutional coordination of funded programs and expansion of 
programs, personnel and equipment acquisition the community justice project concept, should result 
re.ceived the highest priority with $700,000 being in systemwide improvement over the next twO' years. 
allocated. Noninstitutional treatment services were Enforcement. In M4100.1E, "Adequate Assis-
allocated $855,189 from Parts C and E aWl.':rds. tance in High Crime Areas," an analysis of crime in 

System Support. Problems involved th~~eed jurisdictions with populations of 250,000 is re-
to improve the availability and accuracy of criminal quired. Where such jurisdictions do not exist, the 
justice information at the regional and local levels SPA is permitted to substitute the 10 jurisdictions 
and the need to provide criminal justice agencies within the State with the highest crime rates. Maine 
and personnel with published information about In-' has selected the second alternative and proposes to 
novative methodologies.i~\'.conduct the analysis in Cumberland County, which 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven.. ,. ~I:tas an estimated populat~on of 200,824. 
~ ,. 

tion. Louisiana followed national and State stand-\, A~judication. During the last ye~r. Maine has 
ards and goals in the development of their juvenile und'¥.~one two reformations which have had an ex-
programs. Programs addressed delinquency and tensi~\~ erfect on the adjudicatory process, First, 
treatment, juvenile diversion, and deinstitu- there ~~een <I.n overall change in the administra-
tionalization of status offenders. Approximately 20 tive strucl~{ of the court system; and, second, there 

''-..':::;\> 
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has been a radical revision of the State's criminal 
code, especially as it relates to sentencing. 

Corrections. Overall, the corrections compo­
nent of the plan is sound and reflects a concerted 
effort which is well-coordinated and 50 phased as to 
lead to a much improved !;ystem. 

One area of weakness is stilI a matter of concern: 
the Maine State prison is experiencing some crowd­
'jng and suffers, like most prisons, from the lack of 
institutional programs. 

System Support. The existing systems of the 
plan include a detailed listing of the existing police 
functions and responsibilities in Maine. Included are 
the geographic areas of responsibility for each State 
police troop, training requirements, and the areas to 
which personnel are assigned. Also included is ex­
tensive data on sheriffs and municipal police includ­
ing 118 municipal police departments and 16 county 
sheriffs. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. The Maine comprehensive plan adequately 
describes the responsibilities ql'd functions of the 
various juvenile justice agencies in the State. In ad­
dition, the plan gives an extensive review of non­
juvenile justice system resource:> and services for 
youth in the following ar.!as: education, mental 
health, recreation, and health and welfare. 

Drug Abuse: A review of the plan in the sub­
stantive areas of drugs and organized crime dis­
closed two annual action programs in the drug area, 
and no programs in the area of organized crime. One 
of the drug programs (5.10 Substantive Abuse Treat­
ment Activities for Criminal Justice Clients) was in­
cluded in the corrections program category and was 
funded previously. 

MARYLAND 
Summary 

The plan was complete and of high quality. It 
received single-year approval. Multiyear approval 
was not requested. 

Multiyear, and needs and problem's components 
were excellent; and the annual action program was 
well-written and appropriately quantified. The 
,minimal special conditions placed on the plan have 
been resolved. 

Overview 

Pr~vention. A 5 percent reduction in offense 
rates is sought by upgrading a range of crime preven­
tion projects. Major efforts in this area are juvenile 
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justice, a law-related education program to convey 
an understanding of the principles of law and the 
legal process, a crime prevention project run by the 
police, and projects to reduce crimes against the 
elderly in two major metropolitan counties. 

,Enforcement. Efforts in this area include im­
proving police manpower capabilities, and reducing 
fragmentation and duplication of police services. 
Representative projects are continuations of local 
inservice training programs, police intern programs, 
management and administrative training, and COll­

tractual police services. 
Adjudication. Major efforts in this area in­

clude educational standards and training for court 
personnel; expanded prose:::utorial services; in­
creased capability of public defenders; and upgrad~ 
ing administration, management and operational 
techniques of courts and court-related agencies. 

Correcth}l~,!. Major efforts include the 
establishmen, Df effective recruitment and ret~ntion 
programs in the State Division of Corrections and 
two urban counties; development of training stand­
ards and curricula; and training for correctional 
custodial staff, correctional counselors, probation 
and parole agents; and management training. 

System Support. Major efforts include con­
tinuation funding of the State police uniform crime 
reporting unit, the development and implementation 
of agency geographic-based criminal justice infor­
mation systems, and providing major criminal 
ju~tice system agencies with the capability to conduct 
program planning and evaluation. 

Juvenile Justice IlIDd Delinquency Preven­
tion. Prevention efforts include cril,is intervention, 
counseling and referral services, and police-level 
and court diversion programs. Other major efforts 
include the elimination of detention of juveniles in 
adult facilities in \Vestern Maryland, provision of 
alternatives to detention in Prince Georges County, 
and provision of community-based services (coun­
seling, educat;on, vocational training) in four major 
metropolitan areas. 

Drug Abuse. There were no separately tar­
geted programs for drug abuse. 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Summary 

The 1977 submission was strong in its crime 
analysis, problem analysis, and setting of priorities. 
Those strengths, however, were offset by an ex­
tremely weak response to the standards and goals, 

" 
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high crime and Part E requirements. Because 
Massachusetts was found to be in noncompliance 
with the Part E requirements, those funds were not 
awarded at the same time that the ·Part C and 
juvenile justice "wards were made. It took an addi­
tional 60 days of negotiations and work with the 
SPA to bring the Part E segment of the plan to a 
point which would justify signoff. 

The plan was approved for single-year status 
with four special conditions which required an SPA 
response. The SPA has responded to all four condi­
tions. 

Overview 
Prevention. The comprehensive plan. empha­

sizes programs to assist police ;n crime prevention at 
the community level. These programs include 
police-community efforts and more effective deter­
rent patrol tactics. Corrections and juvenile 
programs are designed to increase counseling and 
community services to adjudicated criminals and 
delinquents with the objective of steering them away 
from crime. 

Enforcement. Emphasis was given to 
programs designed to assist the professional 
development of police, to improve police patrol and 
investigative capabilities, to aid police communica­
tions, and to improve relationship between the 
police and the community. A no-fund, systemwide 
vi.olent crime program was also included. 

Adjudication. A massive reorganization of the 
Massachusetts judicial system was undertaken dur­
ing the life of this plan. Although mainly funded 
through the discretionary program, the thrust ofthe 
comprehensive plan is to supplement vihat has been 
started by a discretionary grant. The Cox Commis-

. sion Report, as the restructuring plan is ctilled, will 
be a major effort within adjudication for several 
years. 

Corrections. A major thrust of the State, at 
LEAA urging, is to upgrade the quality of personnel 
employed within the COrl~ctions component of the 
criminal justice system. This effort is being imple­
mented through programs which encompass recruit­
ment, classification, training, ·and career develop­
ment for corrections employees. 

System Support. The comprehensive plan 
does not distinguish itselfin this area. A major ~ffort 
of LEAA is to move the State along avenues neces­
sary to produce valid statistics which represent the 
activities of all components of the criminal ju:;,tite 
system. The SPA was specifically required to im-

prove its data gathering and use pertaining to 
recidivism and rehabilitation. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. A major problem which Massachusetts was 
advised to address has to do with the deinstitu­
tionalization of status offenders. Some status offen­
ders were still being detained in police lockups. 
Consequently, the SPA was advised by LEAA to in­
crease its activity in this area. The SPA disagreed 
with LEANs assessment as it pertains to status of­
fenders and, consequ.ently, the issue continues to be 
an area of discussion and negotiation. A major thrust 
of the plan is aimed at improving community-based 
services for juveniles. 

Drug Abuse. The comprehensive plan 
revealed that the SPA was lacking in informa­
tion which would give it a true picture of the drug 
problem in Massachusetts. The Drug Enforcement 
Administration representative undertook a program 
of consensus building with the SPA in an effort to 
improve this segment of the pIau. 

MICHIGAN 

Summary 
The Micbigan 1977 comprehensive plan con­

tains an extensive crime analysis. The sei)tion of the 
plan describing the resources, systems and mall­
power of the State's criminal· justice system is als.o 
quite complete. However, the utilization of this in­
formation in analyses of the criminal justice system's 
problems was determined to be limited in the LEAA 
review of the plan. Links between data presentations 
and problem discussions were found to be weak. Con­
sistent with this, the action programs in the plan con­
tained little quantitative data and were not indica­
tive of detailed analysis of gaps between crime and 
criminal justice problems and resources. The LEAA 
Regional Office found a number of programs criti­
cally deficient with respect to analysis in support of 
programs. As a. result, additional information was 
required from the SPA for police courts. Multiyear 
approval was not requested by the SPA for any com­
ponent of the plan. On September 30, 1977 the plan 
was approved with 10 specIal conditions which were 
subsequently cleared by the SPA. 

Overview 
Prevention. The Michigan 1977 plan allocates 

over $2.5<rii'illion dollars specifically to crime pre­
vention bureaus. Additionally, other crime preven­
tion activities are discussed and allocated funds. The 
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review of the plan found substantial crime analysis 
supporting crime prevention progf'lmming. The 
analysis of existing resourceS and effectiveness re­
lated to crime prevention was not included in the 
plan. 

Enforcement. Based on the amount of fund­
ing, priority programs in the Michigan 1977 plan 
are: specialized police units, communication 
systems, police cadets, specialized training, and evi­
dence technidans. Of these programs, only the 
program fol' specialized police units was well sup­
ported in terms of crime statistics and problem 
analysis. 

Adjudication. Related to adjudication, only 
prosecution of career criminals was listed as a 
statewide priority. Other programs were developed 
as local priorities. The multiyear objectives were, 
for the most part, very genenl and not stated in 
terms of quantified levels of operational perform­
ance or capacity. Based on funds allocated, func­
tional court improvement, special prosecutors, 
prosecutor management improvement and informa­
tion systems, and court information systems were the 
areas of greatest emphasis. 

Corrections. The analysis and prioritization of 
corrections objectives is largely subjective, including 
frequent reference to national and State standards 
and recommendations. The focus of justification is 
primarily on capacity, quality of service and cOildi­
lions, and costs, Little data or analysis is presented 
concerning effectiveness. Based on funds awarded, 
community reintegration and jail inmate rehabilita­
tion arr. the State's priority interests. 

System Support. As noted in the above sec­
tion, information systems were a priority for courts 
and prosecutors. However, the primary emphasis in 
the system support category is police information 
systems. The review of the 1977 plan noted that most 
system descriptions were very short and conse­
quently did not allow for a good comprehensive 
analysis of what the system w()uld actually do, and 
how. ' 

J,.~e=t:k Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. The data support for the action programs in 
the plan was termed minimal by the LEA A juvenile 
justice specialist who reviewed the plan. Based on 
funds allocated, youth service bureaus and al~erna­
tives to secure detention wert;,; the State's priority 
program areas. Objectives and analysis did not ad­
dress quantified levels of operational effectiveness. 

Drug Abuse. The Michigan comprehensive 
plim sections aealing with drug abuse concentrate on 
enforcement activities. The limited funding al1o-
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cated to drug enforcement is earmarked for support 
of two narcotic enforcement units. 

MINNESOTA 
Summary 

The 1977 Minnesota comprehensive plan is a 
well-organized document that contains numerous 
excellent programs designed to improve the State's 
criminal justice system. The plan contains an ex­
cellent analysis of crime data and of criminal justice 
system problems. This analysis forms the basis for 
many of the programs in the plan and provides a 
logical approach to improving the Minnesota crimi­
nal justice system. The 1977 Minnesota comprehen­
sive plan was approved for one year, with special 
conditions that have subsequently been resolved. 

Overview 

The 1977 Minnesota comprehensive plan sup­
ports activity in the followJng areas: 

Prevention. Minnesota supports several 
juvenile delinquency prevention projects that have 
as their goal the prevention of unnecessary juvenile 
involvement in the criminal justice system. The plan 
also reflects the notable efforts Minnesota has made 
to develop a statewide Operation Identification 
program, increase the crime prevention activities of 
law enforcement agencies, and improve the crime 
reporting by citizens through community relations 
programs. 

Enforcement. This plan recognizes the need to 
select and retain highly qualified personnel in the 
law enforcement field. Projects aI~ supported that 
provide inservice training and the use of advanced 
manpower development methods. Also included are 
projects that consolidate police operations for max­
imum efficif.ncy in the delivery of law enforcement 
services. A high priority is given to several programs 
that establish criminal investigation and white-col­
lar crime units. 

Adjudication. Minnesota has placed emphasis 
on increasing the efficient operation of the courts 
system and this plan includes several projects that 
support that goal. Legal research, caseload studies, 
juror training and utilization, citizen dispute settle­
ment, and victim/witness services are all projects 
supported in this plan. Considerable funding sup­
port is alst} provided to i.mprove defense and 
prosecution functions of the C(;Uit i;y::~em. 

Corrections. This plan includes priority 
programs that provide for both community-based 



corrections programs and for improvement of in­
stitutional treatment. Emphasis is placed not only on 
State institutional treatment, but on the im prove­
ment of treatment services available in local jail 
facilities. 

System Support. Minnesota is one of the lead­
ing States in the country in the development of crim­
inal justice information systems. Minnesota is cur­
rently operatin,g all components of a comprehensive 
data system and is designing information systems for 
the courts and corrections systems. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. As well as placing a priority on programs to 
divert juveniles from unnecessary involvement with 
the criminal justice syst~m, this plan provides sup­
port for juvenile shelWr care and other non secure 
detention facilities. Several postadjudication 
programs are included that provide treatment serv­
ices for juveniles in a community setting, whenever 
possible. In addressing the need for inservice train­
ing for juvenile justice personnel, a training project 
is supported through the Minnesota supreme court. 

Drug Abuse. The 1977 Minnesota com­
prehensive plan includes programs for chemical de­
pendency treatment in both State and local correc­
tional institutions. Chemical dependency treatment 
is also provided as a part of community-based cor­
rectional programming. 

MISSISSIPPI 
Summary 

The 1977 Mississippi comprehensive plan, an 
improvement over past plans, adequately addressed 
all the requirements of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. The 
Mississippi Criminal Justice Planning Division 
(SPA) utilizes a rational planning process which 
demonstrates a determined effort to improve the 
quality of law enforcement and criminal justice in 
the State. However, some significant factors pre­
vented the State from submitting a plan which 
realized the SPA's potential: 

• The Mississippi Criminal Justice 
Planning Division lost key staff 
members in the middle of the plan­
ning process (i.e., planning officer, 
deputy director, etc.). 

• The State does not have an adequate 
crime reporting mechanism. 

• Establishment or'the criminal justice 
information system was delayed 

Overview 

because a Federal court order 
restricted the hiring of personnel for 
it. 

The following section provides an overview of 
goals, priorities, programs, and IJrojects planned by 
the State of Mississippi in its 1977 comprehensive 
plan. 

Prevention. The State allocated $248,000 of 
its block grant to four programs concerning crime 
prevention. The major emphasis was on crime pre~ 
vention units in local law enforcement agencies. 
These units concentrate on specific crimes and plan 
ways of preventing those crimes. A diversionary 
program to prevent juvenile crime supplemented the 
crime prevention units. 

Enforcement. The State allocated $1,124,600 
of the block grant to enforcement. These funds are 
distributed among six programs. The majority of 
these funds were used to provide basic and advanced 
training to police officers. In addition, some of the 
enforcement funds were allocated for special opera~ 
tions within local law enforcement agencies, such as 
narcotics units. 

Adjudication. The State allocated $854,074 of 
its block funds to improve adjudication. The funds 
were used for training courses provided by the 
University of Mississippi. Among those trained were 
court reporters, judges, and prosecutors. In addi­
tion, funds were allocated to implement a recently 
completed courts master plan. This plan identifies 
problems and priorities and demonstrates a strategy 
for improving the court system in the State. 

Corrections. The State allocated $932,998 of 
its block funds to improve the corrections system. 
This included seven programs, one of which pro~ 
vides funds for the administration of the Mississippi 
Department of Corrections. Prior to July 1, 1976 
Mississippi had no State ~orrections department. 
LEAA funds supported the creation of the depart­
ment and have provided continuing support for its 
operations. Another program provides for training 
correctional personnel. Other programs are oriented 
toward alternatives to incarceration. 

.Juvenile .Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. The State allocated $520,980 of its block 
funds to improving the juvenile justice system within 
the State through eight programs. The programs 
vllry from funding group homes for status offenders 
to training Mississippi Department of Youth Serv­
ices personnel. In addition, Mississippi has plaq,ed 
emphasis on diversionary programs and :on the use 
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of volunteers to prevent delinquent behavior. 
System Support. The State allocated 

$654,328 of its block grant toward the improvement 
of its information system. As discussed earlier, the 
State has lacked a complete information system for 
criminal justice. Through the block grant (four 
programs), the State plans to install communication 
terminals in all of the 82 counties within the State. In 
addition, the State is producing software for a State 
uniform crime reporting system. 

Drug Abuse. The State allocated $35,000 of 
its block funds to the training of staff personnel who 
work with drug addicts in the State of Mississippi. 

f~ISSOURI 

Summary 
The 1977 Missouri comprehensive plan reflects 

progress toward achieving the various requirements 
of the Crime Control Act of 1976. The 1977 plan is 
generally much improved over the 1976 plan. 
However, the link between data analysis, problem 
definition, and program funding activity is not con­
sistently strong. The plan was awarded single-year 
approval. Several special conditions were necessary, 
and the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice has 
adequately responded to them. 

Overview 

Prevention. Missouri has recognized citizen 
education and involvement in the criminal justice 
system to be effective means of crime prevention. 
Funding is provided in both of thes~ areas. 

Enforcement. Priorities in the law enforce­
ment section of the plan include support of police 
h'aining, manpower, and 'communications improve­
ment. 

Adjudication, A major goal in the courts 
program area is to increase the efficiency and fair­
ness of the adjudication process. A related goal is the 
development of a statewide system of court ad­
ministratiQn. Emphasis is also placed on pread­
judication diversion programs. 

Corrections. Priority corrections programs in­
clude support for community-based treatment cen­
ters and improvement of local and State correctional 
facilities. Support is given to the development and 
enforcement of minimum 'standards for jails. 

System Support. Missouri continues to sup­
port the development of a statewide criminal justice 
information system. Support is .also provided for the 
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development of a statewide judicial information 
system. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Priority juvenile justice programs include 
support for community-based residential facilities 
and innovative treatment programs. Another 
priority is juvenile delinquency prevention through 
several educational, employment, and counseling 
programs. Emphasis is also placed on assisting local 
jurisdictions in funding specialized juvenile court 
perso.nnel. 

Dru,g Abuse. Missouri recognizes a need to 
support community and institutional treatment cen­
ters and prevention programs for individuals with 
alcohol or drug-related problems. The 1977 
Missouri comprehensive plan provides funding for 
one project of this type. 

MONTANA 
Summary 

The 1977 comprehensive plan submission by the 
Montana Board of Crime Control was a comprehen­
sive effort that adequately met guideline and act re­
quirements. Although imprOVCIll('1t could have been 
realized regarding specific crime analysis for urban 
areas, where there is a more sophisticated data base, 
the crime problems of the State were well-defined 
and logically assessed. The plan reflected a reason­
able correlation to State standards and goals. Also, 
the plan reflected a highly developed and effective 
delivery system for technical assistance, using per· 
son to person contact, meetings, and publications to 
assist the effort. 

Although the SPA did not have all the data 
originally intended for plan development, crime and 
system resol.trce data collated from agency data 
sources and from needs assessments by the five 
regional advisory councils provided sufficient and 
necessary information for problem analysis and 
identification. The annual action programs related 
to identified problems and needs and adequately 
provided potential corrective action. The plan was 
approved with special conditions. 

Overview 
Prevention. Due to the small size of law 

enforcement agencies in Montana, they do not 
readily lend themselves to the formation of special 
crime prevtmtion units. Therefore, there are no such 
units in police agencies, The 1977 plan, however, 
identifies several initiatives which will intensify a 



campaign against crime in Montana. Evidence of a 
trend toward police-community crime prevention 
programs is the fact that 12 officers from the major 
police departments in the State attended and gradu­
ated from the National Crime Prevention In­
stitute.The impact of this effort will most likely 
become apparent in future planning. 

Enforcement. The SPA, based upon current 
crime data analysis, selected burglary as the target 
crime. Continuation funds were provided for 
selected crime areas. All elements of local criminal 
justice systems are committed to the development 
and implementation of the strategy. The projects 
determined to have positive effects on crime and the 
criminal justice system will be continued and/or ex­
panded. Those that had minimal or no impact on the 
crimHlal justice system will be modified or discon­
tinued. 

Adjudication. The SPA will conduct an inven­
tory of courtroom facilities and equipment as a first 
step in. planning for and establishing priorities to 
remedy defects and provide for special needs. 
Perhaps the most serious deficiency, in the courts 
area is the inadequacy offaciIities for legal research. 
Several grants were available for Indian reserva­
tions, which included such projects as courthouse 
construction, equipment purchases, public defend­
ers, and administrative and bookkeeping training. 

Corrections. Block grant programs have been 
continued at the State prison. Funds for new con­
struction and renovation have resulted in new 
educational and vocational facilities as well as new 
living units. Communlty 'corrections funds provided 
a major ~mpact on the expansion of community­
based corrections programs. Montana has utilized 
block grant funds effectively in the area of correc­
tions. Overall, the goals and objectives section 
would be improved by quantifying the objectives as 
required by the guideline manual. 

System S"pport. Funds were provided for 
criminal justice agencies to increase manpower, for 
training to maximize efficiency and service, and to 
increase the level of criminal Justice professionalism 
throughout the State. There are several information 
systems utilized by criminal justice agencies. They 
are the arrest register system, the teletype system, 
and the juvenile court system. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. As previously mentioned, ajuveniLe manage­
ment information system was developed for the 
State. The purpose of .the system was to address the 
problem of inadequate data. The State's major 
problem was the collection of relevant data which 

would be used to identify the needs and problems of 
Juvenile justice. A second problem was th~ need for 
legislative action to fully implement the mandates of 
the Juvenile Justice Act within the time frames set 
forth in the legislation. At the time of plan ,Submis­
sion, the SPA was withholding expenditures of 1977 
juvenile justice funds antH legislative action had 
been completed. 

Drug Abuse. Even though drug specialization 
and training is curtently at minimum standards for 
Montana, the multiyear plan calls for enhancing 
police services, including narcotic and drug in­
vestigations, by 1980. One of the multiyear objec­
tives for the State is to assist criminaL justice agencil1:s 
develop the capability to maintain public informa­
tion programs. 

NEBRASKA 
SllJ.mmary 

The 1977 Nebraska comprehensive plan is an 
excellent document that meets the various require­
ments of the Crime Control Act of 1976. The 1977 
plan is much improved over previous plans and con ... , 
tains an excellent presentation of crime analysis and 
criminal justice system performance data. The 1977 
plan also reflects considerable effort in the develop­
ment of standards and goals to improvPy the 
Nebraska criminal justice system. This plan was 
awarded single-year approval by LEAA without the 
attachment of special conditions. 

Overview ,: 
.J 

The State of Nebraska has developed a set of 
standards and goals for improvement of its criminal 
justice system which guides the use of LEAA funds 
in the State. These standards and goals are the foun­
dation of the comprehensive plan and are directed at 
the most pressing problems in the Nebraska criminal 
justice system; The 1977 Nebraska comprehensive 
plan supports activity in the fol1owing areas: 

Prevention. Nebraska has recognized the need 
for public educati~n and citizen awareness programs 
in order to reduce the chance of citizens being vic­
timized. Funding support is provided for public 
education crime prevention programs in the 1977 
plan. 

Enforcemeut. Goals in the law enforcement 
field in Nebraska relate to the development of effec­
tive com~unication systems, improved training 
resources, and increased cost-effectiveness through 
consolidation of police services. 
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Adjudication. Nebraska has concentrated 
LEAA funding in the courts area to train judicial 
personnel and enhance the management and opera­
tion of the State's court system. 

Corrections. Crowding in State institutions is 
an area of serious concern in Nebraska, and the 
programs in the 1977 plan are directed at this 
problem. Priority corrections programs in the plan 
include increased probation services, expanded 
community-based corrections programs, improved 
institutional services, and programs to divert first 
offenders from the criminal justice system. 

System Support. Recognizing the need for in­
formation about the functioning of its criminal 
justice system, Nebraska is continuing support in its 
plan for development of a statewide, computerized, 
comprehensive data system. When complete, this 
system will provide valuable information for use in 
planning improvements of the Nebraska criminal 
justice system. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. In the area of juvenile justice, Nebraska has 
established goals for lowering the juvenile arrest 
rate, providing community-based alternatives to in­
carceration, and improving those existing juvenile 
institutional programs. A high priority is also placed 
on the prevention of juvenile d~linquency through 
support of programs relating to youth employment, 
school behavior problems, and police-juvenile rela­
tions. 

Drug Abuse. The 1977 Nebraska comprehen­
sive plan provides support for a chemical dependen­
cy treatment program in State correctional facilities 
as well as a community-based drug treatment 
program. All drug abuse program development 
represents a joint planning effort between the 
Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice and the Nebraska Commission on 
Drugs. 

NEVADA 
Summary 

This plan is compliant with statutory and 
guideline requirements, but does not provide a logi­
cal progression from data analysis through problem 
statements and program goals. Problem statements· 
show only minimal relationship to the data base. 
This data base, including both crime and systems 
data, is broad and well-developed and analyzed. 
Problem statements, however, are extremely broad, 
being almost problem categories rather than specific 
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problem statements. One problem statement was 
developed for each program area. Priorities are 
established only to the extent that there ar"! state­
ments of what is important, i.e., a priority to ac­
complish in each program. There is no relative 
weighing of problems, goals and objectives, 
programs, or even program elements. Regional 
plans are included as separate elements of the plan. 
However, they present only crime and systems 
analysis. They do not carry the process to the point 
of developing problems, goals, and programs. This 
plan was approved without substantial special con­
ditions, but with a letter of transmittal requesting 
that improvements be made to more adequately re­
spond to guidelines. Nevada responded adequately 
to all matters brought up in the letter. 

Overview 

Prevention. This program area is comprised of 
projects in the schools to encourage student aware­
ness and support of law enforcement, and an anti­
shoplifting campaign to enlist community support of 
efforts to reduce shoplifting. No crime datajustifica­
tion is provided for the selection of shoplifting as a 
priority problem. The police-school program is 
justified only by an increasing juvenile crime rate. 

Enforcement. Two programs are included in 
this area: one to improve police operations, the other 
to augment police manpower in very small depart­
ments on an emergency basis. It is unclear from the 
problem analysis what specific police or crime 
problems are being addressed. Neither is it clear just 
how these programs will effect the crime reductions 
proposed. 

Adjudication. Problems and priorities are bet­
ter defined in this area than elsewhere in the plan. 
The problem of court congestion is addressed by in­
creased prosecution and defense manpower and a 
case sCfeening unit. Pretrial release and vic­
tim/witness assistance projects are included. 

Corrections. The major portion of corrections 
funds is programmed to employ 10 correctional per­
sonnel for the new State prison to speed the opening 
of that facility. 

System Support. The need for correctional 
facilities improvement is established in a good 
problem statement. Sensibly, no attempt is made to 
fund significant facility improvement programs with 
the limited amount of block funds available. The 
need for training in addition to police officers' 
standards and training is stated in a general problem 
statement. One project to assess the training needs of 
the parole and probation departmep.t is proposed. 



Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre,'en­
tion. Nevada does not participate in the juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention program. In the 
plan, juvenile crime data is analyzed along with the 
adult. The juvenile and adult elements of the crimi­
nal justice system are analyzed together. Diversion 
programs and programs to assist probationers and 
parolees in returning to society are provided. 

Drug Abuse. No problem statements are pro­
vided to indicate that drug abuse is a problem in 
Nevada, yet crime data for Las Vegas shows that of 
those arrested for robbery or burglary in fiscal years 
1974 and 1975, over 30 percent had previous nar­
cotics arrests. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Summary 

The New Hampshire 1977 comprehensive plan 
is not organized as suggested in M41 00.1 E, 
Paragraph 51. With LEAA approval, the plan con­
tinues a format adopted in 1976-Part I: Audit, Part 
II: Juvenile Programs, and Part III; Plan Require­
ments and Compliance. 

The plan represents a good faith effort toward 
internal, external, and parallded comprehensive­
ness. It addresses all components of the criminal 
justice system and reflects a determined effort to im­
prove the quality of the State's criminal justice 
system. The plan has met all of the comprehensive 
r~quirements adequately. It is at;o felt that all of the 
requirements in M 4100.1E have been satisfactorily 
addressed through the issuance of special conditions. 
The plan was approved for one year with three 
special conditions requiring SPA response, which 
have been met. 

Overview 

Prevention. The State of New Hampshire has 
developed a commission on children and youth, 
which is designed to research and identify needs of 
children and youth and to recommend responses to 
these needs. 

This approach, while not unique, does provide 
New Hampshire with an efficient management and 
operation design which can facilitate the improve­
ment of the juvenile justice system. 

Enforcement. The reality of crime statistics 
continues to be questioned in search for quantitative 
measurement of the impact of crime. The figures that 
must be relied on are hot perfect, as many crimes go 
undetected and unrecorded. 

In June of 1976, without the benefit of a comw 

prehensive data system, a determined effort was 
made by the SPA to gather crime statistics and data 
which would quantify the nature and extent of crime 
in New Hampshire. As a result of this study, it was 
determin.cd that an individual citizen in a small city 
hae as many crime problems as a citizen in a large 
city. 

Adjudication. Currently trial courts 
. (municipal, district and superior) function, in nearly 
all respects, as independent courts. Administrative 
functions, such as filing and docketing systems, are 
varied among the courts. Decentralization slows and 
confuses trial court operations. Adoption of uniform 
practices would promote efficiency by establishing 
coordinated routines among the several courts. 

Short range goals are to provide continuing 
judicial and legal educational opportunities. 

Corrections. The State is making progress 
toward a more uniform and systematic approach to 
corrections. These areas, however, are still below 
the level of acceptability in terms of comprehensive­
ness internal to corrections. These were addressed in 
special conditions. 

System Support. There are no information or 
communication systems programs as such included 
for funding in this 1977 plan. The communication 
program in New Hampshire is clearly in better shape 
than most other New England States. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. The gradual progression of youth services in 
New Hampshire has been on an improving plane. 
This design projects a cost-effective and truly 
professional approach to an ever-increasing 
problem. 

Drug Abuse. New Hampshire has furnished no 
data regarding the drug dependent offender popula­
tion nor any other information or data, except the 
number of drug arrests. 

If) 

; ~I NEW JERSEY 

SUl1)mary 

The 1977 New Jersey plan was submitted Octo­
ber 14, 1976. The SPA had,omitted important sec­
tions of the plan, including the technical assistance 
plan, the progress report, and fundinB allocations to 
program components, all in anticipation of the new 
legislation. The Regional Office disapproved the 
October submission and a new version, improved to 
comply with new provisions in the 1976 act, was sub- " 
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mitted on Decem ber 30, 1976. It was the first pl,an to 
be sUbmitted to the LEAA certification process 
which required improvements in the linking of crime 
analysis, system performance analysis, problem 
statements, and action program descriptions. 
Although satisfactory in this respect, the plan was 
stil1somewhat deficient in the use of data, organiza­
tion, impleme:ntation details, the technical assistance 
plan, compliance with requirements, and some Part 
E requirements. These have been dealt with by 
special conditions to which the SPA has been respon­
sive, 

Overview 
The fonowing comments highlight the 

problems. goals, priorities, programs, and projects 
dealt with in the 1977 pl,an. 

Prevention. Needs were identified primarily in 
the juvenile crime' prevention area. Priorities and 
programs were established for community youth 
services, residential facilities for juveniles in need of 
supervision, and community treatment facilities for 
juvenile delinquents. 

Enforcement. Needs were identified in detec­
tion, deterrence, and apprehensi<\n. Priority goals 
were established, especially in the area of rape, rob­
bery, and burglary. Programs for special sex crimes 
and major fugitive units, improved police patrol, 
public housing security, police-community coopera­
tive efforts, narcotics and organized crime, com­
munications, and laboratory services. were 
establ ished. 

Adjudication. Problems were identified in 
court management at ail levels. In addition, a need 
for diversion projects was noted. Goals, priorities, 
and programs were established to improve 
municipal and State court management, data use, in­
take screening, alcoholic diversion, and victim, wit­
ness, and juror projects. 

C~rrec~;;;'lins.Needs were highlighted in the 
management and operation of State and local (:,or­
rectional in5titutions and rloninstitutional correc­
tional services. Progran'.5 were established to im­
prove management and service delivery in local cor­
rectional institutions, to support State corrections 
and community-based correctional programs, and to 
improve parole decisionmaking. 

System Support. The plan generally identified 
widespread need for training in ali criminal justice 
related vocations and for evaluation and monitoring 
support. GOfils, priorities, and programs support six 
training projects reaching 7,000 criminal justice 
worke~s each year. 
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Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. New Jersey placed heavy emphasis on 
juvenile justice in all parts of the planning process. 
Youth programs and projects are found under every 
one of the above categories. New Jersey participates 
in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act program. Programs stress community youth 
treatment and services, special court screening and 
intake, special police juvenile aid bureaus, improved 
juvenile probation services, and deinstitutionaliza­
tion of status offenders. 

Drug Abuse. The plan recognizes the 
problems of alcohol and drug abuse. Although not a 
high priority, there are goals and programs 
established for regionalized narcotic investigation 
units and community resource systems for treatment 
of adult drug and alcohol offenders. 

NEW MEXICO 
Summary 

The major strength of New Mexico's 1977 com­
prehensive plan was the criminal justice system 
crime data and analysis sections. These sections 
reflected the beginning of a comprehensive data 
system for the collection of criminal justice agency 
data, identification of criminal histories and arrest 
information, and' other significant criminal justice 
data. The availability of the computerized data bank 
permits the storage and retrieval of information for 
criminal justice system analysis. The plan complies 
with Title I of the Crime Controi Act of 1976. 

The plan contained raw crime data, data sum­
maries, and Uniform Crime Reports Parts I and II 
offense data. Anaiysis was provided of Part 1 crime 
for seven large counties and·four small counties with 
high crime rates. A sampling and review of approx­
imately 5 percent of the total arrests for Part I 
crimes using a composite of 475 cases from the 
State's 13 judicial districts showed 55 percent 0: the 
475 arrests were dismissed prior to conviction or ac­
quittal; 15 percent were dismissed by police im­
mediately after arrest; 4 percent were dismissed at 
first appearance; 25 percent were dismissed by the 
district attorney rather than file charges; 4 percent 
were dismissed by a grand jury or magistrate court; 
and 8 percent were dismissed by a district or 
magistrate court during trial. The most frequent 
offenses in New Mexico are burglary, larceny, and 
auto theft. 

The 1977 plan was complete covering all crimi­
nal justice system components and contained 
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priorities. The plan was approved by LEAA for a 
single year with four special conditions covering 
minor procedural and substantive deficiencies. The 
SPA agreed to these conditions and has taken the 
necessary action to comply with and clear them. 

Over~iew 

This section provides a plan overview o'f the 
problem, goals, priorities, and programs and proj­
ects for the criminal justice system components. 
Total criminal justice system and subsystem goals 
were established and prioritized. In addition, broad 
systemwide goals and priorities were established by 
criminal justice system area (i.e. law enforcement, 
courts, juvenile justice, corrections, etc.). 

Prevention. New Mexko developed a 
program for "Crime Prevention Through Public 
Education.;' This program intends to resolve 
problems regarding lack of current public informa­
tion on crime prevention techniques and methods 
that can be employed to avoid becoming a victim of 
crime. This program relates to the law enforcement 
goal of community crime prevention through better 
education of the public, and to the problem law en­
forcement agencies have in getting better reporting 
of crime and participation by the public. 

Enforcement. The major goal established for 
enforcement is to establish State mandated 
minimum selection and training standards for police 
personnel to resolve the probkm of insufficient or 
untrained law enforcement personnel. The plan has 
a program for adopting new legislation to correct 
this problem. 

Adjudicatiou. Major problems identified in 
adjudication incluaed needed' improvements in 
and/or development of judicial rules and pro­
cedures, specialized legal training and education. 
reduction in appellate delay, pretrial diversion 
programs, and case handling. Programs to address 
these problems include judicial education and train­
ing, financial assistance to district courts for pretrial 
diversion programs, and expansion of disposition 
alternatives. These programs relate to major goals of 
improved manpower development and sentencing 
alternatives for judges. 

Corrections. Lack of standardized jail opera­
tions, need for additional prerelease counseling, and 
overcrowding of diagnostkand evaluation centers 
were Some of the major pr061ergsidentified in New 
Mexico's correctional system. The development of a 
corrections master plaa and a unified correctional 
system are major goals identified in the plan. 

System Support. New Mexico's major system 

support problem was the ladt of comprehensive 
criminal justice data reporting by police, courts, cor­
rections, and juvenile delinquency agencies. In addi­
tion, planning analysis was needed in all phases of 
the criminal justice system. The priority in this area 
was for a comprehensive data system designed to 
collect and analyze data, and maintain com­
puterized criminal history and other data required 
for crime analysi.s. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven .. 
Hon. The major priority and program impacting 
on juvenile delinquency was the "Statewide First Of­
fender Program." The program's purpose was to 
divert juvenile offenders from the formal judicial 
system to avoid the stigma associated with judicial 
proceedings and the subsequent label of delinquent. 
Programs were also included in the plan for com­
munity and State youth services. 

Drug Abuse. The plan states "drug-related 
crime is a major (if not the most serious) problem 
facing New Mexico." Most data available about 
drug and alcohol abuse were revealed in the offense 
statistics from Part II Uniform Crim'e Reports data. 
No specific goals and priorities were in the plan for 

, drug or alcohol abuse. A community-based preven­
tion and diversion program was developed for 
youth, including a drug and solvent abuse pt;P~ram. 

NEW YORK 

Summary 
The New York, .1977 comprehensive plan was 

found to be in compliance with LEAA's require­
ments, however, it was approved with seven special 
conditions that r.equired the SPA's action. None of 
these conditions altered or impacted the funding 
decisions. 

The annual action programs were conscien­
tiously developed in accordance with outlined 
problem analyses, priorities, goals, objectives, and 
standards set forth as the result of crime analysis ap~ 
proved by the supervisory board. = 

The SPA did not request, nor did the Regional 
Office approve, any plan components for multiyear 
status. 

Overview 
Prevention. Needs were identified for this area 

with emphasis placed on juvenile delinquency and 
community crime prevention, Progtams were 
developed to impact these\Jneeds such as juvenile 
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court intake, improved juvenile probation. and com­
munity-based programs. 

Enforcement. Programs that will address the 
needs in this area are crime specific programming. 
police-community relations, police training, police 
management and planning, and improvement in 
police investigation and forensic capabilities. . 

Adjudication. Needs for the adjudication area 
include problems and needs of the prosecution and 
defense. The major funding thrust in this area is 
specialized units for prosecution and defense (con­
sumer fraud, homicide, and major offense and early 
case assessment unit». Training of court, prosecu­
tion, and defense personnel, and citizen participa­
tion in the judiciary process, are also being ad­
dressed in this area. 

Corrections. Needs for the corrections area 
are being addressed with such programs as expand­
ing alternatives to secure detention, improving adult 
detention, improving institutional and parole 
programs and services, and enhancing training and 
career development opportunities for correctional 
personnel. 

System Support. Needs are identified for the 
system support area. The major thrusts for this area 
are information systems and police communication 
systems. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Needs for this area are in prevention, treat­
ment, and control. New York is participating in the 
juvenile justice program and is receiving a formula 
grant. Appropriate programming was developed to 
embrace these needs. 

Drug Abuse. The need identified for this area 
is being addressed in one program area: E-l "Im­
proving Adult Secure Detention." This program 
offers counseling and other forms of maintenance 
and/or treatment for drug abusers and alcoholics 
wj.ilf.'l in detention. 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Summary 

The 1977 North Carolina comprehensive plan 
was initially reviewed by LEAA and a determina­
tion was made that, due to the numerous deficiencies 
contained therein, a major plan revision was re­
quired prior to plan approval. Upon LEAA review 
of the revis..::d 1977 plan, sing.!e-year approva.I with 
special conditions was granted. 

LEAA's review of the revised 1977 plan dis­
closed that, even though the plan for 1977 falls short 
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of anticipated results, it does in fact meet the 
minimum requirements outlined in the act. The plan 
demonstrated a vast amount of available data; 
however, it was improrerly utilized. In short, there 
appeared to be no systematic approach to the plan­
ning effort. 

Overview 

Prevention. The State is involved in the area of 
prevention in that it supports crime prevention units 
which are attached to law enforcement agencies. The 
projects are designed to increase public awareness of 
and community involvement in the crime problem. 
This is accomplished through utilization of the 
media, pubiic education, and police-conducted 
security inspections; and it is directed toward the 
State goals of reducing crime. 

Enforcement. The area of enforcement repre­
ser,ts the State's largest investment of funds-ap­
proximately 5 I .12 percent. The primary objective, 
to increase the clearance rate of all reported Part I 
offenses, is directed through enforcement programs 
such as specialized in Icstigation, consolidation of 
enforcement services via contract, patrol, and 
miniteam policing. These projects, for both 
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas, are 
directed toward the State goal of increasing efficien­
cy in the area of enforcement. 

Adjudication. The State's involvement of the 
block grant program in the area of courts represents 
approximately 9 percent of the award. The projects 
are directed toward the State's goals of increasing 
system efficiency and improving the professional 
skills of individuals within the system. This is to be 
accomplished via projects such as policy issue 
research, administrative support, personnel stand­
ards, and education and training. 

Corrections. The area of corrections receives 
approximately 12 percent of the block award. The 
projects contained in the plan are designe.d to in­
crease efficiency in the delivery of services. The 
programs and projects included in the plan are assis­
tant probation and parole officers, correctional 
research, and safety equipment. 

System Support. The SI'ate is committed to the 
development of a criminal justice information 
system. This system, will be achieved via programs 
and projects such as computer-aided dispatch, 
mobile digital communications, and local and jail 
record!'; systems. Additionally, the State is heavily 
involved in the area of police radio communications 
and the continued implementation of its LEAA ap­
proved master plan for the same. These programs 
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and projects are directly related to the State goal of 
crime reduction, increased efficiency, and system 
improvement. 

Juvenne Justice and Delinquency Pre"en­
tion. The State demonstrated a heavy involvement 
in this area of the J 977 plan and committed in excess 
of 25 percent of the block program funds in the area 
of juvenile justice. In this area, the State is commit­
ted to programs and projects in prevention, shelter 
care and nonsecure detention, group homes, and 
specialized foster care. The programs and projects 
are directed toward the State goal of crime reduc­
tion and increased efficiency and effectiveness in the 
delivery of services to young adults and youths. 

Drug Abuse. During the implementation of 
the J 977 plan, the State will be involved in a 
feasibility study of providing comprehensive drug 

. and alcohol services to inmates. Additi~nally, the 
State will support a drug abuse information system 
related to the criminal justice information system. In 
the area of drug enforcement, the State is heavily in­
volved in the support of drug investigation and un­
dercover operations. Aga,in, the projects are 
designed to m.eet the State goal of crime reduction. 

NORTH DAK~)'TA 

Summary 

The 1977 comprehensive plan from the North 
Dakota Combined Law Enforcement Council 
reflected an improved level of planning. The plan 
contained shortcomings in crime analysis and data 
gathering, and the planning process was complicat~d 
by a large number of continuation grants. The 1977 
plan was approved for one year with special condi­
tions. These conditions were satisfied and cleared, 
based on supplemental information provided by the 
council. 

Overview 

Prevention and Enforcement. These two 
categories were specifically addressed in the 1977 
plan. Funds were awarded in several programs 
covering rural law enforcement, police training, 
contractual policing, and law enforcement com­
munications. These was also a section on enforce­
ment and prevention for the State's Indian reserva­
tions. Crime and delinquency data for the Indian 
portion of the plan is thoroughly described. The 
multiyear section, which was fairly comprehensive, 
integrated the standards and goal~ into each of the 
goal area:1d)r~vention and enforcement could have 

been improved, however, through the increased 
utilization and analysis of data. 

Adjudication. The adjudication component of 
the plan reflects substantial effort to comply with the 
guicelines and the act. Statistical data and well­
developed program narratives are provided along 
with descriptions of relationships among the various 
courts, the attorney general's office, State attorn,,yYs, 
and defense attorneys. A general description of\'he 
Jaw school's criminal law curriculum and its legal 
intern program is provided. Activities of the State 
Bar Association are also covered. Statements of 
goals, standards, and priorities are provided in the 
multiyear plan. However, improvement was needed 
in the correlation between the statistics presented 
and the needs outlined in the action plan. 

Corrections. The SPA was required to provide 
considerable additional information and data over 
its original submission to obtain plan approval. 
After considerable negotiation and receipt of the ad~ 
ditional submission, the corrections component of 
the plan was adjudged acceptable. North Dakota'S 
prison system is poor, due to the number of jail 
facilities which are in substandard condition. Since 
1967, the North Dakota jail inspector has closed 
more than 158 jails which were found to be untit for 
human habitation. 

System Support. De'scriptions of support 
systems in the State were presented but did not cover 
all activities funded byLEAA discretionary and 
block grants. The plan contained information on the 
implement&Lion of a statewide uniform crimj1>.report­
ing system and a judicial information system. 

North Dakota does not participate in the com­
prehensive data system program, but has imple­
mented a statewide uniform crime reporting 
program that will gradually allow the SPA to dis­
continue other data collection efforts. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven· 
Hon. Th(; State of North Dakota does not partici­
pate in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act. 
The State initially participated under the act and ac­
cepted its first formula grant allocation. The State 
also accepted 1977 formula grant funds. Ho\,veyer, 
the SPA subsequently elected not to expend any of 
the 1971 funds and formally withdrew from par­
ticipation. LEA A deobligated the funds invqlved, 

Drug Abuse. There is relatively liH\e drug en­
forcement specialization throughout t~,e State of 
North Dakota. The few major city poli)ce depart­
ments and the Bureau of Crimtnal htvestigation 
have the only drug speciaUzation.units. The plan in­
dicated a growing problem il1 and concern about 
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statewide drug trafficking and drug abuse. A need 
was shown for professional training in the drug en­
forcement field as well as more active communica­
tion among agencies. 

OHIO 
Summary 

The 1977 Ohio comprehensive plan can best be 
described as a marginal document. All of. the 
guideline requirements in M41 00.1 E were met; 
however, the range of compliance was anywhere 
from excellent to poor. 

The most notable weaknesses were in the areas' 
of crime and problem analysis. Rationale for this is 
twofold. {n 1977, LEAA placed an additional 
emphasis on crime and 'problem analysis, and the 
Ohio SPA found itseif"with limited available data 
and a lack of substantbfcomputer assistance. These 
problems have since been corrected. 

The plan was awarded with numerous special 
conditions and h.(ls single-year approval. All of the 
special conditions have since been cleared. 

Overview 

Prevention. The need to enlist citizen efforts in 
the reduction of crime has been addressed in the 
1917 plan. Funds in the amount of $3,068,1 08 were 
set aside for projects under the citizen involvemel,t 
in crime prevention program. This program was ap­
parently developed without a documented need. 
Review of the plan indicates that there is no I ink be­
tween crime analysis, resourC!e analysis, and 
problem analysis. 

Enforcement. Ohio has emphasized training of 
law enforcement personnel, planning and manage­
ment, science and law enforcement, communica­
tions, multijurisdictional enforcement, and crime 
specific programs in the enforcement component of 
the 1917 piau. Most of these programs were 
developed as a result of crime analysis and problem 
analysis. 

Adjudication. Significant funding for local 
public defender projects, diversion projects, pretrial 
release projects, court computer technology, career 
criminal prosecution units, and judicial training has 
been provided in Ohio's 1977 plart. Support for 
program areas outside of these priorities is relatively 
modest. 

Corrections. Ohio targeted 1977 corrections 
funding at the increasing problems of maximum 
workload and inmate population in institutional 
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corrections, as well as community-based correc­
tions. Priority areas addressed by the plan include 
community treatment for adult offenders, institu­
tional treatment for adult offenders, upgrading cor­
rectional personnel, offender diagnosis and 
classification services and corrections planning and 
management. 

System Support. Ohio did not develop a sepa­
rate systems program in its 1917 plan. Instead, 
systems funding has been spread among the other 
functional categories. Priority funding in the system 
support area includes law enforcement communica­
tions, planning and management systems, juvenile 
information systems, and a system to improve court 
information handling. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Recognizing the need for providing improved 
juvenile services, Ohio is participating in the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
Priority areas in the juvenile portion of the plan in­
dude juvenile delinquency prevention, juvenile 
diversion, community treatment for delinquent 
youth, in!.titutional treatment for delinquent youth, 
juvenile services planning and management, and 
upgrading juvenile services personnel. 

Drug Abuse. When the 1977 plan was 
developed, the Ohio SPA did not have a drug 
enforcement specialist on its staff. This is reflected in 
the plan through the limited information available 
on drug abuse. The only drug projects mentioned in 
the plan refer to the establishment of metropolitan 
enforcement ·groups. 

OKLAHOMA 

Summary 

The 1917 Oklahoma Crime Commission com­
prehensive plan complied with Title I of the Om­
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as 
amended. The major strength of the comprehensive 
plan was the planning and analysis capability 
reflected and developed through the comprehensive 
data systems program. The CDS portion of the plan 
included collection and analysis of criminal justice 
agency data, and maintenance of the arrest and iden­
tification components of computerized criminal 
histories and other criminal justice system data re­
qu~red for crime analysis. 

The plan contained raw crime data, data sum­
maries and Uniform Crime Reports Parts I and II 
offense data for Oklahoma City and Tulsa, 11 sub­
state planning districts, and the State as a whole. 



The 1977 plan contained a general analysis of 
reported crime for murder, rape, nonresidential bur­
glary, street robbery, aggravated assauit, residential 
burglary, larceny, property crimes, and motor vehi­
cle theft. In addition, drug and alcohol abuse offense 
data were tabulated and summarized. This general 
analysis showed burglary, larceny and auto theft to 
be the most frequent major crimes in Oklahoma. 

The plan was approved for a single-year with 
three special conditions covering minor substantive 
and procedural deficiencies. The SPA agreed to the 
conditions and provided necessary supplemental in­
formation to clear them. 

Overview 

This section provides a plan overview of the 
probLems, goals, priorities, and programs and proj­
ects for the criminal justice system components. 

Prevention. The 1977 Oklahoma comprehen­
sive plan does not directly address prevention. In­
stead, programs described for other components of 
the criminal justice sysum were related to crime pre­
vention. For example, under the police portion of 
the plan, a program for crime ptevention units was 
developed to advise the public in crime prevention 
techniques. 

Enforcement. The priority in enforcement, as 
established by the Oklahoma Crime Commission, 
was training of law enforcement personnel, par­
tiCularly in regard to the State's low clearance rates 
for offenses reported. Only about 16 percent ()f the 
offenses reported statewide are cleared "by arrest. 
The specified goal was to increase the clearance rate 
for burglary and larceny by 6 percent over the next 
three years. 

Adjudication. The goal was to increase the 
statewide conviction rate by 12 percent in three 
years. The present statewide conviction rate is about 
62 percent of cases tried. Programs for the training 
of personnel and improvement of judicial manage­
ment were prov{~)ed to achieve this goal. 

Corrections. Oklahoma's major correctional 
priority was to provide rehabilitative opportunities 
in the form of work programs, academic education, 
vocational training, and community contact 
programs. This would improve the serious problem 
of a high rate of recidivism. Priority funding in the 
correctional area was for community treatment 
programs and projects. Oklahoma's goal was to pro·, 
vide for the successful reentry of offenders into 
society and the reductfon of recidivism. 

System Support. Oklahoma's major systeni 
support problem was the lack of reporting of com-

prehensive criminal justice data by p~)licc, court, 
corrections, and juvenile delinquency agencies. In 
addition, planning and analysis was needed in all 
phases of the criminal justice system. For exalJ1/?le, 
disposition data of those persons arrested asjuveiiile 
delinquents is lacking in the State. The priority given 
by Oklahoma in this area was for the comprehensive 
data system program and the SPA statistical analysis 
center which collects ht,j analyzes data, aOl1 tnain­
tains computerized criminal histories and otht'r in­
formation required for crime analysis. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven~ 
tion. A majority of the funding of juvenile delin­
quency programs was in the area of community­
based prevention and diversion for status offenders. 
This funding was intended to reduce the problems 
with courts regarding the incarceration of status of­
fenders and to provide better community-based pre­
vention services to juveniles and youth. A sel'ious 
problem also exists in Oklahoma regarding the 
availability of data on the processing of juveniles in 
the criminal justice system (i.e., disposition). The 
first priority in Oklahoma was to provide com· 
munity-based programs and services for the preven­
tion and treatment of delinquents. These programs 
have the goal of reducing juvenile involvement in 
the criminal justice system. 

Drug Abuse. The plan has limitltd data in the 
area of drug abuse. However, a limited analysis is 
made of narcotic drug violations in the two largest 
counties and statewide. One narcotics unit program 
was funded in 1977 to increase the apprehension rate 
of drug offenders. 

OREGON 
Summary 

The 1977 Oregon State plan met in all instances 
at least minimum compliance with the substance and 
format of the -LEAA legislation and guideline re~ 
quirements. The plan demonstrates a good faith 
effort to produce a viable planning and implementa~ 
tion document that will upgrade the criminal justice 
system throughout the State and will work for the 
goal of crime reduction. , 

Oregon has made substantial gains to\%Z~ 
changing their planning proce~s from a fund alloca~" 
tion process to a cyclical plunn~ug process, with the 
supervisory board meetings keyed to four major 
decision points in the process. Past efforfs have 
focused on simply allocating funds without identify~ 
ing areas of greatest need through a logical planning 
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methodology. This year's plan indicates a substan­
tial commitment toward performing meaningful 
crime and problem analysis to identify existing 
system weaknesses and allocating funds on the basis 
of needs identified through the planning process. 
The major comprehensive plan elements are all in­
cluded in this year's plan. The crime and problem 
analysis, existing resources, goals and objectives, 
multiyear action program, and annual action 
program are all improved and display excellent 
efforts toward comprehensive planning. There are 
weaknesses in the plan links that will hopefully be 
overcome in future planning efforts (I.e., some of the 
plan components do not relate to other components 
as well as they should). 

Overview 
Prevention. ~o significant issues to report. 
Enforcement. Much of the police data that has 

been collected and analyzed does not relate dir.;ctiy 
to police programs and projects that were I,;elected 
for funding, which indicates that fund allocations 
were sometimes based more on unsubstantiated re­
quests than on an analysis of the available data. 

Adjudication. The SPA needs to address more 
resources to the development of a greater public de­
fender capability in general. This is primarily true in 
the representation of indigent defendants in rural 
areas. There is also a need to address further 
resources to the growing number of court ad­
ministrators. The adjudication area does indicate, 
however, that at least minimally adequate assistance 
is being directed toward the prosecution and defense 
functions as well as the judiciary. 

Corrections. No significant issues to report. 
System Support. The plan's discussion of in­

formation systems was adequate with respect to 
guideline requirements. However, the plan was 
vague in terms of the offender-based transaction 
statistics requirements. A minimum discussion of ex­
isting radio and t~lecommunications systems was 
noted, although funding in these areas was included 
in the pian and appeared satisfactory. 

JU'\~<mile Justice and Delinquency PrevE.n­
tion. No significant issues to report. 

Drug Abuse. No significant issues to report. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

S~mmary 

'fhe 1977 comprehensive plan represented a 

substantial improvement over the 1976 plan and 
established new priority areas designed to maximize 
the impact of LEAA dollars. Funding focus and 
emphasis is shifted to crime specific and away from 
the "something for everyone" approach deemed to 
be of low impact. 

The new priorities concentrate mainly on the 
crimes ofrobbery, burglary, and rape committed by 
offenders under 25 years of age; deinstitutlOnaliza­
tion of status offenders; and separation of adults and 
juveniles. An increased emphasis on the importance 
of planning was also established as part of the new 
priorities. 

The plan was completed with major improve­
ments provided in crime and problem analysis and 
annual action programs, which had been weak areas 
in the past. 

The plan was given single-year approval. 
Minimal special conditions were required, and met 
with full compliance from the SPA. 

Overview 
Prevention. The thrust c.,fthf! crime prevention 

effort is to deal with the problems of citizen apathy, 
and community and dome:;tic crises which often 
result in crime. 

.Programs and projec~s pianned for funding in­
clude educational programs to inform citizens ::tbout 
the criminal justice system and crime prevention ac­
tivities, provision of technical and financial assis­
tance to enable community organizations to actively 
participate with criminal justice agencies in crime 
prevention efforts; and efforts to involve citizens in 
local planning and decisionmaking efforts in crime 
prevention. 

, Enforcement. The thrust of police programs is 
to improve target crime clearance rates and reduce 
the fragmentation of police services through 
organization'll consolidation where possible, and 
through the consolidation of support services. 

Adjud!cation. The thrust of programs in this 
area aims at reducing continuances of proceedings, 
scheduling of lead time, improving case screening 
and case scheduling, and increasmg prosecution and 
defense capabilities. 

Corrections. The thrust of correctional 
programs is to train personnel and establish com­
munity-based centers, institutional diagnostic and 
treatment pr:: ",-ams, and specialized probation serv­
ices. 

System Support. Major efforts in this area in­
clude the establishment of State technical aS8istance 
capabilities in all aspects of the criminal justice 
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system, improvement of planning and evaluation 
capabilities of operating agencies, and development 
of information systems. . 

Juvl,!uile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. In the juvenile delinquency prevention area, 
programs to deal with the educational and employ­
ment needs of high risk youth were planned, as well 
as the provision of social services. Examples include 
a youth advocate program, outreach services, and 
residential care and counseling. 

Other juven~le problem areas planned for fund­
ing include a program to divert minor offenders 
from the courts, establishment of diagnostic and, 
screening capabilities, alternative programs for 
status offenders, and improved probation and in~ 
stitutional programs. 

Drug Abuse. There is no clearly defined sepa­
rate drug abuse proghm in the plan. Funding of cor­
rectional institution and probation drug treatment 
projects were planned however. 

The State has a distinct agency, the Governor's 
Council on Drug a,nd Alcohol Abuse, responsible 
for planning and coordinating drug and alcohol 
abuse programs. 

PUERTO RICO 

Summ2i)" 

The objectives of the Puerto Rico 1977 com­
prehensive plan are to improve the existing person­
nel of the criminal justice system, prevent and 
reduce crime by focusing on potential violations and 
promoting public awareness and cooperation, im­
prove detection and apprehension capabilities, im­
prove the quality of justice and efficiency in dispens­
ing it, reduce the incidence of recidivism and drug 
addiction, enhance public relations, reduce the inci­
dence of juvenile delinquency, and provide 
rehabilitation for delinquent youths. There isa,very 
close harmony between the plan's objectives and 
those outlined in both the Crime Control Act and 
Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevent\on Act, and in 
LEAA guidelines. 

The 1977 comprehensive plan was approved for 
sjngle year status with nine special conditions, all of 
which :~ave been p.roperly retired. 

Overview 
Prevention. Additional statistical information 

would give a clear~r .description of the Island's 
problems. Crime prevention goals are set in order of 

priority. Programs and projects are mostly continua­
tions of previous years. Emphasis is on prevention of 
juvenile drug abuse, public education, and street 
lighting. ' 

Enforcement. Problems in enforcement are 
identified and priorities established in the areas of 
criminalistics, crime analysis, police training, and 
police planning. 

Adjudication. Goals and programs were 
established in court planning, special prosecutor in­
vestigation, and legal assistance to indigents. 

Corrections. The goals and prioriti~s 

established give strength to the plan. The programs 
and projects flow naturally from the crime and 
problem analysis. Much emphasis is given to 
priorities and projects in vocational training and 
employment services to inmates, services to addicts, 
classification, improved correctional management, 
community-based facilities, probation, and parole. 

System Supr~rt. Data collection and crime 
analysis capabilities have been substantiaIiy im­
proved from previous years. The goals and priorities 
are realistic, and the programs and projects are 
third-year continuatioil fundings for a needed and 
progressive support system program. Emphasis is on 
training and information systems. 

Junnile Justice and Delinquency Pn~ve~­
tion. Problems were identified and high priorities 
given to juvenile justice programs in all of the above 
categories. 

Drug Abuse. Problems were not as completely 
described as was desired. More information was 
needed with regard to evaluation and technical 
assistance. Goals and priorities should have been 
comprehensive. The limited programs and projects 
were determined ~o be effective as far as they ex­
tended. 

RHODE ISLAND 
The Rhode Island plall, as submitted, was not 

structured so that all the parts effectively combined 
intoll total, integrated whole, as required by 601(m) 
of the act. It has been acknowledged to be a 
minimum compliance document and offers no new 
or stimulating programs or 'approaches to the needs 
of the criminal Justice system. 

Because of deficiencies in specific areas of the 
plan, as well as its lack of internal unity and cohe­
siveness, award was made only for Part C and Part 
E funds, based on a single-ye~r approval o(the plan. 
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Attached to the award were 10 special condi­
tions which required SPA action. Those special con­
.ditions which required action prior to funding have 
been complied with. There are four special condi­
tions which remain active and which either restrain 
funding of certain projects (assumption of cost 
issues) or which require certain actions by the 
grantee or subgrantee if certain types of projects are 
to receive funding (obtaining communications fre­
quency support, obtaining proper local waivers, Part 
E monitoring). 

The approval of the comprehLlSive plan did not 
include an award for juvenile justice funds because 
Rhode Island, at the time the plan was submitted, 
was undecided whether it would participate in the 
program. Subsequently, the State decided to partici­
pate and made a submission in calendar 1977. 

As noted above, the Rhode Island plan met only 
minimum requirements for approval. It should be 
viewed as a starting point for negotiation and con­
sensus building aimed at improving the planning 
process in Rhode Island, and as an instrument 
through which a relatively new SPA leadership can 
gain experience and expertise in statewide criminal 
justice planning. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Summary 

The 1977 South Carolina comprehensive plan 
presented a marked improvement over prior years' 
submissions. The South Carolina Offi«e of Criminal 
Justice Programs established and utilized a sound, 
rational planning process for allocating funds 
throughout the State. The 1977 comptehensive plan 
clearly identifies the State's problems and priorities. 
In addition, a strategy for resolving those problems 
is demonstrated through its annual action programs. 
Although the plan was improved, it contains two 
major weaknesses: it did not contain enough crime 
data to do a complete crime analysis for the State; 
and it did not contain enough system performance 
data to do problem analysis for the State. 

The SPA has demonstrated its willingness to im­
prove these deficiencies by supporting a statewide 
uniform crime reporting system, as well as providing 
technical' assistance to the local units of government 
on improving their own record keeping system. 

Overview 

The following sections provide a brief overview 
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of the State's response to its crime problems. 
Prevention. The 1977 comprehensive plan 

contains four programs to improve prevention ac­
tivities within South Carolina. The State's major 
emphasis is directed at the family. One program was 
to concentrate on improving family relationships 
within the home and the community. Two other 
programs were to educate the public on crime and 
how the community can work together to prevent 
crime. In addition, a program was planned tha't 
would support research on mental illness among 
criminals. 

Enforcement. The State allocated $2,084,174 
of its block funds to enforcement. One area of 
special interest is the law enforcement diversionary 
project, which trains law enforcement officers to 
divert offenders into programs rather than jail. The 
major emphasis in enforcement deals with 
specialized units. Programs have been developed to 
provide local law enforcement agencies with person­
nel, equipment, and training to establish these units. 

Adjudication. The State has allocated 
$607,631 of its block funds to improve the court 
system. Major emphasis has been placed on increas­
ing prosecutor manpower, case screening for 
prosecution, and providing additional resources to 
address case backlog. 

Corrections. The State has allocated $573,386 
of its block funds to improve the correctional system 
within the State. Emphasis has been placed on com­
munity-based programs, one of which is to provide 
t~ ree regions with a facility for diverting 2,481 in­
mates from the State penitentiary. Also included are 
a work-release program affecting 600 inmates, and 
training prograrris for correctional personnel rela­
tive to the provision of dru.g and alcohol treatment 
services to inmates. 

System Support. South Carolina supports 
system developJ:I?ent by providing funus and techni­
cal assistance to the cri7,linal justice information 
system within the State. {he State is in the process of 
implementing its master plan. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion The State has allocated $1,713,809 of its 
block funds to improve the juvenile justice system. 
Emphasis has been placed on community-based 
programs and the separation of juvenile and adult 
offenders. Group home and diversion programs 
have been developed to address t:lis pdority. 

Drug Abuse. The State allocated few funds in 
this area. The 1977 comprehensive plan did not in­
dicate that this was a problem area in South 
Carolina. 



SOUTH DAKOTA 
Summary 

The 1977 comprehensive plan submitted to 
LEA A by the South Dakota Division of Law Enfor­
cement Assistance represented one of the best plan­
ning efforts completed by that staff. The plan indi­
cated the SPA's ability to analyze and organize data, 
notwithstanding the plan's primary weakness of 
"dated" data (mostly 1974) or missing data. In the 
future, the SPA will obtain data information from 
the statistical analysis center at the University of 

. South Dakota for closing the existing data gaps in 
the plan. The Part E special requirements section 
was prepared well and rates among the best of those 
from the Rf)cky Mountain area. 

In previou::l plans, this State placed heavy 
emphasis on equipment and construction funding. 
The 1977 plan, however, allocated only about 10 
percent of its funds for these two areas, which was a 
considerable change in direction for the SPA toward 
programmatic funding. 

The 1977 plan was approved with special condi­
tions which have been satisfied. Single-year ap­
proval was given for the submission. 

Overview 
Prevention and Enforcement. The 1977 plan 

contains only limited dollars for prevention and en­
forcement programs, with the exception of a local 
peace officer training program. In prior years, funds 
were available for a statewide crime prevention 
program but nv eligible agencies applied for the 
funds. Therefore, the program was dropped. 
Although arrest and criminal history data were 
difficult to obtain, the effectiveness of system com­
ponents cannot be determined without it. This sec­
tion met minimum guideline requirements. 

Adjndication. One ofthe primary goals of the 
adjudication portion of the plan is "to aid in the 
effective implementation of one unified court 
system." However, the annual action program con­
tained little in support of this goal. More indepth 
study is needed to analyze the need for ·a statewide 
system of prosecutors. No judicial training funds 
were provided. 

One program which will benefit the court and 
the judges is the Pennington County Public Safety 
Facility, because it will result in the construction of 
a new courtroom with. space for the State attorney's 
office. The SPA has allocated funds to improve 
prosecution. 

Corrections. The SPA committed 30 percent 
of its Part C funds to correctional programs. The 
corrections section of the 1977 plan shows excellent 
integration and relationship with the prior section· 
on resources and capabilities ofthe system. Overall, 
the 1977 plan submission was a Vast improvement 
over prior submIssions. All of the action programs 
addressed problems and needs which were identified 
in the problem analysis section and are directed at 
'achieving the goals, objectives, and priorities 
esta':lished in the planning process. Improvement 
was needed regarding recidivism data for the Divi~ 
sion of Correctional Services and multiyear 
forecasts which II~Jkcd specificity and quantifica­
tion. 

System Support. During 1975, the SPA staff 
and regional planners gathered system performance 
data from State and local crimina! justice agencies. 
The plan contained an acceptable analysis of the 
needs for data and for_ statistical systems develop­
ment for planning and management purposes. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
ti~}D. The SPA did not develop an adequate 
strategy, procedure, or timetable for separation and 
deinstitutionalization of status offenders. There was 
also the problem of the ~;:'A failing to collect data 
on the number of status offenders detained in correc­
tional institutions in the State. Efforts are under'way 
to resolve the deficienci.es found in the juvenile 
justice section. 

Drug Abuse. The SPA developed an excellent 
cooperative arrangement with the single State agen­
cy for drug and alcohol abuse. The SPA also funded 
a drug counselor at the penitentiarY.,ilnd has pro­
vid~d funding in prior years for <r::;hmunity alcohol 
treatment and referral centers. 

TENNESSEE 
Summary 

The 1977 comprehensive plan for the improve­
ment of law enforcement in the State ,of Tennessee 
was initially reviewed by LEAA and a determina­
tion made that, due to the I.'umerous deficiencies 
contained therein, a major plan revision was re~ 
quired prior to plan approval. Upon LEAA review 
of the revised 1977 plan, single-year approval with 
special conditions wa&' .granted. 

As a result of the LEAA review of the revised 
pl~m, it was determined that evidence existed that 
little systematic analysis had been done of criminal 
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justice needs and problems in the State of Tennessee. 
It appeared that there had been little analytical 
planning, and the programs were not truly innova· 
tive (there appeared to be an orientation toward the 
purchase of equipment and the hiring of personnel). 
In short, the 1977 revised plan contained little evi­
dence that the desired effect of an analytical plan­
ning process had been institutionalizeci within Ten- . 
nessee's criminal justice planning efforts. Even 
though the document falls short of a perfect product, 
it does reflect a determined effort on the part of the 
State to improve the quality of law enforcement and 
criminal jt..,tice throughout Tennessee. This is 
demonstrated more clearly in the following section. 

Overview 

Prevention. The comprehensive plan indicates 
that there exists an environment conducive to the 
mutual misperception of the relationships between 
criminal justice personnel and the citizenry they 
serve in ~:"~nnessee. Although not heavily involved 
in this area, the State attempts to strengthen the rela­
tionship between police agencies and the community 
while geared toward the goals of improved police­
community crime prevention and the establishment 
of a joint police-community crime prevention 
program in each police agency. 

Enforcement. The State demonstrated a heavy 
involvement in thh ,Irea of the 1977 plan and com­
mitted in excess of 36 percent of the block program 
funds to the area of enforcement. This involvement 
included such areas as law enforcement communica­
tion systems, contracting and consolidating law en­
forcement services, improvement of investigative 
techniques, organized crime control, and law 
enforcement training. Great strides have been made 
in the State in the area of communications and train­
ing. These fJcograms are geared primarily toward the 
objective of enabling the metropolitan and non­
metropolitan jurisdictions to increase the clearance 
rate of reported Part I offenses. 

Adjudication.' It was determined by LEAA 
that the State provided an adequate share ofthe Part 
C funds to the area of courts. That represented ap­
proximately 10 petcent to the judiciary, 6 percent to 
prosecution, and 2 percent to indigent defense. This 
included, for example, support for a district attor­
neys' general conference at the State level, training 
for judicial employees, a planning unit within the 
supreme court, and administrative support 
throughout the State's court system. These efforts 
were geared primarily toward obtaining significant 
reduction· of delays in criminal proceedings, to 
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assure the quality of services, and to improve the 
overall court administration. 

Corr,ections. The area of corrections (adult 
and juvenile) received the second largest commi't­
ment of funds in the plan-approximately 26 per­
cent. The programs and projects funded ranged from 
regional ~orrections centers to an executive- con­
ference for corrections. Provided also were diag­
nostic services and specialized medical services for 
inmates. These projects were directed at changing 
the public attitude toward State correctional serv­
ices, providing better services to the inmates, reduc­
tion in prison overcrowding, and system improve­
ment. 

System Support. The 1977 plan is designed to 
follow the statewide comprehensive plan for com­
munications which is approximately 50 percent 
completed. The objective of this program is to insure 
that all law enforcement agencies in Tennessee have 
adequate full-time radio communications 
capabilities. The statewide criminal justice informa­
tion system has not enjoyed a great deal of success, 
and major problems are currently being corrected 
with anticipated success. 

JuvenUe Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. The State's juvenile justice programs are 
basically progressive community-based programs 
that will improve both the system and services to 
youth. These programs entail a statewide juvenile 
justice conference dealing with systemwide 
problems, residential treatment for StM:IS offenders, 
day care and alternative learning situations, diag­
nostic services, and community resource develop­
ment. The primary objective of this program is to 
decrease the institutionalization rate of status of­
fenders and to improve the system. 

Drug Abu:se. Although moderately involved, 
the State does support programs and projects deal­
ing with drug abuse. For the most part, this involves 
enforcement and pretrial diversion projects. The en­
forcement projects involve the task force style effort 
in jurisdictions with major problems. The pretrial 
projects involve Itreatment and therapy to adult and 
juvenile offender:) in an effort to reduce the rearrest 
rate in the State. 

TEXAS 

Summary 

The 1977 Texas comprehensive plan was the 
first in which the State gave full recognition to the 
necessity for crime analysis as the basis for a plan. 



"rhe crime analysis component was much improved 
over prior efforts. However; the major weakness of 
the plan related to the continuity or correlation be­
tween the crime analysis and the multiyear compo-

, nent. 
The plan was approved for a single year with 

special conditions. One of the special conditions re­
quired the submission of a technical assistance plan 
which the SPA satisfactorily submitted. Another 
special cond.ition put the State on notice that it might 
be required to increase its Part C level to juvenile 
justice. This increase, however, was not required as 
the overall agency level was attained on a nation­
wide basis. 

A Part E condition required the SPA to receive 
applicant documentation on their compliance with 
drug and alcohol abuse identification and treatment 
Part E program requirements. . 

Overview 
Funds awarded fo:. the 1977 comprehensive 

plan were $17,529,000 Part C and $2,062,000 Part 
E. Provided below is an overview of the plan's major 
functional areas, problems, goals, priorities, 
programs, and projects. 

Prevention. Prevention priorities were the 
development of strategies to address the lack of a 
linkage between law enforcement and the (ubUc, 
and the lack of public awareness of available means 
of self-protection. Approximately $700,000 was 
.provided for the support of a statewide rape preven­
tion information program, local rape crisis centers, 
and regional and local crime prevention and cum·' 
munity relations units .. 

Enforcemekit. Reduction of Part I crimes was, 
the State's priority in the enforcement area. 
Problems identified for which programs .were 
developed were the need for training and education, 
the consolidation and coordination of law.enforce­
ment services, the need for special po-lice units and 
?rograms, the need for adapting technological ad­
vances, aqd the 'improvement of law enforcement 
communication. Of the $5,406,000 allocated to en.­
forcement, approximately $2.6 million was for 
special police units and programs, and $L8 million 
for police training and education. 

Adjudication. One of the goals was to assist in 
the disposition of criminal cases with greater effi­
ciency and speed. In the defense, area, the plan pro­
vided for training seminars for attorneys who accept 
indigent appointments, and also for criminal law 
clinic programs in. seven law schools to attract stu­
dents to criminal defense careers. For prosecution, 
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the plan provided for investigators and screening 
personnel for prosecutors. offices, and special crime 
units to investigate organized .and white~collar 
crime, :;:.ad consumer fraud. Training for new coun­
ty, district, and juvenile judges was provided, as well 
as for experienced trial judges and justices of the 
peace. The plan also provided support for court ad­
ministrators and computer services. Prosecution 
received $3,388,000 of the $5,871,000 allocated to 
adjudication. 

Corrections. In its corrections component, the 
plan addresses the State's efforts to attain various 
national and State correctional standards in person­
nel training, education, and development of com­
munity-based correctional services. It also provided 
for local and State facilities and for various 
rehabilitation and probation programs. Some 
$2,789,000 of Part C and $2,062,000 of Part E 
funds were allocated to corrections. State correc­
tional programs received the largest allocation. 

System Support. The plan provided programs 
totaling $900,000 for the improvement of the 
availability and accuracy of information about 
crime, offenders, events, and agency operations 
through use of automated and semiautomated tech­
niques. These programs were related to various na­
tional and State systems standards. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre.ven n 

tion. Texas has followed the Sta~e's major plan £~r 
youth resource development, ::lnd national standards 
and goals in the development of their juvenile 
programs. The plan's programs relate to delinquen­
cy and treatment, juvenile diversion, and deinstitu­
tionalization of status offenders. Delinquency and 
treatment programs received the largest portion of 
the $2.136,000 allocation to juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention. The SPA received 
$2,635,000 of juvenile justice funds which w&s all 
directed to deinstitutionalization of status offenders. 

Drug Abuse. Funding allocated for 'drug 
abuse programs has r~sen from $224,000 in 1975 to 
$649,000 in 1977. Some $200,000 was allocated to 
the Texas Department of Corrections for a chemical 
aljuser progrlim. The plan provides also for con­
tinued funding of five drug treatment programs and 
for expansion of a pilot court supervised residential, 
alcohol treatment center developed in 1976. 

TRUST TERRITORY OF THE 
PACifiC ISLANDS 

" 
The Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands ll.ad 

no 1977 .. submission for crime control funds. 
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However, a submission for juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention was reviewed and approved 
for funding under the Juvenile Justice and Delin­
quency Prevention Act. 

UTAH 
Summary 

Utah's 1977 plan was basically in compliance as 
submitted, and was approved for one year. Submis­
sion of a technical assistance plan and some addi­
tional information on adjudication programs were 
special conditions which were subsequently satisfied 
and cleared. Adjudication. programs received 20 
percent of the Part C funds (courts 10 percent, 
prosecution 6 percent, and defense 4 percent); the 
juvenile area was extensive with approximately a 31 
percent allocation of Part C funds (20 percent in 
correctional programs and I I percent in other); and 
police services accounted for 23 percent of the 
funds. Corrections had its major emphasis on 
juveniles. 

Overview 
Goals and priority programs are detailed under 

the following functional areas. 
Prevention. Prevention of crime was included 

'Jnder other program areas. However, the basic~oals 
were identified as follows: to increase crime report­
ing, community participation by volunteers in police 
social services and the system 's cap~bility to prevent 
crime; reduce crime vulnerable situations and im­
prove commercial security; involve all police agen­
cies in property identification programs; and to in­
volve the insurance industry in crime prevention. 

Enforcement. The Utah Council on Criminai 
Justice adopted the reduction of burglary a.nd rob­
bery as their crime planning objective. Thirty-seven 
police agencies were programmed to receive assist­
ance. Types of activity to be funded included police­
c'\izen relations, dispatch and communications serv­
ices, control in the rise of crimes of burglary that are 
narcotics related, police specialization, and inter­
jurisdictional cooperation. 

Adjudication. Problems were idr,ntified as 
high caseloads, low judge~' salaries, the need for 
training court support personnel, court planning 
capabilities, high turnover of prosecutors, the need 
for training C}f and communication with police, and 
inadequate staffing and training of public defense. 
Programs were included for victim-witness assist-
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ance, case preparation, library facilities, scheduling, 
caseload reductions, recordkeeping, and legal rep~e­
sentation for juveniles. 

Corrections. The plan included programs for 
adult institutions, juvenile diversion, and com­
munity-based prograIps for adult and juvenile of­
fenders. Objectives to be addressed included reduc­
tion in probation officer caseloads, jail rehabilita­
tion, increasing quantity and quality of community­
based diversion programs, and the expansion of 
women's correctional programs. 

System Support. The plan provided for job­
related training and the development of information 
systems for criminal justice agencies; and 'for timely 
and accurate information on crimes, offenders, vic­
tims and case processing. The development of Utah's 
criminal justice information system is based on 
operational data needs for planning and manage­
ment purposes. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinql¥ency Preven­
tion. The plan provided a major emphasis on 
development of youth specialists in police depart­
ments and a decrease in status referrals to courts. A 
study of the juvenile crime problem in Utah in 1972 
revealed that 29 percent of the major crimes were 
committed by juveniles. Coordination with other 
agencies in highly relevant programs was extensively 
detailed. 

Drug Abuse. This area is not separated in the 
Utah plan. However, the primary emphasis, beyond 
the enforcement effort directed to burglary and the 
drug offender, was in a T ASC (treatment alterna­
tives to street crime) project in Salt Lake County and 
services to chronic inebriates in Salt Lake County to 
relieve the court caseload. 

VERMONT 
Summary 

The Vermont plan as originally submitted on 
October 1, 1976, was unacceptable. 

The situation was discussed with the SPA in 
order to find an avenue which would allow LEAA to 
give the SPA every consideration and assistance in 
updating the pl.an to an acceptable level. This was 
done so as not to penalize the Vermont criminal 
justice communities for failings bfthe SPA. In order 
not to receive a disapproval within the 90-day time 
frame of the review period, the SPA asked for and 
received a waiver of the 90-day period. Negotiations 
continued until February 10, 1977, when the 
Regional Office entered into the final round of 

..,. 



--------------------------............................ IMI· ... \ ______ ~ 

negotiations which resulted in a partial approval and 
a partial disapproval of the plan on February 28, 
1977. 

The partial approval was for a one-year period. 
The award had attached to it three special condi­
tions requiring SPA response. Upon the satisfactory 
response to the special conditions, which has been 
done, the partial disapproval was removed and the 
total submission was considered approved for one 
year. 

Overview 

Prevention. The major city in the State, 
Burlington, operates a crime prevention unit that 
will provide assistance to area law enforcement 
agencies, communities, and community action 
groups. Attempts at a statewide clime prevention 
effort have not been successful to date. 

Enforcement. The Chiefs of Police Associa­
tion has created a technical assistance capability that 
provides administrative, managerial, and systems 
guidance to the municipal and county law enforce­
ment agencies. The State is in the final stages of im­
plementing a statewide communication system 
which will link the State's law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies. Political opposition has 
blocked attempts to create an organized crime en­
forcement and prosecution unit in the office of the 
attorney general. 

Adjudication. Efforts in this area are centered 
on training court pr()secution and defense personnel, 
providing planning capabilities, and providing legal 
support personnel to the courts. There is also g"n 
effort to reorganize the court system which is facing 
considerable resistam~e in the State. 

Corrections. The State has an integrated com­
munity-based correctional system that provides in­
stitutional and noninstitutional services to all adult 
and juvenile offenders. The corrections department, 
in conjunction with the Department of Social and 
Rehabilitation Services, is attempting to provide a 
system of community-based detention and struc­
tured facilities that keep the children in family and 
community settings. 

System Support. The Criminal Justice Train­
ing Council has been expanding its capabilities and 
i&ar;tive!y supporting a training program that is 
bllsed on actual performance standard'S. The State 
has invested considerable funds to increase and ex­
pand the planning capacity of the cdminal justice 
system. Little actual emphasis has bl!en placed on 
evaluation of programs and projects to test their im-
pact on value. . 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Vermont is a participating State. The formula 
funds go to youth service bureaus and to SPA ad­
ministration of the juvenile justice program. 

Drug Abuse. In order to comply with the Part 
E fequirement, the Department of Correction util­
izes funds to support the drug and alcohol treatment 
n,eeds of their clients and referrals. An attempt at 
cr,eating a statewide multijurisdictional enforcement 
and prosecution unit failed. 

VIRGINIA 
Summary 

The Virginia 1977 comprehensive plan submit­
ted September 17, 1976 was very weak and non­
compliant in many parts. However, after negotia­
tions between LEAA and the SPA certain deficien­
cies were corrected and improvements were made. 
The multiyear budget and financial plan vIas very 
well-done. Programmatically, the plan reflected a 
determined effort to improve the quality of law en­
forcement and criminal justice thr01igh~"lut the State 
and was likely to contribute effectively to an imn 
provement of l~w enforcement and criminal justice 
in the State. 

The 1977 piau was approved for single-year 
status with five. special conditions. The SPA has been 
responsive to the conditions. 

Overview 

Prevention. Needs were identified in the area 
of prevention, primarily of juvenile delinquency, It 
was given the second highest State priority, and 
programs were developed for juvenile court intake 
services and community-based programs for youth. 

Enfarcement. Needi! were identified .in the 
area of enforcement. which was given the highest 
priority. Goals and programs related to forensic 
science laboratories, organizations, police com­
munications equipment, police-community rela­
tions, and invelltigation and detection programs 
were established. 

Adjudication. Problems were highlighted ill 
courts, prosecution, and defense. Although not a 
high priorit)~"the Stat~ ' .. "stablished extensive 
programs for prosecutioil and courts research infor­
mation services and training. Some funds were allot­
ted to defense services. There are some general 
program categories for personnel, facilities, and 
equipment. 

Corrections. Prpblems were described relating 
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to a large range of corrections needs inside institu­
tions and out. There are many programs established 
to deal with ~hem, including educational and voca­
tional training in institutions, adult probation serv­
ices, medical care programs in community correc­
tional centers, work~release, diversion, classifica­
tion, treatment programs, etc. 

System Support. Needs lwere described relat­
ing to training throughout the criminal justice 
system. The State decided to give this need its high­
est priority. Goals and programs were developed to 
provide training to law enforcement and correc­
tional personnel, and management and planning 
training. Research and evaluation programs were 
also established. Programs aimed at developing in­
formation systems, local coordination councils, and 
statewide public edu<:ation were established. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Virginia is a participating State. Needs across 
the board were identified and programs dealing with 
prevention, treatment, and control were developed. 

Drug Abuse. The State established needs, re­
sponding priorities, and programs for drug and 
alcohol abuse. Programs include metropolitan drug 
enforcement programs, community-based drug and 
alcohol abuse programs, programs in State institu­
tions, and special research efforts. 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Summary 
The Virgin Islands 1977 comprehensive plan 

was an overall improvement from its previous plans 
in all areas. With limited resources and numerous 
constraints, the Virgin Islands submitted a complete 
document. It attempted to establish priority goals 
and standards for the criminal justice system by 
working in each component of the system. 

The 1977 plan was approved for single-year 
status with several special conditions. Some of these 
conditions are still pending final resolution. 

Overview 
Prevention. Problems are not clearly defined. 

Two projects were designed in this area to offer basic 
techniques to correctional staff and to counsel in­
mates preparing to reenter the community. 

Enforcement. The need for basic enforcement 
techniques has been ongoing in the Virgin Islands. 
Goals are aimed at improving basic needs of first 
and second line supervisors, and this area has been 
given a high priority in the plan. The program aims 
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to improve the system with a research manpower 
development project. 

Adjudkation. The problems indicatl':d showed 
a need of some very basic improvements. The SPA 
aimed at diverting selected arrested but not yet ad­
judicated persons on a voluntary basis for special 
rehabilitation. 

Corrections. The only corre<:tions programs 
have been considered under prevention, above. 

System Support. Due to the various islands 
that compose the Virgin Islands, an information 
system has been needed and has been identified as 
the fourth priority for the police. A project was 
funded to address this need by implementing a data 
processing system for storing and collecting crime 
data. 

A police legal unit has received continuation 
funding to assist the police in preparing cases for 
court appearances. 

.Juvenile Justice and Delinquency PrevenQ 

HOD. Juveniles account for an estimatcd 40 percent 
of Part I crimes and a considerably higher propor­
tion of Part II crimes and misdemeanors. The Virgin 
Islands government proposed to review all referrals 
of juveniles from the police department, courts, 
schools, etc. to determine case disposition. The pur­
pose was to reduce recidivism rates among youths. 

A juvenile intake and probation unit was 
established. In another project, the Juvenile Justice 
Authority, implements a comprehensive, centralized 
juvenile justice system to replace the older, frag­
mented system. 

Drug Abuse.. This area was not addressed in 
the 1977 plan. 

WASHINGTON 

Summary 
The 1977 Washington State comprehensive plan 

met with in all instances at least minimum com­
pliance with the substance and format of the LEAA 
legislative and guideline requirements. The plan 
demonstrates a good faidt effort toward producing a 
viable planning and implementation document that 
will upgrade the criminal justice system throughout 
the State and work for the goal of crime reduction. 

The plan provides a good description of existing 
resources, crime and problem analysis, annual ac­
tion plan, and programs. Some weaknesses weie 
noted in the multiyear action pian and the goals and 
objectives. The weakness in the multiyear action 
plan stems primarily from the lack of a logical flow 
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from the crime and problem analysis and existing 
system descriptions into these sections. Distinct 
linkages should exist between all of the plan sec­
tions. Additionally, there are no statements of long 
or short range purposes for the plan as a whole, and 
no reference to anticipated results over two years 
beyond the current action year. 

Overview 

Prevention. After several years early in the 
LEAA program of major hardware and communica­
tions equipment purchases, the Washington SPA has 
for' the past several years been devoting more and 
more of its resources to programming. Much of this 
effort has been devoted to prevention efforts. The 
1977 plan showed the largest funding category to be 
prevention projects. These projects were not only 
operated as elements of police operations, but also 
involved prosecutorial and correctional agencies, as 
well as a variety of community organizations. Wash­
ington has indicated a continuing commitment to 
funding in the prevention area. 

Enforcement. Some of the problem statements 
provided in the 1977 plan suffered from the weak­
nesses mentioned above, i.e., weak flow between 
plal~ components. Specifically, some of the problem 
statements apparently were developed apart from 
the crime and problem analysis. The basis of the 
problem statements at times was not consistent with 
the crime data and analysis presented in the plan. 

Adjudication. The courts section of the 1977 
plan indicates that adequate fundmg is going into the 
adjudication area. This funding holds true for public· 
defenders and prosecutors as well as for courts. 
Although the funding appears adequate, only a 
minimum amount of funding appears to be going 
into such areas as addressing court delay and 
eliminating criminal case backlog. Hopefully, future 
efforts will iocus additional resources into these 
areas. 

Corrections. No significant iasues to report. 
System Support. No significant issues to 

report. 
JuveMlile Justice. The plan indicated several 

weaknesses in terms of the juvenile justice compo­
nent. Specifically, there is no description of how 
funds are distributed equitably, and it does not pro­
vide a complete plan for how the State will meet the 
deinstitutionalization requirement for status offen~ 
ders. However, it should be noted that recent State 
legislation will prohibit institutionalization of status 
offenders, and this area should not cause a problem 

in terms of their j~venile justice plan. 
Drug Abuse. No significant issues to report. 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Summary 

This plan was given single-year approval with 
only two special conditions which were responded to 
by the SPA. 

The submitted plan was complete and met 
guideline requirements. It provided an improved 
problem analysis component identifying approx­
imately 100 major divergent problems. The problem 
analysis represents the results of crime analysis, 
statistical information workload levels, and direct 
interviews with officials. 

Overview 

Prevention. The thrust of programs in this area 
is to help organize the community by developing 
projects to reduce crime. It was anticipated that two 
auto theft prevention projects would be established 
in areas having the highest motor vehicle crime 
rates. 

Enforcement. Efforts in this area inClude pro­
vision of communications, protective, and investiga­
tive equipment such as data terminals in county 
sheriffs' departments and municipal police depart­
ments; voice communications equipment; vehicle 
protective shields and fingerprint, photographic, 
and drug identification kits. 

A police patrol operation program is aimed at 
improving clearance rates and reducing crime in 
high crime areas through the continuation of five 
crime prevention patrol and technicai units and one 
intelligence gathering unit. 

Adjudication. Judicial improvement activities 
include such projects as a research and planning unit 
in the administrative office of the supreme court of 
appeals, public education regarding the adjudication 
system and the employment of administrative assis­
tants or law clerks. Implementation of PROMIS in 
designated counties and the establishment of victim­
witness assistance projects are planned. 

Corrections. Efforts in this area include provi­
SiCMl of counseling, education, and support staff 'in 
institutions; continuation of three comm unity-based 
work-release centers; establishment of pretrial and 
postsentencing programs in county jails; and the im­
provement of the physical facilities in county jails. 

System Support. Efforts in this area include 
funding of three to five research and/or evaluation 
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efforts which will enhance the SPA's planning 
capability and the establishment of comprehensive 
data systems in State agencies. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. One juvenile detention center operated by the 
State Welfare Department will be continued and ap­
proximately 40 field social work positions continued 
in order to increase availability of court diagnostic 
serv ices, increase probation supervision services, 
provide direct service on a voluntary basis, and pro­
vide aftercare services. 

Drug Abuse. The only drug-related project 
identified in the plan is the continuation of a Crimi­
nal Investigation and Dangerous Drugs Unit in the 
Department of Public Safety. This unit initiates in­
vestigations involving violations of narcotic and 
dangerous drug laws, and provides assistance to 
police and prosecutors at the local leveL 

WISCONSIN 
Summary 

Wisconsin's 1977 comprehensive plan is 
definitely an improvement over plans submitted in 
prior years. Specific areas showing the most im­
provement include crime analysis, emphasis on high 
crime areas, compliance with the juvenile justice 
special requirements of the Crime Control Act, man­
power development, and information systems and 
communications systems. The plan was awarded 
single-year approval by LEAA with the attachment 
of several special conditions. All of the special con­
ditions have since been cleared. 

Overview 
Prevention. Wisconsin's prevention program 

is directed toward the goal of providing adequate 
education, recreation, employment, health and 
social services, and alternatives to meet the needs of 
the juvenile popUlation while insuring the invoh'e­
ment of youth in those decisions which affect their 
lives. The problem analysis reflected a major con­
cern with roles played by juveniles and the system 
within the process of juvenile jlJstlce. 

Enforcement. Enforcement programs in 
Wisconsin's 1977 comprehensive plan include com­
munity services; juvenile law enforcement services; 
management and policy studies and development 
management information systems; criminaIistics; 
specialized training; and control of public corrup­
tion. AU of the programs were developed through 
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crime analysis, resource analysis, and a limited 
amount of problem analysis. 

Adjudication. Priority funding in the ad­
judication section has been given to the courts com­
ponent. Prosecution and defense are the next 
priorities with balanced funding. Pretrial services 
received the lowest priority with the least funding. 
Programs within the adjudication section include 
judicial administration and support, judicial educa­
tion, prosecutorial administration and support, 
prosecutorial education, defense services, defense 
education, legal internships, pretrial diversion, and 
juvenile court services. 

Corrections. The major thrust of the State cor­
rections program is toward a reduction of prison 
popUlations. The Wisconsin correctional system is 
suffering under the same population pressure that is 
apparent nationally. Major program thrusts include 
reintegration of the offender, alternatives to incar­
ceration, community and support services to local 
jails, State correctional programs for adults, stand­
ards and goals development, detention services and 
atlernatives, dispositional alternatives, and 
statewide juvenile resources. 

System Support. The plan does not contain an 
overall strategy and plan for development of a crim­
inal justice information system and radio and 
telecommunications systems. Programs included in 
the plan are equipment and technology, manage­
ment and information systems, management policy 
studies, and judicial' administration and support 
services. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. The juvenile programs in Wisconsin's 1977 
comprehensive plan. represent a comprehensive ap­
proach for improving the juvenile justice system. 
The programs are supported by an excellent set of 
juvenile justice standards and goals. Action 
programs in the plan include prevention, community 
resources, juvenile law enforcement services, deten­
tion services and alternatives, dispositional alterna­
tives, youth service bureaus, juvenile court services, 
and statewide juvenile services. 

Drug Abuse. The drug programs in Wiscon­
sin's 1977 comprehensive plan appear to reflect 
Wisconsin's philosophy of developing strong ties be­
tween institutions and the community. The plan has 
identified a broad range of drug abuse services 
which include comprehensive educational treatment 
programs for problem drinkers, group treatment for 
La Crosse county jail residents, drug abuse preven- ' 
tion in the community, and alternatives to arrest and 
incarceration. 



WYOMING 
Summary 

At the time of 1977 plan deveLopment and sub­
mission, the Wyoming Governor's Planning Com­
mittee on Criminal Administration had a serious 
personnel turnover. This included (but was not 
limited to) the resignation of the SPA administrator 
after gubernatorial change and delays in appointing 
his successor, and reappointments to State and local 
supervisory boards. This contributed to some gaps in 
problem analysis, and a tendency toward more 
general problem statements. As a result, two special 
conditions were imposed requiring regional planners 
to submit inputs for crime analysis and problem 
analysis, and requiring procedures for assuring that 
supervisory board decisionmaking was based on 
problem analysis, monitoring, evaluation, and 
auditing. The special conditions were satisfied as a 
result of additional data from the SPA. The plan was 
approved for one year. 

Overview 
The problems, goals, priorities, and programs of 

the plan are described under separat~ headings 
below. 

Prevention. The goal was to achieve specific 
crime reductions and reduce delinquency. The 
program objectives were to combine law enforce­
ment task force efforts with education and com­
munity involvement to produce maximum target im­
pact, improve methods of processing alcoholic of­
fenders to reduce offenders, and encourage innova­
tive school retention programs. 

Programs were included for juvenile diversion, 
community-based treatment, alcoholic rehabilita­
tion, crime prevention, and an educational program 
for the training of teachers and distribution of course 
materials in one-third of the State's schools. 

Enforcement. This was not treated as a 
specific and separate category, but was based on 

goals of assistance to areas with energy resources 
(Ctial) to be dev'eloped and with significant increases 
in population and crime, facilities consolidation, 
and improvements in communications, record keep­
ing and training. 

Adjudication. An excellent problem analysis 
of defense services was shown with programs for 
defense services, court administration, prosecutor 
training, al1d court equipment and facHitiel>. Goals 
were to increase the competency of defense counsels 
and prosecutors, to strengthen the office of county 
and prosecuting attorneys, to strengthen statewide 
control services to prosecutors, and to provide sup­
port for and seek legislation on judicial training. 

Corrections. The basic goals were to develop 
nonmaximum security alternatives and to imple­
ment standards for local jails and detention 

. facilities. Programs funded were basically in train­
·ing and corrections equipment and facilities. Wyom­
ing's corrections emphasis was on juvenile programs. 

System Support. Goals and objectives were in 
communications, record keeping, minimizing 
duplication of equipment and facilities, and 
development of a comprehensive statewide informa~ 
don system. Funds were programmed for combined 
criminal justice system facilities, systems manpower; 
and communications and record keeping. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Programs included efforts for diversion, 
community-based treatment, a juvenile justice cor­
rections institute (to emphasize planning and 
management of juvenile servies), and remodeling of 
juvenile corrections facilities. The stated goals were 
to develop appropriate local juvenile care pro­
cedures, facilities, ana programs for delinquents and 
children in need of supervision, and to encourage 
local government to provide adequate juvenile 
facilities. 

Drug Aburoe. Objectives were to encourage the 
development of local facilities for the treatment of 
alcohol and drug abuse and to support legislation to 
provide State funding for local treatment centers. 
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Section 519(1 HA) 
Section 519(1 )(A) of the Crime Con~"ol Act of 

1976 requires LEA A to include in its annua; report, 
"The amount expended for each of the components 
of the criminal justice system." 

The Administration's report of State e~pen­
ditures in 1977 includes expenditures of fup-ds from 
three prior fiscal years. 

This longer term view more accurately describes 
the flow of "no-year" funds awarded by State Plan­
ning Agencies. Expenditures in 1977 exceed by $200 
million the allocations for 1977 for the following 
reasons: 

• Block grant money is distributed by 
LEAA to States; States have up to three 
years to' obligate and expend these 
funds; the three-year period may be ex­
tended by LEAA. 

• All State Planning Agencies depend on 
their State legislatures for appropria­
tions necessary to "match" LEAA 
funds. Legislatures' sessions-and, in 
many instances, States' fiscal years-do 
not fit optimally with congressional 
and Agency program and bud~et cy­
cles. Some delays are consequences of 
these differences. Com;equently, most 
States must wait several months into 
any given fiscal year before obligating 
LEAA funds. 

o State supervisory boards review and 
approve each grant awarded by State 
Planning Agencies. Most boards meet 
quarterly; deliberations on grant ap­
plications occasion further delays in 
expending current year funds. 

It should be noted that delays in expending cur­
rent year money do not hinder State Planning Agen­
cy activity. 

The following chart displays the am')unts ex­
pended by the States in 1977 for each component of 
the criminal justice system (prevention, enforce­
ment, adjudication, corrections, and system sup­
port). These are LEAA defined components 'that 
were selected because of their compatibility with 
LEAA's budget and management information 
system categories. This consolidation covers, for 
each reporting State and territory, 1977 allocations, 
and 1977 and prior years' obligations and expen­
fUtures. Fifty4ive States and territories! were re­
quested to report expenditures and fund flow data. 
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"Expenditures': is defined as (unds expended 
during fiscal year 1977 (October I, 1976 through 
September 30, 1977) regardless of the fiscal 'year 
(1977, 1976, 1975, or earlier) of the congressional 
appropriation from which the funds were allocated. 
Accordingly, if the project period of award is July 1, 
1976 through December 31, 1976, the expenditure 
data reflects only those expenditures made during 
October 1, 1976 through December 31, 1976. Each 
item of expenditure data is totaled against the ap­
propriate program component. However, if the ex­
penditure is chargeable to more than one program 
component, then the data is totaled in the system 
support column. 

The table is divided into two parts presenting: 
fund flow data for fiscal year 1977 (Part II); and all 
prior fiscal years (Part I) for those "no-year block 
grants" funds appropriated by Congress for 
programs and projects set forth in Sections 301(b) 
and 453 of LEAA's legislation. The reported mone­
tary data displays all expenditures that occurred in 
fiscal year 1977 irrespective of the fiscal year aUo­
cated and obligated by State agencies and units of 
local government. Allocations in Part II, D-I of the 
table are those monies set aside by State Planning 
Agencies that are "planned" expenditures in the 
criminal justice category shown at the top of the 
reporting format. 

Funds from the program categories for juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention, and drug abuse 
are also counted in the totals for the criminal justice 
system components~prevel1tion, enforcement, ad­
judication, corrections, and system support. Juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention, and drug abuse 
categories, are displayed separately because of ex­
pressed cop.,3ressional interest. 

Allocations for 1977 (row D-l across) are 
reported in each criminal justice system component 
by program. ObIigations and expenditures in Part II, 
however, are reported on a project-by-project basis. 
Accordingly, there is some built-in dissonance. For 
example, an enforcement program allocation could 
contain projects which will appear in the prevention 
or system support aggregations elsewhere in this an­
nual report. The reason for this is the multifaceted 
approach many criminal justice programs use to at­
tack a given problem more effectively. Fiscal year 
1977 allocations, therefore, should be viewed as 
budgetary estimates in the primary area of Affort, not 
an exact measur~ in dollars of that effort. 

ITrust Territories did not have an approved plan in 1977. 
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STATES' ACCRUED EXPENDITURES BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM COMPONENT 
FISCAL YEAR 1977 (in thousands of dollars) 

FUND SOURCES: Sections 306(a)(1) and 455(a)(1) of the Act 

PART I: Accrued Expen-
ditures in Fiscal Year 1977 
by States from Prior Year 

System Juvenile Justice and Delin-Funds: Prevention Enforcement AdjUlJication Corrections Total 
Support quency Prevention'" 

A. From Fiscal Years 1974 
or Earlier 462 5,515 681 1,822 810 9,290 (604) 

B. From Fiscal Year 1975 17,499 50,482 22,513 45,198 25,780 161,472 (33,299) 
C. From Fiscal Year 1976 39,820 70,990 52,816 84,007 35,267 282,900 (54,821) 

PART II: Fiscal Year 1977 
State Comprehensive Plans: 
0-1. Allocations (From 

State Comprehensive 
Plans) 51,196 80,415 68,712 99,067 49,233 348,623 (61,427) 

0-2. Obligations 32,747 48,111 43,445 60,561 31,156 216,020 {36,290) 
0-3. Accrued Expenditures 15,120 16,920 19,193 26,513 13,695 91,441 (J 6,230) 
E. Total Accrued 

Expenditures by States, 
Fiscal Year 1977 72,901 143,907 95,203 1.57,540 75,552 545,103 (104,953) 

>Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and Drug Abuse figures indicate States' expenditures in these two program areas. 

Drug 
Abus~* 

(107) 
(2,571) 
(8,582) 

(9,761) 
(5,626) 
(2,943) 

(14,203) 



Section 519(1 )(8) 
Section 519(1 )(B) requires the report to include 

"a brief description of the procedures followed by 
the State in order to audit, monitor, and evaluate 
programs and projects." 

The following is a State-by-State review. 

ALABAMA 
Auditing 

The Office of Audit of the Alabama Law Enfor­
cement Planning Agency is composed of one chief 
auditor, four staff auditors, one student assistant, 
and one secretary. The unit is directly responsible to 
the director. Audits ar( Qerformed on all subgran­
tees and contractors rect.. lng planning, block grant, 
and discretionary grant funds. All regional planning 
units are audited on an annual basis. As a result of 
previous experience in the auditing of subgrants, the 
SPA has chosen to audit 100 percent of subgrant 
~wards due to the frequency of problems revealed in 
the reveiews. As of the end of June, 1977, all 
subgrants awarded from 1969 through 1973 had 
been audited, while 65 percent of the 1974 subgrants 
have been examined. This approach has resulted in a 
definite improvement in subgrantees' financial 
management which is reflected in decreasing refunds 
in more recent audits. 

The order of suhgrants audited is generally 
based on the date of subgrant closeout. However, 
audit teams are often formed to handle large groups 
of subgrants to major agencies. This approach has 
proved to be an effective approach to manpower 
utilization. The audit clearance process is relatively 
simple. The completed audit report is"'delivered to 
the SPA director, who formally transmits the report 
to the subgrantee after review. The subgrantee res­
ponds to the findings which are formally reviewed 
and accepted or rejected. Upon notification of rejec­
tion, the subgrantee has the option of making a re­
fund or filing an appeal with the grievance commit­
tee of the SPA's supervisory board. The subgrantee 
then appears before the committee, which makes a 

. formal recommendation to the supervisory board 
for final action. This process has proven to be effec­
tive and efficient in carrying out the intent of the 
audit function. 

Monitoring 

The responsibility for the management of SPA 
monitoring activities is located in the evaluation 
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management unit (EMU). This unit is an adjunct to 
the SPA's planning section and performs the basic 
function of providing the planning staff with perfor­
mance data on plan implementation activities. The 
EMU has oversight responsibilities for the eight 
grant monitors located in the State's regional plan. 
ning units. These monitors receive assignments from 
the EMU based on planning information needs. 
Monitoring procedure~, reporting requirements, and 
training programs are established by the SPA in con­
sultation with the planning staff and the monitors. In 
this manner, it has been possibJe to achieve steady 
improvement in the quality of subgrant 'l1onitoring 
as well as increased sophistication in this activity. 
The monitoring reports are distributed for both in­
ternal and external agency use. Copies are provided 
to subgrantees. for their information and corrective 
action in project execution. 

Evaluation 
The SPA's evaluation management unit (EMU) 

is responsible for the management of the intensive 
evaluation of programs and projects carried out 
under the State's action grants. The actual evalua­
tion activities are carried out under contract with 
Auburn University. The SPA's decision to use a con­
tractor for evaluation was based on the desire to 
have as great a degree of objectivity as possible while 
minimizing the possibility that political influences 
would bias the evaluation process. The evaluators 
receive their assignments from the EMU. Pro­
cedures have been established which establish close 
coordination between evaluators and respective 
regional planning units so that their efforts are com­
plementary and as effective as possible, minimizing 
the disruptions of subgrant executi0n. 

The evaluation process consjsts of the following 
steps: SPA tdntative decisions are made concerning 
the programs to be intensively evaluated; contacts 
are made with regional planning unit personnel con­
cerning issues surroun(ling program operations; the 
program selections are reviewed in detail with the 
evaluation contractor; l>:sing the results of the inten­
sive discussions with the contractor, the final SPA 
selection is made; the contractor is notified and the 

. evaluation design is established, reviewed with the 
SPA, and finalized; the contractor then carries out 
the field work and data collection required under 
the evaluation design. This stage involves periodic 
meetings with the SPA evaluation manager and 
planning staff members to review progress. A draft 
report is written and reviewed by the SPA; and a 



final report is then issued taking into account com­
ments made in the draft review. 

ALASKA 
Auditing 

The Alaska Division of Legislative Audit con­
ducts audits of the SPA and SPA subgrantees, utiliz­
ing an interagency agreement. Definitive audit 
policies have been promulgated by the SPA. These 
policies supplement G7140.1A. Criteria for selec­
tion of subgrants to be audited are set forth. Reports 
are submitted to the SPA which instruct sub grantees 
regarding resolution of audit findings. All final 
audit findings must be resolved prior to closure of 
the subgrant. 

Monitoring 
In the area of monite.,ing, the SPA has recently 

developed a new monitvring checklist and written 
procedures. Full implementation of all the pro­
cedures by the entire office has not yet been ac­
complished. This situation is expected to be transito­
ry; and the SPA is implementing the new procedures 
selectively, given restrictions in travel funds and 
manpower. 

The full use of monitorirlg, evaluation, and 
audit findings has not yet been realized but efforts 
are being made to make such findings an integral 
part of the planning process. 

Evaluation 
Alaska has a well-developed and formalized 

evaluation methodology for projects which are 
large, innovative, controversial or which have po­
tential for replication. The SPA staff and the Crimi­
nal Justice Center at the University of Alaska con­
duct the evaluations. Evaluation results are in­
creasingly utilized in project finding decisions. 

AMERICAN SAMOA 
The following is a brief description of the pro­

cedures followed by American Samoa in order to 
audit, monitor, and evaluate programs and projects. 

Auditing 
The American Samoan organization responsible 

for the conduct of audits for the SPA b the Office of 
Territorial Auditors. Th~ pl~nning agency transac-

tions will Je audited during 1978. The minimum 
audit coverage reqUirements as promulgated in 
FMC 74-7 will be met by the Territorial I;luditor. In 
addition, the audit will be conducted in ~ccordance 
with audit standards published by the Government 
Accounting Office (GAO). It is the policy of the Ter­
ritorial auditor to provide a draft of the audit to the 
State Planning Agency. After 30 days, a final report 
is issued which includes the State Planning Agency 
comments. A fol1owup of the recommendations 
made will be done by the Territorial auditors. 

Audit coverage of all subgrants will be provided 
by the Territorial auditor or by a contracted auditor. 
The planning agency does not employ its own audi­
tors. Audits accomplished by a private agency will 
be reported to the Territorial auditor and to the 
Governor's·office. Followup of audit findings will be 
made by the Territorial auditor. 

Monitoring 
Delegation of monitoring and evaluation 

responsibilities is not feasible in American Samoa. 
There are no regional planning units, criminal 
justice coordinating councils, or units of local 
government. Therefore, it is the responsibility of the 
American Samoa Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
to carry out monitoring and evaluation activities. 
Monitoring of programs and projects is the respon­
sibility of the appropriate SPA staff specialist in 
juvenile justice, police, corrections, or courts. When' 
appropriate, monitoring will include participation 
of members of the supervisory board. Subgrantees 
are responsible for providing information, or access 
to information, as required by the SPA to discharge 
its monitoring responsibility. 

Evaluation 
Evaluation is the responsibility of the SPA 

director, who will be assisted in discharging those 
responsibilities by appropriate SPA staff specialists 
and contract consultants. Participation in evaluation 
analysis by mem bers of the supervisory board will be 
provided when such participation is either requir{Jd 
or desired. Many of tbe projects are being imple­
mented for the first funding year. Therefore, the 
monitoring effort will continue to be more extensive 
than the evaluation effort. One or two intensive 
evaluations will be done through contracted evalua­
tors. It is the preference of the SPA to conduct inten­
siv~ evaluations of whole program areas on a 
systemic basis rather than of specific smaller proj­
ects. 
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Although monitoring IS a daily staff activity, 
formal progress reports are prepared on dates which 
correspond with major milestones set forth in each 
project file. These reports shall be submitted to the 
SPA director no less than every three months, A 
tickler file is kept of all project milestones. This file 
is the responsibility of the administrative assistant in 
the Criminal Justice Planning Agency. 

Monitoring and evaluation findings will be pre­
sented to the supervisory board to be used in future 
planning and funding decisions. 

ARIZONA 
The following is a brief description of the pro­

cedures followed by the State of Arizona in order to 
audit, monitor, and evaluate programs and projects. 

Auditing 

The Auditor General of the State of Arizona is 
the audit organization which has conducted the past 
two audits of the Arizona State Justice Planning 
Agency. The mo~t recent audit was performed for 
the calendar year that ended December 31, 1976. 
There is no written contract or agreement between 
the SPA and the Auditor General providing for 
future regular audits. The minimum audit coverage 
has been accomplished consistent with LEAA 
guidelines and audit standards as published by 
GAO. It is the responsibility of the Financial Ad­
visory Services, Finance Division of the Arizona 
State Department of Administration to followup on 
audit reports conducted by the Auditor General to 
insure that recommended actions have been taken. 

The SPA audit etaff has consisted of an audit 
supervisor and three fjeld auditors from February I, 
1974 to April 15, 1977. As a result of an internal 
reorganization, the staff presently consists of two 
auditors who report directly to the executive direc­
tor of the SPA. 

Program, as well as financial audits, have been 
conducted. Over 50 percent of the dollar amount of 
grants awarded, and an excess of 25 percent of the 
actual number of grants have been audited. All audit 
reports are signed by the auditor who conducted the 
audit and are then reviewed and approved by the 

'audit supervisor. The reports are then submitted to 
the executive director for his approval and final 
recommendation. 

Monitoring 

The Arizona State Justice Planning Agency 
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~olicy for monitoring the implementation, opera­
tion, and results of action grant projects consists of 
per~odic on site interviews with the subgrantee by 
regIOnal pl'anning unit representatives, as well as an 
Arizona State Justice Planning Agency program 
specialist. The SPA conducts the monitoring 
program predicated on a time and award matrix as 
follows: 

Award Monitor Schedule 
Less than $10,000 None (Final Audit 

Only) 
$10,000 - $25,000 Once per year 
$ 25 ,000 - $ 1 00,000 nyice per year 
$100,000 - + Four times per year 

Regional monitoring efforts within the Council 
of Governments is an. ongoing monitoring effort 
based upon the complexity of the project and upon 
need. 

SPA staff resources allocl),ted for monitoring of 
the efficiency objectives of the project implementa­
tion effort and evaluation activity during 1978 will 
be approximately four staff persons. 

Evaluation 

Part B funds are usually not used for evaluation 
purposes. Parts C and E expenditures are expected 
to approach 2 to 3 percent of the block grant. 

As an example of the 1978 evaluation program, 
the SPA will conduct an intensive review of the 
effectiveness of an action project on a policy agen­
cy's effort to reduce the incidence of rape, robbery, 
assault, artd theft on a metropolitan college campus. 
Evaluation activity will be conducted by SPA and 
statistical analysis center personnel. Additional 
evaluation activities include two efforts within the 
comprehensive data system unit. These evaluation 
activitie3 will be conducted by a private consultant 
under contract to the SPA. 

All requests for funding for continuation proj­
ects are accompanied by monitor and progress 
reports. submitted by SPA program specialists, 
CounCil of Government representatives, and 
subgrantees. As with other reports, these monitor 
and evaluation statements are public record and 
open to public inspection within the limits 
prescribed by Federal Freedom of Information Act 
requiremeJlts. 

ARKANSAS 
The following is a description of the procedures 

followed by the State of Arkansas in order to audit 
monitor, and evaluate programs and projects. ' 



Auditing 

The Arkansas Crime Commission employs two 
staff auditors who work full-time on subgrantee 
auditing. The audit staff reports directly to the 
deputy director. A review of completed audits 
reveals that for the past four years the audit staff has 
audited 87 percent of the funds expended in the 
block grant program in Arkansas, and more than 76 
percent of the grants. 

E'ach subgrant audited by a staff auditor is sub­
jected to a review panel process, the purpose of 
which is to enable SPA division managers to become 
more familiar with the audit program; to insure that 
all applicable guidelines, rules, and regulations are 
correctly interpreted and consistently applied by the 
audit division; and to provide a means fOf presenting 
management-level recommendations regarding the 
resolution of audit exceptions to the director. The 
audit review panel consists of the deputy director, 
who is the chairman; the manager of financial 
management; the manager of grants administration; 
and the manager of planning and program develop­
ment. Audits are placed i!1to one of four categories 
as follows: 

• Audits which determined that funds 
were spent in conformance with all 
guidelines. 

• Audits which determined that due to 
nonobligation of part of the funds dur­
ing the subgrant period, the subgrantee 
owes a refund, 

• An audit that finds that within the 
limits of the originally approved 
subgrant the SPA owes the sub grantee 
additional funds. 

• An audit where funds are disallowed 
for various reasons exclusive of the 
above. 

All ,lludits are forwarded to the chaIrman of the 
review ~anel by the audit supervisor who convenes 
tb~~ audit {eview panel as necessary. 

During the review, panel recommendations are 
recorded on an audit review form. When the review 
is completed, the chairman and the secretary sign the 
audit review form and place it in the audit file, After 
completion of the review, the chairman briefs the 
director regarding panel recommendations. The 
director then decides on the appropriate course of 
action and implements it. The executive director of 
the SPA, in turn, advises the supervisory board 
:nonthly of any problem audits. Thereafter, the 
board may rule on decisions made by the executive 
director with regard to these problem audits. 

---------,--------~ --------

Monitoring 

The Arkansas Crime Commission maintains a 
subgrant monitoriI1lg office located in the grants ad· 
ministration division. The subgrant monitoring 
office consists of one professional onsite monitor 
who is supervised by the manager of the grants ad­
ministration division. In addition to the manager 
and subgrant monitor, there are 13 SPA and 
regional planning specialists who also monitor. 
Subgrantees also participate in the monitoring func­
tion. 

The SPA has developed an excellent procedures 
manual for monitoring and evaluation. Goals and 
objectives of monitoring and evaluation are pre­
cisely stated in the manual, with a step~by-step in­
dication of the activities to be taken with regard to 
each function. 

Project monitoring focuses on the grant ad­
ministrative and operations information that has 
taken place in- accordance with the application's 
planned objectives, implementation, and evaluation 
plans. Project monitoring is accomplished by quar­
terly subgrant narrative progress reports by the 
subgrantee, which describe the expenditures and ac­
complishments in accordance with the application; 
by quarterly subgrant financial summary reports; by 
quarterly sub grant evaluation reports; and by 
reports of onsite coordination visitS' to the 
subgrantee by State or regional planners during the 
first quarter of the grant period. In addition, 
reliance is placed on onsite monitoring visits to the 
subgrantee by SPA monitor personnel during the 
third quarter of the grant period on selected 
projects. 

Evaluation 
The evaluation function in the SPA is ac­

complished through a separate division in the SPA 
directed by the evaluation manager, who reports 
directly to the deputy director. The SPA has decided 
to intensively evaluate five programs in 1978. This 
evaluation activity includes assistance from the nine 
regional planning councils. Programs chosen for 
1978 include new and second year continuation 
projects funded from the following programs: public 
education for crime prevention; juvenile com­
munity-based treatment; specialized law enforce­
ment units; legal support personnel; and additional 
correctional personnel. The evaluation activity of 
the SPA is coordinated by the evaluation manager, 
who has disseminated the rules and regulations 
through the monitoring and evaluation manual. This 
manual integrates evaluation throughout the plan-
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ning process, including the required statement of ob­
jectives and implementation plan. Project evalua­
tion planning is conducted in conjunction with the 
subgrantee after he has identified and described the 
problem objective, and has decided upon an imple­
mentation plan. The subgrantee evaluation report, a 
form developed by the SPA, is the means by which 
the subgrantee describes and reports the evaluation 
plan for the given project. The subgrantee receives a 
subgrant evaluation report form at the end of each 
quarter. The form is then forwarded by the grants 
administration office along with other narrative 

. progress reports to the evaluation manager. 
Two types of evaluation are used-outcome 

oriented evaluation, which focuses upon the degree 
of success; and process oriented evaluation, which· 
focuses upon the observation of' the intervening 
variables such as how many clients are involved, 
how much has been spent, and so on. 

The circle is completed when the resu.lts of the 
evaluation are submitted to the regional planners 
and to the planning staff of the SPA as well as to the 
subgrantee. These results improve the succeeding 
submissions of the project applications and 
hopefully improve the end results of such proj(~cts. 

CALIFORNIA 

The fnlluwing is a brief description of the pro­
cedures followed by the State of California in order 
to audit, monitor, and evaluate programs and proj­
ects. 

Auditing 

The California Office of Criminal Justice Plan­
ning (OCJP) annually contracts with the Depart­
ment of Finance for audit services. Ten full-time ex­
perienced audit staff execute audits on LEAA­
funded efforts. 

The primary objectives of the audit function are 
to provide input to OCJP management regarding the 
fiscal integrity of subgrantee operations. The audits 
focus on fiscal and compliance regulations 
established and/or promulgated by LEAA and 
OCJP, provide fiscal technical assistance to new 
subgrantees, particularly private agencies, and pro­
vide for resolution of audit findings. 

In addition to guideline compliance, a majo. 
audit focus is the relative success of subgrantee 
program goals and objectives. This assists OCJP in 
its ongoing responsibility for review of total 
program administration. 
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The audit staff has recently instituted a new 
audit methodology known as "cluster audits." In 
effect, the staff audits a subgrantee's overall fiscal 
and grants management capability and determines 
the subgrantee's ability to properly administer 
LEAA-funded efforts. This new methodology is ap­
plied to larger subgrantees (large cities, counties, 
and State agencies) and allows simultaneous audit 
coverage for several subgrants. 

Seven of the 21 regional planning units are 
audited annually; and five to seven priority audits 
are conducted annually, primarily on larger or 
problematic subgrants. The vast majority of audits, 
about 60 per year', are conducted on projects which 
have completed their first year, and represent about 
40 to 50 percent of new grant awards and 10 percent 
of all ongoing grant allocations. 

Monitoring 

A monitoring plan haft been jointly developed 
by OCJP and regional planning unit staff. The plan 
covers definition and purpose, objectives, respon­
sibilities, preparation for monitoring, process, and 
monitoring procedures. 

The primary objectives of monitoring are to pro­
vide the necessary information to OCJP manage­
ment and the State supervisory board in order to 
make informed funding decisions on current and 
proposed projects; monitor subgrantees to insure 
grant compliance; identify problems and assist in 
resolution; and identify successful or exemplary 
projects which could be transferred to other jurisdic­
tions. 

Important to the actual monitoring is the prepa­
ration for monitoring .. Monitoring staff review all 
components of the grant file, including previous 
monitoring reports. A list of questions is developed, 
as well as a Jist of individuals to be interviewed. The 
subgrantee is advised of the pending visit so that all 
appropriate subgrant material can be made ready. 
The monitoring visit consists of a review with the 
project staff of the prepared questions and concerns, 
making a visual inspection of the physical facilities 
and observing activities, interviewing project clients 
ahd/or personnel of the agencies working with the 
project, identifying and discussing problems with the 
project staff, and developing corrective measures. 
Followup with project staff occurs regarding con­
cerns identified during monitoring, and a final 
report is developed recommending appropriate 
changes or modifications, including project termina­
tion if appropriate. Some 60 projects are intensively 
monitored on an annual basis, and several more are 



less formally monitored. 
As part of monitoring, the staff prepares and dis­

seminates information on successful and promising 
projects to local planning entities and State agencies, 
and encourages the replication of those projects. As 
a result of the monitoring function, OCJP has initi­
ated an orientation program for first year subgran­
tees to assist them in establishing appropriate 
subgrant controls. Some 60 projects receive this 
assistance annually. 

Evaluation 
OCJP has established a program evaluation unit 

with three full-time staff responsible for overall 
coordination and execution of evaluation policies 
and procedures. Policies are developed by an 
evaluation policy committee and procedures are 
developed by the program evaluation staff, 

In conjunction with the regional planning units, 
OCJP has developed and is currently implementing 
an evaluation plan. That phm calls for considerable 
assistance from regional and local plannirig groups. 
The policies and procedures developed by the ad­
visory committee and program evaluation staff will 
be institutionalized and will be actually carried out 
by the regional and local groups. Program evalua­
tion staff will also assist State agencies in developing 
and executing evaluation efforts. 

Program evaluation staff will also assist in the 
development of improved self-assessment compo­
nents of subgrantees' project implementation plans. 
Staff will also perform, or contract for in some in­
stances, intensive evaluations on specific programs 
and/or projects. Staff is also responsible for the col­
lection and dissemenation of evaluation results to 
OCJP management, the State supervisory board, and 
to State, regional, and local planning organizations 
in order that these results can be used in similar 
ongoing projects, or can be considered prior to ex­
ecution of similar efforts. Program evaluation staff 
will also be responsible for monitoring the evalua­
tion program itself to insure efficient implementa­
tion of the evaluation plan, modify procedures when 
needed, and recommend changes in evaluation 
policy to the policy adviso'ry committee. 

COLORADO 

Auditing 
Audits of the Colorado SPA are performed 

biennially by the State auditor. The last audit 
covered the two-year period ending June 30, 1975. 

It is expected that the next audit, covering the next 
two succeeding years, will be performed sometime 
during 1978. 

Audit reports of the State auditor are turned 
over to the legislative audit committee of the Col­
orado General Assembly. Agencies are required to 
appear before the committee and explain audit ex­
ceptions as well as corrective actions taken on audit 
exceptions. 

The Colorado SPA audits action, planning, and 
discredonary grants which results in a much larger 
audit universe than required by LEAA regulations. 

Approximately 35 percent ($5,261 ,J 39) of the 
total universe amounts are discretionary grant 
awards. The SPA plans to audit 46 grants amounting 
to more than $3 million to meet the minimum audit 
requirement. 

. The pla,n calls for an audit of all of the regional 
planning units. The criteria used for selecting the 
other agencies to be audited are: volume of grants 
and dollar magnitude; no previous SPA audit of the 
agency; and that because of the limited audit 
resources "agency" audits have been scheduled 
~ather than selected individual grant audits. 

The SPA, in its audits, selects ajudgm~ntal sam­
ple of transactions for each project for review and 
evaluation, 

The SPA has one senior auditor and one junior 
auditor. The senior auditor reports to the assistant, 
director of operations. Final authority to resolve 
audit deficiencies rests with the SPA director. 

There are no plans to either increase or decrease 
SPA audit staff at this time. 

Monitoring 
In Colorado, local project monitoring is the 

responsibility of regional planning units and crimi­
nal justice coordinating councils. Projects are 
monitored during the fourth and ninth months of 
project operation, according to a standardized for­

,mat adopted by regional planners. The Division of 
Criminal Justice also financially monitors each 
grant twice annually. Regional pl~nners and Divi­
sion of Criminal Justice specialists accompany the fi­
n!;:ncial monitor whenever possible, Projects funded 
by the Division of Criminal Justice are required to 
collect and furnish data specified for the analysis of 
project results. These data elements are specified by 
the evaluation design prior to the approval of 
project funding," 

Monitors collect basic data related to project 
activity in terms offiscal or programmatic activity in 
compliance. Of particular interest to project moni-
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tors are programmatic and administrative problems 
and the need for technical assistance. When 
monitoring shows a project has fallen short of ac­
complishing its objectives, technical assistance will 
be provided. If necessary, modifications in the 
operation of projects will be made subsequent to 
'monitoring. If improvements in the operation of the 
project design do not result following the technical 
assistance, funding will be terminated or continua­
tion funding consideration will be denied. 

Monitoring of State agency projects by SPA staff 
is a function of five criminal justice specialists 
(programmatic) and one financial monitor (fiscal). 
Additionally, regional planning staffs perform 
program monitoring of subgrants to State entities 
within their respective planning regions. 

Program monitoring is supervised by the plan­
ning director. The research and statistics section 
staff assist in monitoring systems projects. Financial 
monitoring is supervised by the grant administrator 
and the operations director. 

Evaluation 

Evaluation of all subgrants is a function of the 
eval uation unit within the SPA. The unit is staffed by 
three professional,:; and one clerk. Regional planning 
staff occasionally participate in project evaluations 
as time and expertise permit. In some instances, 
r~sources are budgeted within projects for required 
evaluative serv ices. 

The results are coordinated between SPA and 
regional staffs and communicated to subgrantees 
through written reports. 

Any deficiencies noted are transmitted to ap­
propriate partles in written form for followup ac­
tion. 

The evaluation staff has responsibility for the 
planning, preparation, and implementation of inten­
sive evaluations of parts of the criminal justice 
system. To this end, the evaluation unit has proposed 
to conduct a minimum of seven cluster analysis 
assignments. This cluster analysis effort constitutes 
intensive evaluation for seven program areas of the 
State comprehensive plan. The evaluation unit also 
supervises selection of and contracting with private 
research and eva',Lation contractors who undertake 
intensive evaluations for various LEAA-funded 
subgrants. The evaluation unit is responsible for 
final assessments of these contractual products and 
reports, and for the agreement to release compensa­
tion for approved reports. 

With the addition of cluster analysis undertaken 
during 1978 and 1979, and with the mandatory ob-
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jectives which have been established for each project 
funded under a particular program area, the Divi­
sion of Criminal Justice should be better able. to 
assess progress or the lack of it, in each program 
area. 

Monitoring and evaluation reports are dissemi­
nated to the director of the Division of Criminal 
Justice, the assistant director of planning, criminal 
justice specialists assigned to the, project, and 
regional planners if the monitoring and evaluation 
originates with the Division of Criminal Justice. De­
pending on the nature of the findings, individual 
reports may be disseminated to LEA A as well. The 
reports are written within three days and dissemi­
nated within a week. 

CONNECTICUT 
Auditing 

The Connecticut SPA's overall structure is 
based on the team concept. The teams are organized 
around the SPA's three major funding areas (adult 
justice, juvenile justice, and system improvement). 
They consist of one or more individuals from the 
planning, monitoring, administrative services, 
auditing, research, and evaluation units. 

Until recently the SPA had an audit staff con­
sisting offive professionals, one being the chief audi­
tor. Currently, two of the auditor positions are va­
cant. There are no written procedures which encom­
pass the audit function of the SPA. However, the 
audit division's objective is to audit at least 25 per­
cent of all subgrants and 50 percent of all funds 
awarded each fiscal year. 

The chief auditor prepares audit schedules on a 
six-month basis. The subgrants selected for audit in­
clude a representative sample of subgrantees and 
program areas, as well as discretionary grants. 

Written reports are prepared for all audits per­
formed. Upon completion, reports are reviewed by 
the SPA's assistant director for project management. 
When approved in final form, reports are reviewed 
and signed by the SPA director. The reports are then 
sent with a cover letter to the grantee's chief official. 
At the same time a copy is sent to the assistant direc­
tor for project management, who is responsible for 
audit clearan.::e. Subsequent audits of the grantee 
will check and comment on implementation of all 
recommendations. 

Monitoring 

The grants· mana~em~nt section has immediate 
I 
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responsibility to monitor the activities of all active 
Part B, C, E. and JJDP grants awarded from block 
grant funds, as well as discretionary grants awarded 
through the SPA. Monitoring personnel and ac­
tivities are th~ direct responsibility of the grants and 
monitoring supervisor. 

There is one grant administrator serving on each 
of the SPA's three program teams. Grant ad­
ministrators are responsible for monitoring all State 
share Parts C, E, JJDP, and discretionary grants 
once every three months. In addition, they act as a 
screening mechanism and take the lead for their 
team on monitoring reports submitted by the seven 
regional planning units. All local share Parts C, E, 
JJDP, and dis~~retiona.ry grants are monitored by 
regional planners~ who also report on each active 
project once every three months, using the same 
monitoring report form llsed by the SPA grant ad­
ministrators. 

With theiritro-<:k!ctiqo ofa results ori~nteda9c 
plication, emphasizing accomplishments over a 
specific time frame, the SPA can compare actual ac­
tivities carried out and results achieved, with the ac­
tivities and results originally specified in the grant 
application. Once every three months, the grant ad­
ministrators and regional personnel conduct onsite 
visits and interviews with financial and program­
matic project staff, to ascertain the activities under­
taken and the results achieved to date. All monitor­
ing reports become part of the grantees' official 
project reports on file at the SPA. 

An additional component added during the past 
year is the monitoring of the seven regional planning 
units (RPUs). It is envisioned that grant administra­
tors will be leading mem~ ers of their teams on 
regularly scheduled RPU 11 anitoring visits several 
times during the life of ea.r <1 planning grant award. 

Evaluation 

The evaluation unit, within the SPA's division of 
research and evaluation, is primarily responsible for 
providing cost and performance information on 
criminal and juvenile justice programs and projects 
funded by the SPA, and for assisting justice agencies 
to recognize and meet their evaluation needs. The 
unit staff consists of four professionals. Each mem­
ber is assigned to one of the three program teams. 
This structure provides each major funding area 
with an evaluation specialist, and also provides the 
evaluation unit with evaluators who specialize by 
funding area. 

One of the evaluation unit's objectives for the 
1978 planning year is to intensively evaluate eight 

program categories. Although the specific categories 
to be evaluated have not been determined at this 
time, the process used to select and conduct these 
evaluations has been developed. 

During the time period when the comprehensive 
plan is being developed, the program categories are 
screened for their evaluation potential based on cer­
tain criteria established by the SPA. The program 
ca~egories identified as having potential for evalua­
tion are then discussed with the entire evaluation 
unit, resulting in recommendations to the SPA direc­
tor. After approval by the director, they are incor­
porated into the comprehensive plan. During the 
funding round, all applications in the selected 
program categories are reviewed to insure that they 
will operate in a manner that will promote evalua­
tion. Particular attention is paid to the availability 
of data and control groups. 

The evaluator also conducts a review ()f the 
av.ai!ab!.e 1iterature....~.t·. the· completion of both 
reviews, an evaluation design is developed. The pro­
posed evaluation design is then discussed with the 
appropriate team and with the grantees. At the com­
pletion of this step. the design is finalized and the 
evaluation is initiated. During the course of the 
evaluation (usually between 12 and 18 months), the 
evaluator will regularly brief the other SPA team 
members and periodically meet with the project 
staff. . .. 

At the completio~ of the evaluation, a draft 
report is presented to theother team ffiembersand to 
the grantees for comment. Taking the feedback into 
account, and taking any other necessary steps, the 
evaluator prepares the final report. 

One of the objectives of the evaluation unit is to 
disseminate the results of evaluations conducted by 
both the SPA staff and others. To accomplish this 
objective, procedures have been developed to iden­
tify who will receive copies of evaluation reports 
written by the SPA's evaluators, executive sum­
maries of evaluations conducted by SPA staff, and 
results of evaluations performed by non-SPA staff of 
programs and projects similar to those funded by the 
SPA. An annual booklet containing abstracts of all 
SPA-sponsored evaluations will be prepared and 
distributed to all persons on. the SPA's mailing list. 

DELAWARE 
The Governor's Commission on Criminal 

Justice (GCCJ) has established comprehensive pro­
. cedures for auditing, monitoring, and evaluation. 
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Auditing 

The audit of the State Planning Agency is per­
formed by the auditor of accounts. There is a provi­
sion for subcontract to a CPA firm if the auditor of 
accounts cannot perform the audit' in a timely man­
ner, and if funds have been set aside for such a con­
tingency. 

The Governor's commission has two auditors on 
staff, one reporting to the comptroller and doing in­
house auditing, and the other doing field auditing 
and reporting to the executive director. An audit 
schedule is established for audits of sub grantees. All 
audited subgrantees are provided 40 days to respond 
to the audit report afttr an audit. 

Monitoring 

There are three levels of monitoring and evalua­
tion. Level I comprises projects with no personnel 
employed from grant funds, project periods of less 
than one year, grant awards under $10,000, and 
which can only be adequately reviewed upon ter­
mination. Level. II is done when personnel will be 
employed, continuation of the project is considered, 
and the grant award is under $100,000. Level II I is 
for grants that are to be intensively evaluated, with 
grant awards over $100,000. Level III project cri­
teria are for projects to be innovative, to continue 
guidance to the subgrantee, to be of high plan 
priority, or to be undertaken by other than tradi­
tional criminal justice agencies. Technical assistance 
conferences to review the project workplan and 
timetable, and periodic onsite revi~ws by GCC] staff 
are part of Level III monitoring and evaluation. 

A monitoring level is assigned for eijch grant im­
mediately following award. Level III grants are 
monitored monthly. Quarterly monitoring is per­
formed for Level II, and Level I grants are desk 
monitored. Initial start-up inspection takes place be­
tween 45 and 60 days of inception, via a monitoring 
visit. All grants in Level II and III are visited. All 
projects failing to achieve substantial implementa­
tion within 60 days are provided intensive technical 
assistance by the monitor. Unresolved start-up 
problems are referred to the supervisory board. 

Evaluation 

The division of evaluation was. established in 
September of 1974 by the supervisory board, and 
has been determined to be a national "promising 
project." Goals of the division are to develop infor­
mation on the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
projects funded, to identify and evaluate 25 percent 
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of the total number of dollar value of the most rele­
vant projects, ~o identify projects for eval uation in 
the National Evaluation Program, to assure use of 
evaluation results in management and funding deci­
sions, to provide technical assistance to criminal 
justice agencies within the State to develop and ex­
pand their own evaluation capabilities, and to pro­
vide inservice evaluation training. 

The Delaware plan contains a section in each 
annual action program description for results of 
monitoring and evaluation to assure that the infor­
mation obtained is utilized in the planning process. 

Evaluation begins with application review, with 
the division assuring that tbre are measurable gnals 
and objectives, the means for data collection, and an 
evaluation design. The grants management division 
reviews those applications that will not be evaluated, 
but will be intensively monitored, for much the same 
requirements. 

Data collection and transmittal of other infor­
mation is provided by monitoring reports and 
subgrantee quarterly reports. Quarterly reports in­
clude progress toward meeting measurable objec­
tives and project performance. All projects must 
complete an internal self-assessment form 30 days 
prior to project term ination. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Auditing 

Since the beginning of the LEAA program in the 
District of Columbfa, the Office of Criminal Justice 
Plans and Analysis has contracted the services of the 
city's Office of Municipal Audit and Inspection 
(OMAI) to perform the biennial audit of the SPA 
and to perform audits of subgrantees. Prior to 1977, 
OMAI assigned two full-time auditors who had no 
difficulty in accomplishing the audit of the SPA and 
audits of subgrants well in excess of the guideline of 
25 percent of the total number of subgrants and 50 
percent of the total dollar amount. In 1977, with a 
reduced amount of Part B funds available, OM AI 
assigned one full-time auditor and one part-time 
supervisor to LEA~-funded projects. In an effort to 
further economize in 1978, the SPA will reassign an 
existing staff person to full-time auditing of sub­
grantees under the supervision of both the SPA 
director and OMAI. It is anticipated that the. 25 to 
50 percent level of effort can be maintained. OMAI 
will be contracted to perform the biennial audit of 
the SPA. 



Monitoring 

The results of a recent management study which 
was funded with LEAA capacity building monies 
has provided the new SPA management wite a foun­
dation for developing a grants monitoring program 
which is both systematic and efficient. This study 
was contracted by the SPA because staff turnover 
and lack of management continuity had res~ihed in a 
breakdown of the monitoring function. 

Primary responsibility for both program and fis­
cal monitoring rests with the' director of grants 
management, a fiscal ofQ:::er, and three grants moni­
tors. These monitors are assigned to subgrants with­
in the following functional categories: adult services 
and supervision, and crime pervention/law enforce­
ment; administration of justice (courts); and juvenile 
justice and in-house grants, The director of grants 
management establishes an overall unit workplan 
and operating procedures, and supervises the proc­
ess of monitoring the 30 to 40 subgrants which OC­
JPA awards each year. 

Within 30 days following the supervisory 
. board's selection of a subgrant application for fund­

ing, the appropriate monitor meets with project per­
sonnel to develop an official project workplan. This 
workplan becomes the basis for all subsequent 
monitoring activity. It establishes the major work 
tasks and elements to be accomplished, the output 
measures or measurable results associated with each 
task, data collection and reporting procedures, and 
a schedule for task completion. The project director 
submits monthly fiscal and quarterly progress 
reports to the monitor, who reviews them against the 
projections of the workplan to determine project 
status. A.dditionally, each monitor conducts at least 
two onsite visits per project per year. The monitors' 
analyses of reports and site visits are circulated to 
the director of planning and the executive director. 
Recognition and resolution of project problems or 
needs for technical assistance are the responsibility 
of the monitor. 

Evaluation 

To date, the District of Columbia SPA has not 
established a systematic evaluation program. The 
new management of the SPA, however, has recently 
undertaken the creation of an expert advisory com­
mittee which will guide the SPA in developing a full 
range evaluation capability. 

-, ...... -----------

FLORIDA 

Auditing 
The Florida State Planning Agency provides fbr 

audit of subgrants through an audit section which is 
directly answerable to the chief of the SPA. The sec­
tion consists of six auditors, including the- audit 
supervisor. Audit resolution is provided througb the 
administrative services section, the supervisor of 
which is also responsible directly to the chief of the 
SPA. 

Prior to 1978, the audit objectives of the Florida 
SPA involved the audit of 25 percent of the number 
of subgrants awarded from each fiscal year's funds 
covered, and within this 25 percent, to audit 50 per­
cent of the LEAA dollars awarded. Specific sekc­
tion criteria utilized by the SPA include the follow­
ing: audit of ail subgrants where the LEAA dollar 
amount is $100,000 or more, including discretion­
ary grants; audit of all continuing local planning 
subgrants at least annually; and selection from the 
remaining subgrants, projects to be audited that will 
give wide geographic coverage within the State j and 
whose number and LEAA dollar amount will lead 
to achievement of the 25 to 50 percent objectives 
noted above. 

Reports provided by the State Planning Agency 
indicated that the achievements of the agency with 
regard to dollar amount;; and numbers audited 
closely approximate th~ objectives established for' 
the audit unit. 

In 1978, the SPA will amend its objectives to 
concentrate on currently ended 1975 action 
subgrants, on the larger discretionary grants from 
1973 through 1975 funds, on Part B plannIng 
subgrants, and on special audit requests. The impact 
of this approach is that no audits will be performed 
on 1974 action subgrants, or earli~r year grar\~~, 
beyond thos~ a.1ready concluded. ' 

With regard to audit of the State Planning Agen­
cy, this function is provided by the Florida State 
auditor general through an annual audit of a fiscal 
year basis of July 1 through June 30. Al;lproximately 
50 person gays are expended annually by the,office 
fOf the State Planning Agency audit. 

Monitoring 
The Florida State Planning Agency ,provides for 

the monitoring of all subgrants, with l'ipecific objec~ 
tives of: 
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$25,000 or less 
$25,001 - $50,000 
$50,001 - $100,000 

One site visit 
Two site visits 
Three site 
visib 

$100,001 - + Four site visits 
The prImary monitoring responsibility in' the 

State Pla1ining Agency is within the planning section 
and the grants manage.ment section. Total staff 
resources committed to this function include five 
criminal justice planners, five fiscal specialists, one 
Federal program specialist, and .one overall coor­
dinator, for a total of 12. The amount of time com­
mitted to the effort is approximately equal to 1.2 
full-time staff. In addition: to resources available 
from the' State Planning Agency, the regional plan­
ning units and metropolitan units commit an addi­
tional equivalent of 1.5 fuU-time ·staff to the func­
tion. 

The State Planning Agetlcy has developed an in­
tensive format for onsite monitoring of all subgrants, 
which is utilized by both the State Planning Agency 
and by local planning units. A cooperative arrange­
ment exists between the local planning units and the 
planning agency at the State level to determine 
which agency has primary responsibility for 
monitOring local subgrants. However, the State 
Planning Agency reviews all reports submitted by 
the local units for accuracy and comprehensiveness. 
State agen~y subgrants are. all monitored by the State 
Planning Agen-;:y's planning section. 

Evaluation 
The Florida State Planning Agency hali commit­

ted one fuU-time planner, and seven part-time plan­
ners to the evaluation function. This commitment 
yields an equivalent of 2.75 full-time staff for 
evaluation of State and local subgrants. Of the 15 
local planning units, only four have an evaluation 
capability. Of those four, seven full-time staff mem­
bers are devoted exclusively to the evaluation func­
tion. 

The SPA has required the local planning units to 
each conduct one intensive evaluation of local 
subgrants awarded in that area and each State Plan­
!ling Agency planner to conduct an intensive evalua­
tion of at least one State agency subgrant. These 
evaluations will occur during 1978. 

Information yielded from evaluation and 
monitoring repor~s are made available to both plan­
ning and grants management staff, and to th~ State' 
supervisory board, for utilization in the decision­
makhng process. Also, in an effort to make the results 

98 

of these evaluation ~fforts more useful, the State 
Planning Agency has provided extensive technical 
assistance to local and State planning units, has 
developed evaluation procedures for utilization by 
evaluation teams, and has developed a funding 
strategy for support of the evaluation function 
through provision of Part C action funds. 

GE:ORGIA 
Auditing 

The Georgia State Crime Commission is audited 
annually by the State audit department as required 
by State law. This audit is performed in accordance 
with audit standards promulgated by the Govern­
ment Accounting Office and consistent with the re­
quirements for minimum coverage set out in LEAA 
Guideline Manual M4100.1E. Copies of the final 
audit r::port are transmitted to the LEAA Office of 
Audit and Investigation. 

The Stale Planning Agency staff incl udes a four­
member audit division consisting of a director of 
aU.dits and three full-time auditors. The director of 
audits prepares an audit plan scheduling grant audits 
according to the amount of funds involved; 
problems identified, if any; time lapsed since last 
audit; and the status of the grant. Audits conducted 
by SPA staff consist of an examination of grant fi­
nancial transactions, accounts, and reports, includ­
ing an evaluation of compliance with applicable 
Federal and State laws and regulations, and an 
assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness with 
which the subgrantee is administering the program 
in question. 

. The SPA has prom ulgated proced ures governing 
the clearance of audit reports in which are 
established specific time frames for the resolution of 
audit findings and recommendations. Upon resolu­
t.ion of all audit findings, the audit is formally 
cleared and the subgrantee and cognizant regional 
planner so notified by letter from the SPA director. 

Monitoring 
The routine monitoring of local projects is 

delegated by the SPA to the regional planning unit 
(RPU) criminal justice planner while the SPA re­
tains the responsibility for monitoring grants 
awarded to State agencies. 

All local proiects r.eceive two onsite visits by the 
RPU planner dU.,dng the grant period. These visits 
occur 70' days anq again seven months foHowing ac-



ceptance of the award by the subgrantee. The former 
visit focuses on initial project implementation and 
the latter on project operation and pe,rformance. 
The RPU planner is responsible for the preparation 
and submission to the SPA of the monitoring 
repo:ts. Each sub grantee is responsible for the sub­
mission of two progress reports during the life of 
each project. These reports are compJ.eted seven 
months after acceptance of the award and at the con­
clusion of the project. 

State agency projects are monitored once. during 
the grant period by SPA planners. In addition, State 
agencies submit two progress reports for each proj­
ect on the same schedule as that applicable to local 
subgrantees. "these reports are monitored closely by 
the cognizant SPA planner in order to identify 
problems requiring additional onsite visits: 

EV8lu~tion 

Program evaluation is the responsibility of the 
SPA evaluation division. That division participates 
in (.1& revitlw of subgrant applications in order to 
assure that an adequate evaluation design is in­
cluded. Evaluation designs to be implementr;d by 
the division or by evaluation units funded by the 
State crime commission include pure experimental 
designs, quasi-experimental using post hoc st,1:atified 
comparison and quasi-experimental using pre- and 
posttesting. 

Designs have been drafted for the evaluation of 
the following annual action programf~ntegories: 
community crime prevention; reduction of Part I 
crimes; personnel development; rehabilitation of 
adult offenders; courts; and the jUlienile justice 
program. In addition, evaluation staff will develop 
and implement an evaluation design for assessing the 
impact of the regional court administration project. 
An inner-city juvenile diversion project is to receive 
an intensive evaluation by the Im~al school system 
and a private university research ~roup. 

The comprehensive evaluat~'On of major State 
adult correctional treatment programs will be con­
tinued during 1978. To date, substantial progress 
toward establishing an extensive data base which in­
cludes postrelease employment and recidivism Jl~.S 
.Deen made. This program is in the process of relaimg 
life-history varjables and priychological data to per­
formance after release. 

GLJAM 
The following is a hrief description of the pro- , 

cedures followed by th(~ Territory of Guam in order 

to audit, monitor, and evaluate programs and 
projects. 

A~diting 

The audit It.\\nction for the Territorial Crime 
Commission (Tee) i;;: Qandled for the most part by 
the State auditor's offie\'<, under the Bureau of. 
Budget and Management ~esearch. Additionally, 
the TCe financial officer at i~1pes conducts audits of 
selected subgrantees. At tll~ completion of all 
subgrant audits, an exit':cfnference is held with the 
auditee, the auditor, and TCC. The final audit 
report is then submitted to the TCC to begIn the 
clearance and resolution process. 

The audits are conducted in accordance with 
GAO published audit standards and specifiqalIy 
focus on: an examination of financial transactl1ons, 
accounts, and reports, including an evaluation of 
compliance with applicalJIe laws and regulations; a 
review. of efficiency and economy in the use of 
resources; and, a review to determine whether 
desired results are effectively achieved. The iauditor : 
or auditors spend as much time as necessary onsite, 
and gather information from grant records, TCC 
records, interviews with project staff, interviews 
with project users and clients, and records o~)the 
Government of Guam Accounting Department. 

All audit exceptions must be responded to by the 
subgrantee in a letter of resolution to the TCC. The 
TCC then negotiates any disagreements with the 
auditee and forwards all documentaHon in this . 
regard to the Office of Audit and Investigation, 
Washington,. D.C., with a copy to the Audit and In­
vestigation Field Office and Office of General 
Counsel. The Office of Audit and Investigation then 
reviews the submitted material to insure th~.t all 
findings and recommendations have been properly 
addressed. 

Monitoring 

The Guam monitoring function has been 
designed to monitor all program and project 
progress, measure program effects, and incr.ease 
subgrae:tee understanding of change processes. In­
tensive monitdring of subgrantees is conducted by 
the five progl'a\~ specialists in their various areas of 
discipline. It includes collecting, reviewing, and 
analyzing routine and special data pertinent to the 
monitoring and evaluation program) such as 
progress reports, statistical comparisons, etc., to 
document project performa~nce. Monitoring ac­
tivities are implemented on each project. one week 
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after the project begins. Monitoring is continued 
periodically, thereafter, on at least a quarterly basis 
by the specialists, and includes site visits and per­
sonal interviews. A monitoring form has been 
developed for use by the specialists that addresses an 
examination of objective and subjective results of 
the project, an assessment of the progress and 
problems of the project as of the date of the monitor­
ing visit, and an analysis of the project reporting 
procedures to document project performance. The 
data generated through these monitoring activities is 
reviewed by the program evaluator and utilized in 
planning and funding decisions. 

Evaluation 
The evaluation activities of the Gua.m Ter­

ritorial Crime Commission are designed to operate 
in two basic stages. The first stage focuses on an 
analysis of activities during the project de1fe~opment 
and implementation period. It is a formative step of 
evaluation and is designed to insure that realistic 
and quantifiable goals are established, and that t~e 
project is implemented according to a predeveloped 
wo'rkplan and timetable. A formative evaluation 
checklist has been prepared that the cognizant 
program specia.list utilizes to evaluate the project 
objectives as they are scheduled to conclude. 

The second stage of the TCC's evaluation 
program is de3igned to examine the product the 
project was designed to produce. This stage focuses 
on an analysis of the results and impact of the proj­
ect, a comparison of the problem a'S it existed prior 
to and aftl~r project implementation, and suggested 
modifications for future similar ~rojects based on 
the operation of the subject project. 

The final step in the TCC evaluation process is 
the development of a written formal evaluation 
report which applies all the information gathered by 
monitoring, assessment, and project research to 
document whet.her, or to what extent, the project ac­
complished its objectives in terms of preventing, 
controlling, or reducing crime and delinquency. 
This report is prepared by the program e.valuator. In 
order to encourage local criminal justice agencies to 
build an eva.luation capability and use evaluation 
results to guide their activities, the program (.va!ua­
tor has established a series of ongoing evaluation 
training workshops for all subgrantees and agencies. 

Hj~WAIl 

The following is a brief description of the pro­
cedur'es followed by the State of Hawaii in order to 

100 , 

audit, monitor, and evaluate programs and projects. 

Auditing 
The State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 

(SLEPA) contracts with the comptroller of the State 
of Hawaii for its audit services. Aud·its are con­
ducted in accordance with the audit standards 
published by GAO (Part III, Chapter I). 
Specifically, the scope of the subgrantee audits en­
compasses: an examination I,)ffinancial transactions, 
accounts, and reports, including an evaluation of 
compliance with applicable laws and regulations; 
and a review of efficiency and economy in the use of 
resources. Final audit reports are submitted to 
SLEPA by the comptroller for all grants that are 
audited. 

Upon receipt of a final audit report, the SPA im­
mediately transmits one copy to the auditee and re­
quires the auditee to submit a signed original and 
one copy of its responses to the audit report. The 
auditee has a maximum of 40 days from the date of 
the final report in which to respond to the SPA. The 
auditee's response is keyed to the applicable recom­
mendation and must: specifically state what action 
has been or will be taken on each audit recommen­
dation; include, if possible, specific dates on which 
action was or is to be initiated; and include docu­
mentation supporting actions taken or to be taken. 
Upon receipt of the auditee's response to the audit 
report, the SPA reviews the auditee's response and 
determines if there is agreement or disagreement 
with each audh finding resulting in a recommenda­
tion. If disagreement occurs on audit findings and 
recommendations, the x:esponse covers each perti­
nent fact presented in the audit report with reasons 
for disagreement specifically stated. 

The SPA.has a maximum of20 days from the ex­
piration date of the auditee's 40-day period in which 
to respond. 

The responses from the auditee and the SPA are 
transmitted to the Office of Audit and Investigation, 
Washington, D.C., with a copy of both respcnses to 
the appropriate Audit and Investigation Field Office 
and Office of Gen;;:ral Counsel. The Office of Audit 
'Jnd Investigation reviews the response to determine 
that all findings and recommendations have been 
properly addressed in the responses. 

Monitoring 
SLEPA has developed, after extensive consulta­

tion with the four county coordinators, an overall 
monitoring process designed to provide for con-
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tinuous monitoring of all LEAA-funded projects. 
The approach utilized relies heavily on both the staff 
of the SPA and applicant agency personnel. 

All applicant agencies are required to constantly 
monitor the performance under grant supported ac­
tivities to insure that time sched.ules are being met, 
projected work units are accomplished as projected, 
and other performance goals are being achieved. 
Additionally, the SPA staff conducts periodic and 
scheduled onsite monitoring visits to all grants, 
utilizing developed monitoring checklists. These site 
visits are for the purpose of reviewing program ac­
complishments and management control mechan­
isms, and for providing technical assistance as re­
quired. After each such visit, the cognizant planning 
specialis~ develops a monitoring report that focuses 
on: a comparison of actual accomplishments to the 
goals established for the specified period (where ap-· 
propriate, quantified program data is compared 
against cost data); an explanation and recommended 
resolution for any project timetable slippage in 
terms of projected goals; and other pertinent infor­
mation including, when appropriate, an analysis and 
explanation of cost overruns or substantial savings. 

The frequency of the onsite monitoring visits are 
established at the time of grant award, taking into 
consideration inc~ividual project needs. The SLEPA 
has established the policy that all grants will be 
moniiored no less than twice during the project 
period, and that quarterly moniltoring will be ac­
complished where practicable. 

If any performance review by the applicant 
agency or SLEP A indicates a need for either 
program or fiscal revision to the original grant, it is 
required that the applicant immediately submit a 
written request for revision to SLEPA for appropri­
ate action. 

Evaluation 
The SLEPA evaluation function has been 

designed to measure the degree of projeot objective 
attainment both during and at the conclusion of 
project activities, and to provide feedback informa­
tion for management review and decisionmaking to 
facilitate program development, direction, and 
coordination. 

SLEPA views the goals of evaluation as being 
the same as those of action programs-to improve 
the criminal justice system and reduce crime and 
delinquency. It therefore defines evaluation as the 
process of delineating I obtaini~g, and providing 
useful information for judging decision alternatives, 
and views evaluation as a decisionmaking process of 

which monitoring is an integral part, since monitor­
ing provides current information on project per­
formance. The SLEPA staff assumes the respon­
sibility for the evaluation of its projects and 
programs as part of its assigned fundion. The staff 
member responsible for each of the functional dis­
ciplines, as well as the county coordinators, execute 
the monitoring and evaluation of projects and 
programs under their jurisdiction. 

Evaluation is a key component of the overall 
grant development and implementation process. 
During the project development stage, SLEPA staff 
work with the applicant agencies to insure that proj­
ect objectives are both attainable and quantifiable, 
utilizing information gained from past project 
evaluations. This process continues tl1rough applica­
tion review and grant award. Once the proj~ct is im­
plemented, the project is monitored and evaluated 
throughout 'its life cycle. SLEP A refers to this as the 
formative evaluation stage. Upon completion, 
SLEPA undertakes a summative evaluation, i.e., 
evaluating the project product. A. final evaluation 
report is prepared by SLEPA staff and made availa­
ble to all affected agencies and units of goverrtme,nt. 
It is also used in the overall plaHning cycle and in 
future project development effq.rts. 

IDAHO 
Auditing 

Auditing of subgrants is conducted by an audi­
tor on the SPA staff. Auditing of the SPA is qon­
ducted by the Idaho legislative auditor. The pr.ilicy 
of the SPA is to audit each subgrant as soon as possi­
ble after completion of a grant. Size of a grant and 
the allegation concerning irregularities are the basis 
for prioritization of grants for audit. Where there 
are irregularities suspected, interim audits are con­
ducted during the life of the subgrant. Audit reports 
are submitted to the SPA director for action. An ex­
ception to this practice is made for audit exceptions 
less than $1 ,QOO where no fraud is indicated. These 
are handled directly by the appropriate grants 
manager. 

For 1969 through 1974, 72 percent of all Parts 
C and E sub grants were ¥ither audited 01' fiscally 
monitored by the audit staff (956 subgrants out of a 
total of 1,324). The dollar amount represented in 
these subgrants was $6,124,989 out of a total of 
$10,450,080 awarded; or 58.6 percent. For 1975, 
the SPA audit staff audited 115 Parts C and E 
subgrants out of a total of 161 subgrants awarded 
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(71.4 percent), and a dollar amount of $1,699,668, 
out of a total dollar amount awarded of $2,699,618 
(62.9 percc::nt). In addition to the 115 1975 
subgrants audited by the SPA staff, an additional 13 
1975 subgrants were audited by the legislative audit 
staff, as part of their audit of the Idaho SPA. The 
SPA audit staff has audited 22 1976 subgrants out of 
a total of 140 subgrants awarded (14.7 percent). 
Subgrants with a dollar amount of $439,643 out of a 
total subgrants awarded of $2,875-423 (I5 percent) 
have already been audited. The aUdits prepared by 
the Idaho SPA have been complete and well-done. 

Monitoring 
Until recently, monitoring of subgrants to local 

units of governmertt was performed by a monitor in 
each of the State's three planning regions. No stand­
ard form was utilized for monitoring, and grants to 
State agencies have not been monitored. Monitoring 
activities have not emphasized an examination of the 
results of the projects, partly because the results 
sought were generally not cleaIiy stated. 

The LEAA Regional Office provided the Idaho 
SPA with a suggested monitoring format and 
criticized the poor monitoring practice in the recent 
SPA monitoring:The SPA has since terminated the 
Contracts for the local monitors and the new SPA 
director has indicated his intention to require 
monitoring of all major projects by program 
managers. This practice, if followed, together with 
an appropriate monitoring form, can yield an ex­
cellent monitoring program. At this transitional 
point no more definitive judgment can be made. A 
reorganization of the SPA currently underway calls 
for a supervisor of planning. The person hold~ng this 
position, not now designated, will be responsible for 
oversight of the monitoring activities. 

Evaluation 
The evaluation capacity of the Idaho SPA is 

weak and has been criticized as problematic in two 
consecutive annual monitorings of the SPA by 
LEAA. Evaluation training and possibly new 
(different) personnel in the evaluation section are 
needed to substantially upgrade this function. To 
date, the basis for constructing a good evaluation 
design has been severely hampered by a lack of 
definition or quantification in project and program 
objectives. Current planning activities are likely to 
improve the quality of program and project objec­
tives. Further, the current intention of the SPA is to 
incorporate data collection and evaluation norms 
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into action program descriptions. This should raise 
the overall level of performance measurement in 
subgrants. This effort, however, cannot be sophisti­
cated without external assistance. Further, intensive 
evaluation of the more complicated projects can be 
performed satisfactorily at this time only with con­
tractual assistance. 

ILLINOIS 
Auditing 

The Illinois Law Enforcement Commission 
(ILEC) is subject to the Illinois Auditing Act, as 
defined in Chapter 15 of the Illinois Revised 
Statutes. The act fixes audit responsibility with the 
Illinois auditor general. who contracts with certified 
public accounting firms to conduct financial and 
compliance examinations. These examinations are 
under the direct supervision, of the auditor general's 
staff, and are in accordanc~ with the "Audit Guide 
For Performing Compliance Audrts 01 Illinois State 
Agencies" dated April 30, 1976. The examination of 
ILEC does not cover subgrantee organizations. 

The ILEC's audit unit, which reports to the ex­
ecutive director, is composed of six auditors and a 
chief of audit. 

The major function of the unit is to perform 
subgrantr.e examinations which are designed to: in­
sure the fairness and ac~uracy of financial reports; 
determine compliance with applicable Federal, 
State, and ILEC regulations; and, on selected grants, 
measure whether the goals and objectives have been 
met effectively, efficiently and economically. 

Upon the completion of all examination, a 
report is {>repared by the audit unit. The report and a. 
cover letter are sent to the highest elected official, 
State department director, or president of a not-for­
profit corporation over the signature of the ILEC 
deputy director or executive director. 

Monitoring 
The technical assistance unit is responsible for 

monitoring all active grants. Project fiscal activity 
and records, as well as progress made toward the 
program goals, are examined. There are two formal 
monitoring visits to grants under $100,000 and three 
to grants over $100,000. The first takes place within 
60 days for a new subgrantee. The last takes place 
near the end of the project. Other visits are spaced 
within the life of the grant, and there are also many 
ad hoc interviews with most subgrantees. 



Subgrantees are required to submit m.onthly or 
quarterly performance reports depending upon the 
nature of the program. These reports cover approx­
imately 30 program areas and were designed by the 
ILEe evaluation staff. In program areas for which 
there are no evaluation designs, subgrantees are re­
quired to submit bimonthly narrative progress 
reports supplemented by statistical data. The project 
monitor insures that these reports are submitted. 

There are 10 professional staff in the technical 
unit of the professional services division plus ap­
proxiinately 10 other individuals in other divisions 
who have part-time and/or specialized monitoring 
duties. The same person reviews applications, pro­
vides technical. assistance, and performs monitoring. 
The reports filed after a monitoring visit are placed 
in the master tile and are reviewed before refunding 
any project or including continuing projects in the 
annual action plan. These reports note objective and 
sUbjective results, and assess progress and problems. 
They are available to subgrantees. 

ILEC does not have a procedure for local par­
ticipation in the development of an administrative 
policy for monitoring. However, regional planning 
unit (RPU) directors are invited to participate with 
ILEC staff in the actual visit. There are no separate 
funds for monitoring, but are included in the opera­
tional budget for technical assistance. 

Evaluation 
The evaluation unit of the State Planning Agen­

cy consists of an administrator, seven professionals, 
one librarian, and two ,clerical staff. This unit 
reports directly to the associate director for plan­
ning and development. Policy decisions concerning 
the activities of the evaluation unit are made at the 
executive staff level. In addition, evaluators are 
working in a number of regions under the direction 
of the RPU directors involved, and are funded by 
ILEC under the model evaluation program. 

Both evaluation and planning functions fall 
within the planning and development division. This 
is to insure that evaluation data is used in the plan 
development process. Evaluation findings, when 
available, are incorporated into the plan document 
for each program and project area. Likewise, they 
are used in the grant review process to assure that 
funding decisions are based on solid information. 

At the State level, intensive evaluations are con­
ducted by the State evaluation staff and by outside 
contractors. The in-house staff is expected to pro· 
vide at least three intensive evaiuations a year. 

Selection of projects for intensive evaluations are 
made by executive staff. The regional evaluators are 
not expected to provide intensive evaluations, but 
restrict their activities to processi~lg evaluations. 
There are three levels of program evaluation: inten­
sive, minimal and no evaluation. Intensive evalua­
tions may be conducted by third parties or by ILEC 
evaluation unit staff, and data and information re­
quired is detailed and fairly exhaustive. At the 
minimal level of evaluation, projects and program 
areas will only be required to submit minimal per­
formance reports which document their activities. 
Projects and program areas for which no evaluation 
is planned will only be expected to submit the stand­
ard narrative progress report. 

An evaluation plan will be devised for the 
juvenile justice programs fund~d under the Juvenile 
Justice Act. This will not occur until it is known 
what level of Juvenile Justice Act resources can be 
devoted to evaluation. The most likely plan will in­
clude the provision of performance rep0rts for three 
pl'Ogram areas, with the selection of one pwgram 
are<i for intensive evaluation. 

An evaluation reports are disseminated to the 
subgrantees involved, to the RPUs, the State library 
system, and to LEAA. Executive summaries are sent 
to commissioners with the full report available upon 
request. Press releases are also made on evaluation 
findings to achieve broader dissemination of these 
results. 

INDIANA 
In recent years, the Indiana SPA has shown an 

increased interest in performance measurement 
plans. In addition, LEAA has dedicated a major 
effort toward assisting the Indiana SPA and its 
regional planning units achieve the maximum possi­
ble benefit from it~ auditing, monitoring, and 
evaluation programs. 

Auditing 
In Indiana, the auditing of the, State Plapning 

Agency and of subgrantees, is performed by the In~ 
diana State Board of Accounts and the State audit 
office. This agency is required by Indiana State law 
to audit every unit of local government and every 
State agency at least biannually. Special audits are 
conducted upon request of the Indiana SPA execu~ 
tive director. 

Monitoring 
The LEAA Regional Office' recognized a key 
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opportunity to assist Indiana with regard to 
monitoring procedures. The Region V SPA 
monitoring report, dated June 29, 1976, identified 
monitoring as the most important area of concern. 
Consequently, the Indiana State Planning Agency 
and LE;\A Region V agreed to address this area of 
concern by November 1976. With technical assist­
ance from the Region V staff, the Indiana State 
Planning Agency developed extensively revised 
monitoring procedures which have been incorpor­
ated in the State Planning Agency's operating pro­
cedures manual. Key features of these revised pro­
cedures are that extensive use is made of quantitative 
indicators of success wherever possible, that 
monitoring findings for individual projects are sum­
marized in a fashion that permits programwide 
analysis and comparison of projects relative to one 
another, and that results of monitoring are summa­
rized and made available to decision procedures. In­
diana has made a substantial improvement in this 
area. 

Evaluation 
Virtually 100 percent of all program evaluation 

efforts in Indiana are conducted by an in-house SPA 
staff rather than by olltside contractors. As a result, 
LEAA has en:couraged the participation of SPA 
evaluation sp¢cialists in the Criminal Justice Plan­
,ling Institute Regional Training Center's programs 
for evaluation techniques. 'Indiana's response has 
been enthusiastic with results that aU SPA evalua­
tion specialists have received LEAA training in 
evaluat~on techniques. LEAA Region V monitoring 
of the Indiana SPA has disclosed that the findings of 
program evaluation studies are given "heavy weight 
in subsequent program decisions regarding a given 
project or program. 

IOWA 
Auditing 

The Iowa State auditor annually performs a fis­
cal audit of the Iowa Crime Commission. In 1976, 
the Iowa State auditor, in. cooperation with the 
LEAA Denver Field Audit Office, performed its 
first fiscal and programmatic audit of the ICC. In 
the future, fiscal audits will be conducted annually 
and fiscal and programmatic audits biannually. Two 
full-time auditors are employed by the ICC and 
report directly to the executive director. The ICC 
has established standardized audit procedures and 
these procedures include recommendations from the 
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Iowa State auditor and the LEAA auditors. 

Monitoring 
The Iowa Crime Commission has established 

guidelines and procedures for organizing, imple­
menting, managing, and controlling a system to 
monitor subgrants. At the time of award, monitoring 
responsibility is assigned to the proper staff person 
at the SPA, the area crime commission, or, if a State 
subgrant, the State agency. The monitoring criteria 
established are as follows: subgrants of less than 
$10,000 of Federal support will not require onsite 
monitoring unless otherwise stipulated by the SPA, 
and the monitoring function for these projects will 
be merged with the final audit; subgrants of more 
than $10,000 but less than $50,000 of Federal sup­
port shall require as a minimum one onsite monitor­
ing visit during the grant period; and subgrants of 
more than $50,000 of Federal support shall require 
as a minimum two onsite monitoring visits during 
the grant period. 

Additionally, the SPA will make as a minimum 
one onuite visit to each area crime commission 
(regionai planning units) and State agency receiving 
awards to monitor 50 percent of their respective 
grants meeting criteria above. The SPA will make as 
a minimum one on site visit to each area crime com­
mission and State agency receiving awards to moni­
tor their respective grants meeting criterja above. 

Evaluation 
Guidelines and procedures for evaluation have 

been established by the Iowa Crime Commission. 
Criteria for selecting projects for evaluation and 
priorities for evaluation have been established. 
Basically, three evaluation stages are established: 

Preliminary Evaluations. These will be done 
on a limited number of subgrants, i.e., those with a 
totally innovative component or those included on 
the priority listing. The preliminary evaluation will 
be accomplished between the 9th and 11 th months 
(or in some cases the 20th and 23rd months) of a 
subgr.ant, and wHl be primarily concerned with 
progress made toward o~taining the goals and objec­
tives specified and any problems encountered in 
terms of this progress. These evaluations will be 
used by the staff and supervisory board to assist in 
determining continuation funding. 

Intermediate Evaluations. These will subse­
quently be done on those grants which received 
preliminary evaluations and continuation funding. 
The evaluations will be accomplished during the 
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20th and 23rd months, and will be similar in design 
and content to the preliminary evaluations. These 
evaluations will also be utilized in the decisionmak­
ing process on continuation funding. 

Final Evaluation. Toward the end of the third 
year of the project (or within 90 days of the termina­
tion), a final evaluation will be performed. This 
evaluation will contain a more comprehensive ex­
amination of specific components of the subgrant as 
compared to the preliminary and intermediate 
evaluations. It will also determine whether the proj­
ect was successful or unsuccessful in attaining the 
specified objectives and goals. 

KANSAS 
Auditing 

The SPA employs two auditors who devote full 
time to subgrantee audits. In addition to these two 
auditors, each of the three metropolitan regional 
offices employs an auditor to perform subgrantee 
audits on projects within that region. The regional 
auditors receive their audit assignments from and 
report to the SPA. They are assigned no other duties 
or responsibilities; however, they occasionally assist 
subgrantees through provision of fiscal technical 
assistance. All auditors report to the SPA director. 

There are no plans to change the size of the audit 
staff within the next year. Upon completion of an 
audit, findings are reported through the issuance of 
an audit report. The report is reviewed by the SPA 
administrative offil;e and executive director for 
comment and acceptance before being forwarded to 
the sUbgrantee. The subgrantee is required to re­
spond within 15 days. Following the sub grantee 
response, the executive director takes the necessary 
action to resolve the audit findings and publish the 
final report. 

Monitoring 

Monitoring is considered a part of the total SPA 
eval uation program. The SPA administrative officer 
schedules aU monitoring to be done by the SPA and 
RPU staffs. All completed monitoring reports are 
channeled through the administrative officer for his 
review and are also reviewed by each deputy direc­
tor and by the executive director. Additionally, the 
research department reviews the reports to extract 
statistical information to be used in the planning 
process. The reviews of .the monitoring reports pro­
vide the SPA with information to determine whether 
or not the project is progressing as scheduled or if 

technical assistance is needed. Most of the local 
sub grantee monitoring is performed by RPU staff 
with the SPA staff performing the monitoring of 
State agency grants. However, occasionally the SPA 
staff will provide assistance in the local monitoring 
effort. 

All new projects are monitored within 90 days 
of implementation, and all projects subject to re­
funding are monitored at least twice during the grant 
period. The second visit must be made during the 
final quarter of the project. All projects exceeding 
$200,000 are monitored at least twice during the 
grant period. 

Evaluation 

The Kansas SPA has determined through past 
experience that the resources, time, and expertise to 
intensively evaluate projects are not available in the 
SPA staff. This was discovered after attempting 
several intensive evai~lations and discovering the 
costs and time involved. As a result, funds are 
established to provide for contracting with outside 
individuals or organizations to provide intensive 
evaluations. During 1978 a minimum of one project 
-in each functional component, Le., police, courts, 
corrections, juvenile justice, and.systems will receive 
the necessary amount of funds to contract for outside 
intensive evaluation. 

The results of all monitoring and evaluation ac~ 
tivities are made available to the supervisory board 
subcommittees and full committee for their review 
prior to making refunding decisions and for future 
planning purpose!). 

KENTUCKY 
Auditing 

The auditor of public accounts for the Common­
wealth of Kentucky performs the audit of the Ken­
tucky SPA. The next audit commenced in early fall 
1977, and will encompass the period of July 1, 1974 
to June 30, 1976. Audit coverage will include a 
reasonable volume of both dollars and programs of 
the total planning and action grants. Minimum 
coverage as outlined in LEAA Guideline Manual 
M41 00.1 E will be provided. The scope of audit will 
contain reference to audit recommendations out­
lined in previous audits. Copies of the completed 
written audit report will be provided to the LEAA 
Office of Audit and Investigation. Internal auditors 
within the SPA audit, as a minimum, 25 percent of 
all subgrants and 50 percent of all funds awarded 
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from each fiscal year's block and discretionary 
grants. The SPA audit manager prepares an annual 
audit schedule which contains the following infor­
mation: audit universe-all programs and opera­
tions subject to audit; programs and operations 
selected for audit, with priorities and specific 
reasons for selection; an auditor to conduct the 
audit; audit cycle or frequency, the locations to be 
audited, and the reasons therefor; and scope of audit 
coverage to be provided and the reasons therefor. 
The schedule shall be adjusted as necessary to pro­
vide for audit coverage of unforeseen eventualities. 
A written report, in accordance with GAO reporting 
standards is prepared a'j soon as practical after the 
completion of each audit. The report contains narra-· 
tive statements! tabulations, schedules, or other per­
tinent data disclosing the deficiencies found and 
recommendations needed to correct and/or p'revent 
recurrence of the deficiencies. In addition, the 
reports identify the officials with whom the contents 
of the report were discussed and whether or not the 
officials concurred with the findings. Known or 
suspected violations of any laws encountered during 
audits, including fraud, theft, embezzlement, for­
gery, or other serious irregularities, are communi­
cated to LEAA'S" Office of Audit and Investigation. 
Resolution and clearance of audit findings and 
recommendations are in accordance with detailed 
procedures established by the SPA. Specific in­
dividuals are designated to review and resolve the 
audit report and, as appropriate, assist the auditor in 
the resolution of the auditor's findings. Upon 
clearance of all the audit findings and recommenda­
tions, a letter from the SPA administrator is issued 
to that effect and the audit closed in accordance with 
LEAA requirements as to the retention of records. 

Monitoring 

The SPA monitors all block and discretionary 
federally-funded projects and intensively evaluates 
selected projects, Authority to conduct monitoring 
and evaluation studies is provided by the Governor's 
Executive Order No. 76-103 of February 6, 1976 as 
enacted by the General Assembly in 1976 and the 
bylaws of the Kentucky Crime Commission (state 
supervisory body). Monitoring and evaluation 
responsibilities are assigned to the evaluation sec­
tion, which is located in the Kentucky Department 
of Justice. Authorized staff of the evaluation section 
consist of four evaluation specialists, a secretary, 
and supervisor. Entrance level requirements for all 
professional staff are the master's degree plus a 
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minimum of two years' experience. Professional dis­
ciplines and backgrounds of staff members. are 
sociology, criminal justice, political science, and 
psychology. Each evaluation specialist has respon­
sibility for the overall monitoring of all projects in a 
given program area or areas: corrections, courts, 
juvenile delinquency, manpower, and police. 
Throughout all phases of monitoring, the specialist 
has close and frequent liaison with program and fis­
cal specialists in respective program areas. Monitor­
ing is conducted twice annually for all projects: the 
first report to cover the fkst five months of opera­
tion, and the second report to cover the first 10 
months of operation. Information for monitoring 
reports is acquired from the following sources: proj­
ect personnel, project records, data collection in­
struments, and records of other agencies involved. 
Evaluation specialists make site visits twice annually 
to all projects (excepting selected equipment grants) 
to make observations and collect data. The project 
interview is structured according to a general 
monitoring site visit form. The monitoring report is 
completed for each site visit. These reports are pro­
vided to cognizant project agencies, government 
units, and members of the SPA and KCC. The SPA 
has detailed written procedures outlining all aspects 
of the monitoring effort. 

Evaluation 

The SPA's authority and organizational struc­
ture for evaluation is reflected in the preceding sec­
tion. Selection of projects to be evaluated by the 
evaluation section is made by the Department of 
Justice and the KCC following completion of the 
comprehensive plan. Criteria ilsed as guidelines for 
determining which projects will be evaluated are as 
follows: potential for decisionmaking-poteritial for' 
gaining information to be used in generalized deci­
sionmaking and planning; innovative nature-need 
for verification of new approaches to the resolution 
of crime and improvement of the criminal justice 
system; funding amount-funding large enough to 
warrant cost of evaluation, i.e., $100,000; antici­
pated continuation of project funding-provision for 
benefit to be realized from feedback and recommen­
datiolls and, if indicated, for evaluation observa­
tions to be made over a two or three-year period of 
operation; evaluation design requirement­
availability of sufficient number of observations of 
relevant variables and of data sources appropriate to 
experimental and control conditions; and man­
power-.availability of personnel. The results of 
evaluation studies are provided by written reports 
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covering approximately the first 10 months of proj­
ect operation. The early cutoff date is necessitaterl 
by time requirements for collection and analysis of 
data and report writing so that the report may be 
available for decisionmaking and planning needs of 
project personnel, the Department of Justice, and 
KCC. The evaluation report issued at the end of a 
g:-ant period consists of a detailed account of the 
fot'lowing: liter8;ture survey of related theory and 
findings; description of project implementation; 
method of gathering data; analysis of results pertain­
ing to project outcome; discussion of project out­
come as related to project implementation and to 
other findings in the field; and recommendations 
pertaining to problems, project effectiveness or in­
effectiveness, and any suggestions for further study 
or project modification. Evaluation reports are dis­
seminated to the following: chairman, KCC; KCC 
.committees; authorizing official of subgrarttee; proj­
ect director of implementing agency; cognizant 
Department of Justice personnel; atca development 
district directors and planners; LEAA Regional 
Office in Atlanta; National Evaluation Program; 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in 
Washington, D.C.; and master file. 

LOUISIANA 
Auditing 

The Louisiana Commission on Law Enforce­
ment and Administration of Criminal Justice audit 
section has published and distributed an audit guide 
for use by the distrk~ program directors and aU 
subgrantees. This audit guide establishes policies 
and procedures which will be followed when con­
ducting audits. The SPA is responsible for providing 
adequate audit coverage of a representative, volume 
(programs and dollars) of its grants and subgrants. 

The SPA employs one chief field auditor and 
three field auditors. Schedules for grants anc;l 
subgrants for audi~ are selected from grants award~d 
to each planning district and the State agencies. The 
schedule is for a one-year period; includes a wide 
range of programs; is representative of all districts 
within the State of Louisiana including the State 
agencies; and contains a reasonable dollar volume of 
funds allocated. The schequles are adjusted as 
necessary to provid~ for audit coverage of unfore­
seen priorities. 

Audits performed by the SPA of the recipients of 
subgrant awards determine whether the furtds allo-

cdted were expended in accordance with the rules 
and regulations of the Federal, State, and local 
governments. The recipients are required to main­
tain records that provide the auditors with the infor­
mation needed to determine whether matching funds 
were provided; program objectives were met; project 
funds were t:xpended for the purpose agreed upon; 
subgrantee has filed complete, accurate, and timely 
reports. A written report, in accordance with GAO 
reporting standards and established SPA policies 
and procedures, is prepared upon completion of 
each audit. Working papers prepared by the auditors 
are retained in the SPA audit files. 

Monitoring 
In 1976, the SPA developed a monitoring and 

evaluation system. This system is described in a 
guide identified as the Fiscal Year 1976 State Evalua­
tion Plan for the Louisiana Commission on Law En­
forcement and Administration of Criminal Justice. The 
evaluation strategy contained in the plan calls for a 
grouping of aU projects according to specific cri­
teria. Based on the criteria associated with each 
grouping, appropriate procedures are determined, 
reporting requirements are specified, and resources 
are allocatep accordingly. For example, the infor­
mation ne~-:is for a demonstration project will be 
much greater than for a routine, personnel acquisi­
tion grant. Since the SPA funds a large number of 
projects (approximately 350 per year), and has 
limited staff resources available for monitoring and 
evaluation, it is important' that the SPA identify 
those projects which have a priority for in'tbnsive 
evaluation. Therefore, through a grouping process, 
it is possible to separate the demonstration and in­
novative projects from the routine and tested, and 
then to determine monitoring and evaluation 
priorities. 

Listed below are the four project grl)upings: 
Group I: Personnel and Equipment Acquisi­

tion. Supplemental in nature; to augment or increase 
the efficiency of an agency through the acquisition of 
additional personnel and/or equipment. (This 
classification also includes routine training). 

Group II: Special Units. A distinct, clearly iden~ 
tifiable, and self-contained unit. The activity under­
taken by the unit is totally or substantially supported 
by grant funds' and is for legally required or man­
dated ?gency functions. 

Group III: Secondary Projects. A project which ,. 
provides a service or supports an activity which is 
not directly related and/or essential to the apprehen­
sion, adjudication, 9r incarceration of an individual. 
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Group IV: Research and Demonstration. The 
project has a clear objective that is to be demon­
strated or assessed through the collectiotl and 
analysis of historic recordH. The project should have 
a research element to gather more information about 
a new technique or approach, or an evaluation ele­
ment (a plan to test the validity or feasibility of a 
new technique or approach). 

Evaluation 
The SPA presently utilizes an evaluation 

priority committee of the supervisvry board for 
establishing and overseeing evaluation and monitor­
ing policy and its implementation. A monitoring and 
evaluation section is under the general supervision 

. of the deputy director. The district program direc­
tors have the primary responsibility for the monitor­
ing of all Group I projects. In the fulfillment ofthis 
responsibility, the district planning offices are ex­
pected to insure that all Group I projects comply 
with the established reporting requirements. In the 
area of evaluation, the districts have been assigned 
the responsibility for selecting candidates for 
evaluation from the Group III or IV projects funded 
in their district. 

Procedures for the development of performance 
measurements in subgrant applications are 
described in the SPA's applicant and subgrantee 
handbook. The SPA currently utilizes the evaluation 
and priority committee of its supervisory board to 
oversee projects, establish findings, recommend con­
tinuation funding based on accomplishments, 
~;$tablish criteria to be utilized to assess projecfs, and 
approve evaluation components in individual proj­
ects. The committee further est'ablishec overall 
evaluation policy and direction. In relation to plan­
ning, the committee, with the assistance of the SPA 
planning and evaluation staff, makes recommenda­
tions to the supervisory board for overall program 
direction including needed plan changes after 
reviewing program and project accomplishments 
and available evaluation findings. 

MAINE 
Auditing 

Within its executive division the SPA employs 
one evaluator and two auditors who are responsible 
for examination of the financial operations and per w 

formance of its subgrantees, and for coordination of 
the monitoring and evaluation of all SPA programs 
and projects. Financial audits are performed on all 
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grants in excess of $12,500 and performance audits 
on all grants in excess of $25,000. Other grants are 
audited on the basis of their distribution among the 
SPA's fundable criminal justice programs as listed in 
the annual comprehensive plan, and with;n the 
State's seven regional planning units. Such grants are 
audited primarilv to verify costs covered and paid, 
match compliane!!, and refunds of residual funds. In 
the case of equipment grants, procurement pro­
cedures and physical presence are also verified. 
Audit clearances are usually effected within three 
weeks of a report's release. 

Monitoring 
The SPA is still developing its monitoring pro­

cedures. When fully realized, they will utilize audit 
techniques and terminology with all subgrants to be 
placed in one ofthree audit categories: management, 
information, and performance. Management 
subgrants are those of short duration and small 
budgets with one-time funding and little or no 
measurable impact. From this group of subgrants are 
identified project clusters needing additional 
monitoring efforts at a later date. Management 
monitoring consists of review of the subgrants at the 
application/award stage, and of quarterly reports as 
submitted. 

Information sub grants are those which will, at 
some time in the future, require a d.ecision about 
replication. Subgrants involving personnel, equip­
ment, and long term training in the $2,000-$30,000 
range with limited but observable impact are in­
cluded in this category. Tools used are the 
Subgrantee Quarterly Performance Report and a 
Negotiation Guide. 

Performance subgrants are the third monitoring 
category. Projects therein are of long duration (over 
one year) with multiyear funding of over $100,000 
and with both immediate and long range impact. In 
addition to the aforementioned tools, a performance 
audit (monitoring) guide is also used. 

Evaluation 

Most formal eva!uations are effected via a for­
mal contract mechanism, with contracts being ob­
tained through normal procurement procedures. 
Projects considered for evaluation are those which 
are long term with anticipated high impact and 
multiyear large expenditures. Some formal evalua­
tion, requested by SPA management and/or by the 
SPA's board of directors, is done by the SPA evalua­
tor himself. 



MARYLAND 
Auditing 

The Maryland SPA has established an internal 
audit staff which is responsible for performing the 
audits of subgrantees. It is the policy of the SPA to 
audit 100 percent ofthe subgrantees. Therefore, ev­
ery recipient of LEAA block grant funds in the State 
of Maryland will be audited to assure that the 
Federal funds are expended in accordance with 
Federal and State regulations and the approved ap­
plication. 

The audit of the SPA itself is performed by the 
Maryland Legislative Auditor. This independent 
State audit agency is responsible for auditing all 
State agencies in Maryland. The Legislative Auditor 
is required by State law to perform an audit of the 
SPA at least once every two years. These audits have 
been performed on a regular basis over the life of the 
program, and there has been close coordination be­
tween the auditors and the LEAA Regional Office. 

Monitoring 

The Maryland SPA has assigned six professional 
staff members to the monitoring and evaluation sec­
tion. These individuals are responsible for monitor­
ing the activities of all subgrants and evaluating 
their accomplishments. All projects receive a site 
visit by eitherJPA or RPU staff within 120 days of 
implementation. 

Detailed past progress reports are prepared for 
all projects by the SPA or RPU staff. These reports 
are presented to the superltisory board for con-, 
sideration when the individual subgrantees are seek­
ing refunding after the first year of operation. If the 
subgrantee receives a second year of funding, 
another past progress report will be prepared 'by the 
monitoring and evaluation staff prior to the 

reducing specific types of crimes and juvenile 
recidivism. 

Future intensive evaluations will be performed 
for the juvenile community arbitration program, the 
Montgomery County police-student relations proj­
ect and the Rockville/Montgomery County Concen­
trated Crime Reduction Program. 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Auditing 

The SPA audit unit consists of a manager, four 
auditors-three full-time and one part-time, and a 
secretary. Audits are comprehensive and are for per­
formance, financial integrity and administrative 
compliance, efficiency and economy, and program 
results. Th~y include a substantive review, a fiscal 
rev.iew, a review of standard and special conditions, 
a systems review, and a review of all LEAA supple­
menta,~ operating requirements. 

Desk and field audits. are performed thrqughout 
the 'Year on selected piojects both as a random check 
and for particular 'reasons. Generally, desk audits 
are performed as initial audits on projects which in­
volve awards of less than $25,000. Field audits may 
follow desk audits if more information is needed. 
All audits performed on projects with awards in ex­
cess of $25,000 are field audits, Audits are con­
ducted in all parts of the criminal justice system and 
are balanced among State ,and \ocalagencies as well 
as program arjfas. Audits are peirformed within three 
years of project completion, and in the case of local 
planning units, are conducted biennially and more 
frequently where feasible. Normal audit clearance 
takes five weeks. 

Monitoring 
The SPA's performance measurement unit con-

subgrantee receiving the third and final year offund- sists of a director, five mqJljtors, two evalu~tion 
ing. In most instances, the preparation of a past speCialists, and two secretaries. 1JJ$:m~ijif6rs-~erify 
progress report involves a sit~ visit to the information supplj~d..$').thtll·J 6y subgiimtees in unit. 
subgrantee, assuring that each subgrantee is actually -'designeo'quai:te'r1y performance reports. They then 
site monitored at least once a year. use that information as a means of identifying poten­

Evaluation tial problems and accomplishments. Site visits are 
effected based on the results of quartelrly report 

In addition to the monitoring and evaluation reviews, and are done at least once a year qn all 
work performed by SPA staff, the SPA has utilized SPA-funded projects. 
consultant services to perform intensive evaluations Formal monitoring of sclf:cted projects is per-
of its concentrated crime reduction and group home formed based on results of report rev.iews antlol.1:site 
programs. These programs were chosen for intensive visit findings. It ~~,!!r,lJOmplfslled through interviews, 
evaluation due to the large commitments of funds obsery,atk./wf; 'and file checks. Site visits are also 
reserved for them, and their program objectives of' , .. utilized as a means qf followup to the formal 
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monitoring process. Both site VISIt reports and 
monitoring reports are prepared for distribution to 
and use by SPA management, planning and evalua­
tion personnel, and for public information purposes. 

Evaluation 
The SPA's evaluators identify potential projects 

suitable for evaluation and assist SPA program plan­
ners in defining measurable program objectives and 
outputs at each project's planning and implementa­
tion stage. Since most SPA formal evaluation is ac­
complished via contractors, the SPA evaluators also 
design appropriate evaluation methodologies, and 
review and monitor the work of those contractors. 
To a limited extent, they also carry out project 
studies and develop project information intended to 
assist in formal evaluations. 

MICHIGAN 
Auditing 

In 1976, the Michigan SPA transferred the audit 
function to the State Department of Management 
and Budget, Office of Administrative Services. An 
audit director and six auditors were transferred with 
this function from the SPA to OAS. The OAS pro­
vides the SPA with an audit schedule each year, 
identifying grants to be audited. The SPA may make 
adjustments to this schedule or request additional 
audits as needed. The audit contract calls for 
coverage of 2S percent of all subgrants and 50 per­
cent of all funds awarded. Charges by OAS for audit 
services are based on actual costs incurred. 

Monitoring 
The OAS also provides a fiscal monitoring 

program fcl'l' the SPA. At the beginning of each year, 
a monitoring schedule is forwarded to the SPA for 
approval. The SPA reviews and adjusts the monitor­
ing lists and may request special monitoring trips at 
any time. All grants to private agencies are 
monitored within this first six months of operation to 
insure the fiscal integrity of the project. Upon com­
pletion of monitoring review, a report identifying 
the fiscal capabilities and deficiencies of the 
subgrantee is forwarded to the SPA for review and 
action. 

The monitoring and evaluation functions are 
coordinated by the research and evaluation section 
of the policy unit. To insure the development of ap­
propriate monitoring and evaluation designs, and to 
enhance the use of findings, all professional staff of 
the State Planning Agency have received extensive 
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training in evaluation to develop a common working 
vocabulary and basic skills. As an extension of the 
formal training, small groups were created to work 
together in developing a standardized instrument for 
projects within selected program areas. Group par­
ticipants included appropriate staff with respon­
sibilities in grants management, planning, and 
budget analysis. Instruments were then field tested 
with regional and prO,ject staff prior to implementa­
tion. 

Michigan's developmental approach is notewor­
thy in building staff skills and in designing monItor­
ing evaluation instruments that are pertinent and 
feasible. SPA and regional staff, as well as project 
staff, are better prepared to understand eval uation 
findings and utilize the results. 

The extent to which programmatic monitoring 
can be effectively and efficiently performed is 
necessarily dependent upon the quality of the project 
design. Grant applications receive technical assis­
tance from regional and local planning staff initially 
to develop measurable statements of the problem to 
be addressed, the project objectives, the impact ob­
jectives, and the evaluation methodology. SPA staff 
review the application with special attention to, state­
ments of objectives and evaluation criteria. In many 
program areas, data collection forms are provided 
to the applicant ~nd quarterly reporting on evalua­
tion progress is required. Technical assistance in the 
formulation of evaluation designs is available from 
the SPA at any time during the application process 
or funding year. 

Monitoring activities are carried out by the SPA 
to provide a tracking of project progress and to pro­
vide management with immediate feedback on the 
adequacy of project implementation, operation, and 
results. Subgrantees are required to cooperate in 
periodic project inspections conducted by SPA staff 
or personnel designated or subcontracted by the 
SP A. Each project undergoes a minimum of one on­
site inspection during the funding period. State agen­
cy projects are inspected directly by SPA personnel, 
while local projects are inspected by regional and 
local planning staff under the direction of the SPA. 
Predetermined inspection factors are used, com­
prised of standard questions which apply to all simi­
lar projects and items unique to the individual 
project. 

Information obtained through monitoring is 
used to: modify ongoing projects and programs; 
assist in determining policy on continuation funding 
or cancellation of projects; and plan future 
programs and projects. 

., ,'. 



---------------------------------------------------,.-------------------------------

Evaluation 
Building upon its experience in developing 

standard evaluation packages an:d providing train­
ing and technical assistance, Michigan has 
developed an overall strategy qased on two levels of 
evaluation-standard and intensive. Program ,ele­
ments are selected for standard eyaluati't-~n using the 
following criteria: amount of funds experided; num­
ber of project~; representativeness' of e!~mcnt to 
program area; and transferability of finding!;. Inten­
siv.e evaluation efforts are directed toward programs 
with the following characteristics: amount of funds; 
controversial nature; continuation Jirnplications; and 
potential impact of findings on State and local 
allocations. 

Standard evaluations are characterized by the 
foHowing; development of design by SPA staff; 
training of regional staff and subgrantees by SPA; 
data reporting by subgrantees; analysis of data by 
SPA; and preparation of reports by SPA for SPA. In­
tensive evaluations are performed through contrac­
tual arrangements and incorporate advanced 
methodologies of experimental design and ~ompara­
tive analysis. These evaluations focus upon program 
level analysis, but also analyze individual pr~ects. 

MINNESOTA 
Auditing 

The audit section of the Minnesota SPA an­
nually selects Parts C and E funded action projects 
for auditing so as to minimaHy include pmjects ac­
counting for at least one-half or ~he total action 
funds being spent; and at least one-fourth of all ac­
tion projects. These criteria are applied to each 
region, to State grants, and, to subsystem compo­
nents, so as to insure equitable coverage. of all 
grants. 

The audit director provides cost allowability 
and other fiscal inform:$tion to subgrantees after 
each award meeting by means of reliional seminars. 
The SPA has no arrangements \\iith otheraudit agen­
cies to audit its subgrantees. 

Auditors issue preliminary audit reports to 
which the subgrantee is given 90 days to respond. 
During this period the subgrantee is instructed to ob­
tain the necessary approvals of the SPA's grants ad­
ministration section. Within a 'month of receipt of 
the response to the prelitninary !!Judit report, the 
audit staff prepares a memo to the SPA executive 
director indicating the statue of each finding that was(; 

in the preliminary report. This memo will recom­
mend one of the following; that records should be ' 
closed on the grant; that the subgrantee should re­
quest additional funds; or, that the subgrantee 
shOUld return funds. The executive director then in­
forms the s,~bgrantee that if it is in disagreement with 
the final audit report, the grants administrator 
should be contacted for further negotiation. Th~ 
responses to the preliminary report and to either the 
request fr;:, additional dollars or the return of dol­
lars are jointly monitored by the audit section and 
the grants administration section until resolution. 

Monitoring 
Th~ planning and grants administration staff of 

the SPA are responsible for mahitoring the imple­
mentation, operation, ry.nd results of all LEAA­
funded projects, in conjlln~rion with regional and 
local 'Staffs. 

All applicants for LEAA funding are required 
to su.bstantiate'the problems being addressed with 
currMt, verifiable, objective data specific to the 
target population or fOCt',s of the project, All projects 
must have goals and objectives written in measura­
ble terms. Each applicant is required to specify the 
data elements that will be used to measure achieve~ 
ment of the specific goals and objectives, and 
further, to specify a data collection and, analysis 
sttategy for the project. 

All LEAA-funded projects are monitored at 
least once a year. All formai monitoring visits are 
:::;''1lductedjointly by State, regional and local staff. 
First~year grants receive monitoring Vi$,1t1·· once 
befclre refunding during the first or second quarter. 
Second-year grants receive monitoring visits prior to 
the start of the fourth quarter. ,Third-year grants 
receive monitoring visits during the last quarter of 
the project. 

Each applicant is required to submit quarterly 
progress reports, detailing any modification or po­
tential modifications in program objectives. If 
program changes occur~ major onsitevisits are 
scheduled immedi!ltely. Additional formal and in~ 
formal onsite visits are scheduled at the discretion of 
the SPA staff. Monitoring reports are;:included in 
each grant file. ' 

Each applicant is also required to submitfio the 
SPA a final progress report which details thev"esults 
and impact of the project all the original goals and 
objectivc!i. In addition, for client-serving projects, 
~he SPA ,requires monthly submission of minimum 
data on all client referrals and dispositions. This 
data is compiled, and upon project completion, pro~_>_ 
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vides an independent measure of project impact. 

Evaluation 
The Minnesota SPA intensively evaluates a 

minimum of 25 percent of LEAA-funded projects 
annually. Criteria used to select projects for evalua­
tion include relative priority of project or group of 
projects in light of SPA poIicir;s and objectives; rela­
tive amounts of Part C funding committed to like 
groups of projects; relative innovation of project or 
group of projects; and amenability to scientific 
evaluation. 

Intensive evaluations are planned and imple­
rhent~d by the staff of the evaluation section of the 
SPA. No outside consultants are used to design or 
conduct intensive evaluations sponsored by the SPA. 
Evaluation staff work closelywith project staff to in­
sure that the evaluation design is workable and is 
clearly understood by both parties. Similar studies 
elsewhere, and the results of individual project 
assessments, are consulted to compare or corrobor­
ate evaluation results. 

All evaluation reports are disseminated in'draft 
form to affected projects a minimum of two weeks 
prior to finalization and release of findings. All 
monitoring and client data information is main­
tained in grant files. All publications of evaluations 
are announced in the SPA's monthly newsletter and 
are available on request to interested parties. 

All new research and evaluation projects are 
formally screened by a technical review committee 
of the SPA. This committee reviews the research or 
evaluation desigrr, reviews the goals 'and objectives, 
resolves research and evaluation problems that arise 
during the life of the proj('ct, and finalizes the draft 
of the final report. 

A research committee of the SPA reviews final 
reports and evaluates the extent to which the conclu­
sions relate to the planning and funding activities of 
the agency, and recommends who should receive 
copies of the. final report. All written reports gener­
ated by the research and evaluation sections are 
reviewed by the executive director prior to publica­
tion or dissemination. 

MISSISSIPPI 
Auditing 

Regarding the audit of the SPA, the State of 
Mississippihas e.nt~red into a contract with the State 
auditor, an e-lected State official empowered by State 
law to fulfill the contractual.audit responsibi)ities in 
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compliance with LEA A audit policy. 
The contract stipulates that a professional, inde­

pendent audit be performed in accordance with ac­
cepted audit standards and with Federal and State 
guideline requirements. 

Annual audits are conducted of subgrants, as 
specified in the contract. There are two types: desk 
and field audits (as detailed in the State department 
audit program). A desk audit is performed utilizing 
information in the grant file at the Criminal Justice 
Planning Division's central office in Jackson. The 
subgrants that are desk audited are usually the 
smaller, les& complicated projects in general areas­
such as training programs, seminars, conferences, 
and basic equipment grants. 

The field audits are performed on subgrants of a 
more complex nature and necessitate onsite visits to 
conduct physical inspections of the subgrantee 
operation and to review the project's accounting 
records. 

The contract audit establishes a schedule on a 
need basis and on an area basis. The need basis 
schedule is used when there may be reports of 
problem areas in the subgrant operation and the 
need for an early review is desirable. The area basis 
schedule is used for general assignment in an area 
such as a county, and all cities in that county, which. 
may be scheduled for audit while the auditors are in 
that partkllar area. 

The SP J\ has three State auditors under contract 
to audit the subgrants who answer directly to the ex­
ecutive director. The SPA has five employees in an 
internal audit and monitoring status who review all 
current operating grants during the life of the grant 
thert;by alleviating some postaudit exceptions. 

There were 473 subgrants awarded from 1975 to 
1976 as of January 31, 1977, with 509 audits made 
(includes audit of 1973 annual action program 
awards). The total audited dollar value was 
$2,111,418. The dollar value of the ~ubgrants 
awarded for the 1975-1976 period to Ijate was 
$7,254,013. . 

Monitoring 
Monitoring is the measurement of the progress 

of a project. One type of monitoring is the onsite 
monitoring. The Mississippi Criminai Justice Plan­
ning Division has a monitoring unit based within the 
evaluation division. They are responsibie for visiting 
different projects to determine if the project is on 
schedule, behind schedule or ahead of schedule; if 
the project is achieving its goals; and if there are 
problems. This type of monitoring stems from the 



progress reports, i.e., if problems are noted in 
progress reports or financial reports, etc. Another 
type is desk monitoring (i.e., progress reports). The 
progress reports include documentation of project 
performance (structured surveys and/or data forms), 
and an ongoing assessment and review of the 
progress and problems of the project activities. 

Evaluation 
The Mississippi Criminal Justice Planni11g Divi­

sion delineates its evaluation activiti.;s into eight ac­
tivity levels of evaluation, each of which builds upon 
the previous activity (lower levels of performance 
assessment). These eight levels of evaluation activity 
form a circular process requiring a sophisticated 
cooperative effort of all divisional departments in 
addition to mobilizing a local, regional, and State­
level capability to monitor individual units dis­
cretely for contribution toward a statewide profile. 
~:his profile will fractionate the criminal justice 
resources and the problem of crime for comprehen­
sive planning efforts. The process provides the struc­
ture for sequential, yet dynamic, accounting and 
assessment of the various activities, thereby yielding 
the mechanisms for evaluation of the urgency of 
problems. The evaluation activity begins with crime 
analysis, the results of which are basic to statements 
of system needs. The difference between the urgency 
of the problem of crime and the availability Of 
resources delineates the constraints and restraints 
upon response alternatives, ;md provides the im­
petus of response with program design. The process 
continues into program management progress 
monitoring and project assessment through intensive 
research review, and culminates with a system im­
pact analysis. The results of impact analysis yield a 
current needs statlment which leads to more precise 
problem definitions of crime into refined program 
descriptions, etc. 

The eight levels of evaluation and their defini­
tions are as follows: 

• Level I-Crime Analysis. Establish­
ment of the baseline phase for deter­
mining the urgency and intensity of the 
problem of crime. 

• Level II-Resources Needs Assess­
ment. Definition, delineation, and 
description of availablerespurces for 
system response. 

• Level III-Program Response. Design­
ing of action for system response. 

• Level IV-Program Management. 
Planning and design developing phase 
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of system response. 
• Level V -Progress Monitoring. 

Dynamic phase of program auditing. 
• Level VI-Project Assessment. 

DelineatiOI: and description of the 
events which happen within any single 
project. 

• Level V II-Intensive Research 
Review. Introduction of the measure­
ment of effectiveness, i.e., what would 
have happened without the program 
having been implemented? 

• Level VIII-System Analysis. 
Establishment of the program impact 
upon the crime rate and the capability 
of the system to respond. 

MI.~SOURI 

Auditing 

A key function in assuring the accountability of 
public funds disbursed through the Missouri Coun­
cil on Criminal Justice is financial auditing. The 
State Planning Agency now audits approximately 70 
percent of all funds subgranted. The selection of 
subgrants for audit each year is made on a systematic 
basis to aSl';ure unifnrm coverage acros') the State. 
The dollar amount, geograp"hic location, specific 
program, and other factors are involved in the selec­
tion of subgrants for audit. 

The SPA employs six auditors who devote full 
time to subgrantee audits. Audits are conducted on­
site utilizing generally accepte<:l auditing pro-. 
cedures. Audit reports are review.ed by the executive 
director for comment and acceptance before they are 
forwarded to the sub grantee. The subgrantee is re­
quired to respond to the report within 30 days. 
Following the subgrantee response, the executi'\JIe 
director takes the necessary action to resolve the 
audit findings and publish the final report. 

Monitoring 
The Missouri SPA has recognized the critical 

need for monitoring both the progress and perfor­
mance of State and local criminal justice programs. 
They have designed their monitoring effort to pro­
vide technical assistance to subgrantees, both from 11 
technical and programmatic standpoint. At the same _ 
time monitoring is designed to provide feedbllck in- .. v 

formation to the decislonmakers for their future 
planning efforts. ,I, • 

Regional planning units have the responsibility 
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to monitor the implementation, operation, and 
results of the projects they support. The State Plan­
ning Agency monitors all State projects. Ultimate 
responsibility for sedng that these responsibilities 
are carried out remains with the State Planning 
Agency. 

All projf:cts are monitored at least once each 
year. Projects in excess of $25,000 are monitored ev­
ery six months, and any project in excess of 
$100,000 is monitored quarterly. 

EvaluaUon 

MiL':;, ,ri<s effort in the area of evaluatIOn has in­
creased significantly over the past couple of years. 
The I~valuation unit currently has five professionals 
and one secretary. This unit conducts in-house 
evaluations of MCCJ-funded projects, and also 
coordinates contract evaluations of specific projects 
and programs that may be of a highly technical or 
specialized nature. The evaluation unit also is in­
volved in an educational effort to impart to subgran­
tees knowledge in the quantifiable objectives and the 
need for an ongoing evaluation of all projects 
funded by the State Planning Agency. 

Each year, at least 25 percent of the total dollar 
value of all subgrants funded by the State Planning 
Agency.are to be evaluated. Results of all evaluation 
activities are made available to planners, supervi­
sory board members, and regional planning units, 
when applicable, for their review prior to making 
future funding decisions. 

MONTANA 

Auditing 

The Montana SPA currently employs one audi­
tor, who reports directly to the administrator, and 
an audit committee composed of four members of 
the Montana supervisory board. In addition to 
audits performed by the SPA auditor, the SPA has 
recently coordinated a number of subgrant audits 
with the legislative auditor's office and the local 
government services division. The legislative audi­
tor h&s audit responsibility of State agencies, and the 
local government services division has audit respon­
sibility for unhs of local government. Hiring of ad­
ditional audit staff in the next fiscal year will depend 
upon the success of coordinated audit activity with 
other State audit agencies. Written reports are pre­
pared for all audits connected with the Montana 
Board of Crime Control. The reports contain narra-
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tive statements, tabulations, schedules. and other 
pertinent data disclosing the deficiencies along with 
recommendations for corrective action. The auditee 
receives a copy of the report and is given 30 days to 
respond in writing to the recommendations. When 
the audited agency has responded to all recommen­
dations the Montana Board of Crime Control's audi­
tor meets with the supervisory board audit commit­
tee for the purpose of reviewing the audit report and 
the agency's response. The SPA auditor acts in an 
advisory capacity to the audit committee. The com­
mittee is responsible for final decisions regarding 
clearance of audit findings at the State level. Audit 
findings requiring clearance by LEAA are for­
warded to the LEAA Regional Office. During the 
past fiscal year the Montana Board of Crime Con­
trol auditor has audited 269 sub grants with a 
Federal dollar amount of $767,000. 

Monitoring and EValuation 

The principal source for funding of evaluation 
of the Montana Board of Crime Control is from Part 
C funds in the amount of $60,000. If the evaluation 
strategy is followed to its limit, an additional 
$10,000 to $20,000 of Part B funds will be utilized. 
Part B funds support the entire grant monitoring 
effort to the extent of $50,000. 

The evaluation program is the responsibility of 
the Bureau of Planning. Thus, it is planned, ad­
ministered and implemented by the chief of the 
Bureau of Planning and six planner/evaluators. 

Grant monitoring ~s the responsibility of the 
Standards Bureaa. The monitoring effort is planned 
and administered by the chief of the Bureau of 
Standards; and is implemented by four field repre­
sentatives which act in a capacity of liaison for the 
State's regional planning committees. 

The typical format for evaluation done by the 
Montana Board of Crime Control is as follows: chief 
of the Bureau of Standards assigns projects to a 
member of the evaluation staff; input to the evalua­
tor is provided by field representatives regarding 
background status and other information pertinent 
to initiating evaluation work flow; the planning in­
formation is provided by the planning bureau 
regarding background status and other information 
necessary io evaluation of work flow; and resource 
coordinations are undertaken by the evaluation to 
insure adequate utilization of all resources pertinent 
to the project or program. Evaluation staffs then 
review similar projects to extract information 
beneficial to the evaluation process. The evaluation 



level for a program area is predetermined in the 
comprehensive plan, and the evaluation section is 
committed to evaluating a predetermined number of 
projects. The selection of projects for evaluation is 
determined by t;'e planners. An evaluator provides 
technical assistance to the local agencies through a 
preapplication conference. The local project is 
assisted in writing the subgrant narrative as well as 
determining the measures and methods so the proj­
ect results can be measured. Thus an evaluation 
strategy is designed within the application to effec­
tively assess the project results. Also, there is an 
evaluation review of the required quarterly reports 
submitted by the subgrantee. If necessary, an onsite 
visit is made by the evaluator to determine progress 
and problems encountered, and whether redirection 
is necessary. Based on these reviews an interim 
report is prepared to address the progress and/or 
problems of the specified project. If it is decided that 
an onsite review is necessary, the onsit.; interview is 
carried out with the project director apd other per­
sonnel involved in the program. Next, the data is 
analyzed based on the interviews held by the evalua­
tor. These results are analyzed, and a final evalua­
tion report is submitted to the Montana supervisory 
board. At this point the results of monitoring and 
evaluation are made available to all affected agen­
cies. Monitoring results are made available during 
all stages of monitoring since the effort is onsite. At 
the end of any monitoring period the field represen­
tative has a conference with the project director ad­
vising him of the results of the monitoring effort. 
Results of any evaluation are formalized in an 
evaluation report which is prepared and submitted 
to the agency affected for review and comment ap­
proximately 30 days before presenting the results to 
the board. Once these results are submitted to the 
Montana Board of Crime Control, along with 
r~c()mmendations from the staff, the supervisory 
boatd has the final authority to authorize either 
changes to be made in the program or, in extreme 
cases, termination. 

In order to intensively evaluate or monitor 
selected projects, groups of projects, or programs, 
the planning bureau has developed a team approach 
utilizing three planners in each team with one plan­
ner designed as team leader. Onsite; visits are 
scheduled for each project or program selected to be 
evaluated. Projects were selected from each compo­
nent of the criminal justice system. In addition to the 
internal evaluations, contract evaluatiol,ls will be 
performed by external evaluators in the\)Missoula, 
Billings, and Great Falls crime attack teams. 

NEBRASKA 
Auditing 

The Nebraska State Planning Agency cont~acts 
with the Nebraska State auditor's office for all ne~.<::s­
sary audit services. An audit of the functioning of the 
State Planning Agency is performed at least bian­
nually, and subgrantee audits are performed on a 
continuous basis. The audits are performed in accol'';; 
dance with GAO audit standards with the most re­
cent audit of the Nebraska SPA being performed 
jointly by the Nebraska State auditor's office and the 
LEAA Office of Audit and Investigati0'l Denver 
Field Office. 

Upon completion of a subgrantee audit, al}~udit 
report is provided by the State auditor'S office which 
is reviewed by the appropriate SPA program 
specialist, grants administrator, and SPA executive 
director. The report is then forwarded to the 
sub grantee who is required to respond within 30 
days. Following the subgrantee response, the execu­
tive director and the appropriate prog.'am specialist 
take the necessary action to resolve the audit find­
ings. 

Anticipated reductions in the amount of 1978 
Part B planning funds which will be available to 
Nebraska may result in a reduction in the level of 
audit activity' at the subgrantee level as well as 
reductions in other SPA functions. 

Monitornng 
Monitoring is used to provide data regarding 

the implementation, operation, and results of proj­
ects fllnded by the Nebraska State Planning Agency. 
Project monitoring involves a comparison of actllal 
results with the results projected in the initial grant 
application, and includes site visits and interviews 
with projec,:t staff; examination of objective and sub­
jective results of the project; asse~sment of progress 
and problems of the project; documentatibn of proj­
ect performance; and desk monitoring, when suffi­
cient information is available. All local subgrantee 
monitoring is performed by regional planning unit 
staff with State agency subgrant monitoring per­
formed by SPA personnel. 

Evaluation 
All evaluation activities are coor~}!lated by the 

State Planning Agency's statistical analysis center 
with approximately $35,000 in Part C funds being 
projected for this purpose in 1918. An increasing 
amount ofeval<.lation is being performed by the 
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subgrant project staff which will cause a decrease in 
the amount of Part C action funds used for evalua­
tion. 

Performance measurement data ga~hered 
through the auditing, monitoring, and evaluation 
process are used by project staff to identify strengths 
and weaknesses and to make informed alterations in 
project activity. These data are also used in making 
planning and funding decisions, and negative 
evaluation results may cause changes in a project or 
project termination. Other planning agencies, local 
organizations, and elected officials use monitoring 
and evaluation results to make effective decisions 
regarding improvement of the criminal justice 
system. 

NEVADA 

Auditing 
Th~ SPA employs two auditors who work 

directly for the SPA director. These auditors operate 
without a written audit program using procedures 
agreed on privately within the office. The LEAA 
assessment of January 1976, and the recently com­
pleted audit of the SPA by the Nevada legislative 
auditors, both found that the reports issued by the 
SPA auditors were inadequate. In addition, the audit 
workload for the SPA has grown to the point where 
100 percent coverage of subgrartts is not feasible. 
There is no program of selective coverage. Currently 
the audit staff is being diverted f~om audit functions 
,and no audits are being performed. 

Monitoring 
Monitoring, both programmatic and financial, 

is carried out by the program specialists ofthe plan­
ning and training division. A specified format is 
followed and completed monitoring: forms are filed 
in the project files. There is not adequate financial 
staff to provide fljr financial monitoring. High turn­
over of program specialists has kept this program 
from functioning adequately. 

Evaluation 
No indepth evaluation is conducted of the 

LEA A p,'ogram in Nevada. The SPA has procedures 
whereby intensive evaluations are to be conducted 
by the planning specialists of the SPA, and 
guidelines are to be issued to encourage project per­
sonnel to establish procedures for evaluation within 
the project itself. However, the high level of turn-
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over of SPA staff has prevented the conduct of 
evaluation within the SPA and adequate guidelines 
for self-evaluation were never issued. The pie-cut­
ting planning process of Nevada does not encourage 
evaluation. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Auditing 

The New Hampshire SPA employs one full-time 
auditor. The auditor schedules grants to be audited 
on a random salJlple basis insuring that a representa .. 
tive sample of all subgrantees is audited. Local plan­
ning grants are audited at least once per year. The 
SPA's objective is to audit 50 percent of funds 
awarded and 25 percent of the subgrants awarded. 

Upon completion of an audit, a draft report is 
prepared and signed by the auditor. It is then 
reviewed by the SPA director and signed if accepta­
ble. Any matters dealing with unallowable costs are 
also cleared with the fiscal officer. Reports are dis­
tributed to the chief official of the unit of govern­
ment or State agency, the project director, the ap­
propriate SPA planner/coordinator, and the LEAA 
Regional Office. 

Monitoring 

The evaluation and monitoring units of the New 
Hampshire SPA are composed of a programs 
evaluation specialist supervisor, two evaluation 
specialists, a juvenile monitor, a grants monitor, and 
a corrections monitor. Also, the four regional plan­
ner/coordinators are responsible for monitoring cer­
tain projects within their respective regions. 

The SPA has established the following criteria 
for monitoring: all projects shall be monitored at 
least once during the life of the project; each action 
project in which an ongoing progr:J.m is contem­
plated which involves more than $10,000 of ~EAA 
funds shall be monitored at least once every six 
'months; and each project of more than $50,000 shall 
be monitored at least once every three months, the 
first time to be no earlier than 30 days nor later than 
90 days after approval of the grant. 

The SPA's monitoriilg includes site visits and in­
terviews with project staff and clients as well as 
other individuals affected by or serviced by the proj­
ect; verification of submission of progress reports 
which includes an analysis of the results and impact 
of the project, description of the implementation and 
operation of the project over time, and problems en-



countered with the program including any modifica­
tions which were necessary to deal with the 
problems; verification of submission of financial 
reports which includes a review of a detailed budget 
for each fund source by category and verification of 
financial records; and comparison of actual ac­
tivities and results achieved, with activities and 
results specified in the grant application. . 

A monitoring report is submitted to the super­
visor for each project monitored. The report con­
tains an overall assessment of the project's progress 
and results to date, with recommendations for 
modification of the project, if necessary. 

A master monitoring and evaluation schedule 
based on all approved grants was established in 
November, 1975, and is mantained for assignment of 
monitoring and evaluation activities on a timely 
basis. Monitoring assignments are prepared by the 
supervisor and relayed to appropriate personnel via 
a quarterly monitoring schedule. Monitoring reports 
are reviewed by the appropriate staff planners as 
well. 

The SPA has developed a process which pro­
vides for the monitoring of all jail and correctional 
facilities, both adult and juvenile, to insure com­
pliance with the requirements of Part E and the 
JJDP Act. 

Evaluation 
Four program areas have been selected for in­

tensive evaluation by the SPA. These are: police­
crime prevention program areas; juvenile-com­
munity-i:>ased intervention, diversion and treatment 
program areas; juveJ;lile-female intervention and 
diversion program areas; and juvenile-adult intake, 
diagnostic, and treatment program areas. 

The intensive evaluation of projects by the SPA 
includes: data collection and analysis as set forth in 
the modules developed by the model evaluation 
program; site visits and interviews with project staff, 
clients, and other individuals affected by or serviced 

. by the project; and intense scrutiny relative to ac­
tivities and/or achievements of the projects to deter­
mine to what extent the project's activities were at­
tributable to the accomplishment of project objec­
tives. 

Evaluation reports on all grants are required 
prio.r to the supervisory board's consideration of 
renewal grants. Findings and recommendations of 
evaluation and monitoring reports are important 
considerations in the development of program areas 
for the SPA's comprehensive plan. 

NEW JERSEY 
Auditing 

The State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
(SLEP A) follows prescribed LEAA policies ~n its 
audit program. The SPA's goal is to audit subgrants 
within one year of project completion, and seven 
auditors are currently on the SLEPA staff. As the 
size of the audit staff has increased, audit starting 
time has been decreased from three years to 18 
months after project completion. The SPA has also 
established a referral system whereby a subgrant 
with financial problems can be audited within the 
contract period. As the audit backlog is decreased, 
both the number of interim audits and the scope of 
regular audits will increase. As of July 1, 1977, the 
SP A had audited more then 30 percent of its 
sub grants ,which represent more than 36 percent of 
total fun<iI~ awarded since 1969. 

Monitoring 
All projects included in SPA intensive evalua­

tion efforts are routinely monitored by evaluation 
and operations staff. Data submitted for evaluation 
purposes is screened by evaluation staff to insure its 
accuracy. Findings and reports relating to in­
dividual projects and program areas are made 
available on a regular basis to agency planning staff 
for use in the development of program areas in the 
State plan. Reports are also made available for the 
purposes of grant management and funding con­
sideration. 

Upon completion of an in-house review process 
and review by participating subgrantees, evaluation 
reports are presented to the SLEP A governing 
board. 

All evaluation results and findings will be dis­
seminated to local planning units, and affected agen­
cies and units of governmenL Also, evaluation 
material may, be found in past progress reports 
which are w,dely distributed to local agencies. Upon 
completion of evaluation efforts, r~sults are inte­
grated with program descriptions to reflect 
modifications in SPA poUey. Evaluation results of 
national interest are disseminated in separate 
reports, as appropriate. 

Evaluatioo 
SLEPA has developed an integrated, systematic 

, process for evaluation and monitoring of'programs 
and projects. At present, the SPA retains respon­
sibility for all monitoring and intensive evaluation 
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activities, and requires each subgrantee to conduct 
its own internal assessments of project progress. 

SLEPA's subgrantee application process in­
cludes a requirement that all applicants submit an 
evaluation design with each individual funding re­
quest and procedures for adequately presenting 
project goals, objectives, and evaluative design 'Yith­
in each application. Every grant application must 
address itself to an evaluation strategy which pro­
vides for an internal project assessment as well as 
basic performance information for SPA manage­
ment purposes. 

SLEP A's evaluation team ~dects, along with 
operations personnel, individual projects or 
program areas which are considered priority proj­
ects or programl'i warranting more sophisticated 
analysis. Monitoring activities, including periodic 
site visits, are the responsibility of the pro!~ram 
analysis staff within the SPA's operations divlsion. 
Evaluation activities, including the development of 
evaluation models, site visits, and data analysis is 
the specific responsibility of the evaluation team. All 
subgrants awarded by the agency are scheduled for 
formal field monitoring visits at least once during 
the project period. More frequent field visits are 
conducted as needed. 

As a result of the establishment of the agency 
evaluation team, the capability for conducting inten­
sive evaluation as well as the development of a 
management information system has been made 
possible. At present, eight block grant program 
areas have been selected for intensive evaluation. 
Evaluation models have been developed for each of 
these eight areas with data collection activities and a 
computerized data analysis process .. 

Criteria used to select these program areas con­
sist of such factors ns the amount of dollars commit­
ted to the particular program area, the priority 
nature of the program area, the innovative character 
of the program area, and the potential replicability 
of certain program areas in other jurisdictions. 

NEW MEXICO 
Auditing 

The New Mexico SPA employed its own audit 
staff until January 1976. at which time the auditors 
left the SPA to accept positions with other State 
agencies. The decision was then made to contract for 
\audit services, rather than to fill the auditor vacan­
')ies. 

In preparation for the contract, the SPA hired 
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an audit coordinator who is responsible for the 
development and implementation of the audit 
program. In March 1977, the SPA entered into a 
contract with a CPA firm for the provision of audit 
services. The contract called for the performance of 
financial, programmatic, and compliance audits of 
84, 1973 and 1974 subgrants. All of the audits had 
been completed by late June 1977. 

Upon completion of each audit report by the 
contractor, the SPA makes a review and forwards 
the report to the subgrantee for response to the audit 
finGings and recommendations. The subgrantee is 
given 30 days to respond to the audit report. The 
SP A then has 15 days to resolve the audit findings. If 
the audit report recommends refund of a balance of 
Federal funds and the subgrantee disagrees with the 
findings, an appeal may be made in accordance with 
procedures established by the SPA supervisory 
board. 

Monitoring 
The New Mexico SPA has developed a project 

monitoring procedures manual which delineates the 
purpose and responsibility for monitoring. It con­
tains a master monitoring schedule and a monitoring 
instrument which is used in the various stages of the 
monitoring process. 

Each monitoring visit is made up of three stages: 
previsit-mollitor reviews the project and the proj­
ect analysis, in order to determine core questions on 
implementation, operation, and results that will 
serve as background information for the visit; onsite 
visit-interview with project staff, clients, and re­
lab, , agencies whose operations are being impacted 
bY,')r have an impact on, those of the monitored 
project; and postvisit-preparation of report docu­
menting project performance. Copies of the report 
are available to the SPA supervisory board. to the 
regional council, to the subgrantee, and to the proj­
ect director. 

The monitoring schedule is established accord­
ing to the following guidelines: all subgrants of 
$100,000 in LEAA funds or more will be monitored 
at least quarterly; all subgrants between $25,000 
and $100,000 will be monitored at least semian­
nually; and all other subgrants will be monitored at 
least once during the life of. the project. 

Evaluation 
All projects are required to conduct internal 

project assessment and evaluation, and some proj­
ects have voluntarily budgeted project funds for out­
side evaluation. In addition, the SPA selects several 
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action programs for intensive evaluation. Projects. 
within these designated programs are required to in­
clude evaluation costs as a part of the project 
budget, with a few exceptions. The annual action 
program section of the comprehensive plan, which 
includes the guidelines for evaluation plans and the 
SPA's monitoring policy, is distributed to potential 
app~icants, as'is the subgrant application form. Ap­
plicants thus have advance notice of these require­
ments. 

The intensive evaluation requirements for the 
selected programs are as follows: 

• Budgetary provision for independent 
evaluation must be included in the 
grant application. 

e As a part of the first quarterly progress 
report, or at the end of 90 days, 
whichever is later, the following must 
be accomplished and r~ported: 
-The evaluator must beselecteli and 

the selection process d~scribed. 
-The evaluation design must be sub­

mitted for approval to the SPA. 
• The evaluation must be done by an in­

dependent contractor and utilize ac­
cepted scientific measurement tech­
niques. 

• The SPA reserves the right to monitor 
the progress of the evaluation. 

• Depending on the nature of the evalua­
tion, the contractor must submit to the 
subgrantee fat forwarding to the SPA 
interim progress reports and the final 
report. 

• Results of intensive evaluation and 
cOmpliaIlGe with evaluation require­
ments wHl be considered for continua­
tion funding. 

NEW YORK 
Auditing 

Until September 1976, the New York State 
Planning Agency did not have an in-house audit 
capability. In September 1976 the SPA created two 
field auditor positions and filled them with el\­
perienced auditors. The results of the audits per­
formed since then have lead to the implementation 
of several recommendations at the subgrantee level. 

During the development ot' the a~dit function, 
the SPA solicited and received tl1e assistance of a 
major accounting firm to develop an audit pro-

cedures manual and to refine the audit report and 
workpaper formats. It is currently planned that the 
procedures will be forwarded to all local planning 
offices and will be fully implemented during 1978. 

The future of the audit· function does not look 
promising from the prospective of increasing the 
number of auditors on staff to provide for greater 
audit coverage. This is a direct result of the severe 
Part B budget reduction experienced by the SPA for 
1978. Given the ClJrrent rate of audit completion ex­
perienced by the SPA (five audits per month), a total 
of 60 audits should be completed during 1978. As a 
r~.sult, the SPA will select projects to be audited 
based on financial and programmatic considera­
tions. To complement the number of audits to be 
performed, the SPA trained its monitoring unit in 
fiscal monitoring procedures. When the unit moni­
tors projects, the monitors will alert the auditors to 
any potential financial problems. 

In addition to the SPA audits of its subgrants, 
the SPA is also 'required to have an annual audit of 
its operations. The New York State Department of 
Audit and Control was contacted by the SPA in an 
effort to develop a timetable for the annual audit of 
SPA operations. The SPA anticipates commence­
ment of the audit in the fall of 1977. 

Monitoring 
The New York SPA includes a monitoring unit 

which has primary responsibility for the assessment 
of projects funded by the SPA. The monitoring is 
performed consistent with relevant LEAA 
guidelines and State regulations. The results of 
monitoring are used by the SPA for the purpose 'of 
providing current information of project activities, a 
documented record for funding decisions and 
program development, and a scenario of possible 
trouble spots which should be addressed by the 
SPA's technical specialists. 

The unit is supervised by a chief and includes 
five professionals and a secretary. Each professional 
is skilled in a particular segment of the criminal 
justice system: courts, corrections, police, juven­
ile/community-based and correction/probation. 
During its first full year of operation (1976Hhe unit 
monitored approximately 200 subgrants. 

The monitoring assignment normally follows a 
course of events ·as such: 

• The monitor reviews the grant file. 
• The project is discussed with the ap­

·propriafeSPA project coordinator or 
technical specialist. 

.. The effort is coordinated with the local 
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criminal justice planner and the project 
to be monitored. 

• The onsite visit is made. 
• The monitoring report is completed, 

reviewed, and releas(~d within five days 
of the end of the monitoring visit. 

• The report is disseminated to the SPA 
director, project coordinator, technical 
specialist, monitoring team leader, and 
the local planners. 

The above system coupled with the dissemination 
of reports as shown has afforded the SPA an oppor­
tunity to have an immediate and direct impact on 
SP A funding decisions and project operations. 

Evaluation 

The SPA includes an evaluation unit of seven 
professionals and one clerical person. This unit ad­
dresses the evaluation responsibilities of the SPA 
through two separate programs: performance 
evaluation and intensive evaluation. 

The performance evaluation program was 
developed to enable the SPA to identify projects 
consistently failing to meet their goals and objec­
tives, to identify successful projects, and to coordi­
nate the evaluationeuforts with various levels of 
LEAA. Although this program measures results, it 
does not scrutinize the cause am! effect relationship 
of the results as in intensive evaluation. However, 
analyses compiled within this program are used for 
planning and program development. 

For purposes of the intensive evaluation 
program, the SPA selects a number of programs to 
be evaluated during anyone year. The programs are 
selected from priority areas outl~ned in the State 
comprehensive plan. The selection of actual projects 
to be evaluated is done in concert with local plan­
ning offices and State agencies. Thereafter, the SPA 
solicits outside contractors to perform the on site 
evaluations. Notwithstanding the use of outside con­
tractors for this effort, the evaluation unit is charged 
with the responsibility of coordinating the process to 
insure feedback to the planning and' program 
development process. 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Auditing 

The SPA has five auditors assigned from the 
Department of Crime Control and Public Safety who 
perform the audit of subgrantees. The audit program 
is in accordance with LEAA and GAO audit stand­
ards. Activity exceeds the minimum level of 25 per-
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cent of subgrants and 50 percent of the money. 
Audit ofthe SPA has been a problem. The State 

auditor does only a balance sheet of audit of funds 
and does not perform any programmatic auditing. 
LEAA is addressing the situation with the secretary 
of the department, and a solution to the problem is 
being developed. 

Monitoring 

Current monitoring activity involves the utiliza­
tion of eight regional coordinators (grants 
managers) who perform onsite reviews of all grants. 
Activity currently only deals with financial and im­
plementation components. The SPA is in the process 
of revising the monitoring program to provide more 
program performance measurem'ent activity. 

Evaluation 
The SPA is in the process of revising the evalua­

tion process. The new administration has 
reorganized the unit to make it a function of plan­
ning. Models are currently being developed to allow 
for intensive evaluation of programs. Past efforts 
have dealt with detailed indepth monitoring and not 
ttue evaluation (causa! effect relationships). The 
new administration is committed to making this unit 
an effective function of planning. Two persons are 
presently assigned. 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Auditing 

One full-time field auditor is employed by the 
North Dakota Combinetl Law Enforcement Coun­
cil. The field auditor reports directly to the director 
of the law enforcement council. There has been no 
change in the 'audit staff size for several years and, as 
far as what is presently known, no plans to change 
the audit staff size is contemplated. 

All requests for formal financial audits are 
made in writing by either the monitor, the financial 
officer, or the SPA director. This .request must 
reveal, in writing, the reasons for requesting the 
audit before approval is given for the audit. 

The field auditor does, however, routinely 
review all Level n subgrants prior to final grant 
closing. 

Although there is a working relationship be­
tween the SPA and the State auditing department, 
there are no auditing activitie& coordinated between 
the two agencies. 

No exit conferences are held by the SPA after 
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the audit is completed. The field auditor makes a 
full report of het findings and recommendations in 
writing. The audit report will be reviewed by the 
SPA director, the financial offir-er, the project moni­
tor, and the project director for appropriate action. 
If no action is required, the final report will be for­
warded to the project director with a letter request­
ing a written response to the findings. If the project 
director does not respond within 30 days, the SPA 
assumes that the project director has concurred with 
the report. The audit report is then closed, No re­
quest for a refund of a disallowance has ever been ig­
nored or unpaid. 

Monitoring 

Monitoring actlVlties are coordinated by the 
staff evaluation specialist with the assistance of all 
staff specialists, each of whom has the responsibility 
of his or her own specific area. For at least the ,ast 
fiscal year, regional planners have assisted the 
monitoring efforts of the SPA. 

Monitoring duties include: reviewing the 
progress of .the grant, determining that the grant is 
being administered in accordance with th~. council 
directives, and providing a point of contact bt>tween 
the project and the SF A. 

Monitoring frequency is determined by the size 
and nature of the project, past experiences with simi­
lar projects, and past experiences with projects ad­
ministered by the subgmntee. M9nitoring visits will 
be mandatory for all Level II subgrants. Regional 
planners may be assigned monitoring visits in their 
regions by the SPA director. 

The monitor is responsible for providing or ob­
taining appropriate technical assistance to the 
subgrantee for project development, evaluation, or 
financial procedures. 

Financial monitoring insures that the grantee is 
maintaining fiscal responsibility and integrity, and 
that all records are being kept in, accordance with 
LEAA and Law Enforcement Council guidelines. 

Upon completion of a monitoring visit, the 
-monitor prepares a written report which summarizes 
the progress of the project and enumerates the proj­
ect's strengths and weaknesses. If deficiencies are 
noted, the SPA takes appropriate action. 

Evaluation 

"t'he purpose of evaluation is to provide valid 
and reliable information to program personnel to 
assist in planning, operating, modifying, and in­
creasing efficiency and effectiveness of programs; to 
the, SPA staff to assist in planning at the State level; 

to program personnel and the council concerning' 
modifications in existing programs. prerequisites for 
new programs, or approval or denial of grant ap­
plications; and to the SPA board, directly or through 
the evaluations committee, to aid in making plan~ 
ning or funding decisions. 

The SPA, by authority of the State legislature, 
has one staff position designated to be exclusively 
concerned with matters of research and evaluation 
regarding the State's gl'ant programs. The eV<llua­
tions coordinator reports directly to the assistant 
SP A director. 

OHIO 

Auditing 

The Administration of Justice Division of the 
Department of Economic and Community Develop­
ment currently employs seven full-time auditors and 
two clerical staff members that report to the super­
visor of the Otfice of Audit Review. Each auditor 
has several years of expetience in the auditing field. 
The Office of Audit Review reports to the chief of 
the Division of Grants Management who is responsi­
ble for aCl.ing on behalf of the SPA director. 

The supervisor of the Office of Audit Review 
rev iews the monthly reports of the AOJ to determ ine 
the projects that have been completed. He assigns 
these audits on the basis of a regular audit plan. In 
addition, management may request informal or final 
audits o~ specific projects. To avoid duplication of 
effort, e. Survey of the in-house files, eval uations, and 
other audit reports performed by other agencies is 
conducted prior to performing an audit ofa project. 

The Office of Audit Review conducts audits on a 
regular basis and in excess of the minimum coverage 
required by LEAA. It is the goal of the AOJ to be in~ 
volved in auditing all subgrante.es every two years by 
using a rotation schedule and including all sub grants 
over $25,000. :rhis procedure will aSSure minimum 
audit coverage prescribed by LEAA for audits of 
subgrants. As a result 25 percent of all 'action grants 
and 50 percent of all funds awarded in each fiscal 
year. [~'\~udited.'-' 

Th\;J";cope of audit coverage provided by the 
Office of Audit Review, in accordance with GAO 
standards, is to examine financial transactions, ac­
counts, and reports, including an evaluation of com~ 
pliancc with applicable laws and regulations. The 
structure of the audit scope is determined by an 
audit workpaper package. In addition to these basic 
elements, the scope also includes economy, efficien~ 
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cy. and program result~. 
Final written audit reports are prepared and dis­

tributed to the SPA director, subgrantees, and 
LEAA in cases of discretionary and special audits. 
Copies are available to the public in accordance-with 
the Freedom of Information Act. 

Monitoring 

AOJ's monitoring process includes several 
reporting formats in order to assure that the actual 
activities carried out by each project are compared 
with the results originally specified in the grant ap­
plication. Monitoring visits are conducted by ad­
ministrative planning district staff for the nonmetro 
areas. Regional planning staff perform monitoring 
with the Ohio regional planning units. 

AOJ's policy is to have site visits and interviews 
conducted every three months for projects over 
$100,000, every six months for projects from 
$25,000 to $100,000, and once a year for projects 
under $25,000. An assessment of the progress and 
problems of the project to date occurs during the 
review of each project's annual report. 

The AOJ's monitoring activities and schedules 
are: monitoring -and evaluation reports biannually 
from all projects; on site visit reports according to 
schedule; and audit validation reports within 90 
days of report submission. 

The AOJ monitoring activities collect the 
following types of data and information: monitor­
ing/evaluation reports-numerical and narrative 
records of each project's significant activities on a 
biannual basis; onsite visit report-an assessment by 
AOJ/RPU staff of the progress and problems of each 
project to date; and audit validation reports-the 
reliability of the date \:lUbmitted. 

Evaluation 

The Ohio supervisory board has reserved 
$250,000 of the 1978 Part C funds for the develop­
ment of an intensive evaluation strategy. To this end, 
J:~;.e AOJ employs five full-time evaluators. 

The purpose of AOJ's intensive evaluations will 
be to examine the effectiveness of the criminal 
justice concepts. Projects aimed at similar criminal 
justice problems will be intensively evaluated as a 
group. It is expected that this str.;ttegy will not only 
yield answers about the causes 'of that particular 
problem, but will also provide useful information 
about the effectiveness of each individual project's 
output. While the AOJ monitoring system is 
designed to provide the information needed to make 
funding decisions about the relative worth of an in-
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dividual project, intensive evaluation should, pro­
vide decisionmakers with the information needed to 
determine the relative worth of criminal justice 
programs. A selection methodology has been 
developed in order to determine which projects and 
programs will be intensively evaluated. The 
methodology employs the standard application of 
five criteria variables to each project and program 
area, and classifies them into one of three categories 
of analysis. 

OKLAHOMA 

Auditing 

The Oklahoma Crime Commission audit section 
has published and distributed an audit manual for 
use by substate plann'ing districts and all subgran­
tees. This audit manual establishes policies and pro­
cedures to be followed when conducting audits. The 
SPA is responsible for providing adequate audit 
coverage of a representative volume (programs and 
dollars) of its subgrants. Any subgrantee audited by 
the SPA has the right to follow the appeals pro­
cedures set forth in the audit manual. 

The SPA employs four auditors who report 
directly to the SPA deputy director. Schedules for 
grants and sub grants for audit are selected from 
grants awarded to each planning district and to the 
State agencies. The schedule is for a one-year period, 
includes a wide range of programs, is representative 
of all districts within the State of Oklahoma includ­
ing the State agencies, and contains a reasonable 
dollar volume of funds aUocated. The schedules are 
adjusted as necessary to provide for audit coverage 
of unforeseen priorities. 

Audits performed by the SPA of the recipients of 
subgrant awards determine whether the funds allo­
cated were expended in accordance with the rules 
and regulations of the Federal, State, and local 
governments. The recipients are required to main­
tain records that provide the auditors with the infor­
mation needed to determine whether matching funds 
were provided; program objectives were met; project 
funds were expended for the purpose agreed upon; 
and subgrantee has filed complete, accurate, and 
timely reports. A written report, in accordance with 
GAO reporting standards and established SPA 
policies and procedures, is prepared upon comple­
tion of each audit. Working papers prepared by the 
auditors are retained in the SPA audit files. 

Monitoring and E-vaiuaiion 

The SPA has an evaluation and monitoring divi-
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sion responsible to the SPA executive director for 
monitoring al:ld evaluation of programs and projects 
funded to implement the comprehensive plan. The 
SPA has developed an intensive evaluation program 
for each functional area of police, courts, correc­
tions, and juvenile delinquency. 

There is a director and four evaluators in the 
evaluation and monitoring division. Evalu2.tors are 
used iu the subgrant review process to make 
subgran'~ applications more precise and to facilitate 
the monitoring' and evaluation of projects. The 
evaluation division review focuses on goals and ob­
jectives to insure that they are stated in such a man­
ner that progress can be measured, and on data col­
lection and analysis to insure that they are adequate 
to measure planned achievements. 

In an effort to satisfy the LEAA requirements 
. and to determine the effectiveness of the projects 
which it funds, the SPA has recently redefined the 
role of evaluation and monitoring. The new pro­
cedures permit the systematic monitoring ofal! proj­
ects funded through the SPA. The procedures also 
provide for systematic data collection on all projects 
and will permit both more sophisticated monitoring 
and evaluation efforts, and the development of a 
data base which can be used in the intensive evalua­
tion of selected projects or programs. 

There are basically five levels of evaluation and 
monitoring, which have been incorporated into the 
SPA's evaluation strategy. The system i.; described 
as follows: 

Monthly Management Reports. The SPA for­
mally adoptee: a group of reporting forms to be used 
by subgrantees in reporting subgrant activities and 
progress on a monthly basis. 

Monitoring Visits. About 90 days into the 
subgrant period, a State or regional planner will 
visit projects to monitor progress. A simple form 
will be completed and sent to the SPA evaluation 
division. This visit is designed to determine if 
reasonable progress has been made toward project 
objectives and to spot any problems which could be 
taken care of at that early date in the subgrant 
period. 

Grantee Self-Assessment. Six months into the 
. subgrant period, the subgrantee will submit to the 
SPA evaluation division a self-assessment form pro­
vided by the SPA when the application is funded (at 
the same time as the subgrantee's monthly manage­
ment reports). 

Per/Oir;ZunCe Audit. Bctw·een the 'eightli and ele­
venth months of a project's subgrant period, a mem­
ber of the evaluation division's staff will contact the 

pfoject director for an appointment for an onsite 
'{isit. A form will be forwarded to the project direc­
tor for completion prior to the visit. The purpose of 
the visit is to assess the degree to which the project 
has attained the goals or objectives specified in the 
subgrant application as funded or properly revised. 

Program Evaluation. Should the program under 
which any given project is funded be selected by the 
SPA for intensive evaluation, more on site visits wHl . 
be required. Not all of the projects will be inten­
sively evaluated. Only one program within each· 
functional area will be so evaluated. After reviewing 
the CrIteria established by LEAA and reviewing the 
program areas funded by the SPA, the following cri­
teria are applied to programs selected for intensive 
evaluation: priority projects, innovative character, 
size of grant, and nature of the project. 

The SPA developed an evaluation design for the 
five program areas to be intensively evaluated, The 
designs included the following: data to be collected; 
procedures for collecting and handling the data; 
analytical procedures for drawing conclusions from 
the data; and procedures for summarizing, report­
ing, and using the findings. 

OREGON 
Auditing 

The Oregon SPA contracts with the ac.counting 
division at the State executive department for audit 
services. This method has prov~n to be the most 
cost-effective process because the audit staff is 
shared with the traffic and safety commissions at).Q . 
the Comprehensive Employment Training Act 
program. 

Each quarter, the SPA indicates in writing the 
audits to be per~ormed. The audits are scheduled by 
RPU's and all completed projects are reviewed. An 
audit report is issued to the SPA, and it becomes the 
SPA's responsibility to resolve all citations. 

An audit report transmittal letter is prepared 
and sent to the RPU with a copy of the report. The 
transmittal letter outlines the citations and the time 
frames for a response. The SPA attempts to resolve 
all citations within 60 days of receipt of the audit 
report. 

Monitoring 

The SPA reviews all grants and determines how 
often and to what extent project performance will be 
m·ea~\lred-. 'This-is-clone prior t~} PiOjcct -implemcnta-,. 
tion. The monitor reviews the SPA work schedule 
and selects dates for completing onsite visits to State 
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agencies and the 14 regional districts. RPU staff in 
the proposed full-service districts prepare schedule~ 
for monitoring visits within the region, and provide 
such schedules to the SPA monitor. 

The monitoring pc:c.formed by either the SPA or 
RPU staff insures that the subgrant application and 
the subgrant process provide the prerequisites of an 
internal assessment of each project by the subgrantee 
as well as more intensive monitoring and evaluati'iB 
activities as determined by the SPA. These ?rere­
quisites include: explicit identifkation of the 
problem in measurable terms with supporting data; 
well-defined goals with explicit objectives that are 
measurable and, additionally, activities that are re­
lated to the accomplishments of the objectives shall 
be specified with time frames for such activities; 
specific indicators and measures to be used to assess 
the progress and re3ults of the project; and means of 
collecting and analyzing data for information to 
assess the project performance. 

The SPA and RPU require subgrantees to con­
duct an internal assessment of the project activities 
and results. The internal assessment includes: an 
analysis of the results, progress, and impact of the 
project on a quarterly basis; a comparison of the 
problem before a.nd after the project; a description 
of the implementation and operation of the project 
with timetables; and modification of program ac­
tivities called for by the assessment findings. 

Evaluation 

The selection of projects and programs for in­
tensive evaluation is based on a set (,.[ specified cri­
teria which include several determinants within the 
br»ad factors of planning, methodological, and 
resource criteria. 

Several projects or program cluster evaluations 
are in progress or wiB be implemented by the SPA. 
It is anticipated that six to 12 projects wiII be in­
volved. The total number will be dependent on proj­
ects in the program clusters. The ongoing block 
evaluations cover adult corrections projects, 
regional information systems, and crime prevention 
projects, utilizing vicitmization survey data. Of pri­
mary importance is the ability to provide objective 
outcome informlltion regardil'g effectiveness 
together with cost-effectiveness comparisons for 
planning and policy decisionmaking. 

Technical assistance will be provided to 
subgrantees through a variety of means and ac­
tivities. The technical assistance will focus on assis­
tance in grant preparation to improve and insure the 
quality of grant proposals. This is an attempt to in-
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sure well-defined problem statements and analyses, 
explicit and quantifiable objectives, and definition 
of ~he relationships between the project and program 
activities and objectives. 

Additionally, assistance will be provided 
through the grant review proces;; and onsite assis­
tance to enable the subgrantees to provide an inter­
nal management assessment through reporting on 
their primary objectives and activities. This will pro­
vide subgrantee management, the respective district 
or State planner, the SPA, and LEAA with ongoing 
information regarding the status, accomplishments 
and problems. 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Auditing 

The Governor's Justice Commission (GJC) cur­
rently has a five man audit division based in its 
central office. This reflects a 50 percent reduction 
over past audit activity and is due to a cut in State 
funds. A planned expansion was not implemented 
due to a State hiring freeze. 

Projects are scheduled for audit approximately 
three to six months after the grant period with 
priority given to larger subgrants, i.e, those involv­
ing more than $25,000 in Federal funds. The goal is 
to have approximately 50 percent of all projects 
audited within one year following the Federal lapse 
date of the funds. 

The GJC adopted an auditing procedure consis­
tent with standards and procedures as prescribed by 
the American Institute of Certified Public Accoun­
tants. This auditing procedure is designed to cover 
both fiscal and operational aspects of the project. Fi­
nancial auditing determines the degree of project 
budget adherence and ascertains that project expen­
ditures were in' accordance with LEAA and GJC 
regulations. It also establishes that required match­
ing contributions meet project guidelines and GJC 
policy requirements. Operational auditing ascertains 
whether the goals of the project were achieved; 
proper management controls existed and met LE/':A 
regulations; and if a cost-efficiency ratio can i,)e 
determined. 

The following chart shows the number and the 
total dollar vallue of Parts B, C, and E subgrants 
audited by the GJC as of July 1, 1977: 

Total Dollar Dollar 
Number Number Value Value 

of of of of 
Subgrants Subgrants Subgrants Subgrants 
Audited Awarded Audited Awarded 

FY 1969 187 187 1.779,885 1,779,885 

---
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FY 1970 420 420 10,987,:!22 10,987.222 
FY 1971 535 535 23,008,646 23,008,646 
FY 1972 472 525 22,503,597 27,201,499 
FY 1973 557 772 24,531,567 31,479,902 
FY 1974 362 804 16,098,821 31,748,927 
FY 1975 113 773 4,407,314 36,193,503 
FY 1976 13 582 742,025 33,699,494 

The audit of the SPA is performecl. by 'the State 
auditor general. This audit will be performed in the 
near future and then will be done on a biennial basis. 

Monitoring 

A seven man evaluation and monitoring division 
is based in the central office of GJC and is responsi­
ble for establishing policy and procedures in these 
areas. This effort is further supplemented by the 
SPA's eight RPU's which conduct 80 percent of the 
monitoring efforts. 

Monitoring of every project consists of two 
types: review of applicant performance reporting 
and performance monitoring. 

Performance reporting focuses on what is being 
accomplished in the implementation and operation 
of a project. In developing an application, every ap­
plicant must provide a project assessment plan 
describing anticipated impacts and relevllht perfor­
mance measures. Regarding information provided 
in their approved applications, subgrantees are re­
quired to maintain adequate data files and report 
project activities and accomplishments. Subgrantees 
are required to submit a quar~erly program report 
and a quarterly financial report. 

Pre.sently, approximately 1,000 quarterly 
progress reports are received by the SPA at the end 
of each quarter. Given this large number of reports, 
approximately 25 percent are randomly selected 
each quarter for review 'by evaluation and monitor­
ing division staff. If reports are incomplete, addi­
tional information is requested. If a project is having 
severe problems, a site visit by an SPA monitor, 
regional planner, or SPA auditor may be performed. 
If the progress report is deemed acceptable, it is 
stamped "official" and filed in the Governor's 
Justice Commission's master file. 

Performance monitorh~g focuses primarily on 
the project's progress and aCGOmplishments. Review 
of the quarterly progress reports and comparison 
with the subgrant application prov,de the 'basis for 
m<1nitoring. Almost all projects rec(:\jve at least one 
site visit, most often prior to consideration of an ap­
plication for continuation funding. Approximately 
25 percent of the projects will receive two or more 
site visits. Generally less intensive monitoring 
efforts are required in the areas of proven or stand-

ardized training and standard equipment purchases 
whil(~, conversely, evidence of insufficient Db:­
misdirected project progress may n1!cessitate mold 
intensive monitoring efforts. Monitoring is n6t 
generally required where independent evaluations 
are Iconducted, although supplemental monitoring 
may be desired to meet specific needs for additional 
info:rmation. 

Evuluation 

The GJC's intensive evaluation effort consists of 
project and program evaluations. 

Project evaluation, which focuses on project im­
pact and the effectiveness of spedfic projects, is. 
generally accomplished by the lise of independent 
evaluators supported by Part C or Part E funds. The 
independ~nt project evaluators are competitively 
selected independent professionals with specific ex­
pertise in the area to be evaluated. Approximately 
20 projects funded with 1977 monies are expected to '. 
be evaluated by this method. 

Program evaluation provides for ·~He com­
parison of projects with similar objectives to deter­
mine the internai efficiency and relative effective­
ness of the alternative strategies for meeting 
program objectives, This is done by staff of the 
evaluation and mODitoring divisio!l w,ith only 
minimal use of con!racted consultants.:Program 
evaluation is supported through the use of Part C 
funds earmarked for evaluation, and LEAA mode! 
evaluation funds. 

Presently, the SPA is involved in the implemen­
tation of a program evaluation of the projects 
funded under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. It is anticipated that one or two 
other program evaluations will be selected during 
the coming year. However, the program areas have 
not yet been designated. It is anticipated that future 
efforts will increasingly concentrate on program 
evaluation. 

i PUERTO RICO 

Auditing 

The SPA's audit system and procedures are 
comprehensive and consistent with generally ac ... 
cepted auditing standards and LEAA's audit guide. 

The auditing unit consists of a director, five 
auditors and a secretary. Staff members are highly 
qualified. Audit plans are prepared semiannually. 
and ~r~ ongoing during the whole year. Financial 
op~rations, accountability, compliance with laws 
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and programs, and management operations are 
reviewed. 

An internal audit manual prepared by the SPA 
established methods and procedures for auditing 
subgrantees. After completion of an audit, th.e audi­
tor meets with the project and finance director to 
discuss findings., An agreement is reached and a final 
report is submitted to the project and finance direc­
tor, agency or organization head, SPA director, and 
grants administrator who is responsible for 
followup. A reply is required from the subgrantee 
within 20 days. Serious irregularities such as fraud, 
theft, embezzlement or forgery are forwarded to 
LEAA's Office of Audit and Investigation. Records 
are kept for five years. 

Until 1972, all action and planning projects 
were audited at least once during or after operations. 
Since then, due to the volume of projects, a selective 
method is used based on such factors as date of 
grant, duration period, dollar volume, type of 
organization or program, prior experience, etc. 
From 1974 to 1976 the SPA auditing unit has 
audited 87 of the 206 subgrants awarded. Of the 
$26.2 million of Federal monies and $6.4 million of 
State funds awarded to subgrantees, $14.9 million 
and $3.5 mil1lon respectively were audited. 

The SPA in turn is audited by the Common­
wealth's Office of the Comptroller. Due to an over­
crowded schedule, the comptroller has been audit_ 
ing the SPA eve!,y two years. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

The organization of the evaluation and monitor­
ing funr.tions within the SPA attest to the emphasis 
the Commonwealth attached to its performance 
measurement. 

The SPA cl)ntacts outside evaluators when 
necessary and financially pos~ible, retains a consul­
tant on an hourly basis, utilizes the 14 program 
speCialists for monituing, and has employed seven 
oth~r professionals to plan, administer, and conduct 
evaluations. 

All projects are evaluated. Firldings are used as 
feedback for program improvement and decision­
making purposes. 

A task force reviews the individual programs 
and projects, and recommends alternatives of 
evaluation that are considered appropriate, Criteria 
are selected upon which to determine the programs 
and projects to be intensively evaluated. The task 
force also formulates operating procedures to coor­
dinate all aspects of SPA operations. 

A bidding committee within the SPA screens 
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evaluation proposals submitted by third party 
evaluators. 

Evaluation results are utilized by the planning 
unit in preparing the comprehensive plan. At all 
levels of the evaluation process, results are used for 
program improvement and redirection. Results and 
findings are also disseminated to local government 
agencies and other subgrantees. 

RHODE ISLAND 
Auditing 

Audits are performed by the SPA on subgrantees 
by a staff consisting of a supervisory auditor and two 
staff auditors. The audits are performed in accor­
dance with generally accepted standards to deter­
mine the fiscal integrity of financial transactions and 
compliance with applicable laws, regulationn, and 
administrative requirements. The Bureau of Audits 
conducts a thorough financial audit. There is a suffi~ 
cient review of the underlying or supporting docu­
mentation for the receipt and expenditure of plan­
ning funds. Because of limited manpower and an ex­
tremely demanding workload, the bureau does not 
perform efficien.;y and performance audits. The 
SPA has established guidelines for the clearance of 
audh reports. It is the intent of the SPA audit policy 
to satisfactorily review 25 percent of the grants and 
50 percent of all the funds awarded yearly. No dol­
lar limitations are established for the audit of grants 
to be reviewed. 

Monitoring 

The SPA has developed a State strategy for 
monitoring the implementation, operation, and 
results of all the projects it supports; and for inten­
sively evaluating the results and impact of selected 
activities. The SPA has contracted on a yearly basis 
with a private, nonprofit research organization to 
perform project eval uations of selected SP A/LEAA­
funded projects. A full-time Part C-funded evalua­
tor works with the assistance of a "blue ribbon" ad­
visory panel. Approximately $200,000 for onsite 
monitoring, auditing, managerr.ent information, 
research and evaluation has been allocated for 1977. 

Evaluation 

The SPA has allocated $20,000 in its 1977 use 
of Pait C funds for the continuation of the evalua­
tion effort. The costs of the administration of the 
evaluation division approximated $18,000 for the 
research and evaluation coordinator and $80,000 
for five field representatives. The evaluation coor-
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dinator is responsible for planning and administer­
ing the evaluation effort; the director of administra­
tion is responsible for the planning and administra­
tion of the monitoring activities and will coordinate 
all evaluation-related monitoring activities with the 
research and evaluation coordinator. 

The evaluation function in the SPA is the 
responsibility of the ref~arch and evaluation section. 
The section's role in carrying out its responsibility is 
on(' of coordination of the efforts of its own staff 
contract consultants and other sections of the SPA in 
gathering facts and disseminating information. The 
research and evaluation section thus acts as an infor­
mation exchange for ongoing programs and projects, 
providing the feedback loop for data which become 
input to the planning process. 

The evaluation coordinator performs the 
following basic steps in the design and implementa­
tion phase of project evaluation: establishes agree­
ment with management on which objectives, goals, 
and activities are to be evaluated and are satisfac­
torily measurable; establishes agreement with those 
to be evaluated on which goals, objectives, activities, 
and results will be evaluated; develops proJ;:edures 
to obtain the type and quality of information re­
quired; and assures utilization of the evaluation in­
formation produced. 

By using the above steps, the! evaluation coor­
dinator seeks the opinions, concerns, and knowledge 
of a variety of interested parties for· consideration in 
the evaluation design and implementation phases. 
As the preapplication requirements are fulfilled, 
monitoring will give planners quick feedback on 
progress and problems of the project. Immediate at­
tention is given and recommendations are to be 
made for project improvement. Development of suc­
cess indicators will remind project directors of the 
goals of the project. These indicators are means by 
which problem solving is improved and focused. 
Reporting of monitoring activity is accomplished by 
means of the monitor site visit form completed for 
each field monitoring visit, the monthly report of 
monitoring activity, and informal memos within the 
SPA concerning conclusions reached upon review­
ing progl'ess reports. Upon completion of final 
evaluation reports, the Council for Community 
Services submits the reports to the executive director 
who sets in motion various processes to insure timely 
feedback concerning the use of the evaluation 
reports. The reports are submitted three months 
prior to the end of the project period. The results of 
the evaluation reports will be forwarded to the ap­
propriate local district council, project director, 

highest elected official, or the director of the State 
agency when appropriate. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Auditing 

The Office of Internal Audit, as a part of the 
Governor's office, is responsible for providing the 
audit services needed by the Office of Criminal 
Justice Programs (OCJ?). Two full-time auditors 
under the supervision of the chief of audits, perform 
subgrantee audits. The current number of auditors 
utilized on OCJP activities is felt to provide an effec­
tive audit service to OCJP which complies with the 
requirements placed on it. The OCJP and the Office 
of Internal Audit have established procedures which 
provide that subgrants be audited on a current basis. 
The procedure is as follows: 

OCJP sends a written request for the audit of 
Part B, Part E, and discretionary funds, and 
program reviews, evaluations, and surveys. All dis­
trict planning grants (Part B) will be audited an­
nually, immediately after the close of the planning 
grant. Part E and discretionary grants will be 
audited within 90 days of the request under normal 
circumstances. Reviews, evaluations, and surveys 
will be conducted with a priority specified by OCJP 
in accordance with its needs. 

The OCJP, in coordination with the Office of In­
ternal Audit, win insure that the scheduling of audits 
for subgrants will meet the minimum suggested 
standards, i.e., 25 percent of action grants and 50 
percent of all funds awarded each fiscal year. To ac­
complish this standard, priority is given to the cur­
rently active fiscal years. Therefore, during the cur­
rent fiscal year, 1976 receives first priority, 1977 
second priority, and 197& third priority, with the 
years prior to 1976 being considered on an as­
needed basis. 

A letter audit report to the director of OCJP will 
be prepared upon completion of the audit. The 
report will norJ;'1ally cover no more than one appli­
cant agency or contractor since it will be distributed 
to the claimant. The audit report will not be used to 
disclose matters that may-require investigation. The 
discovery of possible fraud or irregularities during a 
surveyor audit will be disclosed to the chief of 
audits and the Governor. 

The procedure established to provide increased 
efficiency and effectiveness in the clearance of audit 
findings is outlined as follows. At a minimum, an 
initial response to the report is required within 45 
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days of the audit issuance date. Upon the receipt of 
an initial response, the reply is reviewed to deter­
mine whether the described resolution is felt to be 
appropriate. If the resolution is found adequate, the 
file is closed and the date is entered on the form as 
"date audit cleared." If the initial response does not 
resolve all matters, additional information is re­
quested. The date of such a request is entered 011 the 
form as "additional response requested." The pro­
cedures are continued until all matters have been ap­
propriately resolved. The audit clearance process is 
expected to be completed within 90 days from the 
date the audit report is issued. 

Monitoring 

The evaluation unit of OCJP is responsible for 
administering the flow of OCJP's monitoring. A 
monitoring code placed on the funded application 
by the evaluation unit determines by whom and 
when a project receives a programmatic or evalua­
tion monitoring. Once a grant is coded, all future 
routine scheduling decisions as to when, how, and by 
whom a project will be reviewed are automatic. Fis­
cal monitoring, while interacting with programmatic 
and evaluation hlonitoring, is neither scheduled nor 
dependent upon these types of monitoring. When the 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs produces a final 
evaluation report, a fiscal overview will be part of 
the feedback report. 

The selection of a monitoring code is deter­
mined by the following factors: Is the project related 
to a priority standard or goal? Is it anticipated that 
there will be statewide impact on the criminal justice 
system: How much money does tllp project cost? 
Could the evaluation of this project produce new 
knowledge for use in other areas? How controversial 
is the program? 

Using these criteria, a variety of monitoring 
types have been developed for 1978. This monitor­
ing schedule shows who is to be responsible for con­
ducting the monitoring, whether a unit within OCJP 
or a regional planning unit; how often a project will 
be monitored; and what types of monitoring the 
project will receive (programmatic, intensive 
evaluation, inspection, or any combination of these). 

These types of monitoring schedules are as 
follows: one programmatic monitoring by OCJP; 
one monitoring report by an OCJP specialist when 
the equipment or system has been signed off by a 
radio consultant contract; and two programmatic 
monitoring visits by OCJP during the fifth and ele­
venth months of the project. Subgrantee ~pplication 
will specify that they will submit a final. evaluation 
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report; will receive one monitoring visit by regional 
or OCJP staff if sub grantee is a State agency during 
the sixth month of the project, and three visits by 
OCJP staff for data and programmatic monitoring. 
OCJP wi!! write the final evaluation based upon 
monitoring and data collection. Data to be collected 
will be specified by OCJP project criteria. 

Evaluation 

South Carolina requires that selected projects be 
more intensively evaluat~d than others. These inten­
sive evaluations are conducted by the OCJP evalua­
tion unit or independent third-party evaluators. 
Consultants are hired to provide specialized services 
where the evaluation unit has limited staff 
capabilities or expertise, or has conducted a 
preliminary report where the findings are of ques­
tionable impact. Contracts are awarded for the 
evaluation of those areas that are so major in scope 
as to necessitate added personnel. who have 
specialized skills and objectivity. Projects to receive 
intensive evaluations are selected on the basis of 
relationship to standards, cost, scope, innovation, 
and controversial impact. The OCJP evaluation staff 
spend 80 percent of their time on thcse projects. 

A Request for Proposal is prepared when a 
third-party evaluation contract is let. The responses 
to the RFP are reviewed on the following criteria: 
proposal's understanding of the evaluation task; the 
technical approach proposed; experience and com­
petence of personnel who will conduct the evalua­
tion; experience and competence of the organiza­
tion; the qdequacy of facilities, equipment. and sup­
port capability; and management plan and data col­
lection effort for conducting and controlling the 
evaluation. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Auditing 

The audit of subgrants is performed by a consul­
tant CPA firm under the gp.nerai direction of the 
secretary of public safety and the director of the 
State Planning Agency. 

The audits are conducted in accordance with 
generally accepted audit standards as adopted by the 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
and as stated in "Standards for Audit of Govern­
ment Organization, Programs, Activities, and Func­
tions" published in 1972 by the U.S. General Ac­
counting Office. 

Audits review the controls and procedures used 
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by the subgrantee to determine the adequacy and 
effectiveness of the controls and procedures; the 
compliance with applicable laws, regulations and 
guidelines; economy and efficiency in the use of 
available resources; and project results examined in 
accordance with standards. The reliability of the 
monthly financial reports is ,also examined. The 
emphasis of the audits is to improve the syst!'!m as a 
whole. The major emphasiS of audit findings, 
responses, and audit actions is the improvement of 
the system. This does not preclude audit findings on 
specific points and questioned costs. . 

Audits will be conducted on a reasonable 
amount of action grants awarded by the State Plan­
ning Agency and, where applicable, are coordinated 
with the State auditor general's office. 

Audit reports are prepared for each agency 
and/or subgrant audited. Audit reports render an 
opinion as to the reliability of the financial reports 
and questioned costs contained in the audit reports 
based on the generally accepted standards. The 
report also contains a management letter which 
recommends corrective action. 

All audits are reviewed extensively by the SPA 
audit manager. The audit manager assists the 
sub grantee in resolving the audit by offering gui­
dance in the preparation of necessary information 
and documentation. This documentation is pre­
sented to the audit subcommittee. Where, in the 
opinion of the audit subcommittee, the documenta­
tion does not satisfy the questioned costs, those dol­
lar amounts still in question must be refunded to the 
SPA. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

The State Planning Agency's evaluation unit has 
devised an evaluation strategy and included it in a 
workplan. The workplan is a direct result of a re­
quest from district planners for a voice in the SPA's 
evaluation strategy. 

The workplan is· very comprehensive and sug­
gests creating three separate categories for Division 
of Law Enforcement Assistance grants. Every 
DLEA grant would belong in one and only one 
category, and each category would have special re­
quirements. For exampi.e, in addition to current 
programmatic standards, subgrantees with projects 
falling into category A mllst agree to submit a final 
report on the project. Programmatic grant ad­
mihistration for projects in category B, would re­
quire onsite monitoring by the district and/or State 
personnel every six' months, receipt of quarterly 
reports every three months during the life of the 

project, and a final report at project close. Grants 
falling into category C require the most intensive 
management effort of the three. Grant administra­
tors at the regional and State ievel would be in­
volved in onsite monitoring every three months of 
the project period. An evaluation component must 
be prepared and implemented. The subgrantee is 
obliged to submit both quarterly reports and a final 
report. 

The Division of Law Enforc~ment Assistance 
evaluation unit was expanded to two full-time 
employees in December of 1976. The evaluation 
unit is funded from Part C funds, and will request 
$50,000 in Part C funds from 1978 Part C block. 

The division will intensively evaluate at least 
one project during the coming year. That project is a 
juvenile delinquency prevention project entitled 
Project Identity. 

Additionally, the Division of Law Enforcement 
Assistance'staff expects to more intensively evaluate 
an inschool suspension project and a contract law 
enforcement project. 

TENNESSEE 
Auditing 

The Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning 
Agency, under contract with its umbrella agency, 
has three auditors assigned who perform audits of 
sUDgrantees. During the past several years, the audit 
activity has been below the levels of coverage (25' 
percent of subgrants and 50 percent of funds) as 
adopted by the National Conference of State Plan­
ning Agency Administrators. 

Although the audit activities and capabilities are 
not in line with the standards promulgated by the 
U.S. General Accounting Office and the LEAA 
Office of Audit and Investigation, they are con­
sidered generally acceptable. 

Monitoring 

The monitoring efforts and activities of the Ten­
nessee Law Enforcement Planning Agency involve 
the utilization of nine field specialists in conjunction 
with the agency's statistical analysis .and evaluation 
unit. The field specialists perform ollsite review of 
each project every 90 days. The statistical analysis 
unit employs a monitoring team approach, and in 
1978 will visit all subgrants in excess of $25,000. 

The TLEP A requires that project status reports 
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be submitted quarterly by each subgrantee which in­
dicate the project achievements and problems. This 
serves as an early warning device for potential 
problems. 

Evaluation 

The Tennessee Law Enforcement Pfanning 
Agency's efforts and activities in the area of evallia­
tion have improved greatly during the past year. 
Past efforts represented little more than indepth 
monitoring; however, current activities will provide 
reliable measures of project performance. These 
measures will be used to assess the need for future 
program aregs 'lnd will provide models for other 
projects. 

The TLEPA has recently completed a monitor­
ing and evaluation manual. Workshops and semi­
nars were held during 1977 for criminal justice 
specialists and subgrantees at all levels to improve 
both the monitoring and evaluation efforts. 

TEXAS 

Auditing 

The Criminal Justice Division (CJD) employs 
seven auditors who are directly involved in the audit 
of subgrantees. The director of auditing reports to 
the CJD's Office of Management Coordination 
which reports to the executive director. All subgrant 
audits are performed by CJD's audit staff. CJD has 
established an internal audit review board to handle 
any appeals. An audit manual including report prep­
aration and finalization has been developed by CJD. 
CJD has developed and made available to all 
auditees appeal procedures. 

CJD's audit staff has audited 564 grants as of 
March 31,1977, which amounts to $37 million in 
Federal funds, which is 17 percent of the total 
Federal funds received. For the period April I, 1976 
through March 31, 1977 some 135 grants were 
audited amounting to $8,,533,499. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

Evaluation is the responsibility of the system 
~e~earc? and planning section of CJD. Specifically, 
It IS aSSIgned to the research and analysis unit of this 
section. 

Monitoring activities are conducted by both the 
comptroller's section and the system program 
m~nagement section of CJD. The comptroller and 

the director of system program management report 
to the executive director through the Office of 
Management Coordination as do other section 
chiefs. Financial monitoring is under the overall ad­
ministrative and operational supervision of the 
comptroller and programmatic monitoring under 
the supervision of the director of system program 
management. Actual monitoring activities are con­
ducted by program grant managers, financial moni­
tors, and budget analysts. Program grant managers 
are supervised by the director of system program 
management, since all grant managers are housed in 
that section. Financial monitors and budget analysts 
are housed in the comptroller's section and are sub­
ject to the comptroller's supervision. Both the 
"ystem program management section and the comp­
troller's section are identifiable sections of CJD and 
the monitoring function is an identifiable functi~n of 
both of those sections. 

A total of 13 professional positions are involved 
in project monitoring, both programmatic and finan­
cial. This number includes nine grants managers, 
one financial monitor, and three budget analysts. 

CJD monitoring responsibilities are twofold, in­
cluding both review of grant applications to insure 
provisions are made ,for internal assessment, and 
review of project progress during the grant's 
lifetime. 

The information derived from monitoring is 
used in an ongoing manner as program personnel 
and the comptroller's'section conduct grant manage­
ment activities. 

Monitoring information provides the basis for 
technical assistance in certain instances, and flags 
gross operational shortcomings in others. Monitor­
ing reports also serve as valuable input to the 
evaluation process, since monitoring reports and 
monitoring results address single projects, and 
evaluation is concerned with the broader spectrum 
of groups or types of projects constituting a program 
category of broad scope. As is evident, monitoring 
results are widely utilized in the conduct of evalua­
tion activities which are in turn valuable in assessing 
the advisability of continuing, modifying, or 
abolishing broad programmatic provisions in the 
State plan. 

A majority of CJD evaluation efforts in past 
years have been directed at development of an ade­
quate criminal justice data base. For the 1978 fiscal 
year, CJD proposes to intensively evaluate two 
programs. For the same year, they propose that 200 
to 240 grants will be financially monitored and 350 
to 400 grants p:ogrammatically monitored. 

'I 
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TRUST TERRiTORY OF THE 
PACIFIC ISLANDS 

The Trust Territories were not eligible for funds 
under the LEAA program until the most recent revi­
sion, the Crime Control Act of 1976. Since passage 
of that legislation, the Trust Territories have been 
gearing up for acceptance and implementation of 
LEAA funds. To date, however, no Part C, Part E, 
or Part B funds have been awarded. 

The State Planning Agency has recently been 
established, via an executive order of the High Com­
missioner, and is currently in the process of hiring 
staff. The audit, evaluation, and monitoring 
mechanisms will be developed over the next several 
months. 

UTAH 

Auditing 

The Utah Council on Criminal Justice Ad­
ministration currently employs one full-time and 
one part-time auditor for the purpose of auditing 
SP A subgrants of action and planning funds. These 
auditors report directly to the commissioner of the 
Department of Public Safety. 

There are no plans to change the size of the audit 
staff in the near future. On occasion, the SPA has 
contracted with private agencies to conduct 
subgrantee audits, but has no plans to do so during 
the next fiscal year. . 

Audits are done in accordance with standards 
published by the United States General Accounting 
Office. Each year an audit plan is developed which 
sets forth a systematic appro::lch for accomplish­
ments of audits. As a minimum goal, audits are con­
ducted on 25 percent of all subgrants, to include 50 
percent of the dollars awarded in a given block 
grant. Where applicable, audits are coordinated 
with the State auditor's office. 

In general, the audits emphasize a review of 
subgrantee controls and procedures; compliance 
with applicable laws, regulations and guidelines; 
economy and efficiency in the use of r\'\sources; and 
the reliability of monthly cost reports. 

An exit audit conference is usually held between 
the subgrantees and the SPA auditor. When circum­
stances warrant, the grants manager and the ap­
propriate program specialist may also be present at 
the exit to discuss the proposed findings. The 
subgrantee is given the opportunity at the conference 
to respond to the proposed findings. It is then that 

the final audit report is prepared and submitted to 
the commissioner of public sarety, UCCJA djrector, 
and the subgrantee. If a disallowance is made, it is 
up to the grants manager on behalf of the agency to 
resolve the disallowance with the subgrantee. Once 
all recommendations and disallowances have been 
either cleared or resolved through the grants 
manager, the audit report is deemed closed. 

Monitoring 

The SPA has ultimate responsibil ity for 
monitoring of all federally-assisted subgrants within 
the State. However, regional planning units have 
been assigned monitoring responsibilities for 
subgrants funded from their regional allocations of 
block grant funds. 

The purposes of the monitoring effort are to im­
prove sub grantee performance by measuring the ex­
tent in which stated goals and objectives for their 
projects are being attained, and insure compliance 
with Federal and State statutes and guidelines. 

The tools of monitoring are technical assistance, 
on site visits', deskside reviews, review of quarterly 
progress reports, review of monthly fiscal reports, 
followup on special conditions attached prior to the 
grant award, and the imposition and/or approval of 
grant changes during the life of the grant. The 
monitoring insures that the subgrantee is aware of 
and is provided with the mechanisms to achieve the 
stated goals and objectives of the grant, 

Evaluation 

Evaluations are the responsibility of the plan­
ning and evaluation section of the SPA. The section's 
coordinator is also responsible for the overall 
development of the State plan and district planning 
efforts. 

Of the four persons in the planning and evalua­
tion section, three are full-time evaluators. This 
number represents 16 percent of the professional 
staff in the agency. 

In addition, the statistical analysis center pro­
vides invaluable assistance in data collection and in­
terpretation, computer program use, and backup 
help. 

Part B planning funds are the sole soUrce for 
evaluation expenditures. No Part C funds are used 
for evaluation. 

Since 1972 the evaluation process has changed 
from reports prepared by planners to analyses con­
duc,ted by a separate evaluation staff. Evaluation 
content has gone from intensive monitoring to im­
pact evaluation. The status of evaluation has 
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developed from l;l, sometime luxury to a requirement. 
In 1976 the evaluation staff of three and one­

half persons evaluated 30 projects and eight 
programs. Thirty-nine projects and seven programs 
will be evaluated in 1977. In the past, approximately 
one out of every four projects has not been continued 
based on evaluation information. Of those projects 
that were continued, 94 percent of the recommenda­
tions made in the evaluation reports were imple­
mented. 

Three types of evaluations are conducted. Proj­
ect evaluations are performed to determine results, 
to provide a basis for deciding if continued funding 
is warranted, and to identify program impact. 

Programs are evaluated to assess if projects are 
having an effect and to provide information for 
determining plan money allocations. The court 
program evaluation, including its 12 projects, was 
made in 1976. This was one of eight programs evalu­
ated last year. 

A new aspect of eV?luation began on a regular 
basis in July, Issue evaluations focus on activities 
and agencies, major issues, etc., which are not 
funded (or only slightly funded) by UCCJA. An ex­
ample of this type of evaluation was the statewide 
study of law enforcement communications. 
Problems, values, facts, and solutions were iden­
tified and analyzed. Issue evaluations are conducted 
at the request of council members or the administra­
tion. 

Before the actual evaluation is conducted, an 
evaluation design is developed, usually at the start 
of the project. The design is prepared by th.e evalua­
tor and then reviewed and approved by the district 
pllnner, the State planner, and the project director. 

Final reports are reviewect" by the review and 
analysis committee (RAAC), local planners, State 
planners, and the project director. The RAAC util­
izes tpe evaluatio.\1 report for making net funding 
decisions. In addition, evaluation summaries are 
published and distributed every six months to crimi­
nal justice administrators throughout the State. 

Program evaluations are made as part of the 
development of the State annual action plan. Each 
program and all projects in that program area are 
reviewed. Program evaluations are published in the 
progress report one month before the State annual 
action plan is prepared, 

Half of Utah's 14 programs are evaluated ~ach 
year, which means all programs are done every two 
years. Program evaluations are used by planners to 
assess program effectiveness and project ac­
complishments. Program evaluations are distributed 
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to State and local council members to aid in decid­
ing program allocations for the next year. 

VERMONT 

Auditing 

All financial audits are performed by using 
generally accepted auditing standards and pro­
cedures as recommended by GAO and LEAA. It is 
the intent ofthe audit policy of the SPA to satisfac­
torily com plete audits of 25 percent of organizations 
receiving LEAA furiding totaling 50 percent of all 
funds awarded. Grants selected for audit are picked 
via a random sampling process unless a special re­
quest for audit is received. 

Various audit objectives are incorporated into 
the review to determine if the subgrantee's expen­
ditures are made in accordance with Federal and 
State government rules and regulations; if expen­
ditures are made within the constraint of the budget 
specifications; if an adequate accounting system is 
being maintained; and if internal controls are ade­
quate. 

The audit program details areas to be covered 
during the audit and provides the auditor with steps 
to follow in order to adequately perform the review. 
Audit findings are addressed to the executive direc­
tor, When a final audit report addressf.os audit excep­
tions, the executive director assigns the task to an 
appropriate staff member to resolve the issue. 
However, the final authority on clearance of audit 
exceptions remains with the executive director. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

The SPA describes in detail how performance 
measurement, specifically project monitoring and 
evaluation; are used to develop information which 
feeds back into plan development. In Ol'der to obtain 
the proper feedback, the project manager prepares 
progress reports to help in determining if the project 
should continue. By intensive monitoring and 
evaluation by the project manager and piann,er, the 
SPA is involved in strengthening fe'edback and thus 
is able to determine which projects should continue 
to be funded. 

The SPA has developed a State strategy for 
monitoring and evaluating the results and impact of 
selected activities for the following areas: Local par­
ticipation in carrying out project monitoring and 
evaluation functions extends from development of 
indicators through sharing of feedback information. 
1he SPA employs one full-time e,,:,aluator at a 



budgeted annual salary of $19,072 and seven 
program monitors at a total annual salary of 
$109,220. Part C money is used to support evalua­
tion activities. 

In addition to regular reporting of results, some 
projects will be asked to also use their progress 
reports to evaluate the success or failure of a project. 
Some activities could be carried out by attaching ex­
ternal expertise to the project or by dedicating proj­
ect resources to doing the job directly. Reporting 
and corroboration of monitoring and evaluation in­
formation takes place in the context of the inquiry 
shared by evaluators, planners, and project 
IlHl.nagers. The SPA may add provisions for certify­
ing that data and findings fairly represent project 
performance. The supervisory board receives docu­
mentation of this shared inquiry, in staff grant com­
mentaries or evaluation reports, for finding and 
planning recommendations made by the staff. The 
results of monitoring and evaluation are available as 
part of the project records, refunding applications 
etc. Special distribution efforts are undertaken 
where appropriate. 

VIRGINIA 
Auditing 

The audit of the Division of Justice and Crime 
Prevention is conducted by the State auditor of 
public accounts wllo has the responsibility of audjt~ 
ing all State agencies. This agency conducts audits 
on the SPA biennially to determire the fiscal in­
tegrity of financial transactions and reports, and 
compliance with laws, regulations, and administra­
tive requirements governing the LEAA grant 
program. This audit is conducted in accordance with 
audit standards published by GAO. 

The Virginia SPA currently employs five staff 
auditors which include an audit supervisor and four 
staff auditors. There are no plans to increase or 
decrease the size of the SPA audit staff at present. 

The SPA audit staff adheres to the minimum 
audit standards for SPA's established by the Na­
tional Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning 
Administrators. In addition to the audit standards, a 
general audit cdteria has been established to deter­
mille the random representative volume (programs 
and dollars) of its subgrantees to be audited. This 
representative sampling will include, among other 
factors, dollar value of grant; location of grant; 
whether the subgrante~ has been previously audited 
and the results of the audit; program category; and 

past known record of a subgrantee's administration 
of SPA grants. 

The SPA auditors a;e independent of any other 
SPA activity and report directly to the SPA director. 
Written reports are presented to the SPA audit 
review committee for its review and finalization. 
Procedures have been established for the transmittal 
of the audit report to the subgrantee, replies to be 
made and eval uation of replies, and official 
clearance of audit reports. These instructions are 
outlined in a document entitled "DJCP Staff Guide 
for Auditing and Inspection." 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

Virginia's evaluation unit is presently a distinct 
component of the planning unit. This evaluation unit 
consists of four professionals, two interns, and two 
clerical workers. 

Virginia was one of seven States nationally that 
received discretionary funds from the National In­
stitute under the Model Evaluation Program. With 
those funds, Virginia developed their Standard 
Achievement Monitoring System (SAMS). This 
system provides for intensive preaward review of all 
subgrant applications. The suegrantee is required tb 
descdbe the evaluation planning that outlines or 
provides quantified goals, objectives, and data that. 
will be collected. The evaluation unit reviews all 
subgrants to insure that the application provides the 
prerequisites for an internal assessment of each proj­
ect by the subgrantees, as well as periodic interi'sive' 
monitoring and evaluation activities as determined 
by SAMS. The written review document on the 
suitability of the evaluation component assures the 
grant administrator that the prerequisites for each 
subgrant application are adequate. 

. The SAMS further requires subgrantees to con­
duct an internal assessment of their own project 
results. This internal evaluation will include an 
analysis of tqe results and impacts of the project; a 
comparison of the problem; a description of the im­
·plementation and operation of the project, and 
modifications of p~~,.~.:,~ activities called for by the 
assessment finding'~. ..,j< 

The standard achievement monitoring "system 
provides for monitoring H1e implementation, opera­
tion and results of all projects it supports. Such 
monitoring compares the activities carried out and 
the results achieved with those specified'!q the grant 
application. Monitoring will be done quarf&z{y on a 
self-reporting basis in conjunction with submitted fi­
nancial reports. An examination of the results of the 
project will be made. If the assessment reflects any 
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problems, the same will be related to the DJCP 
coordinator responsible for that particular grant. 

The information collected on monitoring report 
forms will have four major purposes: 

• On a quarterly basis. the project direc­
tor can refer to the projected outputs !Ie 
established as objectives for his grant, 
measure the degree to \-i'hich these ob­
jectives have been met, and determine 
whether he should redesign some of the 
procedures being used in implementing 
the project or reassess his objectives to 
fall into closer alignment with actual 
outputs. 

• On. a . quarterly basis, the DJCP 
program coordinators can use excep­
tional monitoring reports to identify 
projects needing technical assistance 
and to aid in establishing reasonable 
objectives for potential applicants in a 
given program category. 

• Annual summaries of data from 
monitoring reports will provide the 
basis for comparative analysis of the 
projects within a category as measured 
by cost-effectiveness, ability to achieve 
stated objectives and relative success 
where this information (Le., client 
followup) is recorded on the monitor­
ing system. 

• Finally, examination of quarterly 
monitoring reports with emphasis on 
the types of projects experiencing the 
most difficulty in achieving stated ob­
jectives will provide direction in deter­
mining where more intensive evalua­
tion might be indicated. 

DJCP will intensively evaluate, with its own 
staff or in cooperation with other agencies, selected 
projects or groups of projects according to planning 
needs. Intensive evaluations will incorporate sound 
methodologies including, as appropriate, experi­
mental designs developed prior to project imple­
mentation, control groups, and independent data 
collection and analysis. The criteria which will be 
used to select the projects or programs to be inten­
sively evaluated are as follows: dollar value; deci­
sion on refunding; priority level in stated goals, and 
objectives; scope-statewide, regional, and local; 
transferability or replicability; relative cost of 
evaluation ver!ius program cost; direction of higher 
authority; cQI/TIpletion of comprehensive study in 
other fIelds; number of people involved; consistently 
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occurring exceptions; innovative character; al,1d con­
troversial nature. 

In summary, the DJCP standard achievement 
monitoring system includes: periodic site visits and 
int('rviews with project staff and clients; exam illation 
of the results of the project; a~sessment of the 
progress and the problems of the project to date; 
effective reporting procedures documenting project 
performance, and provision of a foundation for 
evaluation. 

THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 
The Law Enforcement Planning Commission's 

audit, monitoring and evaluation system is located 
w:thin its project management division, which con­
sists of. a director, a project monitor, an aud itor, and 
an evaluator. 

Auditing 

The SPA developed audit procedures which 
comply with LEAA requirements. However, these 
procedures have yet to be implemented. LEAA will 
be monitoring adherence to the procedures during 
the next fiscal year. 

Under the reorganization, past project perfor­
mance information will be used by the planning and 
program development divisions in future com­
prehensive plans and 'project planning. 

Monitoring 

SPA procedures allow for quarterly monitoring 
of subgrants and corresponding followup corrective 
action. These procedures have been neglected pre­
viously. However, with the appointment of a new ad­
ministrator in March 1977, and a reorganization of 
LEPC, monitoring of subgrants has improved ac­
cording to the 1977 SPA monitoring report. 

Evaluation 

LEA A waived ihe i977 comprehensive plan in­
tensive evaluation requiremt;~ts since LEPC-funded 
projects generally cannot generate the quantitative 
data necessary to measure program impact on crime 
and the criminal justice system. Experience with a 
1975 discretionary grant showed that evaluation 
results did not justify the cost, time, and effort spent 
due to the lack of sophistication within the ter­
ritorial system. Instead, LEAA required that the 
SPA hire an evaluation specialist to conduct limited 
impact evaluations for subgrantees. Specifically, the 
evaluator will develop evaluation designs, specify 



data to be collected and methods for collection, 
analyze results, prepare reports, and train SPA staff. 
LEPC is currently intensifying recruitment efforts so 
that a specialist is hired by October 1, 1977. The 
1978 comprehensive plan intensive evaluation re­
quirement will most likely be handled in the same 
manner. 

WASHINGTON 

Auditing 

To assure conformance with M7100 require­
me~ts, the SPA contracts with the State auditor's 
office which, in turn, performs fiscal audits of 
subgrantee and action grant projects and of the S:.ate 
Planning Agency itself. In addition, the State audi­
tor's office, out of its own budget, performs a finan­
cial audit of the SPA as required by State law. The 
financial audit for this year will be completed by 
January 1, 1978. 

Subgrant audit costs are projected at $29,191 
for 1978 with an additional $10,000 budgeted for 
the M7100 compliance requirements audit. 

Monitoring 

The monitoring functions are the responsibility 
of the resources management division and are 
directly supported by $20,000 in Part B funds. This 
unit includes four area services consultants who will 
spend 25 percent of their time in operational 
monitoring. The schedule for 1978 establishes a goal 
of three monitored projects per month per staff 
member for a total of 144 for the year. Additional 
projects will be monitored as part of an upward 
mobility training effort and will result in an addi­
tional 12 projects monitored in 1978. 

Law and Justice Planning Office policy 
establishes four types of operational monitoring: im­
plementation, program, fiscal, and evaluation. 
Operational monitoring assesses short term quality 
control of day-tv-day fiscal, programmatic, evalua­
tive, and administrative procedures and probable 
performance. 

Evaluation 

The Washington SPA continues in 1978 a strong 
commitment to evaluation and feedback of the 
results to local and State decisionmakers. The 
evaluation effort will be supported with $325,000 of 
Part C monies for the State and the largest r~gional 
p:anning units. Regional evaluation will total 
$180,000 with $145,000 for the State. Out of the 

State's funds, $50,000 will be used for independent 
contracts. There are five regions with full-time 
evaluators, with two more regions committing funds 
for evaluation. The State staff consist of two evalua­
tors and a research analyst. 

Selection of projects for evaluation is predicated 
on those projects which appear to represent the high­
est probability of reducing crime and recidivism 
and lor are supported with large amounts of grant 
funds. Within this policy, regional and local com­
mittees can direct regional evaluations or allocate 
funds for local evaluation needs. 

Project evaluation designs may be instigated by 
project personnel, regional planners, or evaluators: 
or by advance technical assistance by LJPO evalua­
tion staff. All des~gns are reviewed by LJPO staff or 
its contractors, and required data elements may be 
added to the subgrantee's contn';i~t as a fundil1g con­
dition. There are standard special conditions 
regarding eva,luation attached to all grants, and for 
the 1977-1978 year, a computer terminal is availa­
ble for storage and manipulation of data. Compiled 
data will be part of the planning process. 

Evaluation is conducted on process (a descrip­
tion of a project's activities), outcome (using statisti­
cal techniques to determine that change is attributa­
ble to the project), and impact (using a method of 
hypothesis testing within a framework ~f experimen­
tal design). Additionally the State evaluation unit 
wid, in 1978, undertake a study to examine con­
tinuation policies, local project cost assumptions. 
and bases for determination to continue funds. 

Utilization of evaluation results include: inclu­
sion of findings in phase II of the planning process; 
use of baseline information for project justification; 
and as information for the supervisory boards on a 
quarterly basis throug!lothe LJPO produced "Crimi­
nal Justice Evaluati~.\ "yview." 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Auditing 

The Governor's Committee on Crime, Delin­
quency, and Correction established an internal 
Office of Audit in October 1974. Prior to that date, 
audits of subgrants awarded by the GCCDC wer­
conducted by CPA firms and the West Virgi.nia State 
Tax Department under contract with the GCCDC. 
The audit of the State Planning Agency itself, is con­
ducted by the West Virginia Legislative Auditor's 
Office. 

The Office of Audit presently has three auditors, 
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one of whom is the director. He coordinates ad­
ministrative activities of the Office of Audit, 
establishes audit policy and procedure, coordinates 
the scheduling of audits and the actual audit work, 
and reviews the final audits before releasing them to 
the executive director. He reports directly to the ex­
ecutive director of the SPA. The staff auditors con­
duct audits at both the State and local levels. They 
report directly to the director of the Office of Audit 
and perform no other functions than those directly 
related to this office. No plans have been made at 
this time to increase the audit staff; however, discus­
sions have been held concerning the possibility of 
adding one additional auditor to assist in com~ 
pliance and performance auditing. 

Audit policies and procedures are based upon 
generally accepted GAO audit standards and LEAA 
audit guides. In addition, the audit office has for­
mulated a policy and procedure manual. 

Audits have been conducted of the West 
Virginia Governor's Committee on Crime, Delin­
quency, and Correction by the State of West 
Virginia Legislative Auditor's Office. At the present 
time, no audit has been scheduled for the coming fis­
cal year. If an audit is not conducted this year, one 
will be scheduled for the next fiscal yeano meet the 
LEAA requirement of performing an audit annually 
or at a minimum biennially. 

The West Virginia Legislative Auditor's Office 
has agreed that the audit of the West Virginia SPA 
will determine, at a minimum, the fiscal integrity of 
financial transactions and report~, and the com­
pliance with laws, regulations, and administrative 
requirements governing the LEAA grant program. 
The Legislative Auditor's Office" is prohibited by 

. West Virginia State law from conducting audits of 
the cOUnty and local levels of government. 

The procedures used to conduct audits are 
governed by the LEAA guideline manual M7100. 
The resolution and clearance procedures utilized 
are also those of the LEAA Office of Audit and In­
vestigation. The release of audit reports outside the 
SPA is in agreement with applicable laws and .the 
Freedom of Information Act; and to the maximum 
extent possible, provides for the dissemination of 
such reports in whole or in part to those interested in 
such information. 

At the present time, planning funds are not 
subgranted by the SPA. Consequently only action 
funds are audited. 

The GCCDC has established a goal of auditing 
25 percent of all action grants and 50 percent of the 
funds awarded (minimum requij:ements). It is pro-
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jected that in future years after minimum require­
ments are met, the Office of Audit will endeavor to 
audit all grants awarded (100 percent) or as many as 
possible until the record retention requirement has 
lapsed. 

Monitoring 

The SPA's monitoring system is based on the 
size of its grants. The smallest grants, (Levell, less 
than $10,000 in total funds), are not monitored at 
all but are audited upon termination; the next larger 
and more complex grants, (Level II, from $10,000 
to $25,000), are monitored once at the fourth 
month; still larger grants, (Level III, $25,000 to 
$100,000), are monitored twice, at the third and 
ninth months; and the largest, (Level IV over 
$100,000), are monitored three times at til,;' third, 
sixth, and ninth months. All monitoring is per­
formed by a team consisting of an auditor and two 
planners. 

Evaluation 

Evaluations are performed by the evaluation 
section of the program development division. Pre­
sently there is a chief of evaluations and two evalua­
tors. The former is responsibile for developing the 
SPA's evaluation plan for each fiscal year. The 
evaluation section either conduct~ each project 
evaluation or coordinates those evaluations which 
are performed by contractors for the SPA. In addi­
tion to the actual eval uation of selected projects and 
coordination of other evaluations, the evaluation 
section reviews each subgrant application to be sure 
that the provisions for evaluation and/or internal 
assessment are sound. The evaluation section is also 
responsible for coordinating the evaluation ac­
tivities of the SPA with those of LEAA. 

The evaluation section does not give intensive 
evaluation priority to continuation projects in their 
third or fourth year; new projects are emphasized in­
stead. It further encourages funding agencies to at­
tempt to evaluate their own projects. Projects are 
chosen for evduation according to the following cri­
teria: size of gr.ant, innovative character, 
replicability or transferability, controversial nature, 
priority projects, duration and continuation, nature 
of project, and cost and difficulty of evaluation. 

Given the limited amount offinancial resources 
and evaluation staff, the iow budget process and per­
formance evaluation satisfies the agency's needs. 
Thus, evaluation focuses on the development of in­
formation relating to service projects useful for 



policy decisions using limited budgetary and staffing 
resoun::es. 

WISCONSIN 
Auditing 

The audit staff consists of four auditors~a chief 
auditor and three staff field auditors. It operates in­
dependently of all other SPA units and is responsible 
only to the director. The audit section also investi­
gates allegations of actual or suspected incidents of 
impropriety in regard to grant awards under control 
of the SPA. 

The Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice has 
detailed written procedures defining the WCC] 
audit program. The auditors' duties and respon­
sibilities are clearly defined. The SPA audit pro­
cedures require that at least 2S percent of all action 
subgrants and 50 percent of all subgrant funds 
awarded each fiscal year will be audited. In addi­
tion. a master audit program hilS been developed 
which clarifies WCC] policy, audit techniques, and 
procedures. Audit clearance procedures have also 
been established which provide for the timely dis­
position of audit findings. 

Auditors issue preHminary audit reports to 
which the subgrantee is given up to 60 days to res­
pond. During this period the subgrantee is instructed 
to obtain the necessary approvals of the SPA's grants 
administration section. Within a month of receipt of 
the response to the preliminary audit report, the 
audit staff prepares a ·memo to the SPA executive 
director indicating the status of each finding that was 
in the preliminary report. The executive director 
then informs the subgrantee that if it is in disagree­
ment with the final audit report, WCC] should be 
contacted for further negotiation. The responses to 
the preliminary report and to either the request for 
additional dollars or the return of dollars are jointly 
monitored by the audit sec;tion and the grants ad­
ministration section until resolution. 

The WCCJ contracts with the State Legislative 
Audit Bureau to perform a biennial audit of the 
SPA. 

Monitoring 

Project monitoring is performed through a com­
bmation of onsite monitoring visits by progral1l: and 
evaluation staff, and reviews of quarterly reports 
submitted by subgrantees. Quarterly report require­
ments include a description of progress toward 
meeting objectives with appropriate documentation, 

a discussion of implementation problems or changes 
in project expectations, and specific data require­
ments defined by WCCJ, For all client-based proj­
ects. specific performance activity measures are re­
quired. 

Monitoring information is used primarily to 
make necessary modifications to increase the opera­
tional effectiveness of projects. Monitoring informa­
tion is also seen as a tool for decisionmakingoin the 
planning and funding processes. ' 

Evaluation staff are currently working with 
program staff in preparing basic monitoring designs 
for each program description in the plan. 

Evaluation 

This section combines monitoring with evalua­
tion and plans to monitor all programs and projects 
not scheduled for partial or intensive evaluation. 
The section is headed by a section chief who super­
vises the three teams that make up the section and 
who reports directly to the WCC] director. The sec­
tion has a great deal of responsibility and is succeed­
ing in bringing the WCCJ to an 'accurate data base .. 
on which it can more effectively plan. 

This particular unit has been expanded from two 
to a current level of 11 protessiona\s plus one stu­
dent intern with anticipation of adding two addi­
tional full-time professionals and one part-time 
clerical person in addition to three student summer 
interns. The total thrust of this expansion of evalua­
tion capabilities is to reduce the SPA's reliance on 
contract evaluation. 

WCCJ implements three leVels of evaluation; 
monitoring, partial evaluation, and extensi've 
evaluation. The definitions of monitoring and exten­
sive evaluation are based on LEAA definitions and 
reqUirements. WCC] has added an intermediate 
category called partial evaluation. 

Monitoring involves the description of actual 
project results, operations, and activities; and com­
pares these with planned project results, operations, 
and activities to determine to what extent project ob­
jectives are being met. 

Partial evaluation involves description and 
analysis of program or project operations, imple­
mentation, and impact to provide an indication of 
the effectiveness of program or project operation:;, 
leve\9f effort performance, and adequacy of perfor­
manc~. WCC] will perform independent analyses of 

'.\ 

data. 
Extensive evaluation involves intensive analysis 

of program and project impact. outcome, and proc­
esses designed to determine the extent to which 
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program or project impact and outcome can be at­
tributed directly to the project or program. This in­
volves the use of sophisticated research design and 
methodology, and utilizes accurate or conclusive in­
formation collected and analyzed by WCCJ. 

WCC] has developed a comprehensive plan 
which gives the number of projects to be evaluated, 
the level of evaluation, and what is expected from 
the subgrantee. The staff wili also provide evalua­
tive technical assistance to subgrantees to increase 
their capability to understand the use and limitation 
of evaluation. 

WYOMING 

Auditing 

The Governor's Planning Committee on Crimi­
nal Administration (GPCCA) employs one auditor 
who reports directly to the administrator. The audi­
tor is responsible for auditing Part C and E block 
and discretionary action funds awarded to subgran­
tees, and Part B planning funds awarded to the 
regional planning committees. 

For action grants the lluditor selects and audits a 
minimum of 25 percent of subgrants awarded each 
year comprising a minimum of 50 percent of the an­
nual funds awarded. This complies with the audit 
standards established by the National Conference of 
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators. 
Regional planning committees are audited bian­
nually. The primary thrust of the audit function is 
directed to insure the Integrity of fiscal administra­
tion uf grant funds with concurrent attention to com­
pliance with LEAA and GPCCA guidelines. The 
selection of subgrantees for audit is based primarily 
on the percentage offunds awarded each year within 
the program areas. The geographic distribution of 
the subgrants is also considered, to promote 
statewide coverage. The audit function retains a high 
degree of flexibility to insure that specific target 
grants can be added to the audit schedule as the need 
arises. These targets include subgrants and/or 
subgrantees experiencing difficulties in grant ad­
ministration or fiscal accountability. These are iden­
tified by recommendations of other G PCCA staff 
members and previous audits. Each audit, in accor­
dance with generally accepted State auditing pro­
cedures, includes an examination and test of finan­
cial transactions and evaluation of legal compliance, 
a review of efficiency and economy in the procure-
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ment and the use of resources, and a review to 
determine whether desh'ed results wcre effectively 
achieved. Upon completion of the audit and exit 
conference, the audit report is written in accor­
dance with GAO reporting standards. 

Monitorin~ and Evaluation 

The freeing of adequate resources to perform an 
acceptable monitoring and evaluation function has 
been a recurring problem of GPCCA. However, all 
projects funded by G PCCA are desk monitored by 
the appropriate program consultant as he reviews 
the narrative progress reports, correspondence, and 
general grant-related activities of the project. Based 
on identified problems or specific requests, program 
consultants in t}),e various functional areas are 
available to conduct onsite monitoring and to relay 
the results of the monitoring to the administrator 
and to the project director. GPCCA has recently 
developed a new on site monitoring form which will 
decrel'.lse the amount of on site time necessary to per­
form monitoring. 

The 1977 strategy for evaluation consisted of 
selecting two programs for intensive evaluation by a 
contract evaluator and an additional four projects 
for evaluation by the SPA and project staff, and 
planning to expand monitoring based on availability 
of staff time and resources. 

The SPA does monitor the implementation ac­
tivities and res'...:1ts of all the projects through the re­
quired narrative progress reports for each project. 
The SPA will evaluate intensively, through con­
tracteJ evaluators, a selected number (not to e;o;ceed 
two to three) of innovative, high-dollar programs in 
1978. The results of monitoring, intensive evalua­
tion, and planning wilhin the SPA are reported to 
the executive committee and/or the full committee, 
and are utilized by the SPA in planning for new proj­
ects in years ahead. Results are presented to the 
members of the supervisory board for their con­
sideration when the grants that have been evaluated, 
or similar types of grants, are proposed for funding. 

The SPA makes the results of monitoring and 
evaluation available to both those .agencies who 
were evaluated and monitored and to other agencies 
who may find the information of use. Two weeks is 
allowed for agencies to respond to evaluations 
before they are released to the public or to other 
agencies. In brief, the SPA has made significant 
progress in upgrading its monitoring and evaluation 
capabilities. 

/' 
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S,ection 519(1)(C) 
Section 519( 1 )(C) requires the report to include: 

"the descriptions and number of programs and proj­
ect areas, and the amounts expended therefore, 
which are innovative or incorporate advanced tech­
niqes and which have demonstrated promise of 
furthering the purposes of this title." 

In collecting data for this section, the foUowing 
definitions were used: 

" Innovative-characterizing a program 
or project funded or undertaken "'y an 
SPA in its State which is new or'in­
troduced as new. "New" means new to 
the criminal justice system, to the best 
of the SPA's knowledge. It does not 
mean new to the State or new to the 
SPA. 

• Incorporate advanced techniques­
orogram or project area that uses new 
mechanisms to reduce crime or to im­
prove the criminal justice system. 

• AND WHICH HAVE demonstrated 
promise offurthering the purposes.o/this 
title-projects or program a'reas which, 
in addition to being innovative or hav­
ing incorporated advanced techniques, 
also have proved measurably suc­
cessful in reducing crime or in improv­
ing criminal justice. 

Information was gathered about innovative or 
advanced programs whose success had been proved 
in 1977. Such programs:rnay have been initiated in 
1976 or 1975, or earlier. 

States were required to use their own current 
knowledge in determining if a project was an innova­
tion. States had to insure, however, that the innova­
tions or advanced techniques incorporated in their 
States "demonstrateu promise for furthering the pur­
poses of this title." A State did not need to survey 55 
other SPAs to assure that its innovations were indeed 
innovations; if an SPA determined that a project or 
program was innovative, that was sufficient. 

Overview and Summary 

State I?lanning Agencies' submissions identified 
721 LEAAJunded projects and 23 nongrant proj­
ects for fis(ltl years 1975 through 1977 as innova­
tive. Stat( interpretation of "innovative" varied 
widely. What most of the projects have in common is 
satisfact(.iry performance in addressing particularly 
difficuH ftroblems. , " 

Sv'omissions ranged as high as 301 projects in 

--------~~-------.-----.-

Michigan. Twenty of the States submitting projects 
as innovative submitted 5 or fewer; 13 submit.ted 
more than 10; and two more than 40. 

State dollar figures vary wid!,!ly. The amount 
reported as obligated from 1975 through 1977 for 
innovative projects is $73 million; the amount ~~ , 
pended for the same period, $50 million. Funds 1\ 
allocated for innovative projects in i 977 ap­
proached $20 million. 

Although eight States drew heavily on forma~ 
evaluations to explain their selections, most were 
able to provide a considerable amount of project 
data. The most common reasons for project selec­
tions were' as follows: 

• Agency utilization and 
acceptance . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 States 

• Management efficiency 
(primarily staff and system 
time savings). . . . . . . . . . . . 25 States 

• Extensiveness of project 
impact. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 States 

• Continuation of effort 
through a~sumption of cost 
or legislation ........... 16 States 

• System effectiveness 
(arrest rate, conviction 
rate, restitutions made, 
property recovered) . . . . . 16.States 

e Decline in recidivism .... 15 States 

• Cost savings . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 States 
• Crime effectiveness (crime 

rate reduction) . . . . . . . . . . 11 States 

• Major interagency 
realignment or joint action 11 States 

• Provision of management 
information not available 
before . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . 10 States 

• Internal agency 
realignment for greater 

'.-~ ~ 

productivity ........... :-' 9 States 

• Provision of services to 
rural areas ............. . 

• RepHcation potential ... . 

8 States 
8 State~ 

Prevention" . Seventy-two of the projects were 
identified by 28 States as addressing prevention. 
Fifty-five of these in 1977 were allocated $3.8 
miliion. 

The bulk of innovative prevention projects 
focused on services and shelter for youth in crisis. 
Numerous intake, diagnos,tic. and counseling 
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programs were developed or enhanced. The main 
thrust of most of these programs was to establish and 
fix responsibility for service delivery and to insure 
easy and continuing ac.cess to services. 

A number of projects fecused on the schools. 
Alternative and intensive school programs for 
troubled youth were developed. Youth attitudes 
were measured and influenced through education 
programs. Schools served as arenas for communica­
tion between youth and the criminal justice system, 
and as a source of intitial recruitment of personnel 
for future criminal justice needs. 

Crime-specific and victim-specific projects at­
tacked burglary, rape, and crimes against the 
elderly. These projects offered innovative oppor­
tunities for the involvement of selected citizen 
groups that couid have an immediate impact on 
(!rime. 

Enforcement. Four hundred and one projects 
in 23 States addressed enforcement. Thirty-five in 
1977 were allocated $ 1.6 million. 

Enforcement projects are primarily geared to 
. fine tuning key parts of the enforcement system. The 
majority of projects upgrade the quality and 
reliability of police agency communications. Other 
projects established systems for the reporting, col­
lection, and analysis of crime data and management 
data. 

A number of projects address personnel 
management. Methods' for recruiting. selecting, and 
evaluating personnel were refined. Methods for pro­
viding specialized and general inservice training 
were developed. The use of civilian personnel in key 
patrol. evidence analysis, and crisis intervention 
roles was successfully tested in saver .. l jurisdictions. 

Information, technology, and personnel were 
concentrated in a number of crime-specific projects. 
They were predominately burglary projects, but they 
also included projects attacking organized crime, 
robbery, and arson. 

Scarce expertise in crime and evidence detection 
and analysis was made availabl~ through the 
development of State-level and ml.titipie jurisdic­
tional laboratorie~ and investigative task forces 
which were supported with LEAA funds. 

Adjudication. Eighty-six projects in 27 States 
addressed adjudication. Fifty-five in 1977 were allo­
cated $3.8 million. 

. Adjudication proj¢cts emphasized the establish­
ment and maintenance of uniformity and consistency 
in the management of court operations and in the 
quality of judicial performance. the State-level 
development and provision of information, training, 
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legal research, and support account for most of the 
models. 

Numerous projects established statewide court 
information systems to provide a first time manage­
ment overview, and therefore, informed manage­
ment decisions. Many States have created central 
sources of legal research and judicial training, some 
drawing on university resources and others building 
on State court administrator capability. 

Defender services were extended to juvenile in­
mates, the indigent, and the mentally impaired. Ap­
pellate defender services have been established and 
assisted through State assignment and legal research 
programs. 

Prosecutor projects primarily involved the use 
of management information systems to provide for 
an early identification of major offenses and to pro­
vide for appropriate case assignments. 

A number of States developed technical assis­
tance teams and model approaches to assist ad­
judication agencies with management problems. 

Corrections. One hundred projects in 26 States 
addressed corrections. Forty-two in 1977 were allo­
cated $2.8 million. 

The innovative segment of the corrections proc­
ess most emphasized was the reintegration of the of­
fender into the community. Numerous projects pro­
vided multiple services, or multiple agencies as well 
as the specific emergency assistance required during 
the period of reentry. 

Generally, the corrections projects reflected a 
movement toward community-based and noninstitu­
tional treatment settings. Many of these projects 
were directly Rpurred by the desire to deinstitu­
tionalize juveniles and. insure their separation from 
adlJJt offenders. 

A number of States developed new approaches 
to the provision of traditional services. Job training 
programs have been tied quite Jirectly to job place­
ment by many States. Volunteers in probation were 
used heavily and apparently successfully in a num­
ber of States. Some States moved to a purchase-of­
service approach to maintain continued flexibility in 
service design. 

Services for female offenders were generally ex­
panded, especially in the areas of job placement and 
community reintegration. 

Several States combined the development t. ,.. jail 
standards with the provision of training and techni­
cal assistance for local staff. 

System Support. Fifty-six projects in 19 States 
provide system support. Twenty-two in 1977 were 
allocated $3.9 million. 



Training, information and communications 
system development, and the establishment of plan­
ning and evaluation capability account for most of 
the system support projects. State-level and multi­
county training programs have been established to 
develop the capability, and to propagate and coordi­
nate the delivery of general and specialized training. 
State-Iev\~l information systems used to track people 
through the courts and corrections systems were put 
in place. Specific management information systems 
addressed juvenile probation operations, court 
calendaring, and tactical police operations. Plan­
ning and evaluation efforts tr~msferred capability to 
county and city staffs. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinq:uency Preven­
tion. One hundred and twenty-five projects in 30 
States .addressed juvenile justice. Forty-three in 
1977 were allocated $2.8 million. 

Juvenile justice projects are the most varied and 
the second most numerous among the innovative 
projects. A s.trong drive toward the establishment of 
and adherence to uniform policies and procedures is 
reflected in nl!merOUS projects establishing or revis­
ing State codes and providing training, handbooks, 
and manuals on procedures. 

Juvenile justice innovations concentrated on 
diverting juveniles from formal entry into the crimi­
nal justice system. Status offenders and first offen­
ders were the primary targets for most of the innova­
tive diversion projects. 

Projects designed to deliver the kind of support 
services required to enable diversion programs to 
work make up most of tlie State nominations. Proj­
ects refleet the development of a hierarchy of sup­
port services: family counseling; crisis intervention; 
in-home supervision;' nonresidential treatment; 
foster homes; residential intake, diagnosi5 and treat­
ment; and community-based facilities. 

The hierarchy of support services is comple­
mented by numerous projects designed to differenti-

ate among the juveniles who come in contact, with 
the' system. Intake and diagnostic units serve to pro­
vide basically different service plans and referrals 
for status offenders, first offenders, and disturbed, 
disabled, and chronic delinquents 

Other projects encompass a wide range of pre­
vention, treatment, training, and service mangement 
efforts. Most of the projects are characterized by the 
extension of criminal justice agencies into the 
juvenile environment, primarily the schools, and 
into joint action with other criminal justice and com­
munity service agencies. 

Drug Abuse. Eighteen projects in seven States 
addressed drug abuse. The few drug-related projects 
that were reported as innovative dealt primarily 
with institutional treatment and therapy, com­
munity-based treatment for nondangerous offen­
ders, and the provision of support services for drug­
addicted offf!llders after release. 

Nongrant .Innovations. States also reoorted 23 
innovative projects undertaken by State Planning 
Agency staff, not by grants. Ten projects addressed 
corrections, five system support, four adjudication, 
and three each for prevention and juvenile justice. 

Corrections efforts included a State-levr,1 fund . . ' 
for child care, a muItiagency program for runaways, 
an earned-time system, a prison grievance pro­
cedure, and a contract prison health care system. 
System support projects included juvenile code 
legislation, jail standards legislation, a victimization 
survey addressing the elderly, and a bistate regional 
justice facility. 

Adjudication projects included bail reform, 
drunk driver processing, and taping of court 
records. Prevention and juvenile justice projects ad­
dressed the creation of a crime prevention associa­
tion, the creation of a juvenile justice task force, and 
the development of a juvenile justice planning 
method and diversion program. 
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Section 519(1 )(O) 
Section 519(1 )(D) required the report to in­

clude: "The descriptions and number of program 
and project areas, and amount expended therefore, 
which seek to replicate programs and projects which 
have demonstrated success in furthering the pur­
poses of this title." 

Replication was defined as H ••• an investment, 
consciously made by a State Planning Agency in its 
State, in a particularly program or project area, 
based on a success experienced elsewhere." The 
States were also asked to report allocations, obliga­
tions, and expenditures made in 1977 for such 
replications. They were asked to include obligations 
and expenditures occurring in 1977, but using funds 
from 1976, 1975, or earlier if applicable. Alloca­
tions were to be from the 1977 block grants only. 

Sed ion 519(1)(0) Responses 

This report shows that the interaction between 
LEAA and the State and local jurisdictions has 
resulted in the widespread recognition and acc~\p­
tance of improved criminal justice practices by all of 
the States, and in the various components of the 
criminal justice system. The report gives valuable in­
formation to use as a base for determining with 
greater accuracy the nature and extent of replica­
tions and, perhaps more importantly, insights into 
the process that will help to develop improved 
strategies for encouraging the further adoption of 
improved criminal justice practices throughout the 
country. 

Altogether, about 5,900 replications were 
reported by the States. Aithough the States do not 
identify all of the replications that have actually 
been done, they do present a picture that is hearten­
ing. It appears that many channels of national 
leadership for encouraging States to copy successful 
criminal justice practices have been heeded. Unfor­
tunately, the method of reporting selected by the 
States results in data which can not be aggregated. 

State responses almost uniformly showed sub­
stantial reporting efforts. However, when a State 
such as California reports 50 replications, and Ten­
!lessee reports 804, ind ications of inconsistent 
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methods of reporting in the data are evident. The 
States were asked to report replications based on the 
above definitions and were told that, " ... a replica­
tion need not be an exact copy ... " Allowances for 
adaptive modifications widened the range of possi­
ble interpretations. Some States reported basic tradi­
tional criminal justice practices as replications with­
out identifying a specific or even a general model. 
Most of these responses were excluded from this 
analysis. Some States tabulated each continuation 
grant of a single project as a separate project. These 
also were excluded. On the other h~nd, many States 
did not report the replications of which LEAA is 
otherwise aware, such as comprehensive data 
systems and team policing. The remainder showed 
that large portions of the block grants are being used 
to implement replications of earlier successes. 

The following chart shows the allocations, 
obligations, and expenditures reported by the States. 
It also pn;>vides a recapitulation of the numbers of 
replications reported according to the seven 
program components (prevention, enforcement, ad­
judication, corrections, system support, juvenile 
justice, and drug abuse). 

It is important to distinguish between the LEAA 
definition of programs and projects. Programs are 
major groupings or classification of projects 
developed to achieve the same objective. A program 
is either one of the broad functional categories of the 
State's plan, or is a subcategory of one of those 
broader categories. Programs precede projects in 
development in that a pl."oject is an activity or set of 
activities developed to achieve some part of the 
program objective. 

The raw numbers reflect some inconsistencies in 
State reporting. LEAA has estimated the numbers of 
models that were replicated by program component. 
They are as follows: prevention-84, enforce­
ment-120, adjudication-130, correction-110, system 
support-53, juvenile justice-98, and drug abuse-35. 

The origins of many of these models and the 
reasons for their replication were not specifically 
reported by the States in 160 cases. The appearance 
of a project in general practice across the United 
States added 'an additional 177 projects to the total. 
Models <eveloped within the reporting States were 
cited in 150 cases and from other States in 83 casoes. 



Progiam Number of 
Component Replicat.«,ns 

Prevention 800 
Enforcement 1,752 
Adjudication 1,098 
Corrections 1,337 
System Support 794 

TOTAL 5,781 

Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency' Prev. * (1,281) 
Drug Abuse' (48) 

"ncluded the above five components. 

While California, New York, and Ohio led as 
having originated the most model programs and 
projects, models from other State projects were cited 
as the source of replication. Eighty-four models 
were attributed to LEAA. Of these, specific 
references were made to LEAA's prescriptive 
packages and exemplary projects (technology 
transfer devices of the National Institute of Law En­
forcement and Criminal Justice, LEAA's research 
arm) by 21 States. These devices were utilized to 
replicate projects in police crime analysis, prosecu­
tion management inform at,ion , pretrial diversion, 
night prosecution, and fraud and rape programs. 
LEAA's Pilot Cities and Impact Cities e.xperiences 
were also cited as models by 10 States. 

There were also nine direct references to the 
reports of the National Advisory Commission on 
Standards and Goals and seven to the 1967 Presi­
dent's Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad­
ministration of Justice. Several States cited other 
LEAA-supported programs in the National Center 
for State Courts, the National College of the State 
Judiciary, and the Vera Institute of Justice. Several 
replications were attributed to professional associa­
tions, such as the American Bar Association, the Na­
tional District Attorneys Association, the Nathnal 
Association of Legal Aide Societies and Public De­
fenders, and the Association of Public Safety Com­
munications Officers. Federal agencies such as the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the U.S. ,Secret 
Service, and the U.S. Bureau of the Census were also 
cited. 

A summary of the replications reported by 
program component is as follows: 

Pt;cvention. The. leading category of preven­
tion models was in the general area of criminal 
justice syste:l11 agency prevention projects, with 25 
States reporting 368 replications. Following closely 

Dollar Amounts 
Allocated Obligated Expended 

$20,940,000 $56,859,000 $18,689,000 
22,605,000 64,909,000 38,286,000 
22,358,000 55,510,000 23,002,000 
39,547,000 68,178,000 36,555,000 
15,101,000 33,513,000 16,363,000 

$120,551,000 $278,969,000 $132,895,000 

($25,119,000) ($55,329,000) ($29.31 ),000) 
($ 4,756/)00) ($ 5,584.000) ($ 4,336.000) 

were 23 States reporting 257 target-hardening proj­
ects, most following the National Crime Prevention 
Institute concept at Louisville, Kentucky. Next were 
n projects in citizen education in 18 States and 23 
citizen project .replications in six States. 

Enforcement. The leading category was in the 
. area of special purpose crime suppression alld in­
vestigation units (burglary, robbery, narcotics, and 
organized crime). There were 30 such models 
reported as replicated 114 times in 18 States. Equal 
L importance were improved and consolidated 
police communications systems in 15 States (over 
200 repiications), police planning, research and 
crime analysis units (14 States, 92 replications), and 
police training and personnel selection projects (13 
States, 327 replications). Metropolitan enforcement 
groups and crime laboratorie.s were replicated in 12 
States, police legal advisors in 10, and consolidated 
or contract police schemes in nine. Crime scene 
processing projects were cited in six States, and team 
policing in five. Other programs cited were com­
puter projects, project "Sting," police-community 
relations, and a few others. 

Adjudication. The greatest number of ad­
judication replications were of projects in the ad­
ministration, management, and planning of courts, 
with 123 replications reported. Most of these were 
cited as court administrator projects. Twenty States 
reported 93 projects in case screening, divers.ion, 
and pretrial release. Programs aimed at the support 
of 206 prosecutors' offices in 18 States, and 54 
judicial educat!on and training projects in 14 States 
we,re replications. Nine States r::eported law student 
intern, automated judicial record, public defender 
support, and career criminal programs. Special 
prosecutors, major offense bureaus, law clerks, and 
interns, were next in seven States each. The remain­
ing models were taken from the areas of prosecution 
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management information systems (PROM IS), night 
courts, criminal law clinics, code revision, sentenc­
ing, defense intervention services, court watchers, 
and elderly case assessment. 

Corrections. The leading candidates for 
replication by far were community-based models 
that were replicated 397 times in 36 States. Next 
were adult institutional programs replicated 209 
times in 23 States. Eleven States replicated 72 train­
ing programs for criminal justice agency personnel, 
and ten States reported 33 replications of citizen 
volunteer programs. The remaining programs were 
in the area of probation, parole, research, planning, 
and detention programs. By far the majority of the 
noninstitutional programs were aimed at the 
juvenile population. 

System Support. Criminal justice information 
systems seemed to be most frequently reported 
under system support with 17 States identifying 80 
replications. Next in frequency were victim-witness 
projects with 11 States reporting 30 replications, and 
rape programs with 10 States reporting 24 replica­
tions. Eight States identified 83 special planning and 
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evaluation units, and seven States cited 35 urban 
high crime planning units modeled after the LEAA 
Impact Cities Program. In addition, replications 
were reported in criminal justice system training and 
student intern programs. . 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion. Community treatment and juvenile diversion 
programs nearly tied as the most prevalent projects 
replicated. Twenty-three States reported 62 of the 
former and 24 States reported 41 of the latter. Next 
in popularity were group and foster homes with 12 
States reporting 101 replications. Nine States repli­
cated 163 training and probation programs. As in 
the corrections component, the emphasis continues 
to be on replications in the llUninstitutional area. 

Drug Abuse. Fifteen States emphasized com­
munity drug abuse treatment programs through 64 
replications. While special investigation units were 
used in 59 projects cited by 12 States, the remaining 
efforts centered on institutional treatment programs, 
training of criminal justice personnel, and citizen 
education. 



Sections 519(1 )(E) and (F) 
Sections 519(1 )(E) and (F) require LEAA's an­

nual report to include: "the descriptions and number 
of program and project areas, and the amounts ei­
pended therefor, which have achieved ... and he,',,;~ 
failed to achieve the purposes for which they wel~ 
intended and the specific standards, and goals set for 
them." 

In these two subsections of the act, Congress 
asked for a summary of all State Planning Agency 
subgrant activity-every subgrant obligated during 
1977 from 1977 funds had to be reported as having 
achieved its purpose or as not having achieved its 
purpose. 

As previously discussed, the nature of LEAA's 
fund flow virtually preempts such a ranking process 
for the reporting period 1977. At least two-thirds of 
each State's subgrants are stiIl in progress. 

To fulfill the spirit of the congressional report­
ing requirement, a constructive report of selected 
projects from which LEAA learned something­
those projects which have taught the Agency how 
better to control crime or build the capacity of the 
criminal justice system and those projects that have 
illustrated pitfalls or practices to avoid-were 
reported by the States. These data were used to pro­
vide a more informative response to these two sub­
sections. 

Sections 519(1)(E) and (F) Responses 

The States' responses reflected both the 
prog~ams and projects obligated during 1977 from 
1977 funds aild the achievement or not of th~ pur­
poses for which they were intended. 

There were no significant commonalities ob­
served among the types of projects achi~ving their 
purposes or among those not achieving their pur­
poses. It was noted, however, that similar types of 
projects were reported as successes and as failures. 
This was evident in all program areas and would 
lead to a tentative conclusion that the type of project 
is not a major factor in determining its su.ccess or 
failure. The most influential factors impacting upon 
performance were project management, ability to 
acquire necessary resources, obtaining cooperation 
from other criminal justice disciplines, and the set­
ting of realistic and measurable objectives. 

There were 4,172 projects, accounting for 
$144,967,230, that could not beranked as they were 
'·<:ill in progress. This accounted for 80 percent of all 
projects and 82 percent of funds obligated or ex~ 
pended. 

The percentages 0f projects still in progress, by 
program area, are as follows: prevention, 82 per­
cent; enforcement, 79 per(;ent; adjudication, 80 per­
cent; corrections, 80 percent; system support, 80 
percent; juvenile justice and delinquency preven­
tion, 80 percent; and drug abuse, 88 percent. 

The magnitude of this category, which is a result 
of the LEAA's funding cycle, precludes the formula­
tion of conclusions relative to success-failure ratios 
within, and among program areas. 

There were 1,006 projects, accou~lting for 
$27,378,345, reported as hwing achieved their pur­
poses. These figures represent 19 percent of the proj­
ects reported and 16 percent of funds obligated or 
expended. 

The types of successful projects, their numbers, 
and total fund allocations are:' 

Prevention 119 $4,341,983 
Enforcement 373 $2.870,951 
Adjlldication 200 $6,124,408 
Corrections 196~ $10,307,690 
System Support 118 $3,733,313 
JJDPA* 173" $7,364,115" 
Drug Abuse· 17* $ 947,171 * 
*The juvenile jt;stice and delinquency prevention catego_ 

ries are secondary classifications. Thus, a project may be 
reported both in one of the five primary categories altd again in 
one of the secondary categories. 

There were 41 projects, accounting for $3,549,-
947, reported as not having achieved their purposes. 
This represents 1 percent of the projects reported 
and 2 percent of obligated or expended funds. 

The trend established appears to indicate an ex­
tremely high success ratio or 9 to 1 applicable to all 
program areas. It should be noted, however, that this 
success may be the result of a planning process that 
allowed project objectives to be stated in general 
terms, and it should also be noted that these projects 
have not been evaluated according to their impact 
on crime or the criminal justice system. 

Additional information was provided by the 
States concerning selected projects which produced 
results in 1977 though not necessarily being funded 
in that year. 
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Section 519(2) 
Section 519(2) of the Crime Control Act of 1976 

requires: "a summary of the major innovative 
policies and programs for reducing and preventing 
crime recoiIlmended by the Administration during 
the preceding fiscal year in the course of providing 
technical and financial assistance to the State and 
local governments pursuant to this title." 

Section 519(2) Response 

LEAA transmits research findings to both 
researchers and practitioners to increase the under­
standing and use of research results and advanced 
criminal justice practices. 

Model Program Development. One of LEAA's 
most important 1977 priorities was to devise im­
proved mechanisms for resolving citizen disputes­
to establish fair, convenient, and economical com­
munity alternatives to formal court trials for resolv­
ing minor cases. The goals were to reduce delays, 
costs, and court congestion. Working with the 
Department of Justice, LEAA developed a program 
design suitable for a national test and evaluation 
effort. The resulting Neighborhood Justice Centers 
will be tested during the coming year in Los Angeles, 
Kansas City, and Atlanta. 

Exemplary Projects. This program responds to 
the congressional mandate that LEA A identify and 
publicize outstanding criminal justice programs. 
Candidates may come from State, local, or private 
agencies. LEAA funding is not a prerequisite. To be 
considered for the exemplary designation, a project 
must have operated for at least one year, must have 
demonstrated-through careful evaluation-success 
in reducing a specifie crime or improving a criminal 
justice operation or service, and must be adaptable 
to other locations. To date, 25 projects have been 
designated exemplary, selected from more than 430 
candidates. AU exemplary projects are publicized 
nationally. 

Monographs. An outgrowth of the Exemplary 
Projects Program, this publication series consoli­
dates Il.nd analyzes information gleaned from the 
s~udy of a number of related exemplary project can­
didates or focuses on. one particularly worthwhile 
program that did not quite meet the stringent exem­
plary criteria. In 1977 monographs were published 
on Courts Planning and Research: the Los Angeles Ex­
perience and Use of Civilians in Police Work. 

Prescriptive Packages. These reports analyze the 
advantages and disadvantages of various program 
models, based on available data, research findings, 
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and expert opinion. Twenty-four prescriptive 
packages have been published, and 21 more are in 
preparation. 

During 1977 four related prescriptive packages 
were funded on management (case flow manage­
ment, records management, personnel management . 
and financial management); two on community cor­
rections (the regionalization and consolidation of 
correctional programs and community correctional 
facilities); and manuals on correctional programs 
for women and the unification of State court systems. 

Training and Testing. One of the LEANs 
legislatively-assigned functions is to develop train­
ing programs for local criminal justice personnel. 

LEAA conducts regional training workshops 
and special national workshops, field tests, new 
program approaches, and a HOST program of onsite 
training in exemplary practices. 

Training program workshops offer criminal 
justice decisionmakers brief, intensive training in 
new research-based programs and advanced prac­
tices. 

The following workshops were conducted dur­
ing 1977: 

• Juror Usage and Mdnagement-Some 450 
judges, jury commissioners, and court 
administrators were trained in efficient 
and cost-saving juror management 
techniques developed through LEAA 
sponsored research. 

• Managing Criminal Investigations-More 
than 600 police executives were trained 
in criminal investigation management 
and resource allocation techniques 
based on the findings of three LEAA­
studies. 

• Prison Grievance lvlechanisms-More 
than 485 prison administrators and 
corrections officials studied techniques 
for resolving grievances in institutions 
based on an exemplary project and a 
prescriptive package. 

• Rape and Its Victims-This workshop 
trained more than 570 participants, 
who came as community teams.to focus 
on effectively integrating community 
response to the rape victim. 

• Special National Workshops present sig­
nificant research findings to selected 
nationai audiences to stimulate discus­
sions of critical criminal justice issues. 
During 1977 these included a seminar 
to help local elected executives solve 



criminal justice problems by adopting 
better approaches identified through 
research and a seminar on determinate 
sentencing and its effect on courts and 
corrections. 

• Field Tests are conducted as part of the 
LEAA research and development 
effort, and are an important part of the 
LEAA program development process. 

Two field tests continued in 1977, both drawn 
from a series of LEAA-sponsored research studies. 
Managing Criminal Investigations is being conducted 
in five locations and Juror Usagt and Management is 
being tested in 18 jurisdictions. 

In the course of providing technical and finan­
cial aid to State and local governments, LEAA 

Regional Office staff encouraged dozens of innova­
tions u.nd improvements throughout State and local 
criminal justice systems. Some improvements were 
initiated or furthered with LEAA funds; many were 
accomplished without additional expenditures. 
Many of these innovations were brought to States' 
attention through documents published by the Na­
thual Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, described above. Many others were solely 
the result of Regional Office staff effort. Hundreds 
of these innovations and improvements were 
described in a "Program Results Inventory," 
published in June 1977. Copies of the inventory are 
available through the LEAA Public Information 
Office, 633 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20531. 
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Section 519(3) 
Section 519(3) requires: "an explanation of the 

procedures followed by the Administration in 
reviewing, evaluating, and processing the com­
prehensive State plans ... " 

Comprehensive Plan Review 
In 1977 the State planning guidelines were sub­

stantially changed to emphasize data collection and 
analysis as the basis for planning. These guidelines 
were also upgraded in a number of other areas to 
serve as a standard against which to judge the quality 
of the State comprehensive plans. 

The concept of the guidelines being a standard 
required that plan review be more than determina­
tions of compliance. Judgments as to the extent to 
which the plan components approached or achieved 
the standards were required. 

These judgments served as the basis for deter­
mining multiyea~ approval for the plan or sections of 
the plan, a new ingredient in 1977. For the first time 
State Planning Agencies could request three-year 
approval for all or part of the plan. Those judged to 
be of high quality could be approved for three years, 
requiring only an annual update. 

To perform the comprehensive plan reviews 
LEAA developed a "Comprehensive Plan General 
Review Checklist." It covered all paragraphs of the 
planning guidelines for which a response in the State 
plan was required. It also included a rating system 
requiring a determinat:)n for each requirement as to 
whether the plan response was "~atisfactory," "needs 
improvement," or "unsatisfactory." 

A "satisfactory" rating meant that the plan fully 
addressed the specific guideline requirement. All 
candidate plan elements for which multiyear status 
was sought required a satisfactory rating. 

A rating of "needs improvement" meant that the 
plan generally addressed a specific guideline re­
quirement, a~though it was not fully responsive. In 
these instances annual plan approval was acceptable, 
especially if it met the "good faith effort" require­
ment or a previously negotiated product goal. 

In addition to the above ratings for each 
guideline requirement, the checklist provided for an . 
overall qualitative rating of the plan's response to a 
group of related guideline requirements. Plan ele­
ments were rated "high quality," "good," "minimum 
compliance," or "unacceptable." Also, a compara­
tive rating with respect to the previous year's plan of 
"improved," "unchanged," or "weaker" was also 
given. For a plan element to be approved for 
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multiyear status, a· "high quality" and an "im­
proved" or "unchanged" rating was required. 

The completion of the checklist was the 
culmination of an intensive process of Regional 
Office staff review and negotiation with the State 
Planning Agency. Following the submission of the 
plan, each technical specialist, fiscal staff, and the 
State representative performed reviews of appropri­
ate elements of the plan. The State representative's 
review was gene'"ally an overall review. 

Once the individual reviews were performed, a 
Regional Office consensus was arrived at among the 
reviewers regarding.the deficiencies and weaknesses 
of the plan. The deficiencies identified constituted 
deficiencies that had to be resolved prior to plan ap­
proval; areas of weakness for which changes were 
suggested but not required; and weaknesses requir­
ing Regional Office assistance prior to submission of 
the next year's plan. 

The regional office consensus was formalized by 
the State representative through the preparation of a 
deficiency resolution memorandum. This document 
included at a minimum the deficiencies that had to 
be resolved prior to plan approval. Often other areas 
of weakness were included as feedback to the State 
Planning Agency and as a basis for Regional Office 
assistance throughout the year. 

Since most, if not all, State plans were deficient 
in some area requiring resolution prior to plan ap­
proval, a negotiation process was then begun be­
tween the Regional Office and the State Planning 
Agency. The key LEAA staff person was the State 
representative. Other LEAA staff assisted on an as­
needed basis. 

This process generally focused on those issues 
related to plan approval. Often the State Planning 
Agency was required to prepare and submit addi­
tional information. In many cases issues were 
resolved by means ofthe State Planning Agency pro­
viding clarification of what was already contained in 
the plan. In some cases, where deficiencies could not 
be resolved through these means within the 
legislatively mandated 90-day review period, 
special conditions were applied to the gral}t award 
requiring SPA action within a specified period. 

Following completion of the negotiations with 
the State PlannIng Agency" the checklist and ap­
propriate supplemental documentation were com­
pleted, and final processing of the block grant award 
was performed. 

With the enactment of the Crime Control Act of 
1976 and with the LEAA goal to reduce redtape, 
substantial changes were made to the State planning 



guidelines for 1978. The act required that before ap­
proving a State comprehensive plan, LEAA must 
make a written finding that the plan "reflects a 
determined effort to improve the quality of law en­
forcement and criminal justice throughout the State 
and that such plan is likely to contribute effectively 
to an improvement of law enforcement and criminal 
justice in the State and make a significant and effec­
tive contribution to the State's efforts to deal with 
crime." 

This requirement made it necessary for the plan 
review process to yield a definitive determination 
about anticipated results. The concept of "good faith 
effort," i.e. a posture of hope, was no longer suffi­
cient. This resulted in the plan~:.ng guidelines 
becoming a statement of basic re~~irements rather 
than the concept of a standard which existed in the 
previous year. 

To make the required written findings specified 
in Section 303(b) of the Crime Control Act of 1976, 
LEAA established review criteria that had to be 
met. They required that the State comprehensive 

I pl~lOS be in substantial compliance with the act. 
No longer was minimal compliance sufficient. 

The 1978 comprehensive plan represented a 
three-year plan making multiyear approval the 
norm. Plans approved for three years require that 
the State Planning Agency only submit such changes 
as are required on an annual basis, e.g., the annual 
action program, and an annual certification that the 
sections of the plan approved for three-year status 
have either been amended appropriately through 
submjssion of amendments or revisions, or that they 
remain unchanged. Approval of multiyear status 
does not, however .. represent an obligation of future 
Federal funding. 

Plans or sections of the plan that failed to meet 
the multiyear requirements were approved on an an­
nual basis. Annual approval requires a full submis­
sion by the State Planning Agency in 1979. 

In addition to the disposition of multiyear or an­
nual approval, State plans found to have deficiencies 
were either rejected, disapproved, in whole or in 
part, or approved with special conditions. The main 
difference between special conditions and disap­
proval in part was that the State Planning Agency 
may receive applications and award funds for 
program areas which were special conditioned as 
long as awards were made subject to the special con­
ditions. The State Planning Agency may not make 
any awards for program areas which were disap~ 
proved. . 

The key consideration as to whether a deficiency 

resulted in an approval with special conditions or a 
disapproval was \\'~\ther the deficiency resulted in 
substantial noncompliance with the provisions of the 
act. The test was derived from Section 509 of the act. 

Plans found to be in substantial noncompliance 
w~:re disapproved pursuant to Section 308 of the 
Act. In these Cases LEAA notified the State Planning 
Agency of the reasons for disapproval and set a 
reasonable and timely period for resubmission. 
Should a State Planning Agency refuse to resubmit, 
or following resubmission still be in substantial non­
compliance, LEAA will reject the State plan and in­
itiat'e the Section 509 compliance hearing procedure. 
The rejection of the State plan, tf)gether with notice 
and opportunity for hearing, may result in the 
reallocation of the State's block grant funds pur­
suant to Section 305 of the act. 

The. comprehensive plan review procedures 
developed by LEAA were designed to yield the 
necessary documentation to support the findings as 
well as to insure compliance with the special re­
quirements of the Crime Control Act and the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974. These procedures were also designed to pro~ 
vide the "substantial evidence" pursuant to Section 
511 (b) required in approving, disapproving, or re­
jecting a State plan. 

Instead of a checklist, the comprehensive plan 
review document required a written analysis of the 
extent to which the plan met the aforementioned cri­
teri['~. An overall analysis as well as individqal 
analyses for the major components, Le.) police, 
courts, corrections, and juv.enile justice, were pre­
pared. 

In addition to insuring substantial compliance 
with the legislative requirements and providing the 
necessary documentation to support a disposition 
with regard to the required findings, the 1978 plan 
review process yielded information for LEAA's 
technical assistance and State capacity building 
planning .. In other words, comprehensive plan 
review became an element of internal LEAA plan­
ning as well as an activity to make block grant !J.p­
prov~1 or disapproval decisions. 

The review process conducted by the Regional 
Offices was generally the same as the previous year. 
Extensive staff reviews followed by negotiations 
with the State Planning Agencies were. performed. 

Although this process was fully implemented in 
the processing of many of the State plans, the deci­
sion by the Attorney General to close the Regional 
Offices on September 30, 1977,60 days into the!gO­
day review period, resulted in some modifications. 
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Those plans for which Regional Office processing, 
i.e, review and negotiation, was not completed, were 
transferred to Washington. An interim program unit 
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was established to complete the processing of these 
plans. This unit employed the same procedures as 
were used by the Regional Offices. 

" 
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Sections 519(4) and (5) 
Section 519(4) requires: "the number of Com~ 

prehensive State Plans approved by the Administra~ 
tion without recommending substantial changes ... " 

Section 519(5) requires: "the number of Com­
prehensive State Plans on which the Administration 
recommended substantial changes, and the disposi­
tion of such State plans ... " 

Summary of Findings 

Twenty-nine plans were approved with substan­
tial recommended changes, 24 plans approved with­
out substantial recommended changes, and two were 
disapproved in part. 

The two plans disapproved in part were Ver­
mont and the District of Columbia. 

Although significant changes were made to the 
original Vermont 1977 plan prior to thi.; determina­
tion, there still remained an undefined, unailocated 
program caned "Results Holding Prqgram" for 
$254,826. Because the program was undefined and 
because there were still compliance gaps the Ver­
mont plan was disapproved in part. 

The District of Columbia's Part C and Part E 
plan was disapproved. 

The Washington, D.C. comprehensive plan in 
1976 was approved with many substantial special 
conditions. The State Planning Agency and the 
mayor's office were informed the 1977 plan would 
have to be a much improved product. The 1977 plan 
was worse than the 1976 plan. Despite repeated 
efforts by the LEAA Philadelphia Regional Office 
staff, the District of Columbia 1977 plan could not 
be improved or revised sufficiently to comply with 
LEAA guidelines for State comprehensive plans. 
Accordingly, this State plan was not appr,oved in 
part. Its juvenile justice and delinquency prevention 
plan was approved with substantial. recommended 
changes. 

For purposes of this report, "substantial change" 
means generally that significant amendments were 
required for key substantial areas of the comprehen­
sive plan before it could be approved. Changes were 
made either by revising the plan, submitting addi­
tional information about the plan, Of by special con­
ditions to the plan which were monitored throughout 
the year. 

State comprehensive plans for 24 States were ap­
proved without substantial changes for 1977. The 
24 States were: 

Alaska 
Arkansas 
American Samoa 
California 
Connecticut 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Marylav:;i 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New York 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Utah 
West Virgina 
Wyoming 

State comprehensive plans for 29 St;;ttes were ap­
proved with substantial changes for 1977. Changes 
were either negotiated witl.! State agencies l;lnd incor~ 
po rated into the plan or accommodated by special 
conditions to individual plans. The 29 States were: 

AH:lbama New Mexico 
Arizona North Carolina 
Colorado Ohio 
Delaware 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Kentucky 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
V irgin Islands 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Summary Table 
Plans Disapproved in part 2 
Plans Approved with substantial 
changes 29 
Plans Approved without substantial 
changes 24 

TOTAL 55 

The Trust Territories did not submit a plan for 
1977. This jurisdiction did not become eligible for 
Crime Control Act funds until late in the year. The 
1977 and 1978 comprehensive plans will be submit~ 
ted and reviewed together. 
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" Section 519(6) South Dakota N/R 427 1,135 1,045 

" 
Tennessee 10 822 5,510 5,882 

The Congre;,s required LEAA to report on "the Texas r4 1727 19,477 10,693 

number of State comprehensive plans funded under Utah 0 0 600 1,551 
Vermont N/R 2265 774 787 

this title during the preceding three fiscal years in Virgin Islands 60 N/R 282 337 
which the funds allocated have not be expended in Virginia 36 "103 5,519 5,855 
their entirety," The following presentation reports Washington 4 0 1,149 3,858 

on the unexpended balances for each State for Part C West Virginia 79 345 22,673 N/R 
Wisconsin 302 718 5,783 26,513 

block and Part E block funds for 1975, 1976, and Wyoming N/R 51 2428 721 
1977, 

TOTAL 10,134 41,614 180,283 239,413 

Part C Block-Unexpended Balances in Thousands LESS AMOUNT 

as of September 30, 1977 OF 
EXTENSIONS 4,844 18,622 

Fiscal Year 
5,290 22,952 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

Alabama 18 154 4J3 277 Footnotes ,1 
Alaska 0 45 858 748 "Grant Extended I 

American Samoa 0 147 56 N/R N/R no report received 
Arizona 20 36 1,371 2,631 I unexpended balance as of 6/30/77 
Arkansas 156 196 1,380 2,71 I 2 unexpended balance as of 3/3 I /77 
California *1,549 *3,233 17,998 27,498 3 unexpended balance as of 12/3 I /76 
Colorado 139 835 13,702 13,446 4 unexpended balance as of 12/3 I /77 
Connecticut 106 84 2,706 4,176 
Delaware NJR 18 112 800 
District of 
Columbia N/R 14 299 N/R Part E Block-Unexpended Balances in Thousand:,) 
Florida II 1,499 6,460 11,3Q5 

as of September 30, 1977 Georgia 320 181 1,686 6,872 
Guam N/R 147 257 317 Fiscal Year 
Hawaii 463 108 1,220 1,049 

1974 1975 1977 Idaho 0 0 474 1;153 1976 

Illinois "1,245 "3,949 12,551 14,908 Alabama 0 21 72 64 
Indiana 889 1,025 4,098 7,058 Alaska 0 0 102 57 
Iowa 17 93 2,049 3,904 American Samoa 0 7 23 N/R 
Kansas 0 268 2,213 3,075 Arizona 112 0 153 252 
Kentucky N/R 595 1,679 3,921 Arkansas 81 25 288 355 
Louisiana 160 1537 1,321 2,635 California 90 729 2,319 2,846 
Maine 0 0 566 848 Colorado 37 151 1759 1414 
Maryland 68:\ 905 N/R N/R Connecticut 0 0 156 448 
M assach usetts 30 360 1,265 2,933 Delaware 0 0 46 72 
Michigan 362 61 I 3,970 7,407 District of 
Minnesota 152 1,659 3,349 7,922 Columbia N/R 0 112 N/R 
Mississippi 0 0 43,120 43,079 Florida' 275 61 880 1,390 
Missouri I 7 638 13,879 Georgia 0 41 414 837 
Montana 0 22 612 449 Guam 0 7 105 17 
Nebraska 10 35 756 358 Hawaii 68 49 194 143 
Nevada N/R 11 419 844 Idaho 0 0 III 132 
New Hampshire 100 199 732 868 Illinois *746 *152 285 1,329 
New Jersey N/R 140 215,31 I 10,558 Indiana 287 1,025 977 853 
New Mexico 0 26 715 1,469 Iowa 0 58 3'19 490 
New York "1,760 *10,599 19,764 22,970 Kansas 0 82 112 355 
North Carolina 891 1,947 7,607 6,452 Kentucky 0 0 95 227 
North Dakota 0 0 160 600 Louisiana 9 232 199 468 
Ohio *290 ~778 8,339 12,423 Maine 0 0 158 292 
Oklahoma 105 383 1,516 2,597 Maryland 115 98 1980 1702 
Oregon N/R 248 614 2,019 Massachusetts 0 32 158 291 
Pennsylvania N/R 6,459 9,283 10,558 Michigan "154 73 1,586 380 
Puerto Rico 110 206 15C2 1,898 Minnesota 30 17 267 1,009 
Rhode Island 177 332 883 451 Mississippi 0 0 4297 4163 
South Carolina 3 65 1,929 3,105 Missouri 0 9 354 321 
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Montana 0 6 
Nebraska 0 7 
Nevada 30 0 
New Hampshire 30 30 
New Jersey :·:,IR 2660 
New Mexico 1.870 7 
New York 1,/;95 J,870 
North Carolina 56 190 
North Dakota 0 0 
Ohio *32 "6 
Oklahoma 8 30 
Oregon N/R 9 
Pennsylvania N/R 96 
Puerto Rico 51 J09 
Rhode Island 0 7 
South Carolina 2 0 
South Dakota 24 296 
Tennessee 0 444 
Texas 27 162 
Utah 0 0 
Vermont 0 0 
Virgin Islands 2 0 
Virginia 2 56 
Washington 0 0 
West Virginia 10 42 
Wisconsin 0 136 
Wyoming 0 14 

TOTAL 5,723 6,436 

LESS AMOUNT 
OF 
EXTENSlONS 932 158 

4,791 6,278 

Footnotes 
"Grant Extended 
N/R, No report received 
1 unexpended balance as of f>{30177 
2 unexpended balance as of 3/31/77 
3 unexpended balance as of 12/31/76 
4 unexpended balance as .of 12/31/77 

189 
0 

78 
228 

21.860 
118 

2 
509 

83 
879 

1 
183 
627 

1184 
1\78 
550 
100 

4657 
2,296 

74 
2150 

107 
1,150 

777 
2279 
854 

12 

23,646 

90 
241 

96 
138 

1.237 
192 

2,254 
824 

82 
1,506 

10 
116 

1.237 
lJ49 
1156 
351 
117 
712 

1.749 
202 

64 
14 

760 
436 
NIR 

21,044 
62 

27,746 

must be obligated for ultimate "'"jram use by the 
recipient State agency, local unit of government, or 
private agency. This means that the LEAA grant to 
the State Planning Agency must be obligated and the 
subgran.t awards must be obligated by recipients 
within the ot.~igation period. The mere making of II 
subgnmt by the State Planning Agency to a recipient 
with no expenditure action by the latter will not 
meet this requirement. Accordingly. subgrants of ac­
tion fund~ from a given year should be awarded by 
State Pla11ning Agencies at least six months prior to 
the close of the obligation period of the year so that 
subgrant recipients will have an opportunity to 
obligate and expend their funds for program pur­
poses before the end ofthe block action grant obliga­
ti.on period. 

Part E Special Requirements. It should be noted 
that several States experience more difficuHy in 
obligating and expending Part E corrections monies 
than Part C action funds, perhaps because of the 
special requirements placed on the former. These in­
clude requirements that all correctional facilities 
constructed with LEAA funds separate juvenile 
from adult offenders, provide for treatment of drug 
and alcohol offenders, and consult with the National 
Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and 
Architect,ure. Also, construction projects are oft~n 
delayed because of the necessity for conforming with 
other Federal regulations such as those of the En­
vironmental Protection Agency, the Historic Land­
marks Act, and the Uniform Relocation Assistance. 
Act. 

Continuation Policy of the States. Many of the. 
subgrants awarded by the States are for a 36~moQth 
project period. The first budget period of these 
subgrants, usually 12 months in duration, is sup­
ported by funds, for e~ample, from the 1975 action 

Unexpended funds in this section of the report allocation. The secone' and third budget periods of 
are based on financial status reports submitted by these subgrants, also of 12 months duration each,.are 
each State for the quarter ending September 30, supported from the t. 976 and 1977 action alloca-
1977. While it would appear funds available to the tions respectively. Orlce a subgrant is awarded by the 
States are in the pipeline, the foHowing must be con- State, timely expenditures of funds can be affected 
sidered in understanding the m'b~~:mics of block by such factors as a slow project start, underspend­
grant fund flow, life of the block grant, special re~ ing by the project, and ~elay resulting from ad­
quirements placed on Part E funds, the subgrant ministrative processes at ttilf rs!?Jpient level. Planued 
continuation funding policy of the States, and the expenditures of action fund'soi;;1urther impacted by 
LEAA extension policy which the Congress lack of applicants for funds, slow development ot 
authorizp.d. applications, and the 60-day award process. 

4 Life of the Block Grant. Block actihl1 funds Extension Policy. Obligati()ns and expenditures 
(Parts C and E) are awarded to State Planning,~gnn- of action allocations are affected by delays in equip­
des for obligation during the two full fiscal )'I~rs ment deliveries, unforeseen delays in obtaining FCC 
following the year in which the action grant \y~S clearances for communication projects; delays in 
awarded, but not beyond. Within this period monl'~~:c, construction projects caused by strikes, weather ,en~ 

:;:.' 
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vironmental impact, and the energy CriSIS; and 
delays related to compliance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act, Clean Air Act, Historic 
Sites Act, and Flood Disaster Protection Act. When 
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the foregoing events are present in a funded project, 
it is the policy of LEAA to extend the expenditure 
deadline of the subgrant project. 



Section 519(7) 
The Crime Control Act of 1976 in Section 

519(7) specifies that the Administration must report: 
"The number of programs and projects with respect 
to which a discontinuation, suspension, or termina~ 
tion of payments occurred under Section 509, or 
518(c), together with the reasons for such discon~ 
tinuation, suspension, or termination ... " 

Section 519(7) Response 

Section 518(c)(1) requires that: "No person in 
any State shall, on the ground of race, color, 
religion, national origin, or sex be excluded frGm 
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be sub­
,jected to discrimination under or denied employ­
ment in connection with any program or activity 
funded in whole or in part with funds made available 
under this title." 

LEAA funds to the South Carolina Highway 
'Patrol were terminated, and grants to the Cleveland, 
Ohio Police Department and the Iowa Men's Refor~ 
matory were suspended for noncompliance with Sec­
tion 518(c). 

On December 30, 1976 LEAA terminated 
$93,000 in assistance to the South Carolina Highway 
Patrol for its refusal to consider women for the posi~ 
tion of sworn patrol officer. This action was initiated 
under Section 518( c) of the Crime Control Act of 
1973 and was ccmpleted under the amended provi­
sion in the Crime Control Act of 1976. 

In addition, the Iowa Men's Reformatory was 
found to be in violation of both Iowa State and 
Federal laws by failing to consider women as 
employees for the position of Corrections Officer Il. 
Iowa Department of Social Services v. Merit Depart~ 
ment, Equity No. CE 4-2285, 13 FEP Cases 1332 
(Iowa District Court, Polk County, August 30, 
1976). 

The grant for $22,427 was suspended 111 a letter 
to Governor Robert D. Rayon March 14, 1977, and 
lifted on AprH 29, 1977 as a result of compliance by 
the State. 

Similarly, the funds in a $1,684,689 grant to the 
Cleveland Police Department were ~uspended as a 
result of a finding that discriminatory practices on 
the basis of race had been followed in assigning 
officers and in the methods used to promote officers 
to sergeant. Shield Club v,. City of Cleveland, No. 
72-1088, 13 EPD Cases 1373, and Shield Club v. 
City of Cleveland, No. 72-1088,13 EPD Cases 1394. 

The letter notifying Governor James A. Rhodes 
of the suspension was sent March 4, 1977, and com~ 
pliance with the act was achieved by June 21, 1977. 

Additional warning letters were sent in 17 ottler 
instances to the Governors of several States. 
However, compliance was reached within the time 
frame set out in the act and fund flow was not inter­
rupted. 

Section 509 Respon~e 

No actions occurred under the authority of this 
section. /.0' 
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Section 519(8) 
Section 519(8) requires the report to include: 

"The number of programs and projects funded 
under this title which were subsequently discon­
tinued by the State following the termination of 
funding under this title ... " 

Section 519(8) Response 

The States were asked to report the total number 
of projects ending during 1977, the number of these 
projects that were eligible for continuation funding 
support by units of government with non-LEAA 
funds, and the number of eligible projects that were 
continued with non-LEAA funds after the expira­
tion of Federal funding support. 

Of the projects that were considered eligible for 
continuation support with non-LEAA funds during 
1977, more than 80 percent were continued with 
non-LEAA funds by the recipient units of govern­
ment. Of the eligible projects that were not con­
tinued, most were not because of fund shortages 
rather than the project being deemed unsatisfactory. 
This continuation data indicates that a large propor­
tion of projects initiated with LEAA funds that are 
eligible for continuing support with non-Federal 
funds are continued by State and local units of 

government. 
It was discGvered during the compilation of this 

section that there are numerous types of LEAA­
funded projects that do not lend themselves to con­
tinuing funding support by State and local units of 
government with their own funds after Federal fund­
ing support ceases. They include telecommunica­
tions and data processing equipment purchases, 
training, faciiities construction and renovation, and 
experimental projects or studies of a relatively short 
duration. The major objectives of these projects are 
accomplished with Federal funds, and with the ex­
ception of routine maintenance costs, the bulk of the 
project cost occurs during the initial Federal funding 
period. It is these projects that are not eligible for 
continuation funding. 

The data in this report reveals that of the total 
projects ending in 1977, 36.8 percent were of a type 
eligible for continuation with non-Federal funds and 
63.2 percent were not eligible. Therefore, the ma­
jority of projects ending in 1977 were not of a type 
normally continued with non-LEAA funds but were 
short duration, one-time projects that did not have 
personnel costs as a major budget item. This could 
reflect a concern by units of government for the in­
flationary aspects of large project personnel costs 
that must eventually be assumed. 

CONTINUATIONS 

Projects Supported with LEAA funds 

Number of Projects 'Number of projects Number of projects 
continued with non- not continued with which, by their 
LEAA funds when 1I0n-LEAA funds when Number of projects nature, are not 
LEA"" funds were • LEAl. funds were eligib Ie for eli!,'ible or intended Total projects 

Project Component discontinued discontinued continuation I to be continued ending in FY 77 

Prevention 409 125 534 132 666 
Enforcement 863 155 1018 3375 4393 
Adjudication 361 73 434 620 1054 
Corrections 570 159 729 394 1123 
System Su pport 163 49 212 498 710 

TOTALS 2366 561 2927 5019 7946 

Juvenile Justice 444 144 588 345 933 
Drug Abuse 139 28 167 51 218 

IThis column equals the sum of columns one and two. 
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Section S19(9} 
The Congress has directed LEAA to report "a 

summary of tfie measures taken by the Administra­
tion to monitor criminal justice programs funded 
under this title in order to determine their impact 
and value." 

Block Grants-State Programs 

Measures taken to determine impact and value 
of State programs are reported in the Administ~a­
tion's response to the requirements imposed by Sec­
tions 519(2) and 519(3). 

Categorical Grant Programs 

LEAA has undertaken two types of activities to 
better determine the impact and value of programs 
and projects supported with categorical grant funds: 
management im:-:ovements and special studies. 

Management improvements. Major manage­
ment improvements in grant administration initiated 
by LEAA in 1977 include the following: 

• Revised Grant Administration Pro­
cedures. In February 1977, LEAA 
published a revised "Handbook for 
Administration of Categorical Grants, 
HB 4500,2." The handbook codifies 
Agency procedures for all categorical 
grants. It replaced nine agency instruc­
tions and two other handbooks. These 
procedures give a new emphasis to the 
need for close monitoring of grantee 
performance to assure grantees' attain­
ing project objectives. 

• Revised Program Guidelines. In the 
"Guide to Discretionary Grant 
Programs" published September 29, 
1976, LEAA required its grant appli­
cants to include a project implementa­
tion plan. Plans were required to in­
clude a clear statement of project ob­
jectives; the rationale and strategy for 
achieving them; and interim, operating 
objectives-milestones-to enable 
grantees to measure progress toward 
project objectives. Plans were neces­
sary to assure that both LEAA and its 
grantees agreed on grantee perfor­
mance measures and outcomes and to 
make LEAA monitoring of grantees 
reasonable and helpful. 

• New Grant Progress Reports. A 
simplified one-page quarterly grant 

progress report was approved by the 
Office of Management and Budget in 
Jun'e 1977. The new report form per­
mits grantees to report progress in the 
applicable quarter only, in consonance 
with the project plan contained in the 
original grant application. 

• Certification of Ongoing Grants. In 
April 1977 the Administration 
directed LEAA office directors and 
regional administrators to review all 
grants and contracts to determine 
whether each was achieving its stated 
objectives. As a result of this initiative, 
grant termination procedures were un­
dertaken for 18 grants. The Ad­
ministration has also directed the 
LEAA Office of Audit and Investiga­
tion . to validate selected certified 
grants. 

• Internal Reviews of Grants. The Na­
tional Criminal Justice Information 
and Statistics ServiCe conducted a 
special study of comprehensive data 
systems in eight States-Arizona, 
California, Louisiana, ,!\1a!)sachusetts, 
Minnesota, New York, Ohio, and 
Rhode Island. They were selected for 
review because LEAA had invested 
substantial sums for many years in 
them. Onsite reviews, one-week long in 
each case, were conducted to verify 
whether stated objectives had in fact 
been attained. Studies were conducted 
in the summer of 1977, and reports of 
findings with recommendations about 
continued support to these States are 
being analyzed. 

Special Studies. LEAA has undertaken short 
term studies to assess the progress and effectiveness 
of selected higj:l priority programs. The stu(\ies have 
produced information used for restructuring LEAA 
programs and for identifying barriers to LEAA 
policy implementation. Studies have employed a 
three step methodology: 

• First, programs are selected for study. 
The bases for selection are: programs 
experiencing problems evidenced in 
monitoring reports, staft' discussions, 
or agency Q1',in,agement reports; 
programs invoJvin~substantial invest­
ment or high levels of uncertainty; and 
programs whose elimination for lack of 
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relevance or payoff would generate 
substantial cost savings. 

• Second, all official grant records (in­
cluding monitoring information) are 
reviewed and analyzed. Strengths and 
weaknesses of the program are noted, 
discussed with grant managers, and 
verified or refuted by grantees. 
Verification interviews are conducted 
onsite. 

• Third, study findings are drafted and 
discussed with grant and program 
managers, then forwarded with recom­
mendations to LEAA decisionmakers. 

Studies of this kind undertaken during 1977 in­
clude: 
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• Review and Analysis of National 
Clearinghouse Contract. This study ex­
amined the role of a contractor in 
reviews of grant applications for the 
construction of correctional facilities 
and the delivery of technical assis­
tance. Prior to this study no evaluation 
of the clearinghouse had been con­
ducted. Among the recommendations 
of the study were that LEAA assume a 
larger role in managing the review 
process and that separate contracts for 
construction review and technical 
assistanoe be submitted for competitive 
bids. Steps to implement these recom­
mendations are now being taken. 

• Review of Programming to Apprehend 
and Convict the Career Criminal. The 
first phase of this study examined the 
quality of implementation of LEAA 
guidelines for monitoring categorical 
grants. The second phase of the study 

will gather information about local 
capabilities to meet guideline stand­
ards and will investigate issues affect­
ing the coordination of actions by 
police and prosecutors to identify, ap­
prehend, prosecute, and convict 
habitual offenders. LEAA is planning 
to increase funding in this program 
area; this study will help to develop 
ideas for achieving coordhation 
among different sections of the crimi­
nal justice system. 

• Review of Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Diversion of 
Status Offenders Program. Some proj­
ects in this area have experienced sub­
stantial startup difficulties. LEA A is 
investigating th~se projects to identify 
sources of delay. Other projects also 
are being examined to identify success 
factors, and all project studies are 
beirtg assessed for their compatibility 
with LEAA program guidelines. 

Evaluation Activities 

During 1977, LEAA allocated more than $8 
million for program evaluations and related ac­
tivities. Generally the purposes of evaluation are to 
help determine the impact and related effects of 

. project activities, and, as appropriate, to recom­
mend valuable, effective projects to criminal justice 
practitioners. Evaluation activities are discussed in 
detail in LEAA's responses to Sections 519(2) and 
519(10). While these responses do not address 
monitoring as required by Section 519(9), they are 
important activities undertaken to determine impact 
and value of LEAA programs. Accordingly, they are 
cross-referenced here. 

·1 
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Section 519(10) 
Congress has directed LEAA to report "an ex­

planation of how funds made available under sec­
tions 306(a)(2), 402(b), and 455(a)(2) of this title 
were expended, together with the policies, priorities, 
and criteria upon which the Administration based 
such expenditures .... " 

Explanation of Authorizations 

Section 306(a)(2) allocates to LEAA for expen­
diture at its discretion 15 percent of the funds 
authorized by the Congress for law enforcement pur­
poses. Grants for law enforcement purposes are 
authorized in Part C of the act. States are aHocated 
the balance (85 pe.rcent) of Part C funds. 

Section 402(b) authorizes the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) 
to make grants and contracts for research, evalua­
tion, demonstration, training, and information col­
!ection and dissemination. Such grants and contracts 
are to encourage research and development for im­
proving law enforcement and criminal justice. 

Section 455(a)(2) allocates to LEAA for expen­
diture at its discretion 50 percent of the funds 
authorized by the Congress for correctional institu­
tions and facilites. Grants for correctional institu­
tions and facilities are authorized in Part E of the 
act. States are allocated the other half of Part E 
funds. 

Expenditures 

Expenditure information from these three ac­
counts is reported by program component, as indi­
cated: 

Program 
Component 
Prevention 
Enforcement 
Adjudication 
Corrections 
System Support 

Total 1977 

1977 Expenditures 
$ 25,589,000* 

35,631,000 
24,381,000 
31,933,000 

$104,296,000 

Expenditures $221,830,000 
"'Includes $17.2 million for juvenile justice and 

delinquency prevention. 

These expenditures exceed both congressional 
authorizations and program allocations for 1977 
because they include, expenditures of priQr year 
funds occurring in 1977. 

Allocation information gives a better under­
standing of LEAA's program, policies, and 

priorities. This information is provided below for 
Part C, NILECJ, and Part E programs. 

Fiscal Year 1977 Allocation Information 
(thousands of dollars) 

Authorized 
LEAA Legislative 

Authorization 
Section 306(a)(2), Part C 
Section 402(b), NILECJ 
Section 455{a)(2), Part E 

TOTAL 

by 
Congress 
$55,256 
27,029 
36,838 

$119,123 

Allocations 
$ 55,256 

36,7501 

36,838 
$128,844 

lIncludes $9.7 million carryover fr4"lffi 1976. 

PoUcies, Priorities, and Criteria 

The "policies, priorities and criteria upon which 
the Administration based such" program allocations 
are described in this section. 

Part C (Section 306(a)(2) Funds) 

During fiscal year 1977, LEAA allocated 
$55,256 million to 24 different law enforcement and 
crimjnal justice programs. Programs and allocations 
for them are listed below: 

Programs 

1. Integrated Criminal 
Apprehension Program 

2. Rural Law 
Ellforcem en t 

3, Organized Crime 
Program 

4. Drug Enforcement 
Program 

5. Court Fundamental 
Impro11ement Program 

6. Career Criminal 
Program 

7. Court Delay Reduction 
Program 

8. Victim/Whness 
Assistance Program 

9. Court Planning Units 
10. National Scope Indian 

Programs 
11. Indian Criminal Justice 

Program 
12. Law Enforcement 

Management Pr?gram 

1917 
Allocations 

in thousands 

$ 5,400 

1,100 

6,437 

4,000 

4,350 

5,000 

875 

4,625 
1,150 

1,150 

500 

150 
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13. Police "Elderly" 
Program 

14. Joint 
Federal/State/Local 
Organized Crime 
Program 

15. Organized Crime 
Control Regional 
Training Program 

16. Drug Enforcement 
Agency Task Force 
Program 

17. Civil Disorder and 
Terrorism Control 
Program 

18. Standardized Crime 
Reporting System 
Program 

19. Public Interest Group 
Program 

20. Small State Supplement 
Program 

21. Information Systems 
Development 

22. Juvenile Justice 
Programs 

23. Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals 

24. Corrections Program 
TOTAL 

350 

750 

250 

2,019 

600 

350 

1,000 

3,000 

7,200 

3,000 

1,500 
500 

$55,256 

Section 402(b), N ationallnstitut'e of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) 

Funds 

During fiscal year 19T1, the Congress allocated 
$27,029,000 to the National Institute of Law En­
forcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) for 
research, demonstration, evaluation, training, and 
information dissemination purposes. NILECJ had 
an additional $9.7 million available from prior 
years for use during 1977. Programs listed below 
received allocations as indicated: 
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Programs 

1. Model Program 
Development 

2. Training and Testing 
3. Reference and 

Information 
Dissemination 

1977 
Allocations 
in thousands 

$ 750 
2,468 

2,805 

4. National Evaluation 
Program 

5. Advanced Technology 
6. Community Crime 

Prevention 
7. Police-related 

Research 
8. Courts-related 

Research 
9. Corrections-related 

Research 
10. Special Programs 
11. Evaluation Conference 
12. Evaluative Research 
13. Program Evaluation 
14. Other Projects 

TOTAL 

2,551 
6,493 

2,734 

2,394 

2,498 

3,228 
4,586 

130 
1,770 
4,175 

528 
$ 37,110 

Part E (Section 455(a)(2) Funds) 

In 1977, LEAA allocated $36.8 million to 13 
different programs for correctional institutions and 
facilities as follows: 

Programs 

1. Treatment Alternatives 

1977 
AHocations 
in thousands 

to Street Crime $ 5,433 
2. Corrections Training 

Program 500 
3. Improvement of 

Correctional Field 
Services (Probation, 
Parole) 2,600 

4. Medical Care and 
Health Services in 
Correctional 
Institutions 

5. Jail Inspection 
Standards 

6. Corrections 
Masterplanning 

7. Career Criminal 
Program Support 

8. Juvenile Justice 
Corrections Programs 

9. Courts-related 
Programs 

10. Indian Correction 
Program 

11. Information Systems 
Development 

12. Facil ities Cons,tfUction 
Support 

1,000 

300 

600 

2,500 

8,588 

500 

1,000 

5,250 

7,567 
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13. Correctional System 
Standards and Goals 
TOTAL 

1,000 
$36,838 

The criteria for selecting and approving grant 
applications under Parts C and E :ire published by 
LEAA every year in the "Guide for Discretionary 
Grant Programs." The guide for 1977 was published 
September 27, 1976. Fifteen thousand copies were 
distributed nationally to State, regional, and local 
governments law enforcement agencies, and in­
terested national and State associations. 

For each program in the guide the following in­
formation is provided: 

• Program objective 
• Program description 

-problem addressed 
-program strategy 

• Dollar range and number of grants 
planned 

• Eligibility to receive grants 
• Submission and processing procedures 
• Deadline for submitting applications 
• Criteria for selecting applications for 

award 
• Evaluation requirements 

Policies and priorities for 1977 were established 
during LEAA's planning cycle, executed in the 
spring of 1976. Allocations for Part C (law enforce­
ment), National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice (research, demonstration, training 
evaluation), and Part E (cc:>rrections) programs were 
made in the summer of 1976. Program policies and 
priorities may be inferred· from these allocations. 

Part C program priorities were: 
• The Career Criminal Program 
• The Integrated Criminal Appr'!hension 

Program (coordinated closely with the 
Career Criminal Program); 

• Court Improvement and Vic-
tim/Witness Programs 

• Organized Crime Control Programs 
• InfOl:mation Systems Development 
• Juvenile Justice Programs 

Part E program priorities were: 
• Juvenile Justice Corrections Program 
! Facilities Construction support 
• Drug Treatment Alternatives to Street 

Crime Program 
• Information Systems Development 
• Programs for Improving Parole and 

Probation Services 

• Career Crimmal Program support 
LEAA has instituted decisionmaking mechan­

isms for reviewing, evaluating, and analyzing each of 
these and all other LEAA programs. These mechan­
isms are an integral part of LEAA's planning cycle, 
budgetary process, and management information 
systems. Beginning in the spring of 1977, the LEAA 
Administration modified these systems; they now use 
uniform categories and formats. Accordingly, policy 
formulation, program planning, budgeting, and 
daily operations of LEAA are integrated and more 
effectively managed. 

NILECJ Policies, Programs, and Criteria 

Policies. The National Institute of Law En­
forcement and Criminal Justice is LEAA's research 
and evaluation arm. Its purpose is to encourage 
research and development to improve and 
strengthen law enforcement and criminal justice, to 
disseminate the results of such efforts to State and 
local governments, and to assist in ~he development 
and support of programs for the training of law en­
forcement and criminal justice personnel. 

To forge a stronger link between research and 
action, LEAA last year initiated. the action program 
development process. This agencywide effort ex­
plicitly recognizes that research and evaluation ac­
tiviti.es must be routinely linked to the development 
of ~ction programs. At the same time, however, 
Agency policy recognizes that not all research leads 
immediately to practical application and that a 
legitimate purpose of research is to develop 
knowledge that furthers the understanding of crime. 

Priorities. The Institute last year developed an 
agenda of priority issues to be addressed by research 
during the next five years. In setting priorities for the 
allocation of funds the Institute is guided by the 
foHowing: 

• The congressional mandate as set forth 
in the enabling legislation. 

II The priorities set by the Attorney 
General. 

• The management-by-objectives proc­
ess, which takes into account the LEA A 
Administrator's priorities. 

• The judgments of the Institute's profes­
sional staff. 

• The recommendations of the Institute's 
advisory committee of knowledgeable 
criminal justice practitioners and 
researchers. 

As part of the planning process the Institute 
carefully considered suggestions made by groups 
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such as the National Academy of Sciences, which 
reviewed the work of the Institute during the past 
few years. It also reviewed suggestions contained in 
State plans for law enforcement and criminal justice 
research as well as examined the results of past In­
stitute research to discern fruitful areas for further 
inquiry, methodological problems that must be 
overcome, and areas where more basic or fundamen­
tal questions must be answered before progress can 
be made. 

To obtain reactions to the priorities from a 
broad and relevant audience the Institute surveyed 
more than 700 persons, including criminal justice 
planners and' practitioners, and members of the 
research community. These responses were analyzed 
and the results fed into the development of a final 
agenda, 

The list of priorities to be the focus of Institute 
research during the next several years are the corre­
lates and determinants of criminal behavior, deter­
rence, commullity crime prevention, performance 
standards and measures for criminal justice, the 
career criminal, the utilization of police resources, 
the pretrial process, sentencing, offender rehabilita­
tion, and violent crime and the violent offender. 

The researcIi. priorities were published in the 
"Institute Program Plan," a yearly.publication dis­
seminated to interested researchers and practi­
tioners. 

Criteria. In addition to the program plan, the 
Institute last year expanded the use of detailed 
program solicitations to signal its interests to the 
research community. The program announcements 
provide more information on the background and 
objectives of specific programs, funding, and 
deadlines for submitting concept papers and pro­
posals. They are designed to reach a wide audience 
to insure a range of creative responses to research 
issues. All program announcements are publicized 
through the "Federal Register." Requests for pro­
posals for contracts are annctlnced in "The Com­
merce Business Daily." 

During 1977, proposal review procedures were 
the subject of continuing refinement. To insure a fair 
and knuwledgeable evaluation of proposals and con­
cept papers, proposals are screened initially by the 
appropriate office staff. They are then circulated for 
review by Institute staff in other areas with relevant 
expertise. All gl'ant applications are reviewed by at 
least two-and oft(;·(, thtee-knowledgeable outside 
reviewers drawl'\. from' the criminal justice and 
academic communities, research organizations, and 
private industry. 
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In making decisions on grant awards the In­
stitute is guided by the peer review process and by 
the following considerations: 

• Compatibility with the Institute's 
legislative mandate. 

• Relationship to the Institute's plan and 
priorities, and to priorities set by the 
Attorney General and the LEAA Ad­
ministration. 

• Originality, adequacy, and economy of 
the research design and methods. 

• Experience and competence of the 
principal investigator and staff. 

• Probability of acquiring important new 
knowledge that advances the· under­
standing of or the ability to solve criti­
cal problems relating to crime and the 
administration' of justice. 

Additional National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
Mandate Responses 

National Manpower Survey. The Institute 
also completed last year a nationwide survey of State 
and local law enforcement and criminal justice per­
sonnel in response to a congressional directive. 

Investigators sent questionnaires to about 8,000 
executives of State and local agencies, surveyed 
more than 1,600 State courts and 250 law enforce­
ment academies, and made field visits to hundreds 
of agencies and schools. Data from the Bureau of the 
Census' 1975 survey of 50,000 criminal justice 
professionals were also analyzed. 

The findings from the massive survey, which in­
cluded a summary and six volumes, incorporate 
data on the adequacy of current manpower; pro­
jections for manpower needs in the future; recruit­
ment, training, and education programs and prac­
tices; and special issues such as employment of 
women and minorities and the effects of changing 
criminal justice functions on manpower require­
ments. Major occupations in police, courts, and cor­
rections were studied. 

State Planning Agency Evaluation Train­
ing. In addition to evaluating specific programs 
and sponsoring research into new and more effective 
evaluation methodologies, the Institute also assists 
State Planning Agencies in developing or improving 
their own eval uation capabilities. The Institute 
reviewed the State plans to identify significant 
problems in evaluation faced by the States. Repre­
sentatives of the Institute met quarterly with the Na­
tional Conference of SPA Directors to exchange 
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views about evaluation needs and proposed LEAA 
evaluation plans. 

The Office of Evaluation also sponsored a Na­
tional Conference on Criminal Justice Evaluation. 
More than 200 papers on evaluations and evaluation 
methodologies were presented. More than 1,100 in­
dividuals from all branches of government and all 
parts of the criminal justice research and operating 
communities attended. The conference not only 
drew registrants from all parts of the United States 
but also attracted a sman group of attendees from 
Canada, Western Europe, and Africa. 

Corrections Research. Institute-sponsored 
researchers are now assessing the impact of Maine's 
"flat" sentencing approach, including the impact of 
the State's criminal code revisions on changes in sen­
tencing practices, possible shifts in institutional 
populations and staffing patterns, resentencing 
policies and procedures, the use of split sentencing, 
and executive clemency and the use of restitution 
and community-based corrections as alter":ative 
means of handling criminal offenders in lieu of in­
carceration. 

The Center for Policy Research in New York 
City is investigating what changes in sentencing and 
corre,;)tional systems would be required if parole 
were eliminated. 

In the Crime Control Act of 1976, the Congress 
directed the Institute to survey existing and future 
needs in correctional facilities as well as the adequa­
cy of Federal, State, and local programs to meet 
these needs. R;;:sponding to this mandate, the In­
stitute on September 30, 1977, submitted its report, 
Prison Population and Policy Choices: A Preliminary 
Repo;, to Congress. Among other things, the study 
found that prison intakes have risen 38.8 percent 
during the last six years. The report also includes 
projections for future growth of prison populations. 

A five-volume study of "Alternatives to Jail" 
found that pretrial alternatives generally cost much 
less than jail; persons released before trial seem to 
fare better in court than those who are incarcerated; 
pretrial release alternatives appear to be as effective 
as jail in preventing recidivism, and certain of them 
can reduce the size of criminal justice agency 
work!oads; alternative programs can reduce jail 
populations and eliminate the need for expansion or 
new construction; and convicted misdemeanant of­
fenders can be sentenced to a variety of conditional 

release alternatives (alcohol treatment, supported 
work, drug treatment, victim restitutiOrl, community 
service separation, etc.). 

A survey of prison industries in seven States 
found short workdays (averaging about three hours, 
30 minutes), poor wages (typically no more than $1 
a day), work assignments based on the offender's 
prison record rather than skills or aptitude for a par­
ticular job, and no quality control over products. 

Drug Abuse Research and Evaluation. The 
Congress has given the Institute certain respon­
sibilities in the area of drug abuse research. In con­
junction with the National Institute on Drug Abuse, 
the Institute was directed to conduct research on the 
relationship between drug abuse and crime, and to 
evaluate the success of the various types of drug 
treatment programs in reducing crime. 

Through an interagency agreement with the Na­
tional Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA), the Institute 
is now participating in a large analysis of the effec­
tiveness Gftreatment for drug users, both during and 
after their release from treatment. 

The Institute also will fund a project to develop 
a research agenda in the area of drugs and crime 
based on the recommendations of the NIDA Panel 
on Drug Use and Criminal Behavior. 

Other drug-related research funded by the In­
stitute includes a study of the roie of the police in 
controlling the use of illicit, ubstanc~s, especially 
opiates under the Research Agreements Program. 
The Hoover Institution will attempt to answer two 
basic questions: How do increases in drug enforce­
ment affect the consumption of drugs and the crime 
rate? Does increasing the availability of drug treat­
ment programs reduce the crime rate? 

In addition to the interagency agreement with 
NIDA described above, the Institute also is funding 
an indepth analysis of the Treatment Alternatives to 
Street Crime (T ASC), a program that identifies and 
refers drug-dependent defendants from the c,riminal 
justice system to treatment programs. This study 
builds upon the findings of an earlier study, con~ 
ducted under the Institute's National Evaluation 
Program, which found a lack of standardized infor­
mation on projeGt operations. The phaseclI study 
will collect and analyze such data, which is useful 
for comparing such things as the number of persons 
processed through various stages of the 'T ASC 
programs and the costs associated with each. 
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Section 519(11) 
The Congress directed LEAA to report "a 

description of the implementation of, and com­
pliance with, the regulations, guidelines, and stand­
ards required by Section 454 of this Act." 

Section 454 is contained in Part E of the act, 
and authorizes LEAA to make grants for correc­
tional institutions and facilities. 

Basic Criteria for Part E Applicants 

Section 454 states that "the Administration 
shall, after consultation with the Federal Bureau of 
Pdsons, by regulation prescribe basic criteria for ap­
lPlicants and grantees under this Part." 

These criteria are explained in LEAA's 
guideline manual "State Planning Agency Grants," 
M41 00.1 F, paragraph 53. After consultation with 
the Bureau of Prisons in 1970, LEAA contracted the 

.National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Plan­
ning and Architecture to assist in the development of 
these criteria. The "advanced standards" alluded to 
in the guideline are explained in greater detail in the 
"Guidelines for Correctional Architecture," 
developed by the c!~aringhouse in June 1971. Addi­
tional standards were published in 1977 by the 
American Correctional Association in "Standards 
for Long Term Adult Correctional Facilities" and 
"Standards for Local Adult Detention Facilities." A 
copy of paragraph 53 as it appears in M4100.1F is 
reproduced below. 

Guidelines for Drug Treatment Programs 

Section 454 also requires LEAA to "issue 
guidelines for drug treatment programs in State and 
local prisons and for those to which persons on 
parole are assigned." The Administrator shall coor­
dinate or assure coordination of the development of 
such guidelines with the Special Action Office for 
Drug Abuse Prevention. 

These guidelines are explained in M 4100.1 F, 
paragraph 53c(7), reprinted below. They evolved 
from guidelines developed in 1974 by a task force, 
consisting of drug treatment experts from LIiAA, 
the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism, the Bureau of Prisons, and the Special 
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, which 
convened regularly in late 1973 and early 1974. 
More specific details on these standards may be 
found in the AMA's "Stanoards ror Medical Care 
and H~alth Se::vices" contained in the American 
Correctional Association standards publication. 

Paragraph 53 of the "State Planning Agency 
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Grants" guideline manual M4 100.1 F reads 
as follows: 

53. CONDITIONS FOR PARTICIPA­
TION IN FUNDING UNDER THE 
SPECIAL CORRECTIONS PROGRAM 
(PART E) OF THE CRIME CONTROL 
ACT. 

a. Purpose. According to Section 
451 of Part E of the Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act as amended, "it is the pur­
pose of this part to encourage States and 
units of general local governments to 
develop and implement programs and 
projects for the construction, acquisition 
and renovation of correctional institutions 
and facilities, and for the improvement of 
correctional programs and practices." 

b. Comprehensive Planning on a 
Statewide Basis. It is the intent of the 
Crime Control Act to encourage States to 
upgrade the programs and practices of in­
stitutions and facilities in a comprehensive 
manner. To succeed in this, the SPA must 
loc!c to the total correctional system within 
the State, assess its problems, needs and 
resources, and plan accordingly. Funds 
should not be expended until this process 
has occurred. The manner in which funds 
are expended should be pursuant to the 
results of this planning process. The SPA 
must address the entire correctional 
system within the State in order for its plan 
to be considered comprehensive. Alloca­
tion of funds should be based upon an 
assessment and prioritization of needs. 

c. Conditions for Part E Money. 
(1) Plan Requirement. The 

SP £A,.. must set forth in detail its comprehen­
sive statewide program for the construc­
tion, acquisition and renovation of correc­
tional institutions and facilities in the State 
including its goals, sta:ndards and time­
table for the achievement of its goals. The 
SPA must demonstrate how it will utilize 
Part E fund~ to improve correctional 
programs and practices throughout the 
State. The allocation of Part E funds must 
be based upon an assessment and 
prioritization which reflect compliance 
with Part E special requirements. 

(2) The Crime Control Act re­
quires that the State Planning Agency in 
order to be eligible for Part E funds pro-
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vide satisfactory assurances that correc­
tional programs and projects meet certain 
advanced standards. These standards are 
set forth and explained below. Upon ac­
ceptance of the Action Grant (Part C and 
Part E) and the General Conditions Ap­
plicable to the Administration of Grants 
under Part C and Part E of Title I of the 
Act, as amended (see appendix 5), the 
State Planning Agency certifies and assures 
that it will meet the advanced standards 
enumerated in Section 453 of the Act. 

(a) Explanation. In 
developing the programs for this correc­
tions component of the compreh~nsive 

plan, the SPA must insure that all condi­
tions contained in this paragraph are ade­
quately addressed and that there is 
satisfactory compliance with these require­
ments throughout the State corrections 
system. 

(b) Definitions. 
.l Satisfactory 

assurances and satisfactory emphasis mean 
that the appropriate and relevant sections 
of the comprehensive plans positively 
reflect both quantita~'vely by and substan­
tive by what specifh. activities, steps and 
standards will be developed or initiated to 
comply with the requ~rements of Part E of 
the Crime Control Act. A mere statement 
of compliance \>;ithout demonstrable infor­
mation (both quantitative and qualitative) 
is not considered satisfactory emphasis or 
a s~tisfactory assurance that the require­
ments of Part E of the Crime Control Act 
are being addressed. 

2 lo~j\.dvanced tech~ 

niques" or "advanced practices", where so 
used means comparable to the best con­
temporary methods, standards, or require­
ments, as recognized by professional agen­
cies Of organizations or as suggested by 
technical assistance planning and design 
materials issued by LEAA. 

1. The conditions 
for improved correctional programs and 
practices, and the utilization of advanced 
standards and practices contained below 
apply to the entire correctional system 
throughout the $tate. 

(3) Assurances Not to Reduce 
Part C Funding for Corrections. 

(a) Assurance. Provide 
satisfactol'Y assurances that the availability 
of funds under Part E shall not reduce the 
amount of funds under Part C which a 
State would, in the absence of Part E, allo­
cate for the purposes of corrections. 

(b) Explanation. The re­
quired statutory assurances will be 
presumed to have been provided if the 
State plan retains a percentage of P;\rt C 
allocation for correctional (adult and 
juvenile) programs and projects substan­
tially equal to: 

1 the percentage of 
Part C funds allocated in the State plan for 
corrections in FY 1971; or 

1 the percentage of 
Part C funds expended for corrections in 
FY 1971; or 

] either 1 or 2 
coupled with the State's multiyear pro­
jections contained in the FY 1971 plan 
reduced to a percentage of anticipated Part 
C allocations in FY 1972 and sUbsequent 
fiscal years; 

and if the percentage as 
determined above and tke current plan 
allocation is at least 20 percent of total 
Part C funds. 

In the event that a State 
fails to satisfy this presumption, the State is 
required to furnish satisfactory documen­
tation that the funds proposed ~o be allo­
cated to corrections under Part C, and the 
funds available under Part E, coupled with 
additional State and local funding, are 
sufficient to substantially comply with the 
plan requirements set forth in Part E; Sec ... 
tion 453 of the Act. 

(4) Personnel Upgrading. 
(a) Act Requirement. Ac­

cording .to Section 453(8) of the Crime 
Control Act, the State Plan must provide 
"satisfactory assurances that the State is 
engaging in projects ancd programs to im­
prove the recruiting, organ,ization, training 
and education of personnel employed in 
correctional activities, including those of 
probation, parole and rehabilitation. 

(b) Plan Requirement. 
The SPA must include in its comprehen­
sive plan a description of the existing State. 
local or SPA-funded projects and 
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programs to improve the recruiting, 
organization, training and education of 
personnel employed in correctional ac­
tivities, including those of probation, 
parole and rehabilitation. 

In the absence of such ex­
isting systems the SPA must provide a 
description of the State, local or SPA ac­
tivities designed to improve manpower 
efforts. 

1. This specification 
shall be deemed satisfied in a State where 
the existing systems section of the Com­
prehensive Plan or the Annual Action Sec­
tion provides for projects and programs 
consistent with advanced practices. 

a As a minimum 
such training should conform with recom­
mend standards as outlined in Standard 
14:11 of the National Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 

b The State Plan 
should indicate projects and programs to 
improve the recruitment, organization and 
education of corrections personnel which 
address advanced practices as those out­
lined in Standard 14 in the report, of the 
National Advisory Commission on Crimi­
nal Justice Standards and Goals. 

(5) Personnel Standards and 
Programs of Institutions and Facilities. 

(a) Act Requirement. Ac­
cording to Section 453(7) of the Crime 
Control Act, the State Plan must provide 
"satisfactory as~urances that the personnel 
standards and programs of the institutions 
and facilities will reflect advanced prac-
tices." 

(b) Personnel Standards. 
The State Plan must provide that States' 
personnel standards for correctional per­
sonnel reflect advanced practices. 

(c) Programs of Institu­
tions and Facilities. The State must pro­
vide satisfactory assurances that programs 
of institutions and facilities reflect ad­
vanced practices, (including provision of 
medical, educational, vocational, recrea­
tional, and drug/alcohol programs and 
services). 

(6) Community-Based Emphasis. 
(a) Plan Requirement. Show 

how the Part E programming in com-, 
pliance with Section 453(4) of the Crime 
Control Act, provides satisfactory 
emphasis on the development and opera­
tion of community-based correctional 
facilities and programs including diag­
nostic services, halfway houses, probation 
and other supervisory release programs for 
preadjudi.cation and post adjudication 
referral of delinquents, youthful offenders, 
and community-oriented programs for the 
supervision of parolees. 

(b) In describing the em­
phasis on community-based correctional 
programs the State should specify the per­
centage of the State's Part E allocation 
designated for construction programs and 
the percentage designated for community­
based correctional programs. Also, consis­
tent with statutory emphasis on areas 
"characterized by both high crime inci­
dence and high law enforcement activity," 
it is expected that a major portiC'n of Part 
E support will assist efforts in large cities, 
large counties, metropolitan areas, and 
populous urban cen~er~. 

(7) Narcotic and Alcoholism 
Treatment. 

(a) Plan Requirement. 
According to Section 453(9) of the Crime 
Control A<;:t, Part E programming must 
describe how the State is conducting a con­
certed effort to provide voluntary drug 
and alcoholism detoxification and treat­
ment programs for drug addicts, drug 
abusers., alcoholics, and alcohol abusers 
who are either within correctional institu­
tions or facilities, or who are on probation 
or other supervisory release programs. 

(b) Method. 
1 States must have 

initiated programs to' identify drug and 
alcohol abusriS in the correctional system. 
The identification programs should be 
able to indicate the overall magnitude of 
the drug and alcohol abuse problems and 
permit early id~ntification of all offenders 
voluntarily admitting to such abuse. 

(c) Treatment Require­
ments. States must provide such treatment 
as is necessary for incarc~rated and con­
victed persons with a drug or alcohol 
problem. The following must be 
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established or provided: 
1 Criteria for pa­

tient admissions and terminations. 
1 Adequate 

facilities, maintained in clean, safe, and at­
tractive conditions. 

1 Intake units, pro­
viding physical and laboratory examina­
tions as well as a full personal medical and 
drug history. 

4 Educational or 
job training programs-:-

5 Regularly 
scheduled individual 'Or group counseling 
and medical treatment for all program 
participants conducted by qualified 
trained personnel. 

6 Program par­
ticipation on a voluntary basis only. 

(8) Monitoring the Correc­
tional System. 

(a) Plan Requirement. 
Show how the State plans in compliance 
with Section 453(11) of the Crime Control 
Act, provide for accurate and complete 
monitoring of the progress and impr'ove­
ment of the correctional system. The 
monitoring must include the rate of 
prisoner rehabilitation and rates of 
recidivism in comparison with previous 
performance of the State or local correc­
tional systems and current performance of 
other State and local prison sY$tems not in­
cluded in this program. The definition of 
recidi:vism rate is iacluded as Appendix 1 
to this guideline manual. 

(9) Development of Correc­
tions Component of the Comprehensive 
Plan. The process of designing and 
developing a corrections plan essentially. 
includes three bask phases. The correc­
tional component of the comprehensive 
plan, :~hould contain these phases at a 
minimum: 

(a) Assessment of 
Problems, Needs and Resources. To deter-

mine the range of program alternatives to 
protect the community and to provide 
services to the offender, it is necessary to 
look at the existing service delivery system 
and their deficiencies and to look at the 
nature of the offender population to be 
selved. The utilization of profiling,1tn ex­
isting correctional resources inventory and 
a community resources inventory, will 
assist in describing the nature of the exist­
ing systew, and identifying deficiencies 
(i.e., needs, gaps, and problems). 

(b) Program Linkage., 
The process seeks to estimate, based on the 
assessment of the characteristics of the of­
fender profiling and existing resources in­
ventory, what range of services are neces­
sary in order to provide the correctional 
components with an adequate range of 
meaningful program choices. This 
program linkage process, based on the pre­
viously mentioned assessments, should 
recommend program, creation and expan­
sion to the degree necessary to meet the 
needs of the offender and to protect the 
community. The program linkage phase 
may contain certain assumptions or hy­
potheses in which the allocation of 
resources to various levels of supervision 
may be based (e.g., special offenders 
placed in programs based on primary 
needs-alcoholism, drugs, etc.). 

(c) Program Develop~ 
ment. As indicated in the previous two sec­
tions, existing correctional resources are 
described and tabulated (e.g., prisons, 
halfway houses, probation services, etc.). 
These are combined with community 
resources as surveyed along with the of­
fender "haracteristics; profiling will indi­
cate . the nature of change in existing 
resources and the need for new services. In 
this manner, the SPA should plan the 
development of programs anf1 resources to 
meet the State's needs in the correctional 
area. 
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APPENDIX 

AREA AUDIT 
PROGRAM REVIEW OFFICES 

Mailing Addresses 

Charles F. Rinkevich, Director 
Atlanta Area Audit and Program Review Office 
LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice 
101 Marietta Towers 
Suite 2322 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 
Telephone: (404) 221-5928 

V. Allen Adams, Director 
Denver Area Audit and Program Review Office 
LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice 
Post Office Box 3119 
Denver, Colorado 8020 I 
Telephone: (303) 837-3638 

Joseph V. Mulvey, Director 
Sacl'amento Area Audit and Program Review Office 
LEAA, U ,S. Department of Justice 
Post Office Box 3010 
Sacrcmento, California 95812 
Telephone: (916) 449-i131 

Robert C. Gruensfelder, Director 
Chicago Area Audit and Program Review Office 
LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice 
O'Hare Office Center 
3166 Des Plaines Avenue 
Des Plaines, Illinois 60018 
Telephone: (312) 353-1203 

Charles K. Straub, Director 
Washington Area Audit and Program Review Office 
LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice 
633 Indiana Avenue, N:W. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
Telephone: (202) 376-2186 

ADDRESSES OF STATE 
PLANNING AGENCIES 

ALABAMA 
Robert G. Davis, Director 
Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
2863 Fairlane Drive 
Building F, Suite 49 
Executive Park 
Montgomer:", AL 36116 
205/277-5440 FTS 534-7700' 

ALASKA 
Charles G. Adams, Jr., Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
Pouch AJ 
Juneau, AK 99801 
907/465-3535 FTS 399-0150 
Thru Seattle F7'S 206/442-0150 

AMERICAN SAMOA 
Judith A. O'Connor, Director 
Territorial Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
Office of the Attorney General 
Government of American Samoa 
Box7 
Pago Pago, American Samo~ 96799 
633-5222 (Overseas O~t:rator) 

ARIZONA 
Ernesto G. Munoz, Executive Director 
Arizona State Justice Planni\ng Agency 
Continental Plaza Building, Suite M 
5119 North 19th Avenue . 
Phoenix, AZ 85015 
602/271-5466 FTS 765-5466 

ARKANSAS 
Gerald W. Johnson, Executive Director 
Arkansas Crime Commission 
1515 Building 
Suite 700 
Little Rock, AR 72202 
501/371-1305 FTS 740-5011 
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CALIFORNIA 
Douglas R. Cunningham, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
7171 Bowling Drive 
Sacramento, CA 95823 

. 916/445-9156 FTS465-9156 

COLORADO 
Paul G. Quinn, Executive Director 
Division of Criminal Justice 
Department of Local Affairs 
131 '3 Sherman Street, Room 419 
Denver, CO 80203 
303/839-3331 FTS 327-0111 

CONNECTICUT' 
William H. Carbone, Fxecutive Director 
Conner.ticut Justice Commission 
75 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06115 
203/566-3020 

DELAWARE 
Christine Harker, Executive Director 
Governor's Commission on Criminal Justice 
1228 North Scott Street 
Wilmington, DE 19806 
307.1';71-3431 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Arthur Jefferson, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis 
Munsey Building, Room 200 
1329 E Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 
202/629-5063 

FLORIDA 
Charles R. Davoli, Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance 
620 S. Meridian Street 
Tallahasse. FL 32304 
904/488-6001 FTS 946-2011 
(Auto. Tel. 487-1725) 

GEORGIA 
Jim Higdon, Administrator 
Office ofthe State Crime Commission 
3400 Peachtree Road, NE, Suite 625 
Atlanta, GA 30326 
404/:594-4410 FTS 285-0111 
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GUAM 
Alfred F. Sablan, Director 
Territorial Crime Commission 
Office of the Governor 
Soledad Drive 
Amistad Bldg., Room 4, 2nd Floor 
Agana, GU 96910 
472-8781 (Overseas Operator) 

HAWAII 
Irwin Tanaka, Director 
State Law Enforcement and Juvenile Delinquency 

Planning Agency 
1010 Richards Street 
Kamamalu Building, Room 412 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
808/548-3800 FTS 556-0220 

IDAHO 

Kenneth N. Green, Bureau Chief 
Law Enforcement Planning Commission 
700 West State Street 
Boise, ID 83720 
208/384-2364 FTS 554-2364 

ILLINOIS 
James B. Zagel, Executive Director 
IUinois Law Enforcement Commission 
120 South Riverside Plaza, 10th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60606 
312/454-1560 

~NDIANA 

Frank A. Jessup, Executive Director 
Indiana Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
215 North Senate 
Indianapolis, IN 46202 
317/633-4773 FTS 336-4773 

IOWA 

Allen Robert Way, Executive Director 
Iowa Crime Commission 
Lucas State Office Building 
Des Moines, IA 50319 
5i5/281-3241 FTS 863-3241 

KANSAS 
Thomas E. Kelly, Executive Director 
G :Jvernor's Committee on Criminal Administration 
503 Kansas Avenue, 2nd Floor 
Topeka, KS 66603 
913/296-3066 FTS 757-3066 



KENTUCKY 
Ronald J. McQueen, Executive Director 
Executive Office of Staff Services 
Kentucky Departmemt of Justice 
State Office Buildin.g Annex, 2nd Floor 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
502/564-3251 FTS 352-5011 

LOUISIANA 
Wingate M. White, Director 
Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and 

Administration of Criminal Justice . 
1885 WooddaleBoulevard,Room 615 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 
504/389-7515 

MAINE 
Ted T. Trott, Executive Director 
Maine Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance 

Agency 
11 Park\"ood Drive 
Augusta, ME 04330 
207/289-3361 

MARVLJ~ND 

Richard C. Wertz, Executive Director 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 

Administration of Justice 
Executive Plaza One, Suite 302 
CockeysNille, MD 21030 
301/666-9610 

MAS$ACHUSETTS 
Robert J. Kane, Executive Director 
Committee on Criminal Justice 
110 Tremont Street, 4th Floor 
Boston, MA 02108 
617/727-5497 

MIICHIGAN 
NC/el Bufe, Administrator 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs 
Lewj~ Cass Building, 2nd Floor 
Lansing, MI 48913 
517/373-6655 FTS 253-3992 

MINNESOTA 
Jacqueline Reis, Executive Director 
Crime Control PlaI?ning Board 
444 Lafayette Road, 6th Floor 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
612/296-3133 FTS 776-3133 

MISSISSIPPI 
Latrelle Ashley, Executive Director 
Miss. Criminal Justice Planning Division 
Suite 400, 723 North President Street 
Jackson, MS 39202 
601/354-4111 FT~490-4211 

MISSOURI 
Jay Sondhi, Executive Director 
Missouri Council on Criminal Justice 
P.O. Box 1041 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 
314/751-3432 FTS 276-3711 

MONTANA 
Michael A. Lavin, Administrator 
Board of Crime Control 
1336 Helena Avenue 
Helena, MT 59601 
406/449-3604 FTS 587-3604 

NEBRASKA 
Harris R. Owens, Executive Director 
Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice 
State Capitol Building 
Lincoln, NE 68509 
402/471-2194 FTS 867-2194 

NEVADA 
James A. Barrett, Director 
Commission on Crime, Delinquency and 

Corrections 
430 Jeannell-Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 
702/885-4404 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Roger J. Crowley, Jr., Director 
Governor's Commission on Crime and Delinquency 
169 Manchester Street 
Concord, NH 03301 
603/271-3601 

NEWJERSEV 
John J.lYlulianey, Executive Director 
State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
3535 Quaker Bridge Road 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
609/477-5670 
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NEW MEXICO 
Charles E. Becknell, Executive Director 
Governor's Council on Criminal Justice Planning 
425 Old S~rtta Fe Trail 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
505/827-5222 FTS 476-5222 

NEW YORK 
William T. Bonacum, Director 
Division of Criminal Justice Services 
80 Centre St. 
NewYork,NY 10013 
212/488-3896 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Gordon Smith 
N.C. Dept. oferime Control and Public Safety 
P.O. B;)x 27687 
Raleigh, NC 27611 
919/733-7974 FTS 672-4020 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Oliver Thomas, Director 
North Dakota Combined Law Enforcement Council 
BoxB 
Bismark, ND 58505 
701/224-2594 FTS 783-4011 

OHIO 
Bennett J. Cooper, Deputy Director 
Ohio Dept. of Economic and Community 

Development 
Administration of Justice 
30 East Broad Street, 26th Floor. 
Columbus,OH 43215 . 
612/466-7610 FTS 942-7610 

OKLAHOMA 
O. Ben Wiggins, Acting Executive Director 
Oklahoma Crime Commission 
3033 North Walnut 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
405/521-2821 FTS 736-4011 

OREGON 
Keith Stubblefield, Administrator 
Law Enforcement Council 
2001 Front Street, NE 
Salem, OR 97303 
503/378-4347 FTS 530-4347 
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PENNSYLVANIA 
Thomas J. Brennan, Executive Director 
Governor's Justice Commission 
Department of Justice 
P.O. Box 1167 
Federal !;quare Station 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 
717/787-2040 

PUERTO RiCO 
Flavia Alfaro de Quevedo, Executive Director 
Puerto Rico Crime Commission 
G.P.O. Box 1256 
Hato Rey, PR 00936 
809/783-0398 

RHODE ISLAND 
Patrick J. FingIiss, Executive Director 
Governor's Justice Commission 
197 Taunton Avenue 
E. Providence, RI 02914 
401/277-2620 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
John S. Parton, Acting Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs 
Edgar A. Brown State Office Building 
1205 Pt~ndleton Street 
Columbia, SC 29201 
803/758·3573 FTS 677-5011 
(Manual Tel. 758-8940) 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Elliott Nelson, Director 
Division of Law Enforcement Assistance 
200 West Pleasant Drive 
Pierre, SD 57501 
605/224-3665 FTS 782-7000 

TENNESSEE 
Harry D. Mansfield, Executive Director 
Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
4950 Unbar Drive 
The Browning-Scott Building 
Nashville, TN 37211 
615/741-3521 FTS 852-5022 
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TeXAS 
Robert C. Flowers, Executive Director 
Criminal Justice Division 
Office of the Governor 
411 West 13th Street 
Austin, TX 78701 
512/475-4444 FTS 7;s4-.5011 

TRUST TERRITORIES OF THE PACIFIC 
ISLANDS 
Dennis Lund, Administrator 
Office ofthe High O.)mmissioner 
Justice Improvement Commission 
Saipan, Mariana Islands 96950 

UTAH 
Robert B. Andersen, Director 
Utah Council on Criminal Justice Administration 
225 South 3rd Street-East 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
801/533-5731 FTS 588-5500 

VERMONT 
William H. Baumann, Executive Director 
Gevernor's Commission or, the Administration of 

Justic·e 
149 State Street 
Montpelier, VT 05602 
802/832-2351 

VIRGINIA 
Richard N. Harris, Director 
Division of JU!ltice and Crime Prevention 
8501 Marland Drive 
Parham Park 
Richmond, VA 23229 
804/786-7421 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 
Troy L. Chapman, Administrator 
Virgin Islands Law Enforcement Planning 

Commission 
Box 280-Charlotte Amalie 
St. Thomas, VI 00801 
809/774-6400 

WASHINGTON 
Donna Schram" Acting Administrator 
Law and Justice Planning Office 
Office of Community Development 
General Administration Bldg., Rm. 206 
Olympia, W A 98501 
206/753-2235 FTS 434-2235 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Ray N. Joens, Uirector 
Criminal Justice and Highway Safety Division 
Morris Square, Suite 321 
1212 Lewis Street 
Charleston, WV 25301 
304/348-8814 

WISCONSIN 
Charles M. Hill, Sr., Executive Director 
\Vis. Council on Criminal Justice 
122 West Washington 
Madison, WI 53702 
608/266-3323 FTS 366-3323 

WYOMING 
William Penn, Administrator 
Governor's Planning Committee on Criminal 

Administration 
Barrett Building, 4th Floor 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 
307(777-7716 FTS 328-9716 
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DISTRIBUTION OF LEAA FUNDS 

FY 1969-1977 
(In Thousands) 

~, 

Comprehensive Plans 

Action Grants 

Discretionary Grants 

Aid for Correctional 
Institutions and 
Programs 

(E Block and 
E Discretionary) 

Manpower Development 

National Institute 
of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice 

Data Systems and 
Statistical Assistance 

Technical Assistance 

Juvenile Assistance 

Administration 

Public Safety Officers' 
Benefits Program 

Community Anti-Crime 
Program 

Total 

1969 

$19,000 

24,650 

4,350 

$ 

6,500 

3,000 

$ 

$ 

$ 

2,500 

$60,000 

1970 1971 1972 

$ 21,000 $ 26,000 $ 35,000, 

182,750 340,000 413,695 

32,000 70,000 73,005 

$ 47,500 97,50v 

18,000 22,500 31,000 

7,500 7,500 21,000 

1,000 4,000 9,700 

1,200 4,000 6,000 

$ $ $ 

4,487 7,454 11,823 

$267,937 $528,954 $698,723 

* Excludes $142 million that was transferred to the Department of Justice. 

1973 1974 1975 

$ 50,000 $ 50,000 $ 55,000 

480,250 480,250 480,000 

88,750 88,750 84,000 

113,000 113,000 113,000 

45,000 45,000 44,500 

31,598 40,098 42,500 

-

21,200 24,000 26,000 

10,000 12,000 14,000 

$ $ 14,500** 

15,568 17,428 21,500 

$855,366* $870,526 $895,000 

** An additional .$10 million was reappropriated from Safe Streets Reversionary funds to Juvenile Justice. 
~ Includes $i3.6 million High Crime Area funds. 

.-
1976 1976-TQ 1977 

$ 60,000 $ 12,000 $ 60,000 

405,412 84,660 313,123 

71,544 14,940 68,85&V 

95,478 21,000 73,676 

43,250 40,600 44,300 

32,400 7,000 27,029 

25,622 6,000 21,152 

13,000 2,500 13,000 

39,300 9~700 75,000 

~3,632 6,560 25,864 

16,000 

15,000 

$809,638 $204,960 $753,000 
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LEAA Part B Planning Formula Grant Allocations as of September 30, 1977 

(Amount in thousands) 

State FY 1969-72 FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 * FY 1977 

Alabama ..................... "'" $1,740 $852 $852 $934 $1,220 $1,016 
Alaska ~ . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. 512 257 257 268 340 323 
Arizona ................... 1,069 535 535 609 817 713 
Arkansas ....... '" .......... 0-' ... 1,149 564 564 618 806 693 
California .......... '" ............... 8,001 3,976 3,976 4,452 5,901 4,724 
Colorado .................................. 1,227 618 618 693 925 789 
Connecticut ................... '" 1,558 774 774 842 1,093 911 
Delaware ....................... , ... 609 304 304 319 407 374 
Florida ~ .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. . . . . .. .. . .. . 2,924 1,485 1,485 1,731 2,370 1,986 
Georgia ................... 2,164 1,068 1,068 1,186 1,568 1,295 
Hawaii ................................. 695 345 345 370 481 433 
Idaho ....................... '" .... 673 335 335 357 463 421 
Illinois .. ... ~ ... ... .. ... .. "- .. .. .. . .. . . .. .. .. 4,669 2,303 2,303 2,543 3,309 2,641 
Indiana ............................ 2,386 1,183 1,183 1,301 1,702 1,389 
Iowa ................ " ... 1,483 734 734 801 1,033 862 
Kansas ................................. 1,274 625 625 .672 869 736 
Kentucky ......... "' ................. 1,182 809 809 889 1,161 969 
Louisiana ..................... , ....... 1,812 889 889 979 1,275 1,056 
Maine ....................... , .... 0- .. 782 388 388 414 534 475 
Maryland ~ .......................... 1,884 942 942 1,043 1,365 1,126 
Massachusetts ....•.......... 2,563 1,277 1,277 1,407 1,837' 1,493 
Michigan ............................... 3,798 1,879 1,879 2,078 2,730 2,204 
Minnesota .. .. .. .. .. .. ~ .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. 1,845 920 920 1,008 1,314 1,087 
MisSissippi .. "" .. 'O" .... ,. ............ "" 

1,273 620 620 670 884 750 
Missouri ................... 2,199 1,085 1,085 1,189 1,554 1,27":5 
Montana .. "" .................. 'O ........ 669 331 331 349 450 408 
Nebraska .................................. 968 481 481 518 670 580 
Nevada of .......... " .............. 'O .... "" 

584 292 292 311 401 373 
New Hampshire .. .. ~ .. .. ... ... ... . .. .. .. .. 679 340 340 361 468 423 
New Jersey ................. 3,154 1,556 1,556 1,731 2,254 1,819 
New Mexico .... """ ................... 790 392 392 424 551 490 
New York ............ ,. .................... 7,441 3,651 3,651 4,027 5,234 4,129 
North Carolina ~ .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2,360 1,162 1,162 1,288 1,700 1,402 
North Dakota ............... 641 317 317 332 424 386 
Ohio .... ~ .............•.. 4,503 2,216 2,216 2,434 3,190 2,553 
Oklahoma ........................... "" ...... 1,379 684 684 748 980 824 
Oregon ...................................... 1,193 596 596 655 857 733 
Pennsylvania .... " .. +- .................... 4,946 2,432 1,432 2,680 3,495 2,787 
Rhode Island .............................. 759' 379 379 402 515 451 
South Carolina """ .......... "" ...... 1,404 690 690 760 995 845 
South Dakota ............... 658 326 326 342 437 396 
Tennessee ................................. 1,913 942 942 1,048 1,371 1,139 
Texas ................ +- ..................... 4,685 2,319 2,319 2,618 3,487 2,825 
Utah ..... , ...•........... 806 400 400 435 565 503 
Vermont ............ +- .................... 569 284 284 296 377 350 
Virginia ................... 2,181 1#080 1,080 1,193 1,576 1,302 
Washington ....•.......... 1,686 845 845 912 1,189 999 
West Virginia .......... " .................. 1,082 530 530 574 740 632 
Wisconsin ....................... "" .... 2,078 1,036 1,036 1,143 1,492 1,228 
Wyoming .... _ ........................ 528 263 263 272 346 328 
DistriCt of Coiumoia •.......... 698 343 343 357 451 404 
American Samoa ....... ; ...•. 411 205 205 206 258 256 
Guam ............. , ............. , "" 436 216 216 217 275 271 
Puerto Rico .................. " ... 1,4~5 713 713 781 1,024 882 
Virgin Islands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 423 212 212 213 270 268 
Trust Territory ................ 275 

Total .. ' ................. $101,000 $50,000 $50,000 $55,000 $72,000 $60,000 

* Includes transition quarter. 
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LEAA Pari C Formula Grant Allocations as of September 30, 1977 

(Amount in thousands) 

State FY 1969-72 FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976**FY 1977 

Alabama ......•.......... 
Alaska .................. . 
Arizona •.................. 
Arkansas ................ . 
California ................ . 
Colorado ................ . 
Conllp.cticut .............. . 
Delaware ................ . 
Florida .................. . 
Georgia .................. . 
Hawaii .................. . 
Idaho .................. . 
Illinois .................. . 
Indiana .................. . 
Iowa ....................• 
Kansas .................. . 
Ken~~cky ................ . 
LOUISiana ................ . 
Maine .................. . 
Maryland ................ . 
Massachusetts ..•............ 
Ivlichigan ................ . 
Minnesota ........•........ 
M!ssissil?pi ................ . 
MISSOUrI .......•........... 
Montana ................ . 
Nebraska ................ . 
Nevada ..............•.... 
New Hampshire ............ . 
New Jersey .......... > •••••• 

New Mexico .............. . 
New York ...•............. 
North Carolina ............ . 
North Dakota .............. . 
Ohio ....... " ........... ,. 
Oklahoma ................ . 
Oregon ................... . 
Pennsylvania .............. . 
Rhode Island .............. . 
South Carolina ............ .. 
South Dakota ...........•... 
Tennessee ................ . 
Texas .................. . 
Utah .......•.•... " ..... . 
V~m?1~nt ......•.... : .... . 
Vrrglma ....••............. 
Washington ................. . 
W ~st V~ginia ....,.......... 
WIsconSin .... , ........... . 
Wyoming ................ . 
District of Columbia .......... . 
American Samoa ..•.......... 
Guam ...•............... 
Puerto Rico •.............. 
Virgin Islands . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Trust TerritorY ............ . 

$16,169 
1449* 
8:196 
9,048 

92,698 
10,184 
14,118 

2,589* 
31,131 
21,415 

3,598* 
3,339* 

51,898 
24,216 
13,181 
10,572 
15,052 
17,074 
4,633 

18,160 
26,414 
41,383* 
17,687 
10,471 
21,871 

3,283* 
6,922 
2293* 
3;425* 

33,490 
4,730 

85,258 
23,752 

2,924* 
49,878 
11,917 
9,693 

55,229 
4,381 

12,148 
3143* 

18;343 
52,133* 

4,957 
2,113 

21,644 
15,808 

8,212 
20,489 

1 613* 
3;591 * 

131 
451* 

12,687 
323* 

Total. . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . $961,507 

*Includes Small State Supplements 
** lnc'ludes transition quarter. 
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$8,026 
700 

4,127 
4,482 

46,495 
5,143 
7,064 
1,277 

15,821 
10,695 

1,791 
1,660 

25,898 
12,102 

6,581 
5,235 
7,500 
8,485 
2,312 
9,140 

13,257 
20,681 

8,866 
5,166 

10,897 
1,618 
3,457 
1,139 
1,719 

16,703 
2,367 

42,496 
11,842 

1,439 
24,821 

5,964 
4,873 

27,482 
2,206 
6,036 
1,551 
9,143 

26,091 
2,468 
1,035 

10,832 
7,944 
4,064 

10,294 
775 

1,76~ 
63 

198 
6,320 

146 

$8,026 
700 

4,127 
4,482 

46,495 
5,143 
7,064 
1,277 

15,821 
10,695 

1,791 
1,660 

25,898 
12,102 
6,581 
5,235 
7,500 
8,485 
2,312 
9,140 

13,257 
20,681 

8,866 
5,166 

10,897 
1,618 
3,457 
1,139 
1,719 

16,703 
2,367 

42,496 
11,842 

1,439 
24,821 

5,964 
4,873 

27,482 
2,206 
6,036 
1.551 
9)43 

~6,091 
2,468 
1,035 

10,832 
7,944 
4,064 

10,294 
775 

1,763 
63 

198 
6,320 

146 

$8,003 
739 

4,462 
4,564 

46,390 
5,373 
7,000 
1,298 

16,698 
10,757 

1,855 
1,716 

25,555 
12,014 
6,555 
5,155 
7,514 
8,496 
2,332 
9,200 

13,173 
20,487 

8,812 
5,127 

10,789 
1,627 
3,473 
1,211 
1,759-

16,703 
2,446 

41,744 
11,866 

1,441 
24,369 

5,984 
4,966 

27,058 
2,202 
6,109 
1,546 
9,225 

26,374 
2,561 
1,046 

10,830 
7,768 
4,080 

10,287 
786 

1,709 
61 

191 
6,343 

141 

$8,163 
759 

4,772 
4,685 

47,546 
5,682 
7,091 
1,319 

17,831 
11,092 

1,936 
1,787 

25,730 
12,211 

6,592 
5,212 
7,662 
8,624 
2,392 
9,379 

13,350 
20,861 

8,956 
5,335 

10,977 
1,680 
3,530 
1,268 
1,828 

16,864 
2,530 

41,933 
12,2\)7 

1,462 
24,733 

6,144 
5,109 

27,309 
2,227 
6,271 
1,570 
9,428 

27,231 
2,647 
1,073 

11,153 
7,899 
4,116 

10,450 
812 

1,690 
69 

214 
6,513 

168 

$5,215 
497 

3,151 
3,017 

30,451 
3,669 
4,501 

842 
11,814 
7,114 
1,246 
1,161 

16,279 
7,750 
4,167 
3,305 
4,892 
5,488 
1,530 
5,965 
8,459 

13,299 
5,696 
3,405 
6,961 
1,075 
2,248 

837 
1,179 

10,680 
1,632 

26,404 
7,840 

928 
15,674 
3,911 
3,289 

17,272 
1,368 
4,048 

993 
6,052 

17,529 
1,720 

683 
7,162 
5,097 
2,602 
6,660 

528 
1,052 

41 
146 

4,305 
121 
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LEAA Part E Formula Grant Allocations as of September 30, 1977 

(Amount in thousands) 

State FY 1971-72 FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 * FY 1977 

Alabama ............................... $1,233 $944 $944 $942 $970 $61~ 
Alaska .. .. .. ~ .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . . . . .. .. . 108 82 82 87 90 58 
Arizona .................... 634 486 486 525 567 371 
Arkansas ......................... , 688 527 527 537 556 355 
California · ...................... 7,142 5,470 5,470 5,460 5,651 3,583 
Colorado · ........................ 790 605 605 632 675 432 
Connecticut .................. "'" 1,085 831 831 824 843 530 
Delaware · ........................... 197 150 150 153 156 99 
Florida ......................... 2,430 1,861 1,861 1,966 2,119 1,390 
Georgia ...... , .................... 1,643 1,258 1,258 1,266 '1,319 837 
Hawaii .................. " ......... 275 211 211 218 231 147 
Idaho .. " ....... " ...... '"'' ..... 256 195 195 202 212 137 
Illinois ......................... 3,977 3,047 3,047 3,008 3,057 1,915 
Indiana ....................... , .. 1,859 1,424 1,424 1,414 1,451 912 
Iowa ..................... 668 774 774 772 783 490 
Kansas ............................ 805 616 616 607 620 389 
Kentucky .......................... 1,153 882 882 884 910 576 
Louisiana ......................... 1,304 998 998 1,000 1,025 646 
Maine ......................... 356 272 272 274 284 180 
Maryland ........................ 1,404 1,075 1,075 1,083 1,115 702 
Massachusetts ............... 2,036 1,560 1,560 1,551 1,587 995 
Michigan • 0-' ...................... 3,177 2,433 2,433 2,411 2,479 1,565 
Minnesota .......................... 1,36"- 1,043 1,043 1,037 1,064 670 
Mississippi ...................... 793 608 608 604 634 400 
Missouri ................... 1,672 1,282 J.,282 1,270 1,304 819 
Montana · ... , .................... 248 I~H) 190 192 200 126 
Nebraska ................ , .......... 531 407 407 409 420 264 
Nevada ........ ,." .... ,. ............... 175 134 134 143 151 99 
New Hampshire ........................ 265 202 202 207 217 139 
New Jersey ................. 2,566 1,965 1,965 1,966 2,004 1,256 
New Mexico ....... O' ................. 363 279 279 288 300 192 
New York ............................. 6,511 5,000 5,000 4,914 4,983 3,106 
North Carolina ............... ,. ....... 1,819 1,393 1,393 1,397 1,451 922 
North Dakota ............... 221 169 169 170 173 109 
Ohio ... '" ............... 3,812 2,920 2,920 2,868 2,939 1,844 
Oklahoma ......... '" ..................... 915 702 702 704 731 460 
Oregon .............. ........... ....... 749 573 573 585 607 387 
Pennsylvania ."' ..... " .................. 4,221 3,233 3,233 3,185 3,245 2,032 
Rhode Island .............. ,. ............. 340 260 260 259 265 161 
South Carolina .. "" ................... 927 710 710 719 745 476 
South Dakota ............... 158 183 183 182 187 117 
Tennessee .... " "" .. " ...... " ........... 1,404 1,076 1,076 1,089 1,120 712 
Texas .................. " ................ 4,007 3,070 3,070 3,104 3,236 2,062 
Utah., ..... , ............. 251 290 290 302 315 202 
Vermont "" ................... "" ..... 159 122 122 123 128 80 
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . 1,664 1,274 1,274 1,275 1,325 843 
Washington ................. 1,221 935 935 914 938 600 
West Virginia ." .. I .................... I 625 478 478 480 489 306 
Wisconsin ............................... 1,581 1,211 1,211 1,211 1,242 784 
Wyoming .................... " ....... '" .. 119 91 91 93 96 62 
District of Columbia ........... 271 207 207 201 201 124 
American Samoa ............. 10 8 8 7 9 5 
Guam ...... , ........ " .................... 32 23 23 21 26 17 
Puerto Rico .............. " ............ ,. 962 744 744 747 774 506 
Virgin Islands . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 17 17 17 20 14 
Trust Territory .... "" ............. 20 

Total ...............•... $73,197 $56,500 $56,500 $56,500 $58,239 $36,838 

* Includes transition qu·arter. 
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Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Juvenile Justice Allocations as of September 30, 1977 

(Amount in thousands) 

State FY 1975 FY 1976 Transition FY 1977 Quarter 

Alabama * * * $813 · . 
Alaska $200 $200 $50 200 
Arizona · . 200 200 50 425 
Arkansas 200 200 50 432 
California · . . . 680 1,966 484 4,373 
Colorado * 229 57 .510 
Connecticut 200 303 75 673 
Delaware · . · . 200 200 50 200 
Florida · . 216 625 154 1,390 
Georgia - . 200 487 120 1,083 
Hawaii * * * 200 
Idaho · . 200 200 50 200 
Illinois · . . . 389 1,125 277 2,501 
Indiana 200 545 134 1,213 
Iowa .. · . 200 289 71 643 
Kansas * * * * · . 
Kentucky 200 * * 734 · . . . . . 
Louisiana .. 200 411 101 915 
Maine .. 200 200 50 227 
Maryland · . 200 409 101 910 
Massachusetts 200 556 137 1,236 
Michigan 333 963 237 2,142 
Minnesota · . ... . . 200 409 101 910 
Mississippi 200 * * * .. 
Missouri. .. 200 460 113 1,024 
Montana · . · . 200 200 50 200 
Nebraska 200 * * * · . 
Nevada 200 * * * New Hampshire · . · . 200 200 50 200 
New Jersey. 245 707 174 1,571 
New Mexico · . 200 200 50 268 
New York · . 599 1,731 426 3,850 
North Carolina 200 * * * · . 
North Dakota 200 200 50 * · . 
Ohio , . 383 1,108 272 2,463 
Oklahoma * * * * Oregon 200 207 51 460 
Pennsyivania . 395 1,140 280 2,536 
Rhode Island * 200 50 200 · . 
South Carolina · . 200 283 70 629 
South Dakota · . 200 200 50 200 
Tennessee 200 * * 874 
Texas .. 410 1,185 291 2,635 
Utah * * * * Vermont · . · . · . 200 200 50 200 
Virginia ...... 200 471 116 1,047 
Washington .. .. . . . '. 200 344 85 764 
West Virginia .. * * * * . . 
Wisconsin 200 469 115 1,044 
Wyoming · . ~ . . . ,. · * * * * .. 
District of Columbia. 200 200 50 200 
American Samoa · . . . . . * 50 12 50 
Guam · 50 50 12 50 
Puerto Rico ... 200 349 86 776 
Virgin Islands 50 50 12 50 
Trust Territory · . 50 50 12 50 

Total •. .. $10,600 $19,771 $4,876 $43~271 , 

*Clzose not to participate in the Juvenile Justice Formula Funding Program. 
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