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SUMMARY

Pursuant to the October 10, 1979, directive of the Legislative
Council, the Legislative Fiscal Bureau conducted an evaluation of the
State and Regional Staff Organization of the Iowa Crime Commission. The
Legislative Council intended the evaiuation to provide recommendations
for the consideration of the Appropriaticas Subcommittee on Transportation
and Law Enfowcement during Appropriation hearings in January 1980.

State cost for the adm1mqstrat1on of LEAA funds_and grants management
has increased greatly'since 1969 when the Iowa Crime Commission was estab-
Tished.” The state appropriation for adm1n1ster1ng LEAA funds in Iowa was
$5,000 in F.Y. 1969 and increased to $210,000 in F.Y. 1980. The 1980
appropriation exceeded the federal minimum required match by $182,443.

Overlapping responsibilities and duplication of activities occur in
all management functions including financial management, grant review and
approval, and comprehensive planning. This results in a commitment of
44.3% of state and regional staff time to organization maintenance. This
indicates the organization is constantly redefining the relationship be-
tween jts components.

The Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 clearly allows for alter-

‘native approaches in establishing the nature of intergovernmental rela-
-tions between the state and units of local government. The act provides
- greater flexibility to units of local government in the formation of

~ Jjurisdictions eligible to receive block grants of LEAA funds. The act

specifically 1links the availability of a4m1n1strat1ve funds to the avail-
ability of action funds.

The recommendations of the Legislative Fiscal Bureau were formulated
by the Program Evaluation team based on the analyses and conclusions
contained in this report, as well as the basic principles for reorganiza-
tion in Chapter Five.

Recommendation # 1

‘The Iowa Legislature should amend Chapter 80C, Code of Iowa, to
include:

- Technical revisions to comply with federal law.

ii



- A clear statement of the role of the various

governmental components responsible for admini i
of LEAA funds. P retration

- Uniform administrative requirements to assure
cops!sten? administration of block grant awards to
eligible jurisdictions.

- A provision for legislative review of the
comprehensive state application for LEAA funds.

Recommendation # 2

The Iowa Legislature, in enacting revisions to Chapte 5
] & r 80C,
restrict the role of the State Planning Agency to: P C, should

- .chouraging the establishment of no more than
five eligible jurisdictions, as defined in the Justice
Improvement Aci{ covering the entire state for the
purpose of receiving and administering block grant funds.

- Monitoring and evaluating block grant applications
to assure compliance pursuant to federal and stgge law.

= Arranging for technical assistance to Tocal
units of government and eligible Jurisdictions.

- Submitting the comprehensive state application
fot LEAA funds,_preparing portions of the application
for state agencies, and preparing other applications
for LEAA and JJDP funds as they become available to Iowa.

- Prqvi@ing staff support to assist the Iowa
Crime Commission to meet the requirements of Federal
legislation.

Recommendation # 3

The Iowa Legislature, in enacting uniform administrative requirements

%gkgg?pter 80C, should establish the role of the eligible jurisdictions

- Assuming responsibility for regional ’;

e ! planning,
submitting block grant applications to the Iowa Crimg
Commission, administrating project grants and monitoring
and evaluating project performance.

=, Assuming the authority for subgrant a s thi
the eligible jurisdictions. I wards within

- Assuming responsibility for adequate fiscal control
and management.

- Assuming responsibility for establishing eligible

Jjurisdictions and obtaining financial and programmatic
support from units of local government.

Recommendation # 4

The Iowa Legislature should provide authority to the Auditor of State
to exercise the responsibility for all financial audit activities of the
State related to LEAA funds.

Recommendatian # 5

H,
4

o

The Iowa Legislature, in appropriating state funds for administration
of LEAA funds, should restrict the state responsibility for administrative
cost to the minimum match required to obtain the portion of federal admin-
istrative funds allocated to the State Planning Agency.

- The state appropriation for the first year of
operation (F.Y. 1981) under the Justice Sysiem Improvement
Act of 1979 should not exceed $50,000.

- The state appropriation for the subsequent
operations under the remaining years of the act should
not exceed the minimum required to obtain the maximum
federal funds for state administrative purposes.

- The state appropriation for the support of area
planning and administration should be discontinued.

Recommendation # 6

The Iowa Legislature, in authorizing staff position limitations, should
1imit the authorized full-time equivalent positions to the maximum salaries
and support that can be funded by federal administrative funds allocated
to the State Planning Agency and the minimum match required to obtain those

funds.

- The position authorization for the first year
of operation (F.Y. 1981) under the Jusitice System
Improvement Act of 1979 should not exceed 10 F.T.E.

- The position authorization for the subsequent
operations under the remaining years of the act should
not exceed the maximum salarijes and support that can
be funded by federal administrative funds allocated to.

iv



the State Planning Agency and the minimum match required

to obtain those funds.

Recommendation # 7

The Iowa Legislature, in appropriating funds for matching LEAA action
funds, should provide only such amounts as are minimally required by

Federal Taw.
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INTROBUCTION

COMMISSIONS ON CRIME*

Crime Commissions have been established on the Tocal, state, and
federal level to investigate, analyze, report, or recommend action on
a continuum of crime related topics.

Among the first Commissions was the Society for the Prevention of

]

!

‘Ia:gm;, started in 1878 in New York. The Society engaged the public by
Usponsoring an essay contest on how best to reduce crime. Professor
Franklin H. Giddings and a panel of prominent citizens awarded the prizes.
The proposals to curb crime included a criticism of the policy commission-
er, a regommendation that parole be eliminated, and the suggestion that
-the'head; of prisoners be shaved and that they wear striped uniforms.

In 1920, a number of civic groups in Cleveland (headed by the Cleve-
land Bar Association) commissioned a survey of crime and reported on the
machinery of criminal justice. At about the same time, the Chicago
Crime Commission was established in response to a sensational case of
payroll robbery. The Chicago Commission sti]]yéxists, looking into var- :
ious ggpects of crime and criminal justice. Z

In 1925, the Missouri Bar Association lead civic and business leaders

*This information was extracted from The Social Reality of Crime by Dr.
Richard Quinney. Boston: Little Brown & Company, 1970.
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in forming a commission to research law enforcement, prosecution, and
corrections. Recommendations were made, but few were implemented.

Crime Commissions existed in various forms until 1965 when President
Lyndon Johnson, by executive order, established the President's Commission
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. The Commission was
composed of 19 members with 63 staff, 175 consultants and hundreds of
advisors.

The Commission held three national conferences, conducted five nation-
al surveys, held hundreds of me«tings and interviewed tens of thousands

of persons, compiled hundreds of reports and summarized its findings and

more than 200 specific proposals in The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society.

On June 19, 1968, Lyndon Johnson signed the Omnibus Crime Control.
and Safe Streets Act. This lead to the establishment of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) to provide federal financial,
technical, and research support for the improvement of state and local
criminal justice administration. This federal financial assistance pro-
vides an influx of federal ﬁEhEQLEO:EHffféte national priority programs
and encourage state and Tocal governments' continuation of successful
programs after the withdrawal of federal funds.

Since that time, Congress has expanded the agency's basic mission to
include other mandates such as preventing and reducing juvenile delinquency,
administering the public safety officers death benefits program, and pro-
viding financial and technical assistance to community-oriented anti-crime
programs. The 96th Congress of the United States is currently formulating
the Justice System Improvement Act o4 1979. This act will reauthorize

and reorganize LEAA.

ixX

PURPOSE OF THIS EVALUATION

The Iowa Legislature, during the 1979 session, adopted intent lan-
guage requiring the Appropriations Subcommittee cn Transportation and Law
Enforcement to hold hearings in January 1980 to determine the appropriation
for the second year of the biennium for administrative cost of the Iowa
Crime Commission. This hearing was required by the Appropriations Bill
(H.F. 738) because the reauthorization and reorganization of LEAA was
expected to affect the required state match to obtain an LEAA planning
grant and program funds for Federal F.Y. 1980-81.

The lLegislative Council initiated this evaluation in October, 1979
to analyze the State and Regional Organization of the Iowa Crime Com-
mission to determine where duplication of staff activities may exist.

The Legislative Council intended the evaluation to provide recommendations
for administrative changes and budget revisions for the consideration of

the Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation and Law Enforcement.

REPORT FORMAT

This report is organized into a summary and five chapters. The first
few pages of this report contain the summary of the recommendations of
the Program Eva]uatiqn:team.

The first chaptéf provides a historical overview of the intergovern-
mental components established to administer the Omnibus Crime Controf Act
of 1968.

The second chapter provides a historical overview of the grants,
awards, fiscal managehent and administrative cost of the Iowa Crime Com-

mission and discusses the nature of federal seed money.
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The third chapter presents an analysis of the structure and manage—
ment functions of the State and Regional Staff Organization established
to administer LEAA funds in Iowa.

The fourth chapter reviews the Justice System Improvment 4Aet of 1979,
as it is in the Conference Report of November 16, 1979. This pending
federal legislation will reauthorize and reorganize LEAA.

The fifth:chapter contains conclusions, principles for reorganization
and recommendations of the Program Evaluation team of the Legislative
Fiscal Bureau.

Appendix A is Chapter 80C, the Code of Iowa, which establishes the
Iowa Crime Commission.

Appendix B contains a chart of crime statistics for Iowa, 1969-1979.
The statistics are contained in this report for informational purposes.

Appendix C contains the executive agency response to the evaluation

report.

X1

CHAPTER ONE

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS: COMPONENTS OF TH
OMNIBUS GCRIME CONTROL ACT \

THE SETTING

In the 1950's, the United States was enjoying a recovery from the
grim years of depression, war, and uncertainty. There was prosperity
for many, peace but for a few, and a belief by all that a secure future
was inevitable.

The peace began to shatter; in the deep South racial conflict sur-
faced violently, the Russians launched Sputnik, and the Cold War was
getting colder. The solution to most problems was seen as education for
the American youth; millions were entering universities.

The 1960's brought continued economic prosperity for most, educa-
tional opportunities for many, and the Vietnam War. -The streets of !
America's urban centers and universities became war zones; fires, shoot- fu
ings, riots, and death continued for years. The solution to most problems |
was seen as the activation and deployment of the National Guard.“

As one of the many responses to the shattered peace, Congress enact-

ed the Omnibus Ciime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to illustrate the federal, state, and

local governmental components which exist to administer the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) funds in Iowa. A brief overview

of LEAA, the Iowa Crime Commission, Judicial Planning Committee, Juvenile
Justice Advisory Council, State Planning Agency, Area Crime Commissions,
and Regional Planning Units is included.

The chart on the next page is helpful in visualizing the structural
relationships of the various components.

The relationship of these components, and their roles, is expected
to change because of new federal legislation. The overview provided in
this chapter is historical in nature and is not meant to reflect pending
changes.

The wnformation was derived from background materials provided by

the State Planning Agency and interviews with staff.

THE LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

The enactment of the Omnibus Crnime Contrnol and Safe Sineets Act of
1968 lead to the establishment of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration (LEAA) which wes created by Congress in 1968 t¢ provide Federal
financial, tecﬁnica], and késwgreh support for the fmprovement of state
and local criminal justice administration. Since that time, Congress

has expanded the agency's basic mission to include other mandates such

as preventing and reducing juvenile delinquency, administerihg the public
safety officers’' death benefits program, and providing financial and
technical assistance to community-oriented anti-crime programs.

LEAA awards grants to support improvements in all parts of the |

2
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~and these allocations are based on populations of

criminal justice system--police, prosecutors, courts, probation, parole
2,

corrections, and juvenile justice agencies. It sponsors comprehensive
state planning to improve criminal justice and fosters new approaches
to specific nationwide problems such as organized crime and drug abuse
The agency conducts research to increase knowledge about criminal behay-
ior and criminal justice Operations and evaluates thé effectiveness of
various criminal justice programs.

In addition, it develops reliable statistics on crime victims, of-
fenders, and criminal Justice operations; finances higher education for

criminal justi i
Justice personnel and improved criminal justice curricula in

colleges an i ities; i
g d universities; and provides specialized training for criminal

Justice officials at the state and local Tevels

LEAA i
awards planning grants to permit states to develop annual comprehen-

sive 1 i
aw_enforcement improvement plans that reflect priorities and needs

determined by state and Tocal officials.

In most states, as in Iowa, a

ortion j i
p of the LEAA planning grant is made avaijlable to local government

units or inatj i
combinations. The plan is Prepared by the State Planning Agency,

which operates under general authority of the Governor

Onc .
e LEAA approves the Plan, the state receives a block grant based

on its po i 5 ‘
population. Grants aiso are awarded for juvenile Justice plans,

of age.

improvement eff i ‘ |
torts in areas such as Upgrading law enforcement personnel,

-
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An important LEAA contribution to the nation's criminal justice and
law enforcement system is the many innovative and 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 nation.

More often than not, when LEAA seed money runs out, state or Tocal
funding keeps the programs going. ‘At the same time, other jurisdictions
support similar programs with their own funds. The Comptroller General's
1974 report (GGD-75-1, Dec. 23, 1974) on grants for law enforcement inno-
vation and improvement projects administered by the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) showed that 64 percent of the long-term
projects were being continued without significant reducticas after Federal
funding ended. The Ninth Annual Report of LEAA says that in 1977, more
than 80 percent of the projects considered eligible to continue with non-

LEAA funds were continued by recipient units of government after Federal

support ended.

THE IOWA CRIME COMMISSION

In 1968, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) was
created by the Omnibus Crime Controf and Safe Strneets Act - Public Law
90-351. This law is now known as the Ciime Controf Act of 1976. Congress
found that crime is essentially a local problem that must be dealt with

by state and local governments if it is to be controlled effectively.

The Congress concluded that the financial and technical resources of the
Federal government should be used to provide constructive aid and assist-
ance to state and local governments in combating the serious problem of

crime and that the Federal government should assist state and local

5
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governments in evaluating the impact and value of programs developed and
adopted pursuant to this title.

To meet these requirements, Chapter 80C* of the Code of Iowa was
enacted - in 1969. This act established the Iowa Crime Commission to be
within the Office of the Governor and to act as the state law enforcement
planning agency for purposes established by state or federal agencies.
Four basic functions of the Commission are recognized by Chapter 80C.
First, the Commission may conduct inquiries, investigations, analyses
and studies of all state, county, and city departments and agencies con-
cerned with the problems of crime. Second, the Commission may conduct
inquiries, investigations, analyses, and studies into the incidence and
causes of crime in Iowa in cooperation with state, area, city, and
county agencies. Third, the Commission may develop a statewide program
of interagency cooperation in association with federal agencies and offi-
cials and those other states concerned with problems of crimes. Finally,
based upon its first three functions, the Commission may make recommenda-
tions to the Governor, General Assembly and state agencies to carry out
the policy and purposes of Chapter 80C.

The Commission presently consists of twelve members who are concern-

ed with or knowledgeable about the problems of criminal justice and who

are appointed by the Governor. The present Code is not as explicit as it
was prior to June 2, 1978, when Chapter 80C stipulated there would be nine
members of which five members must be representative of law enforcement and
criminal justice agancies, of whom two shall be officials of cities or

counties, two shall be officials of the state, and one shall be a representative

*See Appendix A.

of a juvenile justice agency. Four members must be citizens who have
demonstrated knowledge and concern in the prevention and control of
crime and delinquency. At least one citizen member must represent citi-
zens affected by unemployment, Tow income or substandard housing.

The Iowa Juvenile Justice Advisory Council originated when the 93rd

U.S. Congress on September 7, 1974, passed Public Law 93-415 entitled
"The Juvenile Justice and Deﬂinqueﬁmy Prevention Act of 1974." In passage
of this act, it was the declared policy of Congress to provide the nec-
essary resources, 1eadefship, and coordination: (1) to develop and im-
plement effective methods of prevepting and reducing juvenile delinquency;
(2) to develop programs to prevent delinquency, to divert juveniles from
the traditional juvenile justice system and to provide critically needed
alternatives to institutionalization; (3) fo-improve the quality of
juvenile justice in the United States; and (4) to increase the capacity
of state and Tocal governments and public and private agencies to conduct
effective juvenile justice and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation
programs and to provide research, evaluation, and training services in
the field of juvenile delingquency prevention.

By electing to participate in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act, Governor Robert D. Ray designat&d/the Towa Crime Commission
as the agency for supervising the preparation of the required annual é
juvenile justice plan and the administration of such Federal funds that
may be awarded by the law EnforceﬁentAssi§tanCe Administration upon the

approval of the state plan. The act did not require 1égis1ative approval
I i

for state participation. £
' i P
To assist the Iowa Crime Commission stqff‘in%¢ﬁe plan preparation

A
i
b

and im@]ementation as well as the a11ocationﬁof federal and state funds ‘ %
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for juvenile justice projects, Governor Ray appointed the Juvenile
Justice Advisory Council comprised of twenty-four individuals knowledge-
able in the field of prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency or
the administration. of juvenite justice.

The purpose of the Advisory Council is to make recommendations to
the Iowa Crime Commission regarding the juvenile justice component of the
annual state plan and juvenile justice funding priorities and to provide
special technical assistance io state and local programs relating to
Jjuvenile justice. )

Two of the major goals of this act are as fdl]ows:

1. Removal of status offenders and non-offenders (Child in

Need of Assistance by Iowa law) from "juvenile detention
and correctional facilities" and provide for alternatives
to secure detention.

2. Separate "juveniles alleged to be or found to be
delinquent" in any institution from having regular contact
with adult persons convicted of or awaiting trial on
criminal charges.

The Iowa Judicial Planning Committee was created by order of the Iowa

Supreme Court on February 20, 1979, pursuant to the Ciime Control Act of
1976. The committee is composed of a supreme court justice, district
court administrator, prosecutor, offender advocate, citizen representative,
the state court administrator, and representatives of the judiciary.
Currently, the nine member committee is chaired by Justice K. David ngris.
The committee has assumed responsibilities mandated by the Supréme
Court Order and Ciime Control Act of 1976. Its major functions arewto
establish priorities for imprerment of the Iowa Court System, review

8

court-related Federal grants, and implement and coordinate court improve-
ment projects.

The committee will be awarded $50,000 annually for a planning staff.
These funds are part of the total p]ahning grant awarded Iowa by LEAA.
It is mandatory that the $50,000 be utilized for judicial planning.

The major program areas under the auspices of the Judicial Planning
Committee are: Unified court system, maximizing court capabilities, and
public involvement in court improvement.

The State Planning Agency (SPA) was established by the Iowa Crime

Commission (pursuant to the Ciime Controf Act) as the agency which pro-
vides staff support to achieve the four basic functions of the Commission
as outlined in Chapter 80C of the Code of Iowa. The SPA, like LEAA, has
changed in structure, staff sizes, and required functions several times
during the ten years it has been in existence in response to changes in

Federal legislation.

Presently, the SPA is authorized 22 F.T.E. in three primary divisions:

Fiscal Management, Programs, and Research. The basic funétion of the SPA
is to administer the Federal funds Iowa receives from the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration under the Crime Controf Act of 1976, and the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act o4 1974 as amended through
October 3, 1977. (A detailed analysis of the functions of the SPA is in
Chapter Three.)

THE AREA CRIME COMMISSIONS

Area Crime Commissions are representative of the law enforcement and
criminal justice agencies, units of general Tocal government, and public

agencies maintaining programs to reduce and control crime and may include

9
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representatives of citizen, professional, and community organizations.

The purpose of the seven Area Commissions (see map on next page) is
to develop plans, review grant requests, make recommendations to the
Iowa Crime Commission, provide fiscal accountability, and provide general
oversight to the staff operations of the Regional Planning Unit.

The Area Crime Commission retains the policy and decision-making
roles as concerns criminal Jjustice planning and grant submission prior-
ities to the Iowa Crime Commission. A Regional Planning Unit, a full-
time staff to effect planning and administration, is responsible to the
Area Crime Commiss%on and has no policy-making authority of its own.

The Iowa Crime Commission requires that the Area Crime Commissions
notify it of any changes (additions or deletions) in Commission membership,
Commission officers, Commission bylaws, and changes in staff. The SPA
also receives notification of Area Crime Commissioq»meetings and minutes
of the meeting.

The Area Crime Commission is charged with the generation of projects
after examination of the need. They, moreover, must determine the avail-

ability of Tocal match requirements. Therefore, it becomes evident that

the Area Crime Commission is not only responsible for the proper utilization

of their own public money, but for the Federal fundskwbich assist them in
the completion of required projects. h 7

Area erme Commissions may now submit two types of funding requests
(refer to Chapter Two for a detailed explanation) to the state Commission
after being reviewed in-depth as to objectives and agreed upon by a major-
ity of the membership of the Area Commission. First, through the sub-
mission of the annual area plan, a ]océ] Commission requests "mini-block"
funding for specific prograﬁs. . The area plan addresses mini-block requests

10
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in concept of the objectives desired and identifies the amount of Federal
funds requested by the respective units of local government. Upon review
of all area plans and finding that the requests are consistent with the
overall state plan and priorities, the Iowa Crime Commission grants ap-
proval of an amount of Federal and state funds to impTlement identified
projects. The Area Commission then makes the final determination on the
individual projects which subsequently receive the Federal support. The
SPA receives a copy of the final grant project, receiving area appro?a]
so projects supported and funds involved can be accounted for as required.
The first mini-blocks were awarded in July and the second in November of
1977.

The other process in which financial aid is granted by the state
Commission is by individual grant application as in the past. This method
involves detailed applications being developed first, submitted to the
Area Commission for initial review and approval, and then submitted to
the state for review and final determination.

(Prior to 1972, individual counties applied to the Iowa Crime Commis-~
sion for program funds; at which time, the present approach, or Area
Crime Commissions, wa; established. Initially, there were eight areas,

in 1975 this was reduced to seven areas.)

The Regional Planning Units (RPU's) provide staff support (pursuant

to the Crime Controf Act) to the Area Crime Commissicns just as the SPA
provides support for the Iowa Crime Commission.
The RPU's, Tike the SPA and LEAA, have changed in size and functions
in response to changes in Federal ]e§131ation.
! Presently, there are seven RPU's with staff sizes ranging from three
to five persons. There is a total of 27 staff’for the seven RPU's, eight
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employed part-time and nineteen employed full-time.

(A detailed analysis of the functions of the RPU's is in Chapter

Three.)

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE IOWA CRIME COMMISSION

The major accomplishments of the Iowa Crime Commission to 1976 were
outlined in a state profile compiled by LEAA. These include movement
towards consolidated Taw enforcement, support and training of the unified
court system, developing a statewide telecommunications system master
plan, providing funds for construction of the State Law Enforcement Academy,
and supporting imp]eﬁéntation of the Uniform Crime Reporting System.

Other LEAA reports indicate the Iowa Crime Commission accomplishments
to be the establishment of the Rape and Sexual Assult Care Center in

Polk County and the Neighborhood Foot Patroi in Des Moines.

13-



CHAPTER THO .

THE FISCAL HISTORY AND GRANT APPLICATION PROCESSES
1969 T0 1979

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the type
of grants available througﬁ the Iowa Crime Commission, the grant appli-
catijon procedure, funds that have been awarded by the Commission, funds
management by the SPA, administrative cost, and federal seed money.

There are many Federal restrictions and guidelines relative to the
contents of this chapter. Several of these are illustrated and explain-
ed, most are not.

As in Chapter One, the information is historical in nature, review-
ing events and ;esults from 1969 to 1979. The impact of the new Federal
legislation on the subjects reviewed in this chapter has not been taken
into account.

The information contained in this chapter was derived from SPA and

RPU documents and through staff interviews. ‘ i

GRANT CATEGORIES |

The State Planning Agency of the Iowa Crime Commission is responsible

for the management of federal funds available to the State of Iowa. These s

14
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funds are available to Area Crime Commissions, to tocal units of govern-
ment through the Area Crime Commissions, and state agencies. They are
allocated to major program areas: Corrections, Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, Law Enforcement, and other criminal justice pro-
grams. The funds are awarded in the form of planning grants, mini-block

grants, and action grants.

Mini-Block Grant

Area Crime Commissions are awarded state and Federal funds in a mini-
block grant by Federal fiscal year. The Iowa Crime Commission estab-
lishes an allocation of funds among program categories. The ‘allocation
among program categories identifies projects acceptable for funding from
the mini-block grant. It is the responsibility of tHe Area Crime Commis-
sions to subgrant mini-block funds in accordance with program priorities
established by the Iowa Crime Commission. No deviation from the approved

mini-bTock grant budget by program category is allowable.

Planning Grants

The purpose of planning grants is to support the administrative
structure established by the state to manage Federal funds and required

state match funds for criminal justice system improvements.

O0f all the federal money received at the state level for planning,
60 percent can be used by the state for the operation of the State Planning
Agency (SPA). At least 40 percent is required to be allocated to the
Area Crime Commissions within the state for administrative purposes.
The general restrictions on the use of planning grant funds are:
- VThe Federal share of the total administrative cost shall

not exceed (90%) ninety percent.
15

- At Teast (40%) forty percent of the Federal share of
the total administrative cost shall be allocated to
the Area Crime Commissions.

- The state shall provide at least (50%) fifty percent
of the non-federal share (or 5% of the total admin-

istrative cost).

Action Grants

LEAA makes funds available to the state in a block grant for use in
implementing programs to improve the criminal justice system. These funds
are allocated to specific program areas by LEAA. Of the block grant
action funds available to the state, a specified percentage determined
by LEAA must be passed through to Tlocal units of governments. In 1979,
the minimum pass-through required by LEAA was approximately (66%) sixty-
six percent.

Foderal participation for initial year funding cannot exceed 90

percent, with the exception of construction which cannot exceed 50 percent.

Federal participation for second year funding cannot exceed 75 percent,
with the exception of construction and salary increases which cannot ex-
ceed 50 percent.

The required match applicable to action grants is provided by state
appropriations and subgrantee appropriations. The state provides, in the
aggregate, not lTess than 50 percent of the required non-federal funding
which must be provided by local units of government. A1l other match is

provided by participating subgrantees.

Corrections Grants

LEAA makes funds available to the state in a block grant for use in

16



developing and implementing programs and projects for the construction,
acquisition and renovation of correctional institutions and facilities,
and for the improvement of correctional programs and practices. Utili-
zation of federal funds cannot exceed %0 percent of the total cost of
any project. The non-federal share is provided by money appropriated by

the state or units of general local government.

Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Funds (JJDP)

LEAA makes funds available to the state in a block grant for plan-
ning, establishing, operating, coordinating and evaluating projects,
for development of effective education, training, research, prevention,
diversion, treatment, and rehabilitation programs in the area of juvenile
delinquency and programs to improve the juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention system. Funding priorities are alternatives to detention
through the establishment of shelter care facilities. At least 66 2/3
percent of the Federal funds must be made available to units of local
government and the remaining funds may be awarded to state agencies.
Federal participation in each project does not exceed 90 percent. A min-

imum of 10 percent non-federal match is required on each subgrant.

APPLICATION PROCEDURES

Applications may be‘submitted by a state agency or by an Area Crime
Commission on behalf of a local unit of government.

Applications which are submitted by state agencies are usually pre-
pared by those agencies. If the need arises, the SPA program staff is
available to provide assistance in preparing the application. The appli-
cation is submitted to the SPA for review. Any federally mandated reviews
(A-95) must accompany the submitted application.
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Applications submitted through an Area Crime Commission are first
submitted by a local unit of government to the RPU for review and recom-
mendations. Additional required reviews such as federally mandated re-
views (primarily A-95 reviews) are obtained together with any special
reviews required by the SPA prior to submission of the application to
the SPA. Upon completion of RPU review, the application is taken before
the Area Commission for final action. If the application recommendation
is approved with or without modification, the application is forwarded
to the SPA for review.

A11 applications, whether submitted by a state agency or Tocal unit
of government, must be received by the SPA by the first Monday of the
month in order to receive consideration at the following month's Iowa
Crime Commission meeting.

The application is then routed to the SPA Fiscal Section to verify
the availability of funds. At this point, an application checklist is
initiated.

The applications, copies, and checklist are then forwarded to the
Grant Coordinator. An initial review utilizing the checklist is made to
determine that the application is complete. Any application deemed in-
complete is returned as submitted. A copy of the checklist will accom-
pany returned applications identifying deficiencies. Completed appli- ?
cations are entered into the grant application register. i

Grant applications from state agencies require that the SPA transmit
budget information to the state Comptroller's Office for their review to
determine that applying departments have matching funds budgeted and

available as required in the grant.

At this point, three copies of the application are prepared for

18



routing to the Research, Programs, and Fiscal sections.

Upon receiving the application, the Programs Manager and appropriate

Program Specialist study the application for general compliance with the

annual state plan and perform a general program review which includes,
but is not Timited to, answering the following questions:

1. Does the narrative include a problem statement which has
sufficient documentation to warrant the project?

2. Are the objectives realistic and achievable within the
scope of the project?

3. Are personnel positions clearly defined as to the require-
ments of each position?

4, 1If applicable, are unsigned contracts included in the
application for review by the Courts Specialist?

5. Are travel requests realistic in order to carry out the
project?

6. Are training requests necessary and reasonable considering
the project's objectives?

7. Are equipment items fully justified in the narrative?

8. Are construction items, if applicable, totaled-including,
unsigned contracts and environmental impact statements?

9. Are supplies and operating expenses reasonsable consider-
ing the scope of the project?

10. Are there alternative methods of funding?

11. Can the project function and be administered efficiently
as a component of the criminal justice system? \;‘

12. What are the prospects for continuation and assumption

of costs?
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13. Does the application represent a possible duplication of
services within the project area?

Upon receiving a request for Fiscal Review, the Fiscal Manager

reads and studies applications and examines the allowability as well as
the appropriateness of each budget item according to LEAA and SPA
financial guidelines and requirements. The review includes but is not
limited to the following steps:
1. Eligibility of applicant.
2. Availability of federal and state buy-in funds.
3. Amount of funds to be utilized are consistent with
LEAA and SPA guidelines.
4. Accuracy of detailed budget figures.
5. Narrative review to determine consistency with actual
budget items.
6. Review detailed budget items for allowability and
reasonableness.
7. If applicable, review contract, procurement, construction,
equipment, and others as necessary.
8. _Review nonsupplanting certificate, matching resolution,
§§1gnatures, and other appropriate documents for compliance

with LEAA and SPA guidelines.

The Research and Evaluation Division reviews the application, to de-

termine the level of evaluation desired by the SPA staff. One of four

levels, or types of evaluation, (1. Project monitoring to assess compli-

ance with regulations and special conditions; 2. Project monitoring to

assess compliance and project activities; 3. Process evaluation which

encompasses 1 and 2 and assesses the immediate results of the program;

20
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and 4. Impact assessment encompassing 1, 2, and 3, as well as assessing

the long-range impact of the program on the criminal justice system) may
be selected as applicable to a particular project.
. Several criterfa are considered in the selection of the evaluation
design to include: the nature of the project, applicant capabilities,
cost of the project, proposed activities of the program, quality of the
proposal, feasibility of the evaluation, as well as other factors.

The evaluation design is developed, finalized, and filed with the

proposal.

Upon completion of all reviews, the research, fiscal and program

review sheets are gathered by the appropriate Program Specialist who

coordinates and assures that all questions and issues raised have been

resolved. This done, the SPA Recommendation Sheet is prepared by the

Program Specialist. Any special conditions warranted are noted in the SPA

recommendation. A special condition is a requirement which is placed on
the application by either the SPA review staff or the Iowa Crime Commis-
sion and becomes part of the application. Special condition requirements
are those above and beyond the general requirements of the grant applica-
tion.

Once each month, the Iowa Crime Commission meets to consider appli-

cations recommended for funding by the Executive Director and SPA staff.

Any questions are answered by the Executive Director or appropriate SPA

staff person. Commission members then vote on whether to fund the appli-

cations. Commission approval or denial normally represents final action,
although appeal procedures are available.
When Commission action is taken, either approval or denial, the

Commission chairperson signs the SPA recommendation sheet indicating the
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Commission action taken.

FUNDS AWARDED BY THE IOWA CRIME COMMISSION

The Iowa Crime Commission has awarded grants through the Area Crime

Commissions since the reorganization of the funding process in 1972.

Grants awarded by area from 1974 to March 9, 1979 are as follows:

Funds Awarded to Area Crime Commissions
1974 - March 1979*

TABLE 2.1
NUMBER AMOUNTS AREA CRIME
OF GRANTS AWARDED COMMISSIONS
112 2,296,638 Northwest
114 2,341,511 Southwest
119 1,969,152 North
188 6,286,079 Central
104 2,391,564 © South
138 3,220,011 Northeast
149 3,078,348 Eastern
26 622,312 East (This

Area existed
for only 2 yrs.)

As of October 31, 1979, the number of active grants in the seven
areas was 239. The number of active grants in each area is Tisted

in Table 2.2 on the next page.

%As compiled by SPA Grant Coordinator.

22



The Number of Active Grants in
Each Area Crime Commission

TABLE 2.2

AREA

Northwest
Southwest
North
Central
South
Northeast
Eastern

TOTAL

NUMBER OF
ACTIVE GRANTS

34
29
31
46
22
37
40

239

The action funds available te the State of Iowa are a]Tocated under
the general program areas outlined in the Annual Action Plan compiled
by the State Planning Agency after reviewing the annual plans sﬁbmitted
from each of the seven Area Crime Commissions. Table 2.4 shows the
dollar amount and percentage of state awards of action funds in various
program areas from 1969 to 1979.

The Iowa Crime Commission and LEAA have awarded approximately 405

grants to state agencies since 1969. The total amount of all awaras is

approximately $22,713,943. The funds have been utilized in upgrading
corrections facilities, juvenile justice programs and training. The
dollar amounts and number, by year, awarded to state agencies are Tisted

in Table 2.3 on the next page.
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Funds Awarded to State Agencies

1969 - 1980% -
TABLE 2.3

FISCAL

_YEAR AWARD* NUMBER OF GRANTS
1969 § 3,000 1

1970 706,287 18

1971 966,049 31

1972 1,059,472 26

1973 2,116,395 38

1974 2,612,507 45

1975 3,395,579 50

1976 2,988,271 57

1977 4,729,097 51

1978 1,744,548 47

1979 1,927,687 38

1980 465,051 3
TOTALS $22,713,943 405

FUNDS MANAGEMENT BY THE SPA

... State Planning Agency7manages some Federal awards which are

available to the state over a three-year period. Therefore, the State

~of lowa may receive an award during one federal fiscal year and general-

ly has three Federal fiscal years to award those funds to local units

of government or state agencies.

As of September 30, 1979, the SPA was

*Recorded in SPA account books as of November 17, 1979.
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UTILIZATION OF PART € "ACTION" FUNDS*’

TABLE 2.4
TOTAL ENFoécsmsNT‘ % ____-COURTS ‘% CORRECTIONS  -% PREVENTION (1) % 'géggfgggﬁir (z) 4

FY 69 § 327,242 | $ 144,573 | 46.4 § 49,513 151 [§ 20,572 | 6.4 | $ 112,184 34.3 $§  -0- | -0-

FY 70 2,415,871 1,544,105 | 63.9 131,932 | 5.5 145,396 | 6.1 587,438 24.3 €,000 0.2

Y 71 4,668,270 2,795,404 | 59.9 249,946 | 5.4 585,738 |12.5 626,053 | 13.4 «0- -0~

FY 72 5,654,131 2,852,310 | 50.4 566,585 [10.0 | 1,214,414 lo1.4 168,419 3.0 | 40,222 0.7'

FY 73 6,369,044 | 3,295,760 | 51.7 821,237 {12.9 { 1,324,785 {20.8 61,679 1.0 | 222,531 3.5

FY- 74 6,559,353 3,513,679 | 55.1 877,769 [13.4 | 1,495,433 |22.8 -0- . =0- 114,187 1.7

FY 75 6,347,845 3,365,779 | 52.2 996,092 |15.4 | 1,407,585 21.8 36,733 .6 10,000 | .2

> FY 75 (3) 6,655,000 2,921,972 | 43.9 867,309 |13.0 | 1,335,521 [20.1 43,673 7 240,128 é.s

FY 77 4,167,000 1,396,103 | 33.5 678,652 |16.3 | 1,018,088 [24.4 31,157 7 170,000 4.1

FY 78 3,185,000 1,227,593 | 35.3 558,449 {16.0 714,508  20.5 70,450 2.0 150,500 4.3

FY 79 3,497,000 1,228,024 | 35.1| 622,091 7.8 608,606 [17.4 78,039 2.2 280,936 2.1 .
TOTALS $50,255,756 | $24,385,302 | 48.5|  $6,419,575 [{12.8 [$9,872,041 [19.6 | $1,815,825 1 3.6 |$1,234,414 2.5 i3,
{1} Police Prevention only - does not include Juvenﬂe Prevention

(2) R & D changed to Criminal Justice Information Systems in 1975
.-(3) Retlects FY 75 Annual and FY Transition funds (15 month total)

Also excluded is Part E Corrections, and Juvenile Justice and Delinquency '
Prevention Act funds. ' 11/30/78
* . Compiled by SPA staff.
. e ~ e m—— e

4

¥ .



et e e e e e e e £ 5 e e e o e e e

-

Yo

managing a total of $19,801,188 of funds for four Federal fiscal years.

Table 2.5 illustrates the fiscal year, funding category, amount, and

total dollars currently under SPA management.

Active Funds Managed in the SPA

TABLE 2.5
1979 Award
Planning: (79-PF-AX-0019) $ 750,000
Action (79-AF-AX-0019) 3,497,000
Corrections (79-EF-AX-0019) 411,000
JJDP (79-JF-AX-0019) 825,000 ’
Discretionary (79-MU-KX-0010) 147,500 :
Discretionary (79-ED-AX-0023) 73,500 §
Discretionary (79-DF-AX-0148) 244,966 :
Discretionary (79-DF-AX-0197) 13,702 /
Discretionary (79-MU-AX-0032) 234,000 ;
- $ 6,196,668
1978 Award ‘
Action: (78-AF-AX-0019) $3,485,000
Corrections (78-EF-AX-0019) 395,000 ;
JJDP ‘ (78-JF-AX-0019) 972,000 :
Discretionary (78-ED-AX-0077) 108,303
Discretionary (78-JdS-AX-0064) 144,733
Discretionary (78-ED-AX-0011) 150,000
Discretionary (78-ED-AX-0146) 55,922
$ 5,310,958
1977 Award
Action: (77-AF-07-0019) $4,167,000
Corrections (77-EF-07-0019) 490,000
JJDP (77-3F-07-0019) 643,000
\ ‘ - $ 5,300,000
1976 Award
Discretionary (76-ED-07-0007) - $2,993,562 $ 2,993,562

TOTAL ACTIVE FUNDS $19,801,188

The chart (Table 2.6), located in the center of the report, illus-
trates the fiscal activity of the Iowa Crime Commission from 1969 to

October of 1979. The chart shows Federal awards by state fiscal year,
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subsequent awards to subgrantees by state fiscal year, and reversions of

Federal awards.

Reversion of Funds

Since 1969, approximately $1,515,060 of LEAA funds awarded to the
state have reverted to the Federal Government according to the accounting
books of the SPA as of November 1979. (See Table 2.6 in the center of

the report.)

ADMINISTRATIVE COST

The state and Tocal cost of planning, administration of LEAA funds,
and grants management, has increased greatly since 1969 when the Iowa
Crime Commission was established.

The total cost of adminjstering LEAA funds in Iowa was $297,309

in F.Y. 1969, and fluctuated from year to year. The total cost for planning

in F.Y. 1980 wés established at $933,205. This cost increased (214%)

over a period of 11 years.

The state appropriation for administering LEAA funds in Iowa was

$5,000 in F.Y. 1969, and increased to $210,000 in F.Y. 1979-80. This is

an increase of (4,100%) four thousand one hundred percent.

The local matching funds requiréd for the administration of LEAA

funds was $7,359 in F.Y. 1969 and is estimated to be $200,000 for F.Y.
1979-80. This is an increase of (2,618%) two thousand six hundred

eighteen percent.

While the state appropriation (4,100% increase) and local match

(2,618% increase) for administering LEAA funds in Iowa increased astro-

nomically, the federal planning grant award applied for F.Y. 1980

($551,125) increased only (93.4%) ninety-three percent above the $284,950
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award in 1969,

)The annual administrative cost for the Iowa Crime Commission from

1969 through 1980 is shown in the following table.

Administrative Cost of the Iowa Crime Commission

1969 - 1980

TABLE 2.7
Federal Federal State Local Match Total
Fiscal Planning Appropriation For Planning Planning
Year Grant For Planning Funds** Dollars
1980* 551,125 210,000 200,000 933,205
1979 721,000 79,163 139,182 939,345
1978 726,000 73,351 83,067 882,418
1977 862,000 75,738 73,717 1,011,455
1976 1,033,000 74,444 45,827 1,153,271
1975 801,000 45,335 30,343 876,678
1974 734,000 40,575 27,168 801,743
1973 734,000 81,630 31,078 846,708
1972 504,000 44,410 17,294 565,439
1971 412,000 25,400 16,029 453,429
1970 312,000 25,000 6,075 343,075
1969 284,950 5,000 7,359 297,309

An analysis of the F.Y. 1979-80 planning grant application indicates

that the grant request from LEAA is $551,125 (equivalent to Iowa's plan-

*Figures for federal planning grant, local match, ‘and total are from the
1980 planning grant applications; the state appropriation figure was
taken from H.F. 738.

**Exclusive of in-kind contributions.
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ning allocation under Section 205 of the Omnibus Ciime Control Act). The

matching contribution from the state was recorded as being $182,080,

although the appropriation for this purpose was $210,000. The Tocal

contribution was recorded as $200,000. This resulted in a total adminis-

trative budget of $933,205. The percentage of each contribution is:

Federal (551,125) 59.0%
State (182,080) 19.5%
Local (200,000) 21.5%

The overview of planning grants in this chapter outlines the general
Federal requirements for matching planning grants which explicitly states
that the State of Iowa is minimally required to provide one-half of the
non-federal match, or (5%) five percent of the total administrative
budget. |

Taking into consideration Federal minimum requirements and recog-
nizing that Federal administrative funds available to the state of Iowa,

at their maximum, are $551,125, the minimum state appropriation required

to obtain the maximum Federal match is $27,556.30.

In view of this analysis, the state has appropriated $182,443.70

for F.Y. 1979-80 above and beyond the minimum required Federal match for

administrative operations.

FEDERAL SEED MQNEY

Federa1 grant programs which are designed to limit the length of

time Federal funding is provided are commonly called seed money programs.

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds are seed money in

From a Federal perspective, seed moneybprograms represent attempts
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to stimulate state and local governments to fund projects they would not
otherwise fund. An effective seed money program could: (1) provide
funds for national priority programs with‘high start-up costs, (2) alter
state and local priorities so that non-federal funds are used for federal
priorities, and (3) distribute scarce resources broadly to have a con-
tinuing impact on the population to be served.

Some federal officials suggest that the seed money approach was

selected to distinguish federal and state responsibilities by avoiding

permanent federal control over such controversial matters as law enforce-

ment. Others say the seed money approach Timits the duration of the

federal funding commitment. This frees funds for othef priority pro-
grams when they arise. Congressional staff and Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) officials say the seed money approéch is used to facil-
itate Congressipna] acceptance of new programs. ’

The Comptroller General recently (June 1979) recommended to the
Congress:

When the seed money approach has been implemented by
the administrative action of federal executive
agencies, the Congress should, as part of its normal
oversight processes, see that the approach is appro-
priate. When the seed money approach is used in new
programs, the Congress should clearly express Federal
funding intentions and emphasize the need for cost
assumption planning. Cost assumption planning can-
not be expected to result in the continuation of all
seed money projects, but it should enhance the pro-
spects for continuing worthwhile projects.

In the same report, the Comptroller General recommended to the
Office of Management and Budget:

The Director should strengthen seed money program
implementation by requiring federal agencies and
grantees to begin with clear agreements on the length
and amount of federal funding. The Director also
should require the applicant to identify potential
future funding sources through tne grant application
process and the A-95 process. Preliminary agreement
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on the need for proposed projects should be reached
with the potential funding sources before the award

of the grant.
The future of federal seed money programs is difficult to predict.
The Comptroller General made an observation that reveals sentiments
of some state and local officials:

Because they felt they could not refuse to participate,
some state and local officials said they felt trapped
by seed money programs. Some other officials referred
to seed money as a form of "blackmail." They felt
pressured by special interest groups to use available
federal seed money funds which create state or local
funding commitments.

As a result, states and localities have increased
their efforts to control incoming federal funds and,
in some cases, have tried to avoid federal seed
money programs. Officials in most of the 32 states
contacted by GAO said they were taking steps to be-
come more informed about future effects of accepting
federal funds.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE STATE AND REGIONAL STAFF ORGANIZATION
OF THE IOWA CRIME COMMISSION

INTRODUCTION

The preceding chapters have briefly reviewed the history of Iowa's
response to the Omnibus Crime Control Act. Chapter One described federal
and state governmental components established for the administration of
LEAA funds. Brief overviews of LEAA, the Iowa Crime Commission, Judicial
Planning Committee, Juvenile Justice Advisory Council, State Planning
Agency, Area Crime Commissions and Regional Planning Units were included.

Chapter Two discussed the fiscal history and grant application pro-
cesses. Brief overviews of the type of grants available through the Iowa
Crime Commission, the grant application procedure, funds that have been
awarded by the Commission, funds management by the SPA, administrative
cost and federal seed money were included.

These chapters provide a general background which is helpful in
understanding the Iowa Crime Commission and the nature of its responsibil-
ities.

The purpose of Chapter Three is to present an analysis of the state
and regional staff organization and to identify duplication of activity
and overlap of respohsibi]ities in the management functions of the state
and regional components established to administer LEAA funds in Iowa.
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An analysis of the staffing patterns, management functions and the staff

time expenditures are presented.

METHODOLOGY

The basic steps in collecting and analyzing the data were:

- The initial request of background information from the State
Planning Agency, followed by specific information requests.

- The application of a self-administered questionnaire regarding
job responsibilities and time expenditures by all SPA and
RPU staff persons.

- An interview with all SPA and RPU staff persons to clarify
the self-administered questionnaire and to collect supplemental
information.

-~ Qualitative and quantitative analysis of data collected from

SPA and RPU staffs.

STATE AND REGIONAL STAFFING PATTERN

The staff size of the SPA is 20 and the authorized F.T.E. is 22. The

staff is organized into three major divisions: Fiscal Management/Admin-
istration, Programs, and Research. The organization chart (Table 3.1)

illustrates the current structure of the SPA.

The Regional Planning Units differ in staff size and staffing patterns.

The total number of personnel in the seven RPU's is 27. The RPU's are

staffed as illustrated in Table 3.2.

STATE AND REGIONAL MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS

The processes which are required for the administration of LEAA funds

in Iowa constitute five managerial functions. The federal laws and LEAA
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TOWA" CRIME COMMISSION - TABLE 3.1
STATE PLANNING AGENCY
EXISTING ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

DIRECTOR
Policy
: Coordinatopr Auditor Secretary
. [ (2)
Grants
Coordinator
FISCAL g PROGRAM RESEARCH
MANAGER MANAGER () MANAGER
R ‘ Vacant E
- | Courts
Accounting — _Specialist
Technician Administrative
Assistant Research
Corrections & Crim. Specialist
R Accounting ] Jusi. Info. Systems
Clerk i Specialist —
I l e Research
- ' Specialist
8 Monitor Secretary Recept” 'nist Police’
Specialist
Vacent. | " L ‘ JReseareh
Moni tor | : N , Juvenile Specialist
Position ' , Speciaiist
0 I e s e e .- J .
(1) Responsibilities being performed by Program Manager.
(2) Individual has been hospitalized and convalescing from August 27 to October 29 and his responsibilities, in part, were performed by the
' Monitor,
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Staff Patterns of RPU's

TABLE 3.2

Regions —>
Positions

Northwest
Sioux City

Southwest
Council Bluffs

North
Mason City

South
Fairfield

Central
Des Moines

Northeast

Waterloo

- Eastern
Cedar Rapids

Director

X

X

32

X

Deputy
Director

Fiscal
Director

Planner

32

Planning
Assistant

24

Staff
Assistant

20

Secﬁetary

32

Secretary/
Planner

Part—timé
Secretary

24

18

NOTE: 1. An "X" indicates that an RPU has a full-time person in the position listed on the left.
2. MWhen a number appears, it indicates that this position is being staff part-time in the RPU and the
number represents the hours per week the staff person works.
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guidelines determine the technical aspects of these functions. The diagram,
Tab]e 3.3, illustrates the interaction between the management functions of
the SPA and the RPU's.

The work activities of the personnel consolidate into five manage-
ment functions: the comprehensive planning process; technical assistance,
program development and training; grant review and approval process;
financial management of grants and grant monitoring; evaluation and audit-
ing. These functions, as illustrated in the chart, flow in a continuous
cycle. A sixth and more general area of activity is organization mainte-
nance, including personnel, general administration, internal records
maintenance and other activities not specifically 1fnked to one of the five
management functions.

The technical interaction of these five management functions results
in program products. The program products are funded projects in law
enforcement, corrections, courts and juvenile justice.

The process illustrated in the chart indicates that the starting
point is federal law; LEAA guidelines and state law establish the policy
and provide the resources to carry out the five management functions.

The comprehensive planning process on the state and regional levels
is a require& step in obtaining LEAA funds in Iowa. Upon receipt of funds,
program development initiates the production of grant applications, which
are reviewed and approved. (See Chapter Two.)

Upon approval of the grant, a project is established. Financial
management procéeds on both the regional and state level. The RPU's
maintainhline item accounts on each project. The SPA maintains accounts
by~totai’project expenditures. The RPU's and SPA both review'project
expendituresﬁfor compliance with federal guidelines, |
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TABLE 3.3

Federal & State Mandates,

Directives, Resources - Program Products

p- State & Regional Staff Processes

FEDERAL: ‘Ti} Annual Comprehensive Plan
Law "Omnibus Crime Control" For
Reglilations Comprehensive Planning Process Action & Planning Grants
LEAS Guidel ines Area Level P—— Area Plans

. Funding —:i:> State Level State Plans

STATE: Technical Assistance & Program

Code "Chapter 80C" Development & Training

IAC "Crime Commission (300)"

. N Area Level . .
Funding o Vet Action Grants: Projects:
State Level State-wide Grants Law Enforcement
i Area-wide Grants <:;:::::::::i:> Corrections
Grant Review & Approval Process ‘ Courts

Area Level Juvenile Justice

State Level

P]énning Grants:
m—— SPA

lE

RPU

Financial Management of Grants
Area Level
State Level

Other Grants:

VARRY.

Sequential Management Functions

Grant Monitoring Evaluation &
Auditing

Area Level <:

State Level

IOWA CRIME COMMISSION
State & Regional Staff Organization

LFB/PED/11-6-7
MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS /PED/ 9
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The grants are monitored quarterly by the RPU's and SPA based on
progress reports prepared by project sponsors. Evaluation of specific
projects are performed at the request of the Iowa Crime Commission or at
the discretion of the SPA.

The financial audit of the SPA is performed annually by the state
auditor. The SPA staff auditor performs annual audits of the planning
grants awarded to each RPU and a portion of the program grants in each
of the Area Crime Commissions.

The monitoring reports, staff evaluations, and audit information on
program grants provide recommendations and feedback into the sequential
functions. The purpose of this is to refine the interaction between the
functions and improve the programs funded by the Iowa Crime Commission
in order to achieve the federal mandate of the Iowa Crime Commission as
reiterated in Chapter 80C, Code of Iowa:

"To prevent crime, to insure the maintenance
of peace and good order, and to assure the greater
"~ safety of the people, law enforcement, judicial
administration and corrections must be better

coordinated, intensified and made more effective
at all levels of government." ‘

STATE AND REGIONAL TIME EXPENDITURES

The time expenditures of the SPA and RPU personnel have been analyzed
and categorized into the five management functions required to administer
LEAA funds in Iowa. The sixth function, organizational maintenance, is
composed of time expenditures which the;personnel did not Tink to the five

categories. The specific duties of each staff person were consolidated

into these six management functions.

Table 3.4 presents this analysis and was derivgd from the self-reports

made by each staff person in the SPA and RPU's. f
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TABLE 3.4
TIME EXPENDITURES IN THE SPA AND RPU'S

Regional Planning State Planning Percent of Equivalent

=

T

Management Functions Unit Time . Agency Time Total Time Total Time F.T.E.
Hours —5?/ \L Hours —%i/<l/ Hours % F.T.E.
Comprehensive Planning Process 4,435 82/9 963 ]Q/z " 5,398 6.1 2.6
Technical Assistance, Program .
Development, and Training 2,957 31/6 4,947 6%/12 4 7,904 8.8 3.8
Grant Review and Approval
Process 9,757 6%@0 5,520 3@63 7 15,277 17.1 7.4
Financial Management of
Grants 10,300 86@1 1,472 1%/3 7 11,772 13.2 5.6
Grant Monitoring, Evaluation, v
and Auditing 2,464 2@/5 6,902 7%47 3 9,366 10.5 4.5
Organization Maintenance 19,367 4%/39 20,196 51/50 5 39,563 44.3 19.0
TOTAL 49,280 5@400 40,000 4@600 89,280 100.0 2.9
F.T.E. 23.7 20% 42.9

*Yariance of .8 F.T.E. emerges during calculation because of new staff and long-term staff absentee.
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The major observations emerging from the analysis are:
1. 50% of the total time is attributable to regional staff.
44.3% of the total time is expended on organization maintenance.

17.1% of the total time is expended on grant review and approval.

S W N

64% of time expended for grant review and approval is attribut-

able to regional staff.

5. 13.2% of the total time is expended on financial management.

% 6. 87% of the time expended on financial management is attributable
to regional staff.

7. Of the remaining functions, the SPA has primary responsibility

for: grant monitoring, evaluation and auditing; technical

assistance, program development and training.

8. Although it is a primary requirement of the Federal regulations,
the least amount of time is expended on the comprehensive

planning process. This is primarily a regional responsibility.

CONCLUSIONS

‘The preceding analysis of the state and regional management functions
and staff time expenditures clearly indicates duplication in all the
management functions.

The disproportionate commitment of staff time to organizatién main-
tenance may be indicative of an organization in constant flux and may
result from the need to constantly redefine the relationships among the
. Lo plethora of organizations established to implement the Omnibus Criime
Control Act and those existing prior to the Act which comprised the
criminal justice system in Iowa (courts, sheriffs, police, etc.}.

Overlapping responsibilities and duplication of activities occur in
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major management functions. In financial management and grant review

and approval functions, the state and regional staff organizations perform
the same, 'similar, and closely allied activities and share responsibilities
for determining the appropriateness of grants and expenditures for LEAA fund-
ing under the comprehensive plan (also a shared responsibility). These
shared responsibilities may create the need to commit considerable staff
resources to organization maintenance.

In the auditing functions performed by the SPA, there is a clear
example of decentralized auditing within a state government. The State
Auditor has overall audit authority (Chapter 11.1, Code of Iowa) for state
government and others receiving state funds. Clearly, this authority
has been preempted by the SPA.

While some of these problems result from the requirements of the
Omnibus Crime Controf Act and LEAA guidelines, the state has opted to
share financial management and grant monitoring responsibilities with
the due regional structures when not required to do so. The state has
also opted to preempt the authority of the State Auditor even though this
is not required by federal law or regulation.

The analysis will provide a basis in furmulating recommendations for
organizationa1~change which will result from enactment of the Justice

System Improvement Act of 1979. This is discussed in Chapter Four.
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b‘ STATE PLANNING
FUNDS MANAGEMENT AGENCY TABLE 2.6
TABLE 2.6 1969-1979 g]
FEDERAL AWARDS
BY FISCAL YEAR FEDERAL 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1978 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
AND CATEGORY AWARDS STATE . LOCAL STATE —TOcAC STATE LOCAL ~ — STATE ____LOCAL _ __ STAIE TOCAL STATE COCAL STATE LOCAL STAIE LOCAL STALE LTOCAL STAIE TOCAL STATE LOCAL STATE [OCAL REVERSION
FY 1969 :
Action 337,705 3,000 0 79,146 255,559 (28) 28 0
Civil Disorder 11,892 0 0 11,892 0
FY 1970
Action 2,501,000 615,249 1,788,622 (98,706) 82,626 106,223 (4,607) 11,543
Discretionary 149,999 125,776 40,000 (15,354) (423} 15,777
Jop 779 0 779 0
FY 1971
Action 4,670,000 830,927 3,328,891 285,512 128,700 11,372 69,000 15,508
Discretionary 686,120 105,049 223,564 34,220 397,128 (9,001)  (64,541) 0 (289) 73,841
Jop 3,846 2,252 1,594 0
e 5,672,000 474,166 1,566,412 932,334 2,305,599 (42,600) 262,789 173,390
Action ,672,00 s , .
Discretionary 315,977 176,500 0 1,108 151,994 0 "o (2,817)  (1,500) 0 {3,308) 7.625
Corrections 668,000 ] 0 179177 379,851 104,130 (13,726) 18,768
JOP 3,761 2,611 1,150 0
FY 1973 .
Action 6,581,000 1,000,256 1,034,609 1,159,028 2,119,265 314,732 925,283 27,818
Discretionary 254,943 0 0 106,045 324,995 (15,789) a (5,802)  (154,506) 176,097
Corrections 774,000 0 0 260,467 323,533 117,760 (375) 72,615
FY 1974 .
Action 6,581,000 819,549 893,492 1,235,709 3,304,413 175,179 152,275 383
Discretionary 220,879 205,978 87,539 0 54,547 0 (126,480) 0 0 0 (711) 127,191
Corrections 774,000 0 0 270,280 250,000 203,686 0 50,034
Standards & Goals 19,160 0 22,730 0 (3,570) 3,570
FY 1975 )
Action 6,555,000 861,472 2,384,716 1,133,512 1,971,897 §43,951 250,203 2,15)
Discretionary 993,743 574,665 487,269 0 0 54,101 (105) (2,263) 0 (5,903) (5.819) 68,191
Corrections 772,000 0 457,945 295,482 (41,836) 5,932 54,477
JJoP 200,000 . 17,260 2,436 2,369 12,747 22,936 13,300 0 532 28,420
FY 1976 :
Action 6,655,000 871,939 1,539,025 721,063 2,712,477 110,356 453,189 246,951
piscretionary 3,287,950 19,376 100,000 ~ 3,164,131 0 10,881 0 0 0 (6,438) 0
Corrections 883,000 i 105,067 43,573 435,236 143,350 85,957 54,981 (43,614) 1,538 45,912
JJpp 385,000 250,000 0 37,614 232,924 17,068 {40,452) (61 0 112,907
Standards & Goals 12,937 0 0 3,697 9,710 (470 407
FY 1977
Action 4,167,000 492,878 470,14 711,887 1,919,617 55,893 384,663 131,948
Discretionary 361,232 0 0 13,061 355,940 (7,769) 0 7,769
Corrections 490,000 0 323,200 ] {334) 132,430 0 34,704
JJoP 643,000 [4] 177,852 0 414,237 52,111 (8,173) 6,973
FY 1978
Action 3,485,000 469,025 1,606,093 416,543 272,856
Discretionary 928,842 297,500 289,563 218,225 144,733 (21,179) 0
Corrections 395,000 0 0 360,498 1]
JJ0P 834,000 21,366 159,213 35,688 462,706
JIAC 10,818 ‘ 10,818
FY 1979 . ,
Action 3,497,000 386,410 1,283,307
Discretionary 713,668 147,500 73,500 492,668 0
Corrections 411,000 ) 169,388
JJDP 825,000 ! No Awards Made Yet
TOTAL BY FISCAL YEAR 3,000 0 706,287 2,044,231 966,049 3,675,109 1,089,472 2,087,633 2,116,395 3,876,312 2,612,507 3,997,598 3,395,579 7,406,788 2,988,271 3,930,705 4,729,097 4,329,247 1,744,548 5,212,868 1,927,687 2,619,311 455,051 0 1,515,060
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE JUSTICE SYSTEM IMPROQYEMENT
ACT OF 1979 .

INTRODUCTION

The first two chapters of this report provide historical and back-
ground information. Chapter One overviews the components of the Iowa
Crime Commission. Chapter Two overvieWS/thé'fTscai fistory and grant
application procedures from 1969 to 1979. H |

The third chapter of this repog%wpresents an analysis of the func-
tional responsibilities of the state and‘regiona1 staff organizations.
The purpose of this analysis is to identify duplication of activity and
overlap of responsibilities in the management functions. The chapter
concludes that duplication exists in major management functions, includ-
ing: Financial Management, Grant Review.and Approval and Planning, as
well as in other areas.

The chapter also indicates that the SPA has preempted the overall
audit authority of the State Auditor by maintaining an in-house audit
function. Additjonally, the chapter concludes that a disproportionate
commitment of staff time to organization méintenance may result from the
structure established to implement the Omﬁibué Cnime Control Act and the
nature of the relationships between the state, regional, and preexisting
organizations comprising the Criminal Justice System in Towa.
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The 96th Congress of the United States has the task of formulating
the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979. Since early 1979, both the
House (H.R. 2061) and the Senate (S. 241) have been drafting their ver-
sions of the act. There was not complete agreement on what should
constitute the act. The act was assigned to a Conference Committee
which released its report on November 16, 1979. Final Congressional

action was taken on the Conference Committee Report in December, 1979.

The White House Staff reported that the President has until mid-
night December 28, 1979, to take action on the legislation.

The Justice Sysiem Improvement Agt will provide alternatives for
the administration of LEAA fundél%n Iowa. The purpose of this chapter
is to identify changes in Federal law that will impact the State of

Iowa's options for reorganization of the intergovernmental components

established to administer LEAA funds.

MAJOR ASPECTS OF THE JUSTICE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1979: AS IT IS

IN THE CONFERENCE REPORT (96-655)

This review follows the organization of the act. Each section has

been reviewed and the relevant sections have been examined in-depth.

Declaration and Purpose

"It is therefore the declared policy of the Congress to aid state
and Tocal governments in strengthening and improving their systems of

criminal justice by providing financial and technical assistance with
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maximum certainty and minimum delay. It is the purpose of this title
to:

1. Authorize funds for the benefit of states and units of
local government to be used to strengthen their criminal justice
system;

2. Develop and fund new methods and programs to enhance the
effectiveness of criminal justice agencies;

3. Support the development of city, county, and statewide
priorities and programs to meet the problems confronting the justice
system;

4. Reduce court congestion and trial delay;

5. Support community anti-crime efforts;

6. Improve and modernize the correctional system;

7. Encourage the undertaking of innovative projects of
recognized importance and effectiveness;

8. Encourage the development of basic and applied research
directed toward the improvement of civil, criminal justice system and
new methods for the prevention and reduction of crime and the
detection, apprehension, and rehabilitation of criminals;

9. Encourage the collection and analysis of statistical in-
formation concerning crime, juvenile delinquency, civil disputes,
and the operation of justice systems; and

10.  Support manpower development and training efforts.
It is further the policy of the Congress that the Federa]Aassistance made
available under this title not be utilized to reduce the amount of state
and local financial support for criminal justice activities below the
Tevel of such support prior to the availability of such assistance."
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Part A: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

This part reauthorizes and reorganizes LEAA. It defines the powers

- of the Administrator and places him or her under the authority of the

U.S. Attorney General, This part establishes the Office of Community

Anti-Crime Programs.

Part B: National Institute of Justice

This part establishes the National Institute of Justice to encourage
research and demonstration efforts pursuant to the purposes of the act.
It identifies the duties and functions of the institute. This part au-
thorizes 100% grants for research, evaluation and demonstration projects
related to the improvement of criminal justice systems at federal, state

and local levels.

Part C: Bureau of Justice Statistics

This part establishes the Bureau of Justice Statistics under the
authority of the U.S. Attorney General for the purpose of providing for
and encouraging the collection and analysis of statistical information
concerning crime, juvenile delinquency and the operation of the criminal
justice system and related aspects of the civil justice system. It

authorizes 100% grants to achieve these goals.

Part D: Formula Grants

The purpose of the Formula Grant prbgram is to assist states and
units of local governments in carrying out specific innovative programs
of proven effectiveness with a record of proven success, or which offer

A

a high probability of improving the criminal justice system.
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section 401

LEAA is authorized to make grants to states and units of local govern-
for the purpose of: |

1. Establishing or expanding community and neighbor-
hood programs that enable citizens to undertake initiatives
to deal with crime and delinquency;

2. Improving and strengthening law enforcement agencies,
as measured by arrest rates, incidence rates, victimization
rates, the number of reported crimes, clearance rates, the
number of patrol or investigative hours per uniformed officer,
or any other appropriate objective measure;

3. Improving the police utilization of comﬁunity resources
through support of joint policy-community projects designed
to prevent or control neighborhood crime;

4. Disrupting illicit commerce in stolen goods and prop-
erty and training of special investigative and prosecuting
personnel, and the development of systems for collection, storing,
and disseminating information relating to the control of organ-

ized crime;

]

5. Combating arson;

6. Developing investigations and prosecutions of white
collar crime, organized crime, public corruption related
offenses, and fraud against the government.

7. Reducing the time betweey arrest or indictment and
disposition of trial;

8. Impie@enting court reforms;
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9. Increasing the use and development of alternatives
to the prosecution of selected offenders;

10. Increasing the development and use of alternatives
to pretrial detention that assure return to court and a
minimization of the risk of danger;

11. Increasing the rate at which prosecutors obtain
convictions against habituals, nonstatus offenders;

12. Developing and implementing programs which provide
assistance to victims, witnesses, and jurors, including
restitution by the offender, programs encouraging victim
and witness participation in the criminal justice system,
and programs designed to prevent retribution against or
intimidation of witnesses by persons charged with or con-
victed of crimes;

13. Providing competent defense counsel for indigent
and eligible low-income persons accused of criminal offenses;

14. Developing projects to identify and meet the needs
of drug dependent offenders;

15. Increasing the availability and use of alternatives
to maximum-security confinement of convicted offenders who
pose no threat to public safety;

16. Reducing the rates of violence among inmates in
places of detention and confinement;

17. Improving conditions of detention and confinement
in adult and juvenile correctional institutions, as measured
by the number of such institutions administering programs
meeting accepted standards;
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18. Training criminal justice personnel in programs
meeting standards recognized by the administrator;

19. Revising and recodifying by states and units
of local government of criminal statutes, rules, and pro-
cedures and revision of statutes, rules, and regulations
governing state and local criminal justice agencies;

20. Coordinating the various components of the
criminal justice system to improve the overall operation
of the system, establishing criminal justice information
systems, and supporting and training of criminal justice
personnel;

21. Developing statistical and evaluative systems in
states and units of local government which assist the
measurement of indicators in each of the areas described
in paragraphs (1) through (20);

22. Encouraging the development of pilot and demon-
stration projects for prison industry programs at the
state Tevel with particular emphasis on involving private
sector enterprise either as a direct participant in such
programs, or as purchasers of goods produced through such
programs, and aimed at making inmates self-sufficient, to
the extent practicable, in a realistic working environ-
ment; and

23. Any other innovative program which is of proven
effectiveness, has a record of proven success, or which
offers a high probability of improving the functicning

of the criminal justice system.
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For action grants, the Federal portion of any grant may be up to
(100%) one hundred percent for Federal fiscal year ending September 30,
1980. For any later fiscal period, the Federal portion may not exceed
(90%) ninety percent.

The Conference Committee noted that the "assumption of cost" by the
recipient of the award will be expected after a reasonable period of time.

The amount of funds which LEAA is authorized to grant to any individ-

ual state for purposes of administration is outlined in Table 4.1.

Administrative Funds Available From LEAA

TABLE 4.1
Administrative No Required A Required
Unit Match Equal Match

$200,000 + 7 1/2% of the allocation of
the formula grant administer-
ed by the state.

On the first of An amount equal to a maximum

jurisdiction (B, $ 25,000 7 1/2% of the allocation of

C & D below) the formula grant.

To the Judicial $ 50,000 & An amount equal to a maximum

To each state:

To each eligible

Coordinating (Minimum) of 7 1/2% of the allocation
Committee: of the formula grant.
(Judicial Planning

Committee)

Other units of local

government (E belaw) At the discretion of the state

The State of Iowa is eligible for a $250,000 match-free administrative

grant. If no eligible jurisdictions are formed, the state may also use

(7 1/2%) seven and one-half percent of“the state's action grant allocation
($3,217,000 x .075 = $241,275) providing the state match equally the

amount.
49
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Each eligible jurisdiction (B, C, or D) that is formed will be en-
titled to 7 1/2% of their proportionate share of the state's action
allocation. The first $25,000 is match-free and the remaining matched
equally by the units of Tocal government comprising an eligible jurisdic-

tion.

section 402

This section defines the requirements for "eligible jurisdictions"

which will plan for and administer the use of LEAA funds for the improve-
ment of the components of the criminal justice system in that jurisdiction.
An eligible jurisdiction can be:
A. A state;
B. A municipality which has no less than 0.15 per
centum of total state and Tocal criminal justice expend-
itures, and which has a population of one hundred thousand
or more persons on the basis of the most satisfactory
current data available on a nationwide basis to the admin-
istration but only if such municipality would receive at
least $50,000 of the formula grant for an appreciable year;
C. A county which has no less than 0.15 per centum of
total state and local criminal justice expenditures, and
which has a population of one hundred thousand or more
persons on the basis of the most satisfactory current data
available on a nationwide basis to the administration but
only if such county would receive at least $50,000 of the
formula grant for an applicable year;

D. Any combination of contiguous units of Tlocal govern-
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ment, whether or not situated in more than one state, or any
combination of units of local government all in the same
county, which has a population of one hundred thousand or more
persons on the basis of the most satisfactory current data
available on a nationwide basis to the administration but

only if such combination would receive more than $50,000 of
the formula grant for an applicable year.

E. A unit of local government, or any combination of
such contiguous units without regard to population, which
are otherwise ineligible under the other paragraphs of this
subsection.

The Tegisiation requires the state to establish or designate and

maintain a criminal justice council for the purpose of:

a. Analyzing the criminal Justice problems within the
ttate based on input and data from all eligible jurisdictions,
state agencies, and the Judicial coordination committee and
establishing priorities based on the analysis and assuring that
these priorities are pubTished and made available to affected
criminal justice agencies prior to the time required for appli-
cation submission;

b. Preparing a comprehensive state application reflecting
the statewide goals, objectives, priorities, and projected
grant programs;

c. 1. Receiving, reviewing, and approving (or disapproving)
applications or amendments submitted by state agencies, the
Judicial coordinating committee, and units of Tocal government,

or combinations thereof,
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2. Providing financial assistance to these agencies
and units according to the criteria of this title and on the
terms and conditions established by such council at its
discretion; and

d. Receiving, coordinating,'EEViewing, and monitoring
all applications or amendments subﬁitted by state agencies,
the judicial coordinating committee, units of local govern-
ment, and combinations of such units, recommending ways to
improve the effectiveness of the programs or projects re-
ferred to in said applications, assuring compliance of said
applications with Federal kequirements and state law and
integrating said applications into the comprehensive state
application;

€. Preparing an annual report for the Governor and the
state legislature containing an assessment of the criminal
Jjustice problems and priorities within the state; the adequacy
of existing state and local agencies, programs, and resourées
to meet fhese problems and priorities; the distribution and
use of funds it allocates, and the relationship of fhese
funds to state and local resources allocated to crime and
justite system problems; and the major policy and legislative
initiatives that are recommended to be undértaken on a state-
wide basis;

f. Assisting the Governor, the state 1egis1ature, and
units of Tlocal government upon request in developing new or
improved approaches, policies, or legislatioh designed to
improve th¢ criminal Justice system of the state;
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g. Developing and publishing information concerning
criminal justice in the state;

h. Providing technical assistance upon request to
state agencies, community-based crime prevention programs,
the judicial coordination committee, and units of Tocal
government in matters relating to improving criminal justice
in the state; and

i. Assuring fund accounting, auditing, and evaluation
of programs and projects funded under this part to assure
compliance wfth Federal requirements and state law.

The council shall be created or designated by state law and shall be

subject to the jurisdiction of the chief executive of the state who shall

appoint members of the council, designate the chairman, and provide

professional, technical, and the clerical staff to serve the council. The

council shall be broadly representative and include among its membership:

a. Representatives of eligible jurisdictions who shall
comprise at least one-third of the membership of the council
where there are such eligible jurisdictions in the state;

b. Representatives of the smaller units of local govern-
ment;

C. Representatives of the various components of the
criminal justice system, including representatives of agenciesq
directly related tc the prevention and/controi of juvenile
delinquency an¢ representatives of policy, courts, corrections,
prosecutors, and defense attorneys;

d. Representatives of the genefa] public including

53

representatives of neighborhood and community-based and
business and professional organizations of the communities
to be served under this part; and

e. Representatives of the judiciary including, at a
minimum, the chief judicial officer or other officer of
the court of last resort, the chief judicial administrative
officer or other appropriate judicial administrative officer
of the state, and a local trial court judicial officer; if
the chief judicial officer or chief judicial administrative
officer cannot or does not choose to serve, the other ju-
dicial members and the local trial court judicial officer
shall be selected by the chief executive of the state
from a 1ist of no less than three nominees for each position
submitted by the chief judicial officer of the court of
last resort within thirty days after the occurrence of any
vacancy in the judicial membership; additional judicial
members of the council as may be required by the adminis-
tration shall be appointed by the chief executive of the
state from the membership of the judicial gﬁqrdinating
committee or, in the absence of a judfcia]:uéordinating
committee, from a 1ist of no Tess than three nominees for
each prsition submitted by the chief judicial officer uf
the court of last resort.

Individual representatives may fulfill the requirements of more than

one functional area or geographical area where appropriate to the back-

ground anc expertise of the individual.
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Applications from eligible jurisdictions (B, C, and D, Page 50) may,
at their discretion, be in the form of single applications to the state
for inclusion in the comprehensive state application to LEAA. Applica-
tions or amendments should conform to the overall priorities, unless the
eligible jurisdiction's analysis of its criminal justice system demon-
strétes that such recommended priorities are inconsistent with their
needs. Applications or amendments should conform to uniform administra-
tive requirements for submission of applications. Such requirements shall
be consistent with guidelines issued by the administration. Such appli-
cation or amendments shall be deemed approved unless the council, within
ninety days of the receipt of such application or amendment, finds that
the application or amendment:

i. Does not comply with federal requirements or with
state law or regulations;
ii. Is inconsistent with priorities and fails to
establish, under guidelines issued by the administration,
good cause for such inconsistency;
i1i. Conflicts with or duplicates programs or projects

of another applicant under this title, or other federal, state,

or local supported programs or applications; or
iv. Proposes a program or project that is substantially
identical to or is a continuation of a program or project which

has been evaluated and found to be ineffective.

Where the council finds such noncompliance, inconsistency, conflict,
or duplication, it shall notify the applicant in writing and set forth
its reasons for the finding:

- The applicant may, within thirty days of receipt of
55
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written findings of the council, submit to the council a

revised application or state in writing the applicant's

reasons for disagreeing with the council's findings;

- A revised application submitted shall be treated
as an original application except that the council shall
act on such application within thirty days;

- If an applicant states in writing a disagreement

with the council's written findings, the findings shall be

considered appealed. The appeal shall be in accordance

with a procedure developed by the council and reviewed and

agreed to by the eligible jurisdiction. If any eligible

jurisdiction in a state fails to agree with the council appeai

process prior to application submission to the council, the

appeal shall be in accordance with procedures developed by the

administration. - The administration appeal procedures shall

provide that if the council's action is not supported by clear

and convincing evidence or if the council acted arbitrarily

or capriciously, the council shall be directed to reconsider

or approve the app]%cation or amendement.

-  Approval of the applicaticn of such eligible Tocal
jurisdiction shall result in the award of funds to such

eligible jurisdiction without requirement for further applica-

tion or review by the council.

Applications from state agencies and eligible jurisdictions (E, Page 51)
must be in the manner and form proscribed by the council. The council may
deny funding or recommend changes in such an application if they find it:

a. Does not comply with federal requirements or with
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state law or regulation;

b. Is inconsistent with priorities, policy, organiza-
tional, or procedural arrangements, or the crime analysis;

c. Conflicts with or duplicates programs or projects
of another applicant under this title, or other federal,
state, or local supported programs or applications; or

d. Proposes a program or project that is substantially
identical to or is a continuation of a program or project

which has been evaluated and found to be ineffective.

This section also requires the creation of an office by the chief
executive of a jurisdiction (B, C, and D, Page 50) for the purpose of pre-
paring a jurisdiction's application and assuring the application complies
with federal and state requirements. 1t also requires the establishment
of a local criminal justice advisory board, under the authority of the
chief executive, and defines the purposes of the board and its composition.

The court of last resort of each state may establish or designate a

judicial coordinating committee (hereinafter referred to in this title as

the 'Committee') for the preparation, development, and revision of a
three~year application or amendments thereto reflecting the needs and
priorities of the courts of the state. For those states where there is a
Jjudicial agency which is authorized by state law on the date of enactment
of this subsection to perform this function and which has a statutory
membership of a majbrity of court officials (including judges and court
administrators), the judicial agency may establish or designate the judicial
coordinating committee. The committee shall:
1. Establish priorities for the improvement of the
various courts of the state;
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2. Define, develop, and coordinate programs and
projects for the improvement of the courts of the state;

3. Develop, in accordance with part D of this title,
an application for the funding of programs and projects
designed to improve the functioning of the courts and

judicial agencies of the state.

section 403

This section requires a three-year application with required annual

amendment if there are new programs added or programs are not implemented.

. This applies hoth to state applications to LEAA and applications by eli-

gible jurisdictions to the state.
The app]ications must include:

- Apalysis of crime problems and criminal justice
needs;

- Description of’services to be provided;

-  Performance goals and priorities;

- A statement on how the programs will achieve
the objectivés of the act;

-~ An indication of how the programs relate to
similar state §nd local programs;

- An assurance that appiicants shall submit
performance reports and an assessment of the impact
of the program;

- A certification that Federal funds will not

- be used to supp]ént state or Tocal funds;

- An assurance that there are adequate funds
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for courts, corrections, police prosecution and defens

programs;

- A provision for adequate fiscal control, proper

management, auditing, monitoring and evaluation;

- As well as other provisions.

section 404

This section provides the basic rules upon which applications will
be approved by LEAA. It generally requires applications to be consistent
with the goals of the act and provides that LEAA may suspend or make
appropriate adjustments in the applications if warranted by annual perform-

ance reports. It also details specific restrictions on the use of these

funds.

section 405

This section establishes that the allocation for the state award of
action funds and subsequent awards to eligible jurisdictions will be
determined by LEAA. The award to the state will be in accordance with
one of two formulas, whichever results in the larger amount. The section
provides that no state will receive an allocation of action funds which
is less than the block grant allocation received by the state in F.Y. 1979,
unless the federal appropriation restricts the availability of funds.

The allocation to eligible jurisdictions will be determined by LEAA.
The determination will be made by:

a. Distributing (70%) seventy percent of the formula

grant in proportion to the respective share of total state

and local criminal justice expenditures made byathe(e1igib1e

jurisdiction; ; |
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b. And by distributing the remaining (30%) thirty
percent among eligible jurisdictions, in respect to their
proportion of the total state and local expenditure for
criminal justice in for equal shares in amounts determined
as follows:

i. For combating crime, a proportion of the
available funds equal to their own resnective share of
total state and local expenditures for policy services
from all sources;

ii.  For improving court administration, a pre-
portion of the available funds equal to their own respective
share of total state and local expenditures for judicial,
legal, and prosecutive, and public defense services from
all sources;

’jii. For improving correctional services, a pro-
portion of the available funds equal to their own'respective
share of total state and local expenditures for correctional
services from all sources; and

iv. For devising effective alternatives to the
criminal justice system, a proportion of the available funds
equal to their own respective share of total state and Tocal

E’expenditure from all sources.*
It further states that such funds that would be available to eligible

units of Tocal government which choose not to combine and exercise the

)/‘.f

*LEAA technical staff has informed the Prqﬁram Evaluation Division that
allocations for F.Y. 1981 will be based on data provided by the U.S. Census
Bureau Survey of Criminal Justice Expenditure and Employment conducted in
1978. \
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powers available to eligible jurisdictions shall be set aside in a dis-
cretionary fund for the use of the council in making grants to units of
local government.

Additionally, this section permits the State Legislature to review
the goals, priorities and policies of the council and to make advisory
comments prior to its implementation.

This section also permits an eligible jurisdiction to utilize exist-
ing general purpose regional planning bodies for the purpose of preparing

the jurisdiction's application and other administrative purposes.

Part E: National Priority Grants

e s e i i e

S 2

The purpose of this part is to provide additional funds to states
and units of local government to implement designated national priority
programs. The grant can be made for an amount equal to 50% of the cost
of the program. The remaining cost may be provided from the state's or
eligible jurisdiction's action allocation or from any other source of
funds. Projects under this part cannot be funded for more than three
years and the grant recipient will assume the cost of the program unless

this is waived by LEAA.

Part F: Discretionary Grants

This part authorizes the provision of additional Federal financial
assistance to states, eligible jurisdiction or nonprofit private org?n-
jzations for the achievement of the goals of this act. The awards m&y
be up to 100% of the cost of the program for a period not to exceed three

yaars.
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Part G: Training and Manpower Development

It is the purpose of this part to provide and encourage training,
manpower development, and new personnel practices to improve the criminal
Jjustice system. Grants can be awarded up to 100% of the cost of a pro-
gram designed to train state and local criminal justice personnel. LEAA
is authorized to establish and support training for prosecuting attorneys,
F.B.I. training of state and local personnel, and a criminal justice

education program. These programs are available for use by the state and

jts political subdivisions.

Part H: Administrative Provisions

This part makes provisions necessary for the administration of the

act by the Federal government.

Part I: Definitions

This part provides definitions.

Part J: Funding

This part authorizes Congressional appropriations and requires that
19.5% of tﬁe total appropriation for this act be maintained for juvenile

delinquency programs.

Part K: Criminal Penalties

This part provides criminal penalties for misuse of Federal assistance,
falsification or concealment of facts, or conspiracy to commit offense

against the United States.

Part L: Public Safety Officers Death Benefits

This part provides the policy for the administration of the Public
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Safety Officers Death Benefits program by LEAA.

Part M: Transition - Effective Date - Repealer

This section provides the confirming legislation necessary to affect

the transition from the previous act to the new legislation.

CONCLUSIONS

The Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 has implications for Iowa
in two major areas, intergovernmental relations and funding. These con-
clusions are not intended to encompass every implication for Iowa, but

do relfect those aspects related to the purpose of this stuay.

Intergovernmental Relations

The act clearly allows for alternative approachgﬁ in establishing
the nature of intergovernmental relations between the state and units of
local government. This conclusion is apparent ink4our specific provisions
of the act. /

The act provides greater flexibility to unﬁ%s of Tocal government
in the formation of jurisdictions eligible toyfeceive LEAA funds from
the state. It provides the?bption for contiguous uniué of IOCal govern-
ment, who meet specific requirements for population size and level of
criminal justice expenditures, to form admﬂﬁistrative organizations to
prepare applications and otherwise administer LEAA funds.

Eligible jurisdictiéns meeting theg?equirements of population and
expenditure may, afrthe1f¥discretfon, #&bmit a single application, for
inclusion in the compreheﬁSive state &pp1ication, to obtain thefr allo-
cation as determined by LEAA. Thesg;funds are treated as a block grant

to the eligible jurisdiction who igfresponsible for assuming general

;f?é3

compliance and adequate financial management.

Eligible jurisdictions not meeting the requirements of population
and expenditure must apply for funds in the manner proscribed by the state
Criminal Justice Council.

Finally, the Iowa Legislature may impose, by state law, specific
compliance requirements for the approval of applications from all eligible

jurisdictions by the state Criminal Justice Council. These implications

are considered in the options for reorganization contained in Chapter Five.

Funding

The act specifically links the availability of administrative funds
to the availability of action funds. The act limits the amount of Federal
funds that may be expended for administration to 7 1/2% of the action
funds allocated to an eligible jurisdiction. Congress intended that the
administrative functions be accomplished within this limitation, or that
further fiscal 1iability be assumed by the jurisdiction controlling the
funds.

The act stipulates that the allocation of action funds to eligible
jurisdictions and state agencies will be based on proportionate shares of
Criminal Justice expenditures. This may result in changes in the relative
distribution of action‘funds.

These implications, as well, are considered in the options fo} re-

organization contained in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION, PRINCIPLES FOR
REORGANI ATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION N

The Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation and Law Enforcement

will hold hearings in January 1980 to determine theyappropriation for the

N second year of the biennium for administrative cost of the Iowa Crime

Commission. This hearing was required by the Appropriations Bill (H.F. 738)

ST S

because the reauthorization and reorganization of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Adm1n1strat1on (LEAA) was expected to affect the required state
match to obta1n an LEAA planning grant and program funds for federal
Y Y 1980-81.
The Legislative Council initiated this evaluation in October, 1979
— ﬁhj>io;ana1yze the State and Regional Staff Organization of the Iowa Crime
Commission to determine where dup11cat1on of staff activities may exist.
The Legislative Council 1ntended the evaluation to prov1de recommendat1ons
for administrative changes and budget revisions for _the consideration of
the Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation and Law Enforcement. _ %f
The first chapter of this report 111ustrates the federa], state and
local governmental components which exist to administer LEAA Funds in

{ o Iowa. Brief overviews of EEAA, ghe Towa Crime Commission, Judicial Plan-
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ning Committee, Juvenile Justice Advisory Council, State Planning Agency,
Area Crime Commissions and Regional Planning Units were provided.

The second chapter provides an overview of the type of grants avail-
able through the Iowa Crime Commission, the grant application procedure,
funds that have been awarded by the Commissioa, funds management by the
SPA, administrative cost and federal seed money.

Chapter Three presents an analysis of the state and regional staff
time expenditures and identifies duplication of activity and overlap of
responsibilities in management functions. q

Chapter Four reviews the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979, as
it is in the Conference Report, and provides in-depth review of the parts
which impact the alternatives for the administration of LEAA funds in

Towa.

The purpose of this chapter is to review information and conclusions

from the previous chapters and present recommendations of the Legislative

Fiscal Bureau.

CONCLUSIONS

Administrative Cost

The state and local cost of planning, administration of LEAA funds
and grants management has increased greatly since 1969 when the Iowa Crime
Commission was established. The state appropriation for administering
LEAA funds in Iowa was $5,000 in F.Y. 1969 and increased to $210,000 in
F.Yf 1980. The Tocal matching funds requrred for the administration of
LEAA funds was $7,359 in F.Y. 1969 and is estimated to be $200,000 for
F.Y. 1980.
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The Federal intent with LEAA funds, as with all seed money programs,
is to provide an influx of federal money into states for initiating pro-
grams of national priority and tc allow for the withdrawal of federal
funds and resulting assumption of cost by states or Tocal units of govern-

ment.

Staff Time Expenditures

There is a disproportionate commitment of regional and state staff
time expended on organization mailtenance. This may be indicative of an
organization in constant flux and may result frgé'thé need to constantly
redefine the relationships amoﬁ@ $ﬁe plethora or organizations establish-
ed to 1mp1ement the Omnibuas Cnimejéontnoﬂ‘Aﬁi.

Overlapping responsibilities aad duplication of activities occur in
major managemént functions. In financial management and grant review
and approval functions, the state and regional staff organizations perform
the same, similar, and closely allied activities and share responsibilities
for determining the appropriateness of grants and expenditures for LEAA
funding under the comprehensive plan (also a shared responsibi]it}).

These shared responsibilities may create the need to commit considerable
staff resources to organiiation ﬁ&intenance.

In the auditing functions performed by the SPA, there is a clear
example of décentfa]ized auditing within a state government. The State’
Auditor has overall audit authority (Chapter 11.1, Code of Iowa) for state

government and others receiving state funds. Clearly, this authority

" . has been preempted by the SPA.

While some of these problems result from the requirements of the
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Omnibus Crime Controf Act and LEAA guidelines, the State Planning Agency
has opted to share financial management and grant monitoring. responsibili-
ties with the regional structures when not required to do so. The State
Planning Agency has also opted to preempt the authority of the State

Auditor even though this is not required by federal law or regulation.

The Justice System Improvement Act of 1979

The act clearly allows for alternative approaches in establishing
the nature of jintergovernmental relations between the state and units of
Tocal government. This conclusion is apparent in following specific
provisions of the act.

The act provides greater flexibility to units of local government
in the formation of jurisdictions eligible to receive LEAA funds ffpm
the state. It provides the option for contiguous units of Tocal gonrn—
ment, who meet specific requirements for populatioﬂfsize and Tevel of
criminal justice expenditures, to form administrative organizations to
prepare applications and otherwise administer LEAA funds.

Eligible jurisdictions meeting the requirements of population and
expenditure may, at their discretion, submit a single application, for
inclusion in the comprehensive state application, to obtain their-allo-
cation as determined by LEAA. These funds are treated as a block grant
to the eligible jurisdiction who is responsible for assuring general
compliance and adequate financial managﬁment. L

Eligible jurisdictions not meeting!ﬁhe requirements of population
and expendituréﬁhust apply for funds in the manner proscribed by the state

Criminal Justice Council.
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The Iéwa Legislature may impose, by state law, specific compliance
requirements for Iowa Crime Commission approval of applications for all
eligible jurisdictions.

The act specifically Tlinks the 5§éilability of administrative funds
to the availability of action funds. The act Timits the amount of Federal
funds that may be expended for administration to 7 1/2% of the action
funds allocated to an eligible jurisdiction. Congress intended that the
administrative functions be accomplished within this Timitation, or that
further fiscal 1iabijlity be assumed by the jurisdiction controlling the
funds. ‘ |

The act stipulates that the allocation of action funds to eligible
jurisdictions and state agencies will be based on proportionate shares of
Criminal Justice expenditures. This may result in changes in the relative

distribution of action funds.

PRINCIPLES FOR REORGANIZATION

In formulating recommendations, the Program Evaluation team of the
Legislative Fiscal Bureau considered the conclusions concerning administra-
tive cost, the seed honey nature of LEAA funds, the time expenditures on
the state and regional levels and the Justice Sysitem Improvement Act cf

1979. Several options for reorganization allowable under the Justice

 System Improvement Act of 1979 were formulated and discussed,

The options for reorganization were considered as part of a continuum
of options which ranged from maximizing state responsibility and -authority

to maximizing local responsibi]fty and authority. There are many options

among the continuum. The responsibility for cost and performance of

T
e
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specific management functions varied with these options.

i

The authority

in establishing policy and determining grant awards also varied.

The recommendations of the Legislative Fiscal Bureau were formulated
by the Pragram Evaluation team considering these basic principles:
- State law should address the relative responsibilities
and authority of state and Tocal government and establish
policy which would prevent duplication of activities and

overlap of responsibilities.

- Local units of government, or combinations thereof,
should have primary responsibility and authority for res-

olution of Criminal Justice problems.

- The state role should be to assist local units of

government in efforts related to resolving Criminal Justice,

problems.

- Authority for grant award decisions and responsibility
for management and assumption of cost should reside in the

same level of government.

-" The cost of administrating LEAA funds in Iowa should
not exceed the Federal funds‘avai1ab1e for this purpose and
the minimum required match for obtaining the funds.

“~ The state audit responsibility should not ﬁgbdecentral-
ized into state agencies, and should be retained by the Auditor

of State.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations of the Legislative Fiscal Bureau were formulated
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by the Program Evaluation team based on the analyses and conclusions

contained in this report, as well as the principles outlined above,

Recommendation # 1

The Iowa Legislature should amend Chapter 80C, Code of Towa, to
include:

- Technical revisions to comply with federa] Taw.

= Aclear statement of the role of the various
governmental components responsible for administration
of LEAA funds.

- Uniform administrative requirements to assure
consistent administration of block grant awards to eligible
Jurisdictions.

- .A provision for legislative review of the

comprehensive state application for LEAA funds.

Recommenéation # 2
The Iowa Legislature, in enacting revisions to Chapter 80C, should
restrict the role of the State Planning Agency to:
- Encouraging the establishment of no more than
five eligible jurisdictions, as defined in the Justice
Improvement Act, covering the entire state for the
purpose of receiving and administering block grant funds,
- Monitoring and evaluating block grant applications
to assure compliance pursuant to federal and state law.
- Arranging for technical assistance to local

units of govérnment and eligible jurisdictions.
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- Submitting the comprehensive state application
for LEAA funds, preparing portions of the application
for state agencies, and preparing other applications
for LEAA and JJDP funds as they become available to
Towa.

- Providing staff support to assist the Iowa

Crime Commission to meet the requirements of Federal

legislation.

Recommendation # 3

s R R S S

The Iowa Legislature, in enacting uniform administrative requirements
in Chapter 80C, should establish the role of the eligible jurisdictions
to be:

- Assuming responsibility for regional planning,

submitting block grant applications to the Iowa Crime

Commission, administrating project grants and monitoring

and evaluating project performance.

- Assuming the Suthority for subgrant awards within
the eligible jurisdictions,
- Assuming responsibility for adequate fiscal

control and management.

- = Assuming responsibility for estab]i§hing eligible

Jurisdictions and obtaining financial and programmatic

support from units of local government.

Recommendation # 4

©
s
[
-
&
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The Towa Legislature should provide authority to the Auditor o

72

ey g 5o

o

e e LS TN e oI

to exercise the responsibility for all financial audit activities of the

State related to LEAA funds.

Recommendation # 5

The Iowa Legislature, in appropriating state funds for administration
of LEAA funds, éhou1d restrict the state responsibility for administrative
cost to the minimum match required to obtain the portion of federal admin-
istrative funds allocated to the State Planning Agency.

- The state appropriation for the first year of
operation (F.Y. 1981) under the Justice System Improvement
Act of 1979 should not exceed $50,000.

- The state appropriation for the subsequent

operations under the remaining years of the act should

not exceed the minimum required to obtain the maximum

federal funds for state administrative purposes.

- The state appropriation for the support of area

4

planning and administration should be discontinued.

Recommendation # 6

- to the State Planning Agency and the minimum match required to obtain

I

The Towa Legislature, in authorizing staff position limitations; should

Timit the authorized full-time equivalent positions to the maximum salaries

and support that can be funded by federal administrative funds allocated

DI
N\

those funds. N
- The position authorization for the first year
of operation (F.Y. 1981) under the Justice System

Improvement Act of 1979 should not exceed 10 F.T.E.
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- The position authorization for the subsequent .

nder the remaining years of the act should

port that can

operations u

not exceed the maximum salaries and sup

be funded by federal administrative funds allocated to

the State Planning Agency and the minimum match required

to obtain those funds. |
Reconmendation # 7 , ) )
The Towa Legislature, in appropriating funds for mat
mally reguired by

a

ching LEAA action

funds, should provide only such amounts &s are mini

Federal law. »

Recosmendation # 8 o
Prior to the 1981 hearings of the Appropriations Subcormittes on

Transporiation and Law Enforcement, the Legislative Fiscal Bureau should

port for the subcommittee assessing the irplsrenta- N

srepare @ wonitoring re
ion of vecommendations affecting the appropriations io the Ioua Qramg

Sommission,

acommendation # 9

ihen the Justice Sysiem Improvement Ael of 1973 exgirfs and nzw )

ion i i ive Fiscal B i should conduct an
Jagislation is enacted, the Legislative Fiscal Bureag should conduct

1 3 ~ mrdmdedeter §FAA
“evaluation of the governmental components established. to adninisier LEAA o
funds 0 Iowa. ) ﬂ
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APPENDIX A

CHAPTER 80C
IOWA CRIME COMMISSION

Appropriation by 67GA, 1978 scasion for

£0C.1 Declaration of policy and purpoge.
£0C.2  Commission established.
£0C.8 Commission functions.

80C.1 Declaration of policy and purpose. The
general assembly finds that the increasing incidence
of crime threatens the peace, security and general
welfare of the state and its citizens. To prevent
crime, to insure the maintenance of peace and good
order, and to assure the greater safety of the people,
law enforcement, judicial admiristration, and correc-
tions must be better co-ordinated, intensified and
made more effective at all levels of government.
{C71, 78, 75, 77,5§80C.1]

80C.2 Commission established. There is hereby
established the Iowa crime commissior:, hereinafter
called the commission. The commission shall be
within the office of the governor, {CT71, 73, 75,
71,580C.2]

80C.3 Commission functions. The commission
shall act as the state law enforcement planning
agency for purposes established by state or federal
agencies. The commission may conduct inquiries, in-
vestigations, analyses and studies of all state, county,
and city departments and agencies concerned with
the problems of crime, and the commission may con-
duct inquiries, investigations, analyses, and studies
into the incidence and causes of crime in Iowa, in co-
operation with state, area, city and county agéncies;
and develop a state-wide program of interagency co-
operation, in association with federal agencies and of-
ficials, and those of other states concerned with the
problems of crime and based thereupon may make
recommendations to the governor, general assembly,
and state agencies to carry out the policy and pur-
Poses of this chapter. The commission in co-operation
With city, county and area agencies, and in confor-
mity with such guiZzlines as may be promulgated by

eral agencies, shall direct research, planning and .

action programs in furtherance of the policy and pur-
Pose of this chapter. [C71, 78, 75, 77,§80C.3]

80C4 Duty to file report. The commission during
the continuance of its operations shall file pericdic re-
Poris of its progress with the governor, and shall

tehing federsl funds ard restrictions thereon; see 67GA, ch 1019, §1(8) and §2

80C4 Duty to file report.
80C.5 Acceptance of grants,

. 80C.6 Commission membership.

present a report to each annual session of the general
assembly. [CT1, 73, 75, 77,880C 4]

80C.5 Acceptance of grants. The commission with
approval of the governor may accept funds, grants,
services, facilities and property from any source, and
all such receipts of the commission, including gifts,
grants-in-aid and other revenue, are hereby appropri-
ated for carrying out the purposes of this chapter.
The expenditure of any funds available to the com-
mission shall be by warrant to the treasurer of the
state, drawn by the state comptroller upon vouchers
authorized by the executive director of the commis-
sion.

The commission may;

1. Expend such moneys as may be appropriated
by the general assembly, or otherwise shall be avail-
able, for study, research, investigation, planning: and

_ implementation,

2. Make grants to cities, counties and areas pursu-
ant to law and such regulations as may be applicable.

3. Provide supplies, facilities, personnel and staff
for the function and operations of the commission,
and"for such other purposes as may be necessary and
proper to accomplish the policy of this chapter. [C71,
78, 75, 77,§80GC.5] ’

80C.6 Commission membership. The commission
shall consist of twelve members who are concerned
with and knowledgeable about the problems of crimi-
nal justice and who are appointed for four-year terms
by the governor subject to confirmation by two-
thirds of the members of the senate,

The governor shall appoint an executive director of
the commission who shall be the governor's official
representative, and who shal} be the principal execu-
tive administrator of the commission.

No member of the general assembly shall be ap-
pointed as a voting member of the commission. [CT1,
73,75, 77,880C.6; 67GA, ch 1050,§1]

Initial members sppointed, 67GA, ch 1030, §3

P U I ]
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Summary of Crime Statistics

APPENDIX B’

State of Iowa

Yl

ib

1969-1979
Source: OfficeFor Planning & Programming.
: . L MOTOR
CRINE VIOLENT DROPERTY FORCIBLE AGGRAVATED VEHICLE
YEAR INDEX CRIME CRIME MURDER RAPE ROBBERY ASSAULT BURGLARY LARCENY THEFT
Total 115,348 4,672 110,676 72 302 1,359 2,939 25,243 78,631 6,802
Per 100,000 3,980.6 161.2 3,819.4 2.5 10.4 46.9 101.4 871.1 2,713.5 234.7
1977 : «
Total 111,275 4,132 107,143 67 305 1,189 2,571 23,367 77,435 6,341
Per 100,000 3,836.9 142.5 3,694,4 2.3 . 10.5 41.0 88.7 £€05.7 2,670.0 218.6
1976 .
Total 116,183 3,793 112,390 64 303 1,176 2,250 23,729 82,711 5,950
Per 100,000 4,046.2 132.1 3,914.1 2.2 10.6 41.0 78.4 826.4 2,880.5 207.2
1575 . :
Total 112,182 Hot Not 70 297 1,53 2,135 23,492 78,059 5,583
Per 100,000 3,908.4 Available Available 2.4 10.3 53.5 74.4 818.5 2,719.3 229.7
1974 N
Tota] 94,454 50 280 1,391 1,726 22,599 65,153 6,255
Per 102,000 3,413.8 1.8 9.8 48.7 60.5 791.6 2,282.3 219.1
1973 g Calculated
Total 82,216 58 325 954 1,521 _~48,813 in a Different 5,536
Per 100,000 2,831.5 2.0 11.2 32.9 55.8 ¢ 634.1 Manner 190.7
1972 -
Total 42,116 47 243 764 1,450 15,038 Prior 4,873
Per 100,000 1,461.0 s 1.6 8.4 26.5 50.3 521.7 to 1974 169.0
1971
Total 42,105 50 245 857 1,650 15,163 4,375
Per 100,000 1,476.2 1.8 8.6 30.0 57.8 531.6 153.4
1970 :
Total 40,529 5] 167., 794 1,209 14,331 4,944
Per 160,000 1,434.7 1.8 5.9 28.1 42.8 507.3 175.0
TGS N
Total 35,320 J N 37 169 - 618 1,080 13,600 4,937
Per 100,000 1,270.1 _} 1.3 6.1 22,2 38,8 489.1 177.5¢
1968 " o
Total 31,275 b L 45 178 ° 82 964 13,080 J 4,524
. Pear 100\?'000 1,138.1 ~ ~ 1.6 6.5 24.8 35.1 47402 L 164.6
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, Robert D. Ray
APPENDIX C Governor

SAISSION State Capitol °® Des Moines, lowa 50319  Phone 515-281-3241

Mr. Gerry D. Rankin, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau
State Capitol

Des Moines, Iowa 50319

. Dear Mr. Rankin:

Enclosed is a copy of our agency's response to the report prepared
by the lLegislative Fiscal Bureau's Evaluation Unit.
B @ 9 )
- We hope that the report and our response thereof will assist members.
: of the legislative branch in their consideracions during the. upcoming
“legislative session. We are prepared to discuss the evaluation and
pour response with you at your convenience.

- Sincerely yours,

Richard E. George'
_ Executive Director

REG:reg:mip : . \ o
o Enclosure

CC: Michael Erbschloe
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PHILOSOPHY

Pursuant to Chapter 3, Section 12 of the Laws of the Sixty—Eighthﬁ

[E)

General Assembly, the Iowa Crime Commission herewith submits its response

to the evaluation recently conducted by the new Legislative Fiscal

/
- Bureau evaluations unit. In this response we will, in general terﬁs,

N

O

pd
%

attempt to outline the philosophy of our organizétion and the rcie we

see ourselves playing in the criminal justice systéh. We will discuss
what we é;nsider to be misplaced emphasis and ill—advisgg conclusions

on the part of the evaluators and we will set forth what we consider

to be a rational approach to the organizafioﬁal problems confronting the
agency in light §f the dramatic changes in Jowa's criminal Jjustice system
and the statutes governing fund flow:

The Iowa Crime Commission operates upon two major principles. Thg
first centers'around our existence as aiState-agency. We beiieve ﬁhat
our purpose is fo improve Towa's criminal and juvenile justice systém
and that the federal funds we administer are only tools toward thét end.
We have othér tools to offer the sﬁate. ‘We serve as a sounding board
for ideas. We are the only environment wherein interaction between the
major criminal justice components takes place. We'conduct research and
evaluation. * We assist communities in program development. If our only
o mandate were to administer federal funds, we could easily do so without

7

the level of commitment that has evolved toward making Iowa's system

Az

better.
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,  The second principle derives from the first. We seek ways to improve
the quality of the system. A funding program which does not strive for,
the highest level of quality is the worst breach of taxpayer faith. A

program which abrogates its responsibility to make unpopular decisions

or conduct difficult negotiations serves only itself rather than the

people.

Our overall criticism of the evaluation is that it fails to
acknowledge these two major principles. The evaluation does not approach
the Crime’Commission as an Iowa agency responsible for quality criminal
justice improvement. Rather, the evaluators perceive the Commission
as a mere conduit for federal funds. This narrow viewpoint admittedly
simplifies their task. However, it results in an evaluation that
frankly does not convey the éubstance of the Crime Commission to the
Legislaturen The recommendations set forth in Chapter 3, if adopted,
would condemn the agency to this narrow role in the future.

Our organizational chart has fluctuated anikwe have been subjected
to a series of radical changes inithe past few yeérs. Throughout this
period of change we have sought to retain thelhighest quality of staff
in oxder to provide the highest level of serviq@# We have a long way to
go. 1In some areas we are still in developmental stages. We feel, however,
that our past performance and our futﬁre potential are critical in any

consideration of future structure.
II. COMMENTS ON THE BODf OF THE EVALUATTION

The evaluation document was developed in a five chapter format.

Rather than deal with eyery point where we may differ, we will attempt
_ L .

N

,,/1,

to cover each chapter in general terms and digress to specifics where we
feel it is necessary to enhance the reader's understanding.

In" chapter one, the evaluators discussed the political cliMéte which
precipitated the establishment of our originallfederal legislation. It
outlined the evolution of the programmatic and administrative aspects of
the Crime Control Act as well as the creation of Iowa's response to that
act, the IowaﬁCrime Commission. The report also discussed the ancillary
organizations that are part of the system which has evolved around the
Crime Commission.

The first chapter is essentially accutate although in some cases
incomplete. A description of the organizations that surround the Commission
wduld be incomplete without discussion of their inéeraction§¥ahd the
purposes they serve in facilitating interdisciplinary and intergovernmental
communications. A dismissal of the accomplishments §f the agency in an
eight line statement gives the agency and its affiliates substantially
less credit than:they are due. In this case, however, it is understand-
able since the focal point of the evaluation was not whether we had done
a qualitf job but whether we had done or could do a cheap job.

Chapter two dealt with the funding history of the agency from both
an administrative "overhead" point éf;view and our “action" (project)
fund standpoint. The process descripﬁion is{correct to the extent
necessary for understanding. The role of thg;}taff in progréﬁjdevelop—

ment and the provision of assistance in project initiation should have

. been discussed more fully. This point is important to us because we

believe that while we must represent a bureaucratic process, we are

also responsible for helping grant applicants through that process.




There are some errors in information as well as problems which
aris; from faulty interpretation of the fund distribution section of
chapter two. When pfesentingvan historical persﬁective on the agency'’s
development it should be remembered that it was originally incorporated
within the Office foxr Planning and Programming. As such, agency costs
were diffused within the present organization. The net effect is that
using the first year of operation as a basis upon which to calculate cdsts
presents a dramatically distorted perspective on cost progression.

Table 2.7 indicates a $5,000 state appropriation for fiscal year
69 planning. This $5,000 was not received by the Iowa Crime Commission
until October 16, 1969 (State FY-70). The use of FY-69 as a base year
for determining percentage increase in state appropriations for planning
presents a‘distorted picture for the following reasons:

1. $5,000 was not received or expended by the Towa Crime Commission
until State FY-70. Towa received notification of its initial
planning award on October 28, 1968. The matching requirement
was not applicable to this initial planning awaxrd but was
applied to the total planning grant award for federal FY-69
funds ($284,950). The use of federal FY-69 planning funds was
carried forward into State FY~70.

2. Table 2.7 shows matching funds exclusive of in-kind match.
During the infancy of the LEAA program in Iowa in-kind contribu-
tions were allowable as part of the required match against
grants. Although not a direct cash outlay against élanning ‘
expenditures, failure to reflect in-kind contributions in the

f " table fﬁrther distorts the use of FY-69 as a base year. Total

'-4‘-
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in-kind contributions against federal FY-69 funds for the ITowa
Crime Commission were $14,497.52. Of this amount only $4,457.67
was actually accrued prior to August 1, 1969.
3. Since the inception of the State Planning Agency in July 1968,
the expenditure of federal FY funds for planning has accrued
over two state fiscal years. Table 2.7 indicates appropriated
match by federal fiscal year funds only and does not account for
the use of these funds beyond the twelve month state fiscal year.
Table 2'\;\\Z§\sets forth the appropriation information in such a manner
that it appears\the state agency has total utilization. To present a
truer picture the appropriation amounts should be divided between amounts
for state planning operation and amounts for local planning. In FY~80
$100,000 was specifically set aside for local planning purposes by the
Legislature. )

The report states that, pursuant to federal requiremepts, the State

of Towa is minimally required to provide one-half the non-federal match,

or 5% of the total administration cost. This statement is only partially

correct. The state is required to provide one-half the required

non-federal share (5%) of total cost & local action funds. Hgéever,

on state grants (i.e. Iowa Crime Commission administrative expense) the

state must provide the total required non-federal share or 10%.

Because of the error in calculating minimum match requirements as stated

above, the minimuﬁ”match required for federal F¥Y-80 funds is as foilqws:
$551,125 (Federal funds available)

Less 50,000 Judicial Planning Committee allocation
$501,125




To Areas @ 40% $200,450 = .90 x .05 = $11,136.00
For Stat?\@ 60% $300,675 + .90 x .10 = $33,408.00
$44,544.00

Total match required

Thus, the\state provided $165,546 more appropriation than the
minimum that was required.

Chapter t@:ee&éresents an overview of the Crime Commission's organi-
zation as well as an analysis of the stié functions of the agency in
terms of duplication of services. Heré we are confronted with the heart
of the question. Does duplication exist? Resoundingly, yes,'anSWers
the report. ¥What-is meant by duplication? What is good, what is bad?
Why does it exist that way? The report is silent on these questions.

Through its‘silencé,~the report enables the reader to lend his or
her own interpretation to the information. The careful reader, without
prior bias, becomes confused and is allowed to conclude either positively
or negatively about the agency's operations.

The guestion asked the researchers was whether unnecessary duplica-
tion of effort or services existed between the state agency and the
regional offices. Conseguently, although not stated, the hypothesis
to be tested in the evaluation should have been something like this:
"Excessive duplication of effort is produced between the SPA and the
area crime commissions". In order fo conclude on the validity ofi~the
hypothesis the researchers should have first presented an operational
definigion of excessive duplication and then proceeded to ;easure the
levels to which it exists in our organization. The study never adequately
defined or measured ;xcessive duplication. Rather the study chose a

simplistic course to measure duplication.

PINAEE

The researchers asked the respective SPA and area crime commission
staff members to define their jobs in terms of level of effort devoted
toward a specifie activity;4 The evaluators then grouped these answers
into six basic functional categories. Where an area staff person listed
"technical ;ssistance" and a state staff person did the same, the
evaluators concluded duplication existed. No effort was made to determine
if the functions were complementaxy, coordinated or separate processes.

As a result, the researchers failed to reject or prove the hypothesis that
the Legislature had raised.

Other points arise in our examination of chapter three. We feel
the report, through selective quotation, implies a strong negative
connotation to the concept of "seed money" that has characterized the

program we administer. Such connotation is unfair in this context and
deserves rebuttal: Our agency has never "blaékmailéd“ applicants into
accepting our funds. We have, to the contrary, strongly emphasized the
obligations that are incurred by the applicant in terms of cost assumption.
We have always interpreted the non-supplantatiéon statute in favor of the
applicant and have adjusted our funding policies to meld with state and
local budgeting processes.

We have saved state and local government millions of dollars in
start—ué and one-time costs associated with the initiation of programs
that the peoplé of Iowa needed. Wé pride ourselves on our flexibility
in dealing with ouréciient units of govermment. We feel our record of
local assumption of costs speaks for the value of the projects that we

initiate in concert with the state and local government of Iowa.
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We object to the undefined, catch-all category of "organizational
maintenance”. The category devours nineteen positions without explana~
tion other than a cryptic ". . . diébroportionate commitment of staff
time. . . " paragraph (p. 40). Does this category include clericai time,
filing, typing, etc.? What does it include? What would be typically
proportionate for an agency with an accountability level similar té
ours? What would be proportionate for an organization that has to spend
man-years appearing before local, regiohal, state and fede;al officials?
Is it fair to measure the distribution of staff effort at a time when the

program is at its highest level of fluidity? We contend that it is
. 5

neither fair nor accurate to do so. It is less so to report such

findings without definition or discussion.

Chapter four relays the basic elements of the new federal legislation.

Accurate in content, the chapter is worth study by those who wish to

learn more about the new statute. We would add, however, a clarifying

quote from the Senate conference conmittee which we feel defines
3

{

congressional intent as to how the states should respond organizationally

to the law:

The bill, in an intergovernmental sense, is designéd to
allow each State td take account of the differences and
preferences of local units of government or its regions.

?he committee recognizes that many of the planning units
in th? States have made a significant and important
contribution toc the LEAA brogram over the last 10 years
The c?ngress recognized early the role that the regionai
planning units could play in the LEAA program and over

the years has made a number of amendments to the LEAR

Act to aesign and encourage coordinated approaches to

law enforcement and criminal justice.

Important contributions hgve also been made by the criminal
justice coordinating councils in States such as Ohio and
Kantucky where combined city-county units plan comprehen-

2, sively ¥or criminal justice ilmprovements that affect the

)

operations of the criminal justice unit at the county
and city levels.

The committee recognizes that in authorizing entitlement

grants to major units of local government some coordina-

tion may be made more difficult because major local

governmental units may wish to receive funds directly

without having the funds flow to a regional planning unit

for ultimate distribution to the eligible units within the

area covered by the regional planning unit. However,

the bill expressly provides the combinations of units

can receive funding and where two or more eligible
-~4nits combine, the total funding that would go to

those eligible units can go to the regional unit. In

addition, the match free funds available for each

eligible unit can be aggregated in combinations so

that if two eligible units join together the combination

will receive a total of $50,000 in match free funds.

In addition, the bill expressly provides that eligible

units of local government can waive their eligibility

and compete for funds with the balance of the local

units. [ 'emphasis theirs] Thus, in a given state,

it is possible ‘under this provision that all of the

eligible units could waive their eligibility and

compete [ "Lth all other units of local government

for the funding available under this program. In

some States, such as Ohio, major city and county

combinations now receive a greater share of the

total funds passed through to the units of local

government: than they would répeive under the

pass~through provisions of the Law Enforcement

Assistance Reform Act. Nothing in this bill is

intended to prohibit those States from continuing

those practices. What is provided, however, is

an option. -

Report of the Committee on the
vJudiciary, United States Senate
(Report No. 96-142)

Congress intended that each state look at its own situation and

i B e i

decide the best structure for its purposes. The evaluation team looked

at the new law and made its proposal. That proposal exists at one end

Leme

of the whole spectrum of possibilities.
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inci fOi 5 ~~ We think this statement means that all decisions should bhe either
i i t, presents "principles :
Chapter five summarizes the report,
. s hapters at one level of government (state) or the other {local). We
i i dations. We have dealt with ¢ ‘
reorganization” and sets recommen 7
. soint on both . feel that decision making authority and responsibility should be
i st respond point. for poin 1 :
one through four previously. Here we mu | | |
‘ . : clearly defined. However, that does not necessarily mean that
inci : tions: |
the principles and the recommenda
"State 1 hould address the relative responsibilities and e One group or the other should be excluded from the decision
1. State law s . v
911 i making process.
authority of state and local governwment and establish policy g p
" o . 3 . -
which would prevent duplication of activities and overlap of 5. The cost of administrating LEAR funds in Towa should not exceed
v the Federal funds available for this purpose and the minimum required
responsibilities.”
; | match for obtaining the funds."
-~ We believe the state, through statute, rules, and policy should o g tl
duplication of activity and E -- To set a monetary limit on administrative costs is proper.
work to prevent unnecessary dup
To sackifice quality programming, accountability and expertise
responsibility.
o ) mbinati thereof, should 2. in helping improve Iowa's criminal justice system as a result
2. "“"Iocal units of government, or combinations » sh

7 : of such limitation would be unconscionable.
have primgsry responsibility and authority for resolution of

6. "The state audit responsibility should not be decentralized
Criminal Justice problems."

. R into state agencies, and should be retained by the Auditor of
-~ The criminal and juvenile justice systems consist of incredibly

State."
complex interactions among local government, judicial districts,

-~ The audit function should be located where it best serves the
state agencies and private providers. Such a complex system

needs of the state.
requires an administrative response that transcends the_

We feel it is important to note the differences in opinion between
simplistic "local" or "state" context.

the researchers and our agency because the bulk of the recommendations
3. "rThe gtate role should be to assist local units of government

stem npt from the evaluative effort, but rather, from the statement of
in efforts related to resolving criminal justice problems.”

principles. Our responses to the recommendations are as follows:
-~ We concur with this statement so long as it does not limit

s Recommendation #1
the state role to a narrow definition of local assistance. el

-~-We believe that Chapter 80C of the Code of Iowa should be
4. “Authority for grant award decisions and responsibility for. :

amended and feel the recommendation of the .evaluators is
management and assumption of cost should reside in the same level

appropriate. .

o 4 -
of government." , ,> : “ g
‘ i ’ 2
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Recommendation #2

~-We feel that this recommendation is unfounded in its own specificity.
The Legislature should amend 80C to assure administrative
‘accountability. To set structure by statute risks the establishment

of cumbersome and inflexible organization.

We believe that our operational role should be defined in terms of
quality and service capability rather than limited by the narrow
federal context translated into inflexible state statute.

Recommendation #3

~~The role of eligible jurisdictions should be fixed in administrative
rule.

Recommendation #4

--Audit authority does rest with the state auditor. He needs no
further statute to enhance that authority. The audit function
should rest with the organization that best accounts for the
combined audit interests of the federal and gstate governments.ﬂ

Recommendation #5

~-We reject this recommendation as counter to the needs of Iowa.
We propose the structure set forth. in our fiscal year 1981
budget request.

Recommendaﬁion #6

-~We reject this recommendation as counter to the needs of the state.
We propose the structure set forth in our fiscal year 1981

budget requesst.
. N,
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Recommendation #7

—~The/Iowa Legislature, in considering the budget of the Iowa Crime
Commission, should appropriate in accordance with the services

provided by the agency and its value to the state in terms of

;E}iminal and juvenile justice system assistance. The Legisla-
ture should reject a federal-statute-compliance approach to its
consideration of the Iowa Crime Commission.
Recommendation #8
~--The Legislative Fiscal Bureau should monitor the activities of

all agencies.
Recommendafion #9
~-A better time to evaluate the program would be prior to new
legislation. Thi$ could aid in basic participatory decision making
rather than add to the confusion inherent in a reauthorizatibn

process.

IITI. CONCLUSION

The Iowa Crime Commission welcomed the evaluation effort. Under

normal circumstances we would have regponded with somewhat less enthusiasm,

‘but our agency was genuinely concerned about the state of flux that our

major programs were in as well as maintaining a flexible response’to

our clients. In additon, we were gravely concerned about misapprehension
that members of the Legislature had concerning our program. We felt that
the evaluation,would assist both our intemmal organizationa%\questions

and help clarify our role for the Legislature. A
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This evaluation does neither. Consisting of two basic parts, the
first, comprised of chapters one through four, attempts to overview the
entire history of our program, funding patterns, administrative structure
and achievements. It describes the new federal legislation and relﬁys

selected observations to the reader. In the second part, chapter five,

the evaluation proposes its version of a Crime Commission organlzat%gg.

i
We have outlined some of the major responses we have concerning

chapters one through four. In the main we are less concerned with the
substance of this part than its form. Through selecteé quotes and
inappropriate percentile calculations the evaluation plucks the agency
and its operations from the incredibly difficult real world of féderal,
state and local intergovernmental relationships and proceeds to dissect
it within a context that no governmental organization of any branch
could survive,

For example, the central issue of the evaluation was to determine if
there is an ". . . unnecessary duplication of activities betweep SPA and
RPU staff". The evaluators established a definition of the major
operational functions, fit job descriptions of staff into ﬁhose categories
and where the SPA and RPU staff both performed a function, duplication
was perceived. Worse yet, the evaluators defined a catch-all management
category called "organizational maintenance" which was incorporated,
per se, into the duplicative area.

Not only was the casual reader left to define whether the term
"organizational maintenance” was good or bad or even what was meant or
included in its definition but the evaluators lost track of their mandate

as well. The simple identification of duplication was not the issue.

-14~
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The key was to find unnecessary duplication. No effort was made to discern

the difference, leaving the reader to conclude that all duplication was

unnecessary and therefore non-productive.
Taken as a whole, this loss of perspective by the evaluators was

understandable. To view the agency's past and present and to view its

future are clearly distinct perceptions. With the new federal legislation

providing a myriad of potential administrative approaches, it was a simple
matter to dismiss what had evolved through ten years of economié,
political and administrative experience and instead imagine the Crime
Commission to be non—existent. In that context, the evaluators only
needed to draft their ideaskon a cheap way to implement a fedefal law.

The result is a two part report, each of which relates only vaguely
to the other. The conclusions do not flow from the body of tha work.

Rather, the recommendations stem from what was called the "principles for

reorganization" section (p.69). Here we find the evaluators presenting

their independent rationale as to why the recommendations éhould be
accepted by the reader. Perhaps they felt this was necessary since
thekbody of the report failed to establish the desired context.

It is alwaysueasier to attack someone else's work than to do the

work yourself. We are not comfortable presenting a defensive response

to the evaluative effort. We cannot, however, accept a document such as

this when such acceptance would have a critical bearing upon the future

of this agency and the services that we provide the people of this state.

) T
The Crime Commission prides itself on its organizational flexib%z&ty.

We have been engaged in a constant effort to identify the options

D
available to us that are in the best interests of the state.

e -15%

B ——




Implementation of the evaluative group's recommendations would result
in an immediate and protracted period of dysfunctionality. To pretend that
the structure is not there and to pretend that there is little more to
implementing a law than just telling people to be hcnest and obey the
rules belies the range of experience that our agency has had. Mistakes
are made. Cross checks and balances between state and local interests
improve the system. Oversight of program development and implementation
makes for better programs. The evaluator's proposition, while minimally
compliapt with federal law and clearly cheaper than our proposed response,
is not in the best interest of Iowa. The best interest of Iowa is
represented by a system which has demonstrated a concern for improvement
in the criminal justice system while maintaining a remarkable level

of accountability and fiscal responsibility.
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